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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The Commission on State Governmental Management was created by 

Virginia's General Assembly on March 20, 1973, to study the management 

of state government and to prepare means for improving governmental 

efficiency and effectiveness. The formation of the Virginia Commission 

is a reflection of the renewed interest in state government reorganiza-

tion that has been generated throughout the country. During the past 

decade more than twenty states have engaged in some type of reorganiza-

tion activity.1 Underlying this concern with structure and function 

is a move toward strengthening the role of states in the federal system 

by improving their governmental capabilities. As a result, Virginia's 

effort at modifying state government to accommodate increased 

responsibilities merits attention not only for its impact on the 

Commonwealth but for its implications for other states as well. 

The Commission on State Governmental Management has officially set 

March, 1978, as the completion date for its efforts. With the end of 

the Commission's tenure in sight, the intent of this analysis is to 

examine the accomplishments of the Commission in instituting a more 

rational system of planning, budgeting and management; to suggest reasons 

for the degree of success that has been achieved; and to identify some 

of the problems which remain to be addressed. This analysis has been 

developed to assist Virginia officials in evaluating the impact of the 
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Convnission's work and to aid other states which are considering changes 

in the structure and processes of their governments. To this end, 

particular attention has been devoted to defining the set of constraints 

and opportunities that existed for improving the effectiveness of 

Virginia state government to aid in evaluating the Convnission's work. 

THE CHANGING ROLE OF STATES IN THE FEDERAL SYSTEM 

The role of state government in the hierarchy of governmental func-

tions has varied over the years. In the 1930's, the noted scholar 

Luther Gulick went so far as to declare states "not only as dying, but 

for the most part dead so far as being effective partners in the federal 

system was concerned. 112 States have been criticized for their ineffec-

tiveness, their lack of responsiveness to social problems, their 

antiquated structures and processes--in short their inability to 

address current and pressing problems. In the late 1940's, Robert Allen 

noted the "default" of the states in meeting governmental responsibil i-

ties and the response of the federal government in filling this void: 

Since 1930, state government has dismally failed to meet 
responsibilities and obligations in virtually every field 
Through its inadequacies, defects, and failures, state govern-
ment created a void that had to be filled by some responsible 
governing force ... The only governing force capable and will-
ing to step into the breach was the federal government. It came 
forward when state government proved incapable of meeting its 
obligations to protect the welfare of its people. That is why 
the people are increasingly turning to the federal governmentj 
why the localities are doing so, and why the states are, too. 

The diminished role of the states continued into the 1960 1s, marked by 

an increasing bypass of the states in direct federal aid to localities 

and the growth of federal involvement in provision of public services. 
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The need for revitalization of state government has been argued on 

several bases. As one former top administrator in Virginia government 

noted, the states must become more involved in pol icy development and 

provision of services because, 11 
••• the experien~e of the 1960 1 s 

demonstrated that the federal system is weaker for the abdication of any 

level of government, federal, state or local from its proper role and 

. b. 1 . . 114 respons1 1 1t1es. In addition, the very diversity of culture, econ-

omics and politics among states has been advocated as justification for 

increased state involvement in governmental services and programs, 

particularly in weighing the necessary 'trade-offs' involved in 

allocating resources and decision making: 

state government is emerging in a new role; as the policy 
instrument through which national, and possibly also interna-
tional, pol icy can alone become effective. This is particularly 
true in such major areas as the environn:ient, energy, and land-use 
planning in which •.. costs need to be weighed against benefits 
.•. These 'trade-offs' can best be made on the local level, 
since conditions differ from area to area and only the intimate 
knowledge of local conditions, which is available at the state 
level, can effectively find the bal~nce which is fair, appropriate 
and equitable in a given situation. 

To keep pace with the demands of an increasingly urban population 

and to respond to the challenge of strengthening their role in the 

governmental hierarchy, it has been necessary to expand beyond the 

regulatory and enforcement activities long associated with state govern-

ments. In the 1970 1 s most growth in governmental employment occurred 

at the state and local level--federal employment accounted for only 

one out of every twenty newly created public jobs. 6 Revenue sharing, 

increased reliance on state administration by the federal level, and 

the strengthening of state capabilities have served to counter the 
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trend of declining influence. Both cities and local government are 

exerting pressure upon the states, as well, requiring assistance in 

financing programs and in intergovernmental coordination. 

The Council of State Governments noted the extent of increases in 

state government: 

The fiscal, social and political environment in which governors 
conduct affairs of state has changed drastically during recent 
decades. State expenditures increased more than six fold, 
revenues about five fold and employment more than doubled be-
tween 1948 and 1968.7 

With the expanded role of state government and the demand for more and 

better services has come a proliferation of agencies, boards and 

corrrnissions. This growth has not always resulted in organizational 

structures or processes that are conducive to efficiency or effective-

ness. 

To stem the pressures of demands, the constraint of resources, 

and the gap between public expectation and performance in government, 

states have been faced with finding additional sources of revenue 

and/or improving the management of governmental operations. Many 

states have undertaken government reorganization in search of a 

solution to these problems. Principles common to these reorganiza-

tion efforts are: 

(1) the grouping of agencies into broad functional areas; 

(2) establishment of relatively few departments to enhance span 

of control and to pinpoint responsibility; 

(3) delineation of single lines of authority to the top; and 

(4) administration of departments by single heads, removing boards 

and commissions from administrative functions.a 



-5-

With the political appeal of reorganization efforts in promoting economy 

and efficiency, the availability of federal funding for studies, the 

successes demonstrated in a number of states and the publicity generated 

at the federal level, it is not hard to predict that governmental 

reorganization will continue to be a topic of interest to the states. 

THE VIRGINIA COMMISSION--AN OVERVIEW 

Like other states, Virginia has sought to improve the functioning 

of its government, not only to keep the cost of services within the 

limits dictated by budgetary constraints, but to improve the quality of 

public services as well. Responsibility for effectuating these improve-

ments has been placed with the Commission on State Governmental Manage-

ment. 

Although not the first study group to attempt reorganization of 

the Commonwealth's government, the Commission has taken a more systema-

tic and comprehensive approach to state problems than had been attempted 

in the past. The Commission has not been content with simply altering 

the structural configuration of state agencies, but has systematically 

addressed the fundamental processes of state government. Outlining the 

problems which led to recognition of the need for reorganization, the 

Commission found that: 

changes in structure, processes and systems are needed to 
permit Virginia to adequately respond to changing circumstances. 
The present organization does not match its purposes and has not 
been adapted to modern circumstances. It would be impossible to 
compute the precise costs attributable to cumbersome mechanisms 
resorted to for coordination under the present structure or to 
missed opportunities for effectiveness and efficiency. Virginia 
state government needs a more rational arrangement of work, a pro-
cess that will improve analysis and decision-making and a clearer 
assignment of responsibility and authority.9 
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The Conmission has nearly completed a five-year study of the 

executive branch of Virginia government and has developed a number of 

recommendations which have been implemented to varying degrees at this 

time. Although not without opposition, the efforts of the Conmission 

have resulted in the initiation of a more integrated management and 

decision-making system--a system that promises to improve the proce-

dures for allocating resources and encourage increased accountability 

for performance in state government. The degree of success and also 

the particular failures that the Conmission has experienced are best 

explained through examination of the problems it was called upon to 

address, the constraints imposed by historical and contemporary circum-

stances, and the Commission's method of approaching these problems. 

This type of analysis provides a useful background for suggesting the 

difficulties that Conmission reforms may face in implementation and 

for preliminarily assessing the impact of the Commission's work on 

Virginia government. 
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CHAPTER 11 

EARLIER ATTEMPTS AT REORGANIZATION IN VIRGINIA 

Virginia's history over the past sixty years is replete with 

periodic efforts to streamline state government. The record consis-

tently shows that reorganization has been no easy task, with many 

recommendations and plans accomplishing 1 ittle in terms of implemen-

tation. As James Latimer, a reporter and long-time observer of state 

government, has noted: 11Either the state government defies reorganiza-

tion or it just won't stay reorganized. 111 The record of these past 

reorganization efforts provides a perspective for gauging the work of 

the present Co1T1T1ission and is noteworthy for the recurrence of issues 

and problems in Virginia government. 

The apparent lack of success in past attempts at reorganization is 

not for lack of a variety of approaches--from small gubernatorial staff 

efforts to major 11blue ribbon 11 committees of legislators, businessmen, 

and citizen leaders of the Commonwealth. The most common approach, 

however, has been the formation of a study conmission, often established 

at the request of the Governor in conjunction with an outside consulting 

firm. These many efforts often found their success dependent upon the 

degree of support given by the General Assembly in implementation. 

Table 1 provides a summary of major reorganization efforts preceding the 

Conmission on State Governmental Management. 

-8-
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GOVERNOR BYRD AND THE NEW YORK BUREAU OF MUNICIPAL RESEARCH 

One of the most significant government reorganizations in Virginia 

began in 1926, when at the urging of Governor Harry S. Byrd, the New 

York Bureau of Municipal Research was hired to prepare a comprehensive 

reorganization study. In the ten years preceding Governor Byrd's 

inauguration, state expenditures had risen from $8 mill ion a year to 

the level of $33 million a year. A 1924 Commission on Simplification 

and Economy of State and Local Government had recommended consolidation 

of over ninety agencies into twelve administrative departments, but the 

General Assembly failed to adopt the recommendation. 2 With the interim 

growth in state spending and the precedent of the 1924 study behind him, 

Byrd was able to use executive reorganization as an effective campaign 

issue, gaining the support necessary to carry out a study. 

The consultants issued their report in 1927 under the direction of 

Luther Gulick. Their major recommendations were to: 

(1) reduce the number of elected officials, making the Governor 
head of administration; (2) consolidate agencies into adminis-
trative departments with heads directly responsible to the 
Governor; (3) restrict boards and commissions to advisory rather 
than administrative roles; and (4) strengthen financial planning, 
accounting and control ,3 

Governor Byrd placed these recorrmendations in the hands of a select 

citizen's group headed by businessman and supporter William T. Reed. 

The Reed Commission considered the consultant's report, but developed 

its own recommendations. The reorganization plan which was adopted in 

1927 at a special session of the General Assembly4 included the short 

ballot and consolidation of agencies, but disregarded other aspects of 

the Bureau's reconmendations--particularly those reducing the power 
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of the boards and commissions which headed nearly two-thirds of state 

agencies. Governor Byrd was able to effectively utilize the prestige 

of the New York Bureau and its report in obtaining the short ballot, 

yet insulate other areas from reform by routing reconunendations through 

this citizen's committee. The Reed Commission's deference to special 

interests led to a number of administrative absurdities such as a trin-

ity of three independent commissions dealing with Conservation, Game 

and Fishing loosely banded together as a "department. 115 Perhaps the 

Virginia experience contributed to Gui ick's conde1111ation in the 1930's 

of the states for their lack of effectiveness. 

AN EXPERIMENT FAILS--THE PRICE ADMINISTRATION (1938-1942) 

Under Governor James H. Price, responsibility for continuous study 

of executive reorganization was placed with the "Fiscal and Administra-

tive Planning Unit" of the Division of Budget. This experiment was 

funded in 1935 by a grant from a private foundation which also estab-

1 ished the Virginia Legislative Advisory Council as a research body for 

the Governor and the General Assembly.6 The foundation was interested 

in testing the hypothesis that administrative and organizational self-

analysis as a part of the budget process could be successful .7 

While a number of the Planning Unit's reconvnendations were imple-

mented through executive order and budgetary controls, those requiring 

approval by the General Assembly were rarely implemented. Price's 

proposals became involved in political cross-fire between the Governor 

and the General Assembly.a James Price was one of the few Virginia 

Governors between 1930 and 1970 not supported by the powerful political 

organization of the former Governor Byrd, even though members of the 
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"Byrd Organization" dominated the General Assembly and occupied the 

positions of Lieutenant Governor and Attorney General while he was 

Governor. 

The Governor's proposals were channeled through the Committee to 

Study the Reorganization of Certain State Departments and Agencies, a 

convnittee formed by the General Assembly in 1940 and headed by one of 

Byrd's closest friends and political supporter, Delegate E. Blackburn 

Moore.9 In considering Price's recommendations, this study group 

indicated in its report to the General Assembly that it "subordinated 

possible theoretical desirability of the proposals to political 

necessity and made no reconunendation concerning changes which it did 

not regard as practical under conditions existing in Virginia. 1110 

For this reason, the Moore Committee's reconvnendations were 1 imited 

in nature. One legislator voiced his concerns with the shortsightedness 

of its approach: 

The Commission ... has made as thorough a review as could 
be made within the 1 imitations of a small appropriation. 
Its reconmendations are helpful and constructive--so long 
as we remember that reorganization must be a continuing 
process, and that we should watch with care the creation of 
agencies without properly integrating them into our present 
scheme of things.ll 

This advice went unheeded, however, and the Fiscal and Administra-

tive Planning Unit did not continue beyond the administration of Governor 

Price. The succeeding Governor, Colgate Darden, had Byrd's support and 

did get some recommendations passed that might be traced to Price's 

efforts--most notably the formation in 1942 of the state personnel 

system. 12 
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GOVERNOR TUCK AND THE BURCH COMMISSION -- CONSOLIDATING STATE AGENCIES 

Governor William Tuck (1946-1950) proposed a reorganization study 

as one of his main inaugural recommendations. In response to the 

Governor's suggestion, the General Assembly authorized the formation 

of a citizen's study group and the employment of a professional consult-

ing firm, Griffenhagen & Associates. The reorganization commission was 

headed by Thomas Burch, a former congressman. 

Citing the Burch Convnission's report in his opening address to the 

1948 General Asseni:>ly, Governor Tuck noted the need for increased coor-

dination in state government: 

For the past two decades, the absence of a complete and 
comprehensive program for the development of a logical 
organizational structure . has resulted in more 
than fifty departments and agencies, not including the 
numerous examining boards. These agencies are virtually 
autonomous and independent and are not coordinated.13 

Therefore, it proposed the reorganization of state government into 

eleven operating departments, three support and three gubernatorial 

staff departments and strongly recommended that a "management engineer-

ing11 section be established in the Division of Budget to conduct future 

studies of management and operations. 

Consolidation of the state agencies into the seventeen reconmended 

departments was approved by the General Asseni:>ly. These departments were: 

Governor's Office: 

Support Staff Departments: 

Secretary of the Commonwealth 
Division of the Budget 
Division of Personnel 

Accounts and Purchases 
Treasury 
Taxation 
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Direct Service Departments: Agriculture and lnvnigration 
Alcoholic Beverage Control 
Conservation and Development 
Public Education 
Labor, Industry, and Employment 

Security 
Health 
Highways 
Military Affairs 
Professional and Occupational 
Registration 

State Pol ice 
Welfare and lnstitutions14 

Rather than initiate the staff unit of management consultants, Governor 

Tuck chose to appoint a staff assistant to study organizational matters. 

This staff assistant worked on implementation of the reorganization plan 

in 1948 and 1949. 

PROGRESS IS MADE WITH DIFFICULTY 

An unusual situation occurred while Governor J. Lindsay Almond was 

in office (1958-1962). During this time, both the Governor and the 

General Assenbly created corrmissions to look into reorganization. In 

what was termed "a political tussle between Almond and the Byrd-

Godwin-Moore faction of legislators, the General Assembly established 

its own Corrmission for Economy in Governmental Expenditures, while 

Governor Almond appointed twenty businessmen and professionals to form 

a Commission on Reorganization of State Government.15 

Not surprisingly, the General Assembly gave the reconvnendations of 

the Governor's study group a less than enthusiastic reception when its 

report was issued in 1961. The chairman of the group, business execu-

tive Erwin H. Will, reflected on the 1 imited impact of its recommenda-

tions and concluded that: "Maybe we will have to have some more 

studies to help us along. 1116 
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An instance where a study group recommendation was later passed by 

the General Assembly was the creation of the position of Commissioner of 

Administration. The General Assembly's own commission reached conclu-

sions similar to those of the Will group, recommending the position to 

reduce the administrative burden placed on the Governor. While Mills 

Godwin gave 1 ittle support to this administrative concept as a member 

of the Assembly, the first Commissioner of Administration was appointed 

during Godwin's first term as Governor in 1966. Carter 0. Lowance, who 

was already executive assistant to the Governor, was appointed to the 

position. The legislative mandate creating the Commissioner's position 

out! ined the following duties and responsibilities: 

The Commissioner of Administration shall supervise the Division 
of the Budget, the Division of Personnel, the Division of Plan-
ning and the Division of Engineering and shall coordinate their 
activities with those of other divisions and agencies ... In 
addition, the Commissioner shall exercise such powers and per-
form such duties as may be delegated to him by the Governor to 
execute the management functions of the Governor ... 17 

Thus, the precedent was set for providing the Governor with an officially 

designated administrative assistant, although it is debatable how much 

Mr. Lowance's functions actually changed as a result of his appointment. 

THE GOVERNOR'S MANAGEMENT STUDY (1970) 

Problems in state government led to recognition of the need for yet 

another reorganization study in 1970. The number of state agencies and 

the cost of government have always been cited as reasons for initiating 

such studies. However, the past decade of growth in Virginia's govern-

ment and the increasing demand for services made deficiencies in the 

state's management system acutely apparent. 
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Changes in the state's leadership precipitated renewed interest in 

reorganization as we11. Linwood Holton was elected in 1969 as the 

Corrmonwealth's first Republican Governor of the century. In his campaign, 

Holton called for a study to identify means for improving management and 

operating procedures and reducing the soaring cost of state government. 

The Governor's Management Study, Inc. (formed by Governor Holton upon 

taking office) made many specific reconvnendations to promote government 

economy and efficiency. 

Support for the study was obtained from business and professional 

groups in the state both in donated manpower and funds total I ing 

$500,000. With a consulting firm as project manager, teams of business-

men and professionals conducted a twelve-week study of state government 

operations. An executive conmittee of nine remained intact some several 

years to oversee implementation of the group's recommendations and an 

Implementation Coordinator was appointed by Governor Holton. Governor 

Holton was able to implement many of the operational changes recommended 

by the study group through executive action. 

The most controversial proposal of this study group undoubtedly was 

the creation of five Secretarial posts--similar in intent to the 

Commissioner of Administration--to administer the functional areas of 

Finance, Education, Human Affairs, Commerce and Resources, and Trans-

portation and Public Safety. The General Assembly (having a substantial 

Democratic majority) formed a legislative conmission to review proposals 

in the Governor's Management Study which required legislative action. 

This commission reviewed major proposals, recommended which should be 

approved and then dissolved. However, the conunission did not address 
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itself to long-range issues and problems--particularly the need for 

improved role definition and management support for the proposed 

Secretarial positions. Although the commission recommended passage of 

the Secretarial bill, questions still remained both in the Legislature 

and state agencies as to the advisability of this new management level. 

Indeed, the Secretarial bill was passed by a narrow margin and the 

positions continued to generate controversy at the time the Commission 

on State Governmental Management was formed. 

RECURRING ISSUES AND PROBLEMS IN VIRGINIA'S REORGANIZATION EFFORTS 

Virginia's reorganization efforts have been characterized by their 

1 imited impact in alleviating management problems in state government. 

Studies and the implementation of their recommendations have proceeded 

in a fragmentary, piecemeal fashion. Often, well-intended proposals 

have become the focal point for political battles in the Legislature and 

with the Governor's office. 

Problems recognized by the New York Bureau of Municipal Research 

in 1927 still remained in Virginia government in the mid-seventies. The 

need to reduce the number of agencies reporting directly to the Governor, 

the need to consolidate agencies along functional lines, the need to 

delineate 1 ines of authority and responsibility and to improve effective-

ness and accountability have been major themes in Virginia's efforts and 

those of other states as well. While there will always be the need to 

alter governmental structure and processes to fit new demands, Virginia's 

sporadic efforts at reorganization unnecessarily perpetuated many of the 

root causes of management problems in its government. 
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Dr. Weldon Cooper, in his position as executive assistant for 

reorganization under Governor Battle and as Director of the Institute 

of Government at the University of Virginia, has been a continuous 

observer of the state 1 s reorganization process. In determining the 

success of the various reorganization efforts, he concluded 11 ••• the 

record is clear that reorganization efforts under this arrangement were 

in direct proportion to the Governor•s zeal in supporting the proposals 

and in prodding the legislature to action. 1i18 

Certainly, strong gubernatorial support is needed to make changes 

of significance to the executive branch. In addition, the history of 

reorganization attempts in Virginia clearly indicates that the support 

of the General Assembly is crucial in instituting changes in state 

government. In the absence of such support, no amount of enthusiasm on 

the part of the Governor can bring about statutory changes. Former 

Governor Colgate Darden, while recognizing the strength of gubernatorial 

initiative, nonetheless concluded that "the real power 1 ies with the 

legislature. If you get a recalcitrant legislature, they 1 re going to 

hold the governor in check. 11 19 

Virginia 1 s General Assembly has consistently refused to grant 

reorganizational powers to the chief executive. In the 1969 deliberation 

over constitutional revision, a measure was rejected which would have 

allowed the Governor to make reorganization proposals that would become 

law barring legislative disapproval. Clearly, the Legislature intends 

to maintain control over reorganizational matters, and any study arrange-

ment that hopes to successfully institute change in the organization of 

state government must adequately address itself to this fact. 
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TABLE 1 

MAJOR REORGANIZATION ATTEMPTS IN VIRGINIA STATE GOVERNMENT 
PRIOR TO THE COMMISSION ON STATE GOVERNMENTAL MANAGEMENT 

Governor in Office 

Harry S. Byrd 
( 1926-1930) 

James H. Price 
( 1938-1942) 

Wi 11 iam Tuck 
( 1946-1950) 

J. Lindsay Almond 
(1958-1962) 

Linwood Holton 
(1970-1974) 

Study Group/A ency Ma"or Aecom 1 ishments 

New York Bureau of Municipal the short ballot and 
Research conso 1 i dat ion of state 

agencies into twelve 
administrative depart-
ments 

Fiscal and Administrative 
Planning Unit (of the 
Division of Budget) 

Burch ColTlllission 

Co11111ission on Reorganization 
of State Government 

The Governor's Management 
Study, Inc. 

reconvnendations led 
to formation of the 
state personnel system 
in 1942 under Governor 
Darden 

consolidation of state 
agencies into eleven 
operating departments, 
three support and 
three gubernatorial 
staff departments 

recommendation to 
create the position of 
Commissioner of Admin-
istration was ado.pted 
by the General Assem-
bly's own study commis-
sion and passed in 
1966 

reconrnendation to form 
the Secretarial posi-
tions was passed and 
many specific manage-
ment improvements were 
instituted in state 
agencies 
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CHAPTER I II 

PROBLEMS IN STATE GOVERNMENTAL MANAGEMENT--IMPETUS FOR ACTION 

Central to every reorganization effort in Virginia has been the 

intent to bring economy, efficiency and/or increased effectiveness to 

state government. Pressures for more and improved services and the 

increased role of the states in the hierarchy of governmental functions 

have made the need for change acutely apparent. Although these pres-

sures have impacted state governments throughout the nation, Virginia's 

need to increase governmental responsiveness and effectiveness was 

compounded by its record up until the mid-sixties as a low tax and 

I imited service state. 

In the decade from 1960 to 1970, state spending in Virginia 

increased by 190.5 percent, while personal income in the Commonwealth 

increased by 129 percent.l These figures reflect the necessary "catch-

ing up" that took place in the sixties. During the first Godwin 

administration (1966-1970), there were significant increases in the 

numbers and types of services provided by the state, particularly 

improvements in the educational system. While a number of previously 

untapped revenue sources--such as sales taxes--were identified and tax 

collection procedures improved during this period, "the availability 

of minor and relatively painless adjustments to produce revenue wind-

falls appears to be exhausted or virtually so. 112 In an early report, 

the Co1T111ission on State Governmental Management concluded: 

-21-
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If the Commonwealth is to provide additional services or 
perhaps even to continue the present level of services 
during this period of inflation, it faces the following 
choices: 

1. uncover new revenue sources (although there appear to 
be few, if any, of significance); 

2. increase taxes; 
3. curtail marginally-effective programs; or 
4. restructure the organization and processes of state 

government to increase productivity.3 

Given these choices, any alternative which would prevent an increase in 

taxes is preferable both to the general public and to state leaders 

dependent upon popular support for election. Unfortunately, the task 

of restructuring Virginia government to obtain increased productivity 

and more effective use of resources continues to be a long and difficult 

one. Thorough revision of the state's management, planning, and budget-

ing systems is required to adequately address root causes of problems in 

Virginia's governmental operations. 

PROLIFERATION OF AGENCIES AND ASSOCIATED COSTS 

Since reducing the number of state agencies and their associated 

costs evokes a great deal of public support, it has been a much heralded 

aspect of government reorganization. Pruning the state's organizational 

tree is often a central concern to reorganization efforts in keeping 

with the pursuit of economy in state government; such organizational 

reductions would seem a straightforward means of reducing costs. 

Unfortunately, neither the problem nor its solution is this simplistic. 

Certainly a countervailing force is needed in state government to 

balance the propensity of both the Governor and Legislature to create 

new entities to address emerging issues and problems. However, the 

pressures of interest groups, the mandates of the federal government, 
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and public demands for increased services provide impetus to the creation 

of more agencies, departments and conmissions. Often reorganization and 

the much heralded reduction in the number of state agencies exist only 

on the newly drafted organizational chart submitted with the reorganiza-

tion report. The sources of pressure and the strength of well established 

patterns of operation soon crumble the neatly arranged ordering of state 

government envisioned by conmittees and consultants. In the past sixty 

years, Virginia's government has seen a series of consolidations and 

restructuring with only fleeting positive effect. 

Linwood Holton's interest in reorganizing state government was in 

remedying what he termed "the poorly planned, haphazard and piecemeal" 

growth of state government.4 The idea also gained him support in his 

bid for election. In his campaign, Holton estimated that as much as 

$75 million could be pared from state annual operating costs.5 In its 

report, the Governor's Management Study counted in excess of 150 depart-

ments, agencies and institutions in the executive branch, noting that 

state personnel increased by 80 percent in the sixties, while the popu-

lation of Virginia rose by only 16.8 percent. 6 The Governor's Management 

Study, initiated by the newly elected Holton in 1970, resulted in a 

savings of roughly one-third of its projected amount. 

While the Governor's Management Study instituted some savings, the 

need to bring costs in line with resources still remained three years 

later when the Conmission on Governmental Management was created. 

Governmental costs and the number of state agencies still continued to 

increase. 
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FRAGMENTATION OF RESPONSIBILITY 

The sheer number of agencies in itself would not necessarily be a 

significant problem, except that adequate management controls and clear 

1 ines of responsibility were tacking. The Conmission on State Govern-

mental Management noted: 

••• Virginia State Government is so fragmented and complex 
that it is difficult to fix responsibility and accountabit ity. 
To remedy this situation, state government must devise ways to 
provide leaders who can be held immediately responsible for 
the action and pot icy of the government, at ike upon its 
legislative and executive side.7 

State government in Virginia was growing at a rapid pace, with the 

formation of new agencies, boards and convnissions to address increased 

areas of responsibility. As a result of a period of rapid adjustment, 

analysis was needed to devise a more rational and effective organization-

al arrangement and procedure for state operations. Indeed there was 

concern over duplication of effort among state agencies and the cumber-

some coordinative methods which the unwieldy arrangement of state 

government necessitated. The Commission cited many problem areas: 

In addition to fragmentation in the environmental and land 
use areas, there are many other problem areas, such as aging, 
drug abuse, alcoholism, law enforcement, transportation, 
juvenile delinquency, adult education and automated data 
processing, to name a few, where a deplorable lack gf coor-
dination and consistency exists at the state level. 

State government lacked clear 1 ines of authority for assuring program 

results. The estabt ishment of boards and commissions to coordinate 

interagency efforts proved ineffective and served to compound the 

problem. 
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EXCESSIVE ADMINISTRATIVE BURDENS 

With the growth of state government in size and complexity came 

increasing administrative burdens upon the Governor and his chief 

assistant for administration. In describing the extent of this burden, 

the Governor's Management Study reported that three-quarters of the 

state's 150 agencies and departments reported directly to the Governor: 

.•. The creation of the office of Co111T1issioner of 
Administration served to 1 ighten the Governor's direct 
burden in staff functions such as budgeting, personnel, 
and planning. However, the burden of the Commissioner 
of Administration has become almost intolerable because 
of the necessity for him to interface his staff respon-
sibilities with other numerous departments and agencies 
of the state.9 

Those striving to improve management and accountability often assume that 

the creation of a separate agency reporting directly to the Governor 

will be more responsive to a pressing problem and will ensure guberna-

torial attention. In actuality, the excessive number of agencies 

reporting directly to the Governor serves to fragment his efforts and 

prevents the type of management and pol icy oversight that the Governor 

should ideally provide. 

VAGUENESS OF THE GOVERNOR'S MANAGEMENT POWERS 

The office of chief executive of Virginia is regarded by many as 

one of the strongest in the country. Certainly, the 1 ist of gubernato-

rial powers is formidable. In Virginia, the Governor serves as chief 

budget and personnel officer, has appointment and removal powers (which 

were strengthened still further as a result of the Commission's recom-

mendations), and may exercise item veto or executive amendment powers 

in returning legislation to the General Assembly.10 The Governor's 
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powers are both of a formal and informal nature, defined by the state 

constitution and statutes and derived from the prestige of the office 

and the power of persuasion. 

In his role as chief executive, the basis for most of the Governor's 

management powers is found in the constitutional provision that he 11 take 

care that the laws be faithfully executed. 1111 The Commission on State 

Governmental Management concluded that a clearer delineation of these 

powers was needed: 

The Take Care Clause is too vague to provide a clear 
definition of the Governor's authority, particularly 
since what is to be faithfully executed is determined 
by the General Assembly. His constitutional appoint-
ment and removal power is illusory since it does not 
apply to agencies headed by boards and conrnissions 
unless the General Assembly chooses to make it apply.12 

The Governor's Management Study made similar remarks in 1970 

concerning the vagueness of the Governor's management powers. Indeed, 

William Zimmer (the president of a large corporation and head of the 

Study's Executive Committee) concluded that: 

... when measured against the executive authority 
necessary to adequately manage and control a business 
operation, the allegedly strong executive authority of 
the Governor of Virginia appears fictional. In truth, his 
powers with those departments headed by boards is either 
informal, the power of persuasion or prestige of office, 
or indirect as chief budgeting and personnel officer or 
through his appointment and removal powers.13 

Undoubtedly, informal power can constitute a significant means for 

the Governor to direct the course of state government. 

The existence in Virginia for most of this century of a 
cohesive political organization which control led a 
substantial number of elective and appointive offices, 
incl·uding the Governor's office, obviated the need for 
reliance upon explicit legal authority in most instances. 
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Consequently, the problems which may arise as a result 
of the gap between the perceived responsibility of the 
Governor and his actual legal auth~rity were not generally 
observable until the last decade.I 

The election of a Republican Governor in a state dominated for decades 

by the Democratic party and one in which the Legislature was still 

predominantly Democratic, highlighted the 11 informal nature 11 of much of 

the Governor's purported power in management and emphasized the need 

for statutory delineation of gubernatorial powers. 

INCREMENTAL BUDGETARY PROCEDURES 

In addition to the problems of an unwieldy organizational structure 

and fragmentation of authority and responsibility, the state budgeting 

system did 1 ittle to reduce or control the mounting costs of govern-

mental operations. Traditional budgetary procedures such as those 

operative in Virginia in the early seventies tend to foster an incre-

mental approach to budget making. The tendency in Virginia (though by 

no means an established policy) was to allow an agency to increase its 

annual budget by a given percentage. This increase was then further 

compounded by the addition of new programs and agencies. While depart-

ment heads appropriately viewed themselves as advocates in obtaining 

budgetary increases for their agencies, objectives and priorities were 

unclear. Therefore, many budgetary decisions were left to be made at 

the highest levels with little or no fiscal management responsibility 

exercised at the agency level. These deficiencies often culminated in 

budget requests that far exceeded projected resources. 

When the Commission on State Governmental Management began its work, 

this overrun in requests was such that the Commission was 11 ••• startled 
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to discover that as late as mid-Noveni:>er, 1973, agency requests 

exceeded expected revenues by aboJt $900 mill icn--less than two months 

before the Governor had to submit his budget to the General Assembly. 111 5 

Unfortunately, the type of budgeting system in use did not provide 

adequate information to make effective budgetary cuts based on a system 

of priorities--requests were not keyed to programs or results, and there 

was no systematic process for the identification of long-range goals and 

objectives. 

THE SECRETARIAL SYSTEM--IMPROVED MANAGEMENT FOCUS OR ADDITIONAL LEVEL 
OF BUREAUCRACY? 

When the Governor's Management Study proposed the creation of the 

Secretarial posts--called Deputy Governors in its reports--the intent 

was to provide the Governor assistance in administrative matters, acting 

as his "executive management team. 11 The positions were likened to the 

role of executive vice presidents in private industry, with the Corrmis-

sioner of Administration as the top staff executive. They were to be 

delegated powers and responsibilities over the agencies assigned them 

by the Governor in the areas of Finance, Education, Human Affairs, 

Commerce and Resources, and Transportation and Public Safety. 

The members of the Governor's Management Study clearly recognized 

that the creation of these positions did not represent a sufficient 

solution to the state's management problems, in and of itself. However, 

the study group argued that some measures were immediately necessary to 

stem the haphazard growth in state government, insisting that the Deputy 

Governors would be in a position to monitor the state's operations and 

suggest further organizational changes as necessary. Anticipating the 

controversial nature of the proposal, the study group stated: 
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There will be those who will be critical of the concept of Deputy 
Governors outlined above, saying that it serves as a superficial 
solution to Virginia's organizational needs without attacking the 
problem more basically through a drastic and complete restructur-
ing of the present myriad units and their divergent 1 ines of 
reporting and responsibility. If the more basic approach were 
taken, it is believed that the pattern of history would be fol-
lowed and the partial implementation of a sound study might do 
nothing more than cure some of the existing fragmentation and 
serve as another stepping stone for future incrergnts to units 
of government. Control is needed~ and badly.1 

It is clear that the General Asseni>ly's Implementation Commission 

held certain reservations concerning these positions, as outlined in 

its report issued several months before the bill establishing the Secre-

tarial positions was passed. 

The commission finds that "restructuring" is too broad a term. 
What is intended by this recommendation, and what is contem-
plated in the commission's approval, is to provide the Governor 
with five additional positions that would operate in every way 
similar to that of the Commissioner of Administration. How-
ever, the titles should be Secretary ... There is to be no 
change of function in any Department, Division, Agency, or 
Institution, Board or Commission. There is not to be estab-
1 ished any consolidated function such as a Department of 
Transportation, and no additional authority for the Governor 
is intended or impl ied.17 

The bil 1 creating the Secretarial positions passed by a narrow 

margin--one vote in the Senate. The measure which passed established 

six Secretaries (making the Commissioner of Administration a Secretary 

as well), assigned the agencies under each Secretary's purview, and 

directed that the Governor could delegate such duties and responsibil i-

ties as necesssary for these officers to assist him in his administra-

tive tasks. The stipulation also was added that the Governor's 

nominees must be approved by the Legislature. 

While the General Assembly, in creating the Secretarial positions, 

had heeded the urgings of Governor Holton and the Governor's Management 
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Study, there were a number of objections to the move--objections that 

remained one year later when the Commission on State Governmental 

Management was established. Some legislators had complained that the 

establishment of these positions gave the Governor too much power. 

This objective could be legitimately countered, however, by the argument 

that the need for stronger managerial controls was so great that it 

outweighed whatever risk that the Governor might abuse his power. 

The other primary objection was that the positions were inadequate-

ly considered and that the delineation of duties and responsibilities 

was too vague. At the time the bill was passed, Senator William Hopkins 

proposed that a more thorough study be conducted, and Delegate James 

Thompson urged that the reorganizational measures be passed only as an 

experiment, subject to evaluation at the end of Governor Holton's term 

in 1974. While neither of these alternative measures was adopted in 

1972, support for further study of state management processes gained 

momentum as it became apparent that the Secretarial positions, as 

instituted, were not the panacea to Virginia's management deficiencies. 

It is not surprising that the Secretaries encountered problems as 

they took office and attempted to define their role in state government 

operations. As Edward Temple, the Secretary of Administration under 

Governor Holton, recalled: II nowhere in the statutes ... is 

there a detailed delineation of the Governor's management responsibili-

ties. It has been necessary, therefore, for the Governor and the 

Secretaries to define the parameters of their management role through 

practice and agreement. 1118 The novelty of the offices, the· lack of 

precedent, and the vagueness of the Governor's own managerial powers 
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hampered the Secretaries in any large scale improvements in the opera-

tions of state government. Additionally, executive orders setting forth 

the duties of the Secretaries further impeded management improvements, 

as they did not delegate significant responsibilities, but cast the 

Secretaries in a staff or advisory role. Holton empowered the Secretar-

ies to: 

(1) Employ personnel needed to perform their assigned duties and 
to request temporary assistance from any state agency; 

(2) Effect program coordination, both in intra-office and inter-
office, in order to assure consistent and effective state 
action; 

(3) Prepare for and recommend to the Governor program proposals 
for legislative action, including priority recommendations 
for each office; and, 

(4) Establish a procedure for each office to provide direct, 
expeditious decisions on behalf of the Governor (recognizing 
the responsibility of each agency head to the Governor).19 

Since the Secretaries lacked any real responsibility for the per-

formance of the agencies placed under them, they assumed a coordinative 

rather than decision-making function. In interviewing those individuals 

who served under Governor Holton, the Commission on State Governmental 

Management determined that none of the Secretaries felt the budgets of 

agencies placed under him were his responsibil ity.20 

The reluctance of Governor Holton to delegate sufficient management 

authority to the Secretaries may be better understood in the context of 

the many sources of resistance to strong secretarial powers. Many state 

agencies have come to enjoy considerable autonomy in their operations. 

The imposition of an administrative level between these agencies and the 

Governor understandably was a difficult concept to implement. Recalling 
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the opinion of the General Assembly's Implementation Commission (that 

there should be no change in the functions of any unit of government as 

a result of the Secretarial positions), it can be seen that resistance 

to changing familiar patterns of operation were to be found not only 

within the bureaucracy, but in the General Assembly as well. As a con-

sequence, it would appear that Governor Holton chose the "most politic-

ally feasible route"--to proceed slowly in developing the role of the 

Secretaries. 

Certainly the disparity between expectations for the Secretarial 

system and the means granted to attain them was a reflection of the 

controversy and ambivalence surrounding the positions. Widespread 

criticism was leveled at the Secretarial system, labelling it another 

layer of bureaucracy. In all fairness, the Secretaries faced a number 

of obstacles to effective performance and were given less than a year 

to define their roles when the Conmission on State Governmental Manage-

ment was formed. Yet it was apparent, given both the vagueness of the 

Governor's own managerial powers and the 1 imited management responsi-

bilities assigned the Secretaries, that there was 1 ittle prospect the 

arrangement would provide the type of management improvements envisioned 

by the Governor's Management Study. Indeed, the resultant system inter-

posed a layer with no real authority between the Governor and those 

responsible for program results and therefore could well pose more 

problems than improvements for state government management. 

PROBLEMS IN STATE PLANNING 

State planning in Virginia has made several transitions in its 

brief history in an attempt to establish its role in state operations. 
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Planning was reestablished as a statewide activity in 1964 after a 

period in which economic development was the dominant "planning" model, 

and the Division of State Planning and Community Affairs was formed in 

1966. 21 Upon implementation of the Secretarial system, state planning 

was reorganized along functional 1 ines to provide support staff to the 

Secretaries. Despite these changes, state planning lacked impact in 

Virginia--the wide gulf between planning and decision-making processes 

reflected basic flaws in the state's management systems. 

The Commission on State Governmental Management adopted a broad 

definition of planning as a significant component of an integrated 

management system. Planning was defined as: 

the organized and continuous interaction of goal 
definition, problem analysis, pol icy development, program 
design, resource allocation and performance evaluation with 
coordination at all stages imposed on all participating 
levels and units of government.22 

State management as a whole suffered from the lack of long-range 

goals and objectives and a systematic process for formulation and con-

sideration of alternatives. These elements could have been supplied 

through effective planning. However, comprehensive state planning in 

Virginia was a relatively new concept and many obstacles barred its 

success. The Corrrnission, while praising specific accomplishments of the 

Division of State Planning and Community Affairs, nonetheless viewed its 

operations as a failure, concluding: 

Its failures, 1 ike those in most other states, are traceable 
in large part to the lack of a clear concept of the role of 
a state planning agency at its inception, and the application 
of unrealistic legislative requirements at the time of 

. 23 creation .•. 
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Thus state planning suffered from inadequate definition of its proper 

role and function. The tendency to place major new programs under the 

Division whenever there was uncertainty as to their proper location 

served to further confuse the role of the Division and to detract from 

its planning efforts. 

LIMITATIONS ON ANALYSIS AND EVALUATION IN STATE GOVERNMENT 

Decision makers in Virginia--both the Governor and legislators--

often lacked the information necessary to make effective decisions and 

had no means for assessing the performance or effectiveness of state 

operations. Though the Governor had staff support, the state's manage-

ment information system was fragmented and incomplete, the planning and 

budgeting systems were poorly 1 inked, and both budgeting and post-

auditing were concerned with fiscal compliance rather than effectiveness 

or output. If state leaders did indeed desire to eliminate gaps and 

duplication of effort among its agencies or to curtail marginally effec-

tive programs, they lacked the basis to do so effectively. 

When compared to Legislatures in other states, Virginia's General 

Assembly ranked fourth from the bottom in terms of support staff prior 

to formation of the legislative oversight agency in 1973. Time limita-

tions also constrained the extent to which Assembly members could weigh 

budgetary requests and consider the mass of legislation before them. 

Thus the General Assembly operated at a disadvantage in formulating 

alternatives to gubernatorial proposals. 

Formation of the Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission 

improved the Assembly's ability to oversee state operations through the 

addition of support staff for analysis. However, the demands placed on 
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legislators still leave 1 ittle time available to consider and address 

issues. While lengthening the legislative session is one means to 

resolve this problem, the move would run counter to the desire to main-

tain the "citizen legislator." Clearly, some resolution of this 

dilemma must be obtained to meet the ever-increasing tasks and responsi-

bilities placed with the General Assembly. 

MANAGEMENT PROBLEMS--A SUMMARY 

Virginia's government had undergone significant changes in a short 

time, both in its growth in response to expanding functions and as a 

result of the Governor's Management Study and the partial implementation 

of its recommendations. However, the state found itself ill-equipped to 

make the decisions necessary to stem the mounting costs of operations 

while maintaining needed services. Although the Secretarial system was 

established to aid in state management, it was placed in the context of 

a management system that was inadequate to accommodate increasing state 

responsibilities. In the midst of controversy over these top administra-

tive positions, it became apparent that a careful examination of the 

state's entire management system was in order. 
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CHAPTER IV 

FORMATION OF THE COMMISSION ON STATE GOVERNMENTAL MANAGEMENT 

Although the Implementation Commission established to review the 

Governor's Management Study reconmended that its functions be turned 

over to the Conmission for Economy in Governmental Expenditures, this 

legislative group had not been active for several years. Instead, in 

view of the problems still confronting state government, Senator 

William Hopkins' proposal to conduct a more thorough study of the state's 

management processes generated renewed interest and support. On March 20, 

1973, the Commission on State Governmental Management was created for 

the purpose of: 

... bringing about greater efficiency in State government 
by the. reduction of the more than one hundred agencies to a 
reasonable and practicable number, the elimination of dupl ica-
tion and overlap, the establishment of clearer lines of 
authority, and undivided responsibility for particular func-
tions of the State Government.I 

Senator Hopkins was selected to chair the Commission. 

'IMPETUS FOR LEGISLATIVE ACTION 

Given the history of Virginia's reorganization efforts, the situa-

tion of state government in 1973 could be viewed as the inevitable 

result of still another study commission whose reconvnendations had been 

only partially implemented by the General Assembly. The record affirms 

the Legislature's desire to control government reorganization, and its 

reluctance to accept primary direction in these matters from the Governor 

-38-



-39-

or his study co1T111issions. However, there were additional problems that 

made further study unavoidable. The Governor's Management Study group 

never intended its report as a comprehensive study of the many facets 

of governmental management. Instead, the analysis centered on specific 

cost saving procedures and operational changes which could be expediently 

implemented. Tiie Governor's Management Study concentrated its efforts 

over a period of only twelve weeks, and 11 ••• lacked sufficient time to 
' 

consider in detail the nature of the Governor's duties and the functions 

of this office in relation to the many agencies of the executive branch 

of State government . 112 

It could readily be argued that a study of the structure and func-

tions of the executive branch would be properly conducted through the 

Governor's office--in fact, the Governor's Management Study had envi-

sioned the Secretaries as assisting the Governor in this task. However, 

a nunber of factors precluded this alternative. At the time the Commis-

sion was formed, Governor Holton had only nine months remaining in his 

term. As the Governor is prohibited by the State Constitution from 

succeeding himself, there would have been an unavoidable loss in con-

tinuity had responsibility for a comprehensive study been placed in the 

Governor's office. Also, while the Secretarial positions had been 

created by the General Assenbly at the urging of Governor Holton, these 

positions remained controversial, and the Governor lacked the necessary 

support in the Legislature to effect further changes. As has been amply 

demonstrated in the Commonwealth's history, the Legislature holds the 

key in deciding which proposals are ultimately approved and implemented. 

Therefore, it can be seen that a Commission formed by the General 
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Assembly and comprised of influential legislators would have an in-

creased likelihood of seeing its recorrmendations implemented. In the 

legislation creating the Commission on State Governmental Management, 

membership was extended to include four gubernatorial appointees as well 

as seven members of the House of Delegates and four members of the 

Senate.3 

THE CHARGE TO THE COMMISSION 

The Co1T111ission 1 s mandate is notable for its specificity on some 

matters and its vagueness on others, reflecting the issues foremost in 

the minds of the legislators, as well as the generalized hope that this 

study comnission could effectuate much needed management changes. The 

General Assembly directed the Comnission to study the following issues: 

(1) the extent of the demand upon the Governor's time by the 
executive agencies and what techniques and devices, in-
cluding the Secretaries of various functions, he has 
employed or might use to have such demands met at a lower 
1eve1 ; 

(2) the extent to which the establishment of the positions of 
the Secretaries has reduced demands upon the Governor, 
how this can be made more effective; 

(3) the extent to which functions and responsibilities are 
vested in the office of the Lieutenant Governor i:n the 
severa 1 states; 

(4) the extent to which such functions and responsibilities 
should be vested in the Lieutenant Governor of the 
Commonwealth of Virginia; 

(5) the extent of the dual nature of the services performed 
by the Lieutenant Governor and what, if any, changes 
are required therein; 

(6) what further changes in the structure of the state 
government can be made that would lead to more effec-
tive management procedures consistent with a responsive 
and responsible state government, free of such instances 
as having more than ten agencies involved in narcotic 
contra 1; 
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(7) what steps other states have taken to bring about more 
efficient and more effective government and the success 
or Jack of success which has been had, and the extent 
to which the successes can be adapted to Virginia and 
applied here; and 

(8) such other matters in connection with the structure, 
scope and functions of the executive branch and offi-
cers thereof •.. as appear approeriate in connection 
with major features of this study. 

The enabling legislation also required a report on the initial 

findings of the Commission no later than October I, 1973, and set 

October I, 1974, as the date for the Commission's final report to the 

Governor and General Assembly. Additionally, the Commission requested 

and was granted a clarification of its original mandate to specifically 

include examinations of the roles of both the Attorney General and the 

State Corporation Commission. 

Given the wide range of issues to be addressed, the Commission 

quickly realized that a longer time frame would be required to formu-

late the necessary recommendations and to allow adequate time to 

present them to the General Assembly. As a consequence, the Commission 

was granted several extensions, allowing for continuation of its 

endeavors through March of 1978. 

COMMISSION ORGANIZATION, STAFF, AND PROCEDURES 

In order to address the many aspects of state governmental manage-

ment before it, the Commission divided its membership into three prin-

cipal subcommittees, each responsible for a specific area of analysis. 

The Subcommittee on Budget and Management Systems considered improvements 

to the planning, budgeting, information, and personnel systems of the 

state. The Executive Management Subcommittee examined the role of the 
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Governor, the Attorney General, the Secretaries, and the various boards 

and commissions. Organizational arrangements were addressed by a Sub-

committee on Government Operations. While a subcommittee had been 

formed specifically charged with examining the many questions raised by 

the General Assembly mandate concerning the role of the Lieutenant 

Governor, its work was concluded early in the Commission's endeavors. 

Care was taken to minimize the staff size and budget. The Commis-

sion hired a small professional staff, relying on analysts from state 

agencies and consultants for assistance within specific areas. An 

estimated total of $450,000 in state funds and $250,000 in federal funds 

(from the Department of Housing and Urban Development) will be expended 

over a five-year period in support of the Commission's operations. As 

Patrick McSweeney, the former Executive Director of the Commission, 

explained, ''We didn't want the size of the staff to become an issue in 

itself as it had in other states. 115 

In contrast with the stereotype image of governmental committee 

endeavors, the approach and attitude of the Commission's members in 

conducting their studies is noteworthy. Meetings were held over two-

or three-day periods, with presentations being made by experts for a 

full day before issues were decided. Willard Lemmon, Vice Chairman of 

the Commission, reflected on the effectiveness of this procedure in 

fostering an openminded assessment of issues and alternatives. 

At our very first meeting, the Chairman asked each of us to 
comment on what we expected to have the commission achieve. 
I recall that my statement was to try to find ways to make 
government more responsive to Virginia citizens and, at the 
same time, efficient enough to be able to afford to supply 
the services really needed. I recal 1 that I heard one 
businessman member whom I had just met whisper that he was 
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tired of cl iches. Yet most of us after . 
study co1T1Tiission work many of us had ever 
almost the same terminology. We have all 
changes in our thinking over that period. 
things that I griginally felt have almost 
opposite pole. 

. • the hardest 
done, are using 
had some radical 
Certainly some 

gone to the exact 

Each year, the Commission has been responsible for presenting a 

slate of recommendations in the form of bills or resolutions for con-

sideration by the General Assembly. The procedure used in formulating 

these recommendations allowed input from many sources in addition to the 

reports of staff and consultants. The political judgment of the 

Commission members also was fully utilized in developing these recom-

mendations. Although a majority of members in favor was sufficient to 

accept a reco1T1Tiendation, a vocal minority often could block a proposal 

or table it pending further study. ''We knew that if an item drew that 

much opposition from our membership, it was sure to fail in the General 

Assembly. 117 

During the formulation of recommendations, the Commission received 

inputs from the Governor through his Secretaries, particularly the 

Secretary of Administration. The Commission also held public hearings 

across the state at the end of each year to receive public comment upon 

the proposals that had been formulated before taking them to the General 

Assembly. 

In making recorrmendations to the Legislature, a sponsor for the 

necessary legislation was enlisted by the chairman of the subcommittee 

originating the proposal. The effectiveness of this thorough screening 

process and the initiative of members in supporting legislation to 

implement the Commission's recommendations has been demonstrated by the 
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acceptance of nearly all of the proposals brought before the General 

Assembly. A word of caution is in order, however, as the screening 

process acted to filter some of the more controversial issues, leaving 

them to be addressed in the final legislative session of the Commission--

1978. 
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CHAPTER V 

ACTIONS OF THE COMMISSION: 
THE FRAMEWORK FOR IMPROVED MANAGEMENT 

In devising recommendations for improved public management, the 

Commission adhered to the roles and relationships among the branches 

of state government defined by Virginia's Constitution. Central to 

the analysis was the realization that a democratic system, based upon 

a separation of powers among governmental branches, is not designed 

for absolute efficiency but to provide a system of checks and balances 

to preclude the arbitrary exercise of power. This separation of powers 

is not only desirable, but necessary in the opinion of the Co1m1ission 

since: 

Constitutionally and practically, the General Assembly 
cannot administer the laws. Efforts to do so will be 
counter-productive. The General Assembly meets for 
relatively short sessions each year. Indeed, there is 
much sentiment (as expressed during the 1974 session} 
that it should return to biennial sessions ... They 
constitute a body of 140 delegates and senators. Even 
standing co1m1ittees cannot manage state government 
between sessions.1 

Within the constraints of such a system, the Co1m1ission examined elements 

of the executive branch with the intention of improving its effectiveness 

and efficiency by addressing basic systems, processes, and structure. 

The Conmission argued that management responsibility should be 

vested in the Governor's office, since he is viewed by the electorate 

as responsible for the administration of state government--whether he 
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is given adequate statutory power or not. While the General Assembly 

has ultimate responsibility for policy making and exercises reserve 

power over administration, the Corrvnission concluded: "Nevertheless, not 

all pol icy making can be done by legislators. Much discretion must 

necessarily be left to the executive branch to 'fill in the blanks' left 

by the General Assembly. 112 For this reason, the Legislature must provide 

clear policy guidelines and exercise oversight in ensuring compliance. 

In formulating its reconmendations, the Commission drew from the 

concept of management by objectives as outlined by Peter Drucker; 

"Public service institutions ... particularly need objectives and 

concentration of effort on goals and results--that is management. 113 

While fully recognizing the difficulty of goal setting in a representa-

tive democracy, nevertheless, the Commission concluded: 11 ••• to the 

extent that Virginia state government is unable to devise specific goals 

and objectives, we must live with a lack of direction ... and resultant 

waste of energy and resources.•~ 

The Commission recommended that the General Assembly concentrate 

delegated responsibility in the Office of the Governor--and by devising 

clear 1 ines of responsibility and a performance-oriented management 

system to encourage accountability for results. Through the reorganiza-

tion of the planning, budgeting, and management systems of the state, 

the Commission sought to provide a framework in which elected officials 

could more effectively carry out their role of setting goals, making 

major pol icy decisions, and overseeing state operations. 
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EFFICIENCY AND EFFECTIVENESS: A MORE COMPREHENSIVE APPROACH 

In translating the mandate given by the General Assembly, it is 

fortunate that the Commission adopted a comprehensive and systematic 

approach to the problems of state government. Like many states, 

Virginia had long suffered the effects of well-intentioned but frag-

mentary analyses of problems in governmental operations and the partial 

implementation of what plans and programs were devised to improve them. 

While these attempts may have remedied immediate problems, they often 

perpetuated the root causes unnecessarily. 

Although the Commission attended the familiar goal of promoting 

economy and efficiency in state government, the greater emphasis was 

placed on developing sound processes for allocating resources and for 

managing and evaluating state operations. In taking this position, the 

Commission noted: 

An organization and management study ... does not properly 
begin with attempts to improve efficiency. It begins instead 
with an analysis of the purpose and goals of the organization. 
What is ultimately expected from all the resources channeled 
to state government? What do the people and their elected 
representatives want from state government in the way of end 
results? Why are present activities being undertaken as they 
are? Unless such analysis precedes consideration of effi-
ciency and economy pressures the result may be as Peter 
Drucker has observed, "beaut i fu 1 engineering of work that 
should not be done at all. 16 

By dealing with the underlying causes of structural and management 

deficiencies, rather than merely addressing the symptoms, the Commission 

hoped to avoid the shortcomings of previous reorganizational efforts. 

By keeping the analysis primarily at a conceptual level, the 

Commission also sought to minimize controversy with the agencies of 
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state government. As the Director of the Commission explained in an 

early memo to members, this strategy had several advantages: 

rather than concentrate on particular examples of 
ineffectiveness, I believe the Commission would be wise 
to assume that it can develop general reconvnendations . 
If we attempt to come up with a "parade of horribles 11 

demonstrating where agencies have overspent or mismanaged 
their affairs, we will unnecessarily antagonize ... and 
may find that our assumptions are difficult, if not impos-
sible to validate. We may also miss the point. Instead, 
I would urge that we examine the underlying causes and 
concentrate on the processes of management ... 6 

In recognition of the need for a systematic and comprehensive 

analysis of Virginia 1 s management problems, the Co111T1ission set its own 

objectives as follows: 

(1) To make state government more productive, cost-effective, and 
efficient; 

( 2) To make state government more accountable and responsive; 

(3) To improve the qua 1 i ty of state services; 

(4) To clarify assignments of authority and respons ib i 1 i ty; 

(5) To enhance state government 1 s adaptability to change; 

(6) To improve communication systems and decision-making; 

(7) To improve the state 1 s planning, pol icy analysis, and 
program development capability; 

(8) To foster a more positive management attitude with greater 
emphasis on results and program accompl ishments.7 

THE GOVERNOR AS THE CHIEF EXECUTIVE/ADMINISTRATOR 

In making recommendations, the Commission viewed the Governor's 

powers from the perspective of his constitutional role as chief execu-

tive of the Convnonwealth. Therefore, it sought to affirm or clarify 

this role by requesting statutory confirmation of the powers necessary 

to provide executive management over state operations. The Convnission 
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outlined the rationale for its recommendations on the office of Governor 

in the following manner: 

Even though every Governor must rely upon his informal powers, 
particularly his power to persuade, the formal powers and 
duties of the office should be more clearly defined: 

1. to heighten accountability by setting clear legal duties 
instead of relying on vague expectations; 

2. to reduce the possibility of governance by whim or 
personal preference; 

3. to make the Governor's performance more visible and 
direct; and 

4. to provide him the tools most 1 ikely to accomplish the 
results and perform the tasks expected of him when he 
is elected.a 

To effectively administer state operations, the Commission recom-

mended that the Governor be formally empowered to formulate and 

administer all policies for the executive branch, including resolution 

of pol icy and administrative conflicts among agencies, subject to the 

state constitution, state law, and the reserve power of the General 

Assembly to overrule him. The Commission further recommended that, in 

submitting the executive budget, the Governor be required to include 

his corresponding policies, goals and objectives, and priorities, thus 

giving legislators improved information for allocating fiscal resources 

and establishing a basis from which to evaluate the performance of state 

agencies. These recommendations were adopted by the General Assembly, 

along with provisions for initiation of a program budget system by 

fiscal year 1978. 

Although it is often assumed that the Governor is the primary spokes-

man for the state in dealings with the federal government, the Conrnission 

identified a need for clarification of respective roles in connection 

with federal funding sources to circumvent situations in which 
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administrators made pol icy and financial decisions that should be in 

the purview of elected officials. To demonstrate this need, one 

Commission member cited an incident in which the Council on Criminal 

Justice decided, without consultation with the Governor's office or the 

Legislature, to switch federal funding to cover new programs, leaving 

the state to bear the complete cost for the continuance of existing 

programs. 11To make the situation worse, we found they had every legal 

right under the statutes then in effect to do just what they did. 18 In 

accordance with the Commission's recommendations, therefore, the General 

Assembly enacted legislation setting forth the Governor's authority to 

coordinate all official contacts with the federal government. 

In the 1977 legislative session, the Governor was authorized to 

appoint all administrative agency heads in the executive branch to serve 

at his pleasure, subject to confirmation by the General Assembly, for a 

term coinciding with his. The heads of the Corrmission on Game and 

Inland Fisheries, the Council on Higher Education, and the Virginia 

Supplemental Retirement System were excluded from the Governor's 

appointive powers, however. In arguing for stronger gubernatorial 

appointment powers, the Commission maintained it would strengthen the 

position of both the Governor and General Assembly: 

As a matter of constitutional law, legislative bodies cannot 
remove appointed officers and employees in the executive 
branch ... This recommendation will focus responsibility 
in the Governor for administrative efficiency and effective-
ness .•. All administrate heads will be confirmed by the 
General Assembly . . . which is not now the case. The 
change obviously puts the General Assembly in a much stronger 
control position.lo 
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The Commission emphasized the importance of the legislative review of 

all appointees in the confirmation process as a safeguard to assure 

the appointment of well-qualified individuals. 

Early in its efforts, the Commission pressed for executive ini-

tiated reorganization. In 1976, it sponsored legislation that would 

empower the governor to submit plans for reorganization which would be 

enacted, barring disapproval by either house. These powers were 

similar in nature to those enjoyed by the President and by governors of 

thirteen other states.11 As further justification for granting this 

power, the Commission argued: 

In recent years the Commission on Constitutional Revision, 
the Governor's Management Study, and the National Municipal 
League (in its Model State Constitution) have recommended 
that the Governor be given this authority. A group of eight 
agency analysts, who spent several months working for the 
Commission in 1974 also recommended such a change ... The 
reason for executive initiated reorganization is that reor-
ganization of the executive branch is properly a continuous 
activity rather than a disruptive once-a-decade effort. 
Many routine reorganizations are not accomplished because 
the legislature fails to identify them or ever get around 
to them.1 2 

The Commission further argued that the system then in operation allowed 

a measure to die in committee without coming to vote and often precluded 

consideration of the plan as a whole by the entire Legislature. 

However, objections to the executive initiated reorganization bill 

were raised by legislators who feared the measure would relinquish 

powers rightfully belonging to the General Assembly. In the measure 

which finally passed in 1977, the Governor's plans must be approved by 

each house, with each having the right to delete portions of the plan. 

Thus the fears of relinquishing too much legislative power were staved, 
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but the bill enacted failed to significantly alter the situation which 

the Commission sought to correct. 

OFFICE OF THE LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR 

Although the Conmission examined the office of the Lieutenant 

Governor, 1 ittle resulted from this effort. The Commission observed 

that the duties assigned the Lieutenant Governor are primarily cere-

monial in nature, providing 1 ittle or no administrative assistance to 

the Governor. In a staff report to Commission members, it was recom-

mended 11 that the off ice of Lieutenant Governor be abolished and that 

the constitution provide for a special election in the event of a 

vacancy. 1113 The staff reached this conclusion after considering the 

two primary solutions offered to provide the Lieutenant Governor with 

management responsibilities: (1) to allow the Governor to delegate 

responsibilities to the Lieutenant Governor, and (2) to require their 

election as a team rather than separately as provided in the state's 

constitution. The staff criticized these 'solutions' concluding: 

... if the Governor is given a choice as to whom he will 
delegate important administrative tasks, he will almost 
invariably choose an appointed official rather than an 
elected one . leaving the Lieutenant Governor with 
1 ittle to do. The team election leads to no real popular 
choice of the man who will fill a vacancy in the highest 
office, should it occur. Political scientists argue that 
voters barely look at the candidate for Lieutenant 
Governor under such an arrangement.14 

Apparently, support among the Commission's members was sufficiently 

strong to counter these staff reconvnendations, and instead the Commis-

sion attempted to strengthen the Lieutenant Governor's management role. 

Perhaps recognition of the political difficulty in abolishing the well-

established position led the Commission to recommend election as a team, 
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with the Lieutenant Governor exercising "those powers and duties which 

are prescribed for him by the Governor ... 11 15 The force of tradition 

ran in opposition to even these reconrnendations, as the measure was 

soundly defeated in the General Assembly. The most common reservation 

expressed by legislators was that Virginia already had a short ballot, 

with the Governor, Lieutenant Governor, and Attorney General being the 

only officials elected statewide. In this I ight, there was concern 

that whatever management efficiency gained would be outweighed by 

sentiments among the pub I ic that they were losing popular control of 

state government. Following the defeat of this proposal in the 1975 

session of the General Assembly, the Commission did not pursue further 

questions of the role of the Lieutenant Governor. 

THE SECRETARIAL SYSTEM 

Since the controversy surrounding the Secretarial positions played 

an important part in the Conunission's formation, considerable attention 

was devoted to studying this system. When the positions were created 

in 1972, there was general agreement that the Governor needed adminis-

trative assistance, though there was no consensus as to the form this 

assistance should take. In out I ining its task, the Conunission explained: 

The inrnediate task . is to decide upon the proper role 
for the six Secretaries--administrative officials now on 
the job who are hampered by Jack of role definition and 
specificity in job description ... They have never been 
delegated the power to act as managers.16 

Once the Governor's own management powers were clarified, the 

Commission hoped to implement a system of management by objectives. 

The Commission argued that the Secretaries must be delegated authority 

over the agencies under their supervision--not to become involved in 



-55-

routine operational matters, but in order to oversee the processes of 

setting goals and objectives, formulating budgets, and assessing agency 

performance. The type of management role envisioned for the Secretaries 

was to complement the systems of pol icy planning and program budgeting 

also proposed by the Commission: 

Neither of these approaches can be truly effective 
unless the authority of the Secretaries is streng-
thened and more precisely defined. Critical to both 
program budgeting and management-by-objectives are 
explicit objectrves, priorities, deadlines and 
assignments of responsibility for tasks. Both 
approaches require an analysis of goals, programs 
and problems that cross agency 1 ines.17 

In accordance with the Co1T1T1ission's recommendations, a bill was 

enacted making the Secretaries responsible to the Governor and requiring 

agency heads to make their reports to the Governor through the appro-

priate Secretary. Secretaries also were empowered to provide pol icy 

direction, resolve administrative, jurisdictional, and/or pol icy con-

fl icts, and to direct the formulation of the budgets for the agencies 

placed under them. 

Exceptions to the Secretarial range of powers were made in the 

cases of Administration and Finance, Education and Transportation. The 

Secretary of Administration and Finance has unique responsibility for 

reviewing and coordinating the plans and budgets of the other functional 

areas. The budget and pol icy making powers of both the Secretary of 

Education and the Secretary of Transportation were 1 imited in the 

original legislation creating the positions and remained restricted 

even after Commission modifications to the Secretarial system. The 

State Council for Higher Education in Virginia remains responsible for 
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developing policies and guidelines and for reviewing the budgets of the 

state supported colleges and universities, though the Secretary of 

Education has complete pol icy and budgetary powers in the area of 

cultural affairs. Within Transportation, the Secretary reviews and 

approves the budget of each unit under him with the exception of the 

powerful State Highway and Transportation Commission.18 

BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS 

In keeping with its objective of establishing clearer lines of 

authority and responsibility, the Conrnission examined the role of the 

more than 175 boards and convnissions in the executive branch. The 

Commission urged adoption of recommendations to bring these bodies under 

the pol icy direction of the Governor, noting the potential for undue 

representation of special interest, given the statutory independence 

that some boards and commissions enjoyed. Although the Governor 

appointed the overwhelming majority of their members, the Commission 

noted barriers to effective pol icy direction over collegial bodies: 

A significant number, however, are ex officio members, 
are nominated by special interest groups, or must be 
selected from a restricted list ... At present the 
Governor's ability to direct the members of a collegial 
body on pol icy matters or to work through them on 
administrative matters depends more on informal factors 
than on the formal, statutory relationship ... Inde-
pendence can also result from federal funding arrange-
ments, earmarked revenues, and constitutional 1 imitations 
associated with the special fund doctrine.19 

Following the Commission's recommendations, the General Assembly 

authorized the Governor to appoint members to all boards and commissions 

with few exceptions and to remove members for specific cause, i.e., 
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"failure to carry out the policies of the Co1T1T10nweal th as established 

in the Constitution or by the General Assembly or refusal to carry out 

a lawful directive of the Governor. 1120 As terms for most board menbers 

are staggered, this measure would allow an incoming Governor to remove 

members whose actions were counter to his pol icy directives. 

The Commission also argued that boards and commissions are not well 

suited to administrative or management roles, as this situation fragments 

the 1 ines of authority and responsibility by making the agency head 

accountable to both a board and the Governor. Recognizing the contribu-

tion of citizens who serve on these boards and commissions, the Commis-

sion formulated· a series of guidelines within which these bodies should 

function. At a minimum, every citizen board or commission should: 

(1) serve as a public watchdog; 

(2) provide a means of citizen access; 

(3) publicize, educate, and work for public support; and 

(4) advise the Governor, the appropriate Secretary, as well as 
the agency head on any matter affecting the agency.21 

Should the Legislature adopt this set of guidelines in the 1978 session, 

it may still be necessary to rewrite the enabling legislation of each of 

the boards and commissions to bring them into conformance. The defeat 

of a bill in the 1977 session to bring Agricultural Commodity Commissions 

under closer supervision may bode ill for future reforms of boards and 

commissions with strong special interest supports, however. 

Acting upon the Commission's recommendation, the General Assembly 

passed a joint resolution in the 1977 session, requesting the Governor 

to review the statutory grants of power to the various boards, councils, 

commissions, departments, and agencies to ensure their operations are 



-58-

within the broad pol icy framework established by the Governor and the 

General Assembly. In the same session, a bill passed prohibiting legis-

lators from serving on boards and commissions in the executive branch 

other than those of a commemorative or honorary nature. 

THE ATIORNEY GENERAL 

Recommendations were formulated and passed by the General Assembly 

with the objective of clarifying the relationship of the Attorney General 

in providing the Governor with legal advice and service, while removing 

him from the formulation of pol icy. As pointed out in the findings of 

the Commission: 

The Governor is constitutionally charged with the duty to 
see that the laws are faithfully executed. The Attorney 
General must be in a position to render independent advice 
to the Governor and executive officers; however, the inde-
pendence of the Attorney General should not extend to the 
point at which he and the Governor are pursuing conflicting 
pol icy directions with the officers and agencies of the 
Commonwealth caught in the middle.22 

Since the Governor and Attorney General are elected independently and 

may have divergent political views, the possibility for conflict on 

pol icy issues is heightened. The Commission also called attention to 

the potential conflict when the Attorney General is required to repre-

sent consumer groups before the State Corporation Commission while also 

rendering legal services to this agency. 

The measures adopted by the General Assembly in 1976 specified that 

the opinions of the Attorney General are only advisory and deleted the 

State Corporation. Commission from the 1 ist of agencies for which the 

Attorney General provides legal services. Provision also is made in 

this bill for the Governor to appoint special counsel in cases where the 

Attorney General has a conflict of interest. 
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THE STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION 

Established in 1902 as a regulatory agency, the State Corporation 

Commission (SCC) over the years has been granted (or has assumed) a 

number of executive functions handled in most states by agencies 

directly responsible to the Governor. 

Since 1902, the role of the SCC has been expanded far 
beyond that which was originally contemplated for it. 
It now has approximately 450 employees, 15 divisions, 
and a biennial appropriation exceeding $20 mill ion. 
The General Assembly since 1902 has added over 53 new 
statutory duties to the original constitutional duties, 
giving the sec the broadest jurisdiction of any state 
regulatory agency in the nation.23 

In its reco111'11endations, the Co111'!1ission on State Governmental 

Management sought to separate adjudication from investigation and 

prosecution in keeping with the doctrine of Separation of Powers. The 

Commission, therefore, concluded that the SCC should devote its full 

attention to rate making, rate setting, and adjudicative activities, 

continuing "as an administrative court with sufficient staff to enable 

it to analyze the complex issues presented to it . However, the 

actual presentation of cases and the investigation and enforcement of 

laws and regulations should become the responsibility of various execu-

tive agencies. 

To implement this separation of functions, and to improve the 

coordination of policies and activities presently split between the SCC 

and executive agencies, the Commission devised recommendations which 

YIOUld: 

(1) abolish the SCC's public utilities and accounting divisions 
and replace them with a separate department of public util i-
ties under the executive branch. The SCC would retain 
judicial overview to hear appeals of departmental actions; 
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(2) transfer the commission's public service taxation division 
to the Department of Taxation; 

(3) create separate departments of banking, securities and 
insurance, but al low the sec to hear appeals; and 

(4) transfer the scc•s motor transportation division to the 
present Division of Motor Vehicles.25 

These proposals will come before the General Assembly in the 1978 

session. The outlook for their passage is dim, given the particular 

difficulty which organizational changes have faced in the legislature 

and the successful record of the SCC in resisting reorganization. A 

recent newspaper article offered the following insight into the 

controversy: 

While the staff and the subcommittee of the Commission 
on State Governmental Management believe the proposals 
would lead to greater governmental efficiency, the State 
Corporation Convnission doesn't think much of the ideas. 
Commissioners Preston Shannon and Junie Bradshaw showed 
up at the 9/30/77 meeting of the Commission on State 
Governmental Management to suggest that the SCC should 
be left to its own devices. The proposals would slice 
away much of the administrative duties of the sec. This 
has been tried before, as recently as two years ago, but 
the sec has managed to drum up enough support from 
members of the General Assembly to reject reorganizational 
moves.26 

PROGRAM BUDGETING IN VIRGINIA 

The Commission on State Governmental Management made a number of 

recommendations which have resulted in a major overhaul of the state's 

planning and budgeting systems. A significant problem in managing 

governmental operations identified by the Commission has been the lack 

of adequate information to make sound pol icy decisions within a clearly 

identified set of priorities. By redesigning the budgetary process to 

I ink planning and budgeting, the Commission sought to institute a system 
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in which decisions regarding the allocation of fiscal resources could 

be made within the framework of long-range goals and objectives for the 

Conmonwealth. 

To accomplish this end, the Coll1Tlission recommended (and the General 

Assembly adopted in the 1975 session) a program budgeting system in 

which all appropriation requests for major programs are to be related 

to identified outputs (goals and objectives). This requirement should 

allow decisions regarding the allocation of resources among alternative 

proposals to be based on priorities. Under this approach, the impacts 

of budgetary cuts upon state programs and policies can be better 

assessed. 

In making budgetary requests, the enabling legislation directs 

agencies to identify the major programs of state government, along with 

the costs associated to: (1) continue the present level of activities, 

(2) increase the workload, and (3) provide new or changed levels of 

service. Justifications are to be submitted with explanations as to 

whether the requested funds are discretionary or mandated by state or 

federal law.27 For each program (and subprograms in some cases), agen-

cies are required to provide appropriate performance measures (workload 

measures) and measures of effectiveness. In practice, efforts have 

been made to stage these requirements over several biennia rather than 

adopting the program budget format 1 'whole cloth 11 in one budget presenta-

tion. 

The framework developed for a more integrated planning and budget-

ing approach requires each Secretary to make budgetary decisions for 

functional areas based upon target amounts supplied by the Governor and 
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to coordinate agency planning efforts toward these ends. To enhance 

the decision-making process, each Secretary was requested to submit 

pol icy issue analyses in conjunction with initial budget requests for 

the functional area under his responsibility. The Secretary of Admin-

istration and Finance is responsible for reviewing the budgets of other 

Secretaries and for ensuring coordination of the plans developed for 

the various functional areas. 

Responsibility for establishing the basis for the program budgeting 

system was given initially to the Division of the Budget and the Division 

of State Planning and Community Affairs since both agencies had ini-

tiated exploratory studies regarding programmatic budgetary formats 

some years earlier. To provide improved support for the new planning 

and budgeting system, reorganization of the central staff agencies was 

recommended, and the General Assembly passed legislation in 1976 creat-

ing a Dep~rtment of Planning and Budget, a Department of Management 

Analysis and Systems Development, a Department of Intergovernmental 

Affairs, and a Computer Resources Center. The former Divisions of the 

Budget and State Planning and Conmunity Affairs were dissolved, with 

staff from State Planning and Community Affairs transferred to the 

various Secretaries, as well as to the newly formed Department of 

Planning and Budget. New positions were authorized within the Depart-

ment of Planning and Budget to supplement existing staff in implementing 

a program budgeting system, and an extensive training effort was mounted 

by the Department of Personnel and Training to provide a broader under-

standing among agency personnel as to the objectives and procedures of a 

program budget. 
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ANNUAL BUDGET PREPARATION AND REVIEW 

As the Commission was concerned with incorporating goals, objec-

tives, and priorities into the budgeting system, the problem of more 

adequate involvement of incoming Governors in the budgeting process also 

was addressed. The biennial budget in Virginia reflects the fact that 

until the seventies the Legislature met only once every two years. 

Revisions to the budget are now made during the short session of the 

General Assembly held in the odd number years. As a consequence of the 

biennial budgeting process, however, the Governor has an opportunity to 

both plan and execute only one budget during his one-term administration. 

The biennial budget of the previous Governor has been completed for 

submission to the Legislature when the new Governor comes into office. 

Thus, the Commission noted: 

The newly elected Governor assumedly comes to office with a 
mandate from the voters which he should be able to incorpo-
rate in the budget in some thoughtful and orderly manner. 
Further, since he will be responsible for executing the 
budget following the appropriation by the General Assembly, 
he has a very legitimate interest in it.28 

While the Commission recognized that some means were necessary to 

more effectively involve the Governor-elect, strong opposition to an 

annual budget was clearly recognized in the General Assembly. As the 

Commission observed, 11 lndeed, there is much sentiment (as expressed 

during the 1974 session) that it should return to biennial sessions.•a9 

An annual budget cycle would significantly increase the workload of the 

General Asserrbly during the short session (when delegates to the House 

must stand for reelection). As a consequence, the Commission did not 

provide any recommendations to this effect. Provisions were made, 
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however, to grant each incoming Governor funds to cover a transition 

staff to aid his orientation to these fiscal matters and in other tasks, 

remedying the situation to some degree. 

In addition to considering the formulation of the budget in the 

executive branch, the Commission devoted some attention to the process 

of budget review in the General Assembly. To allow the House Appropria-

tions and the Senate Finance Committees an interval during which to 

examine the executive budget more carefully, the Commission recommended 

that a three-week break be interposed in the legislative session. How-

ever, the resolution necessary to initiate the process for a constitu-
• 

tional amendment to this effect was not passed by the General Assembly. 

THE PERSONNEL SYSTEM 

Recognizing the important contributions of state employees toward 

improving efficiency and effectiveness in governmental operations, 

improvements to the state's personnel system were considered by the 

Commission as well. A survey of state employees, conducted by a manage-

ment consulting firm to aid the Commission in its analysis, revealed 

significant problems in the state's personnel system--a system that had 

received no major revisions since 1942. Some of the shortcomings 

perceived by employees are reflected in the following statistics: 

23.5% of the respondents asserted that there is a great deal of 
waste on the job. 

59.8% stated that their work could be done more efficiently. 
18.5% felt that nobody cares whether they do a good job. 
26.8% believed that inefficient workers often are kicked 

upstairs. 
34.6% do not believe that good work is recognized and rewarded. 
41 .]% think that unsatisfactory employees cannot be removed.JO 
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In addressing the problems within the state personnel system, the 

Conmission recommended strengthening management analysis functions, 

placing increased emphasis on providing training for state personnel, 

and developing a system of employee performance evaluation. It also 

recommended that the pay level of state employees be brought into 1 ine 

with private industry. Several agencies initiated management by objec-

tive procedures, assisted by the Department of Personnel and Training. 

Responsibility for further study of these recommendations was delegated 

by the General Assembly to the Secretary of Administration and Finance. 

An outcome of this study is anticipated in the form of an Executive 

Order regarding a comprehensive personnel development program to be 

issued by Governor Godwin before he leaves office in January, 1978. 

ORGANIZATION AND STRUCTURE 

As can be seen from the breadth of its analysis, the Conmission on 

State Governmental Management was not content with mere "box shuffling"--

rearranging the organizational configuration of agencies. Instead, it 

sought to address the basic systems of state government. Within this 

context, however, analyses were made of the organization of state agen-

cies to reduce the 1 ikel ihood of duplication of efforts and to devise a 

structure more conducive to sound management. Eight analysts were 

drawn from state agencies to study the functions of all agencies and to 

devise an organizational plan based upon the major purposes/functions of 

state government. Utilizing the report of these analysts, the Commis-

sion made its own ITl)difications and recommended organization of state 

government on the basis of seven functional areas (which also serve as 

the first tier of the program budget structure), each headed by a 
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Secretary. Explaining its rationale in organizing state government 

into major purpose areas, the Conmission noted: 

The concept of major purpose clusters, which together 
represent a rational division of the whole of state 
government's efforts and concerns, is not only the 
most effective way to focus attention on gaps in 
service and duplication of effort, but also the struc-
tural arrangement most likely to encourage analysis of 
alternatives to accomplishment of broad objectives and 
consideration of the impact and dependence of one area 
on another. 31 

Under the Commission's reorganization plan, the areas of Adminis-

tration and Finance, Human Affairs, and Education would remain. The 

areas of Transportation and Public Safety would be split, and the areas 

of Commerce and Resources would be divided with one Secretary for Natural 

Resources and another for Agriculture and Commerce. 

In the area of Administration and Finance, in addition to rear-

ganizing the central staff agencies in 1976, the State Treasurer and the 

Department of the Treasury, the Comptroller, the Department of Accounts, 

and the Commissioner and Department of Taxation were placed under the 

supervision of the Secretary of Administration and Finance. Also in 

1976, the position of Assistant Secretary for Financial Pol icy was 

created to act as staff advisor on financial matters, oversee financial 

pol icy development and coordinate financial activities. 

Within Human Affairs, the Commission called for substantial con-

sol idation of agencies, noting that: "the programs of public welfare, 

public health, mental health and related social services cannot be 

treated independently of each other if Virginia is to respond efficient-

ly and effectively to the true needs of her people. 1132 This task of 

restructuring human services has proved difficult. The General Assembly 
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rejected a measure in the 1977 session that would have allowed local i-

ties to adjust their human service organizations to suit their 

individual needs. In this same session, a joint resolution was passed 

requesting the Governor to study and evaluate the impact of the Comrnis-

sion's proposals to reorganize state level human resource agencies upon 

local agencies and to consider organizational changes at the local level. 

The Governor's reconrnendations are slated for presentation in the 1978 

session. 

Legislation separating the areas of Transportation and Public 

Safety was passed in 1976. The Comrnission has experienced significant 

difficulties in reorganizing Transportation, however. While recommenda-

tions were deferred in 1976 to allow the Governor's Council on Trans-

portation to complete its study, no reconmendations were agreed upon 

for 1977. The powerful Council of Highways and Transportation retains 

significant powers and maintains a bias toward highways over alternative 

modes of transportation. The Commission on State Governmental Management 

summarized the resultant problems as follows: 

Present institutions do not match our problems ... A 
truly balanced transportation system begins with a con-
sideration of the broad public interest, treating the 
interests of the fine modes as incidental and looking 
to other available alternatives and substitutes for 
transportation to satisfy the needs of the public 
What logic is there in having the most efficient 
highway program if we have a poor transportation 
program ... 133 

Reconrnendations to reorganize Transportation may be forthcoming in 1978. 

Although the functional area of Public Safety was separated from 

Transportation, several Departments more logically falling under Public 

Safety remained with Transportation, contrary to Commission 
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recommendations. These departments are Emergency Services and Military 

Affairs. The Conmission on State Governmental Management also recom-

mended formation of an Enforcement and Investigation Department under 

Public Safety to consolidate the activities of state agencies in law 

enforcement. This measure failed in the 1977 session, but will be 

reintroduced in 1978. 

The functional area of Agriculture and Commerce has far more agen-

cies, programs, and discrete activities within its jurisdiction than any 

other. The Commission on State Governmental Management recomnended 

dividing the area into Natural Resources and Agriculture and Conmerce 

because: 

There are in reality two divergent goals, not one, in the 
present area. One goal is a sound economy. Another and 
frequently competing goal is the conservation and develop-
ment of natural resources ... Each concern is so important 
that it should be articulated by a high-level official to 
insure that the Governor himself is confronted with the 
strongest argument on behalf 9f each interest in the 
formulation of major pol icy.34 

The bill to accomplish the separation was defeated in 1977, but will be 

brought before the Legislature again in 1978. 

It can be seen that Commission proposals for the consolidation or 

transfer of agency functions have met with 1 imited acceptance in the 

Legislature and have generated controversy among the impacted departments 

and agencies, as might be expected. Many of these organizational 

issues will come before the General Assembly in the 1978 session, in 

conjunction with a host of other measures. Given the level of contro-

versy generated by these items and the number of them to be presented, 

chances for their success may be diminished. 
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LEGISLATIVE RECORD OF COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS--A SUMMARY 

While most Convnission-sponsored bills have been enacted by the 

General Assembly, a small but significant portion have been defeated or 

carried over. Table 2 provides a summary of the Commission's legisla-

tive program since 1973 and the status of each proposal. 
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TABLE 2 

THE COMMISSION'S LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM SINCE 1973 

Joint resolution establishing the pol icy of the Commonwealth that its 
employees should be compensated at a rate comparable to those in the 
private sector in similar occupations, and requiring an annual report 
on this subject by the Department of Personnel and Training to the 
Governor and the General Assembly. (ENACTED) 

A bill amending the legislation establishing the Commission to provide 
explfcit authority for an analysis of the functions of the Attorney 
General and of the State Corporation Co1T1T1ission, and extending the 
Commission. (ENACTED) 

A bill vesting responsibility for the establishment of accounting sys-
tems in the Comptroller. (ENACTED) 

A bill to confine the Joint Legislative Audit and Review ColTITlission to 
post-audit activities. (ENACTED) 

A bill to require that the Governor's budget be formulated and submitted 
in a programmatic format. This legislation requires: that major state 
programs be identified along with associated costs; that summary data 
of positions authorized and funded be shown; that all closely-related 
programs in an agency be grouped together within a single appropriation; 
and that any proposed increase in expenditure be set forth at the pro-
gram level to show (1) cost to continue present level of activities, 
(2) cost to process increases in workload, and (3) cost related to new 
or changed services. In addition, a detailed and narrative justifica-
tion must be included in connection with each of those categories (1, 
2 and 3, above) with workload indices where practicable. As far as 
practicable for each program, there must also be a breakdown of the 
portions of the appropriation mandated by the federal government, neces-
sary to avoid losses in federal revenues, mandated by state law, and 
discretionary. (ENACTED) 

A joint resolution to amend the Constitution of Virginia regarding 
legislative sessions to the effect that all bills except emergency 
measures would have to be introduced during the first three weeks of 
the session and that thereafter the General Assembly would recess for 
three weeks so that the appropriate committees could proceed with an 
examination of the Governor's budget. (FAILED) 
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TABLE 2--Continued 

1975--Continued 

A bill to merge the positions of Secretary of Administration and Secre-
tary of Finance into the new position of Secretary of Administration 
and Finance, also making him the deputy budget and deputy personnel 
officer of the Commonwealth. (ENACTED) 

A joint resolution to amend the Constitution of Virginia to provide 
that the candidates for Governor and lieutenant Governor run together 
as a team. (FAILED) 

A bill to reorganize the agencies in the Office of Administration and 
Finance, creating a Department of Planning and Budget, a Department of 
Management Analysis and Systems Development, a Department of Intergovern-
mental Affairs and a Computer Resources Center. (ENACTED) 

A bill to create a Department of Personnel and Training and define 
certain personnel administration responsibilities. {ENACTED) 

A bill to establish the position of Director of Support Services and 
require him to produce a plan for the reorganization of agencies provid-
ing support services. (ENACTED) 

A joint resolution directing the Secretary of Administration and Finance 
to study the relationship between the Department of Personnel and Train-
ing and state agencies. (ENACTED) 

A bill setting out the Governor's responsibility and authority to coor-
dinate all official contacts on behalf of the Commonwealth with the 
federal government and other governments generally. (ENACTED) 

A bill to make clear that the Attorney General's opinions are advisory 
on 1 y. (ENACTED) 

A bill vesting the Governor with authority and responsibility for formu-
lating and administering the policies of the executive branch, including 
resolution of administrative and policy conflicts between and among 
agencies. (ENACTED) 

A bill to delete reference to the State Corporation Conmission when 
referring to whom the Attorney General will provide legal service in 
civil matters and sets out when the Governor may employ special counsel. 
(ENACTED) 

A bill to make the State Treasurer and the Department of the Treasury, 
the Comptroller and the Department of Accounts, and the Commissioner and 
Department of Taxation subordinate to the Secretary of Administration 
and Finance. (ENACTED) 
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TABLE 2--Continued 

1976--Cont inued 

A bill to clarify the role of the Secretary of Human Resources and 
transfer the Virginia Employment Convnission to the 1 ist of agencies for 
which the Secretary is responsible. (ENACTED) 

A bill to create the position of Secretary of Natural Resources. 
(CARR I ED OVER) 

A bill to create the position of Secretary of Agriculture, Commerce and 
Labor. (CARRIED OVER) 

A bill to empower the Governor to initiate executive reorganization 
subject to disapproval by either house of the General Assembly. 
(CARR I ED OVER) 

A bill to make each Secretary subject to the Governor's direction and 
supervision and sets out the powers and duties of the Secretaries; i.e., 
to provide pol icy direction, to resolve administrative, jurisdictional 
or pol icy conflicts, and to direct the formulation of program budgets 
for their respective agencies. Directs that all reports to the Governor 
from an agency head be made through the appropriate Secretary. (ENACTED) 

A bill to authorize. the Governor to delegate his powers through a 
written executive order to any Secretary or officer in the executive 
branch. (ENACTED) 

A bill to create the position of Secretary of Public Safety. (ENACTED) 

A bill to clarify the role of the Secretary of Education. (ENACTED) 

A bill to clarify the role of the Secretary of Administration and 
Finance, and creates an Assistant Secretary for Financial Policy. The 
latter appointed by and serving at the pleasure of the Governor. The 
Assistant Secretary acts as staff advisor to the Governor and Secretary 
of Administration and Finance on financial matters; oversees financial 
pol icy development; coordinates the financial activities of the several 
public authorities, agencies and institutions issuing bonds; and performs 
such other services as the Secretary may require. (ENACTED) 

A bi11 to create a Secretary of Transportation. (ENACTED) 

A bill to continue the Commission on State Governmental Management, 
appropriated $50,000, and add a new member from the House General Laws 
Commit tee. (ENACTED) 

A bill to transfer the Division of Aeronautics and the Fire Marshal 
Division from the State Corporation Commission. (CARRIED OVER) 
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TABLE 2--Continued 

1976--Continued 

A joint resolution requesting the House and Senate Rules Committees to 
provide a system for the referral of legislation having an organiza-
t ion a 1 i mpa ct . (FA I LED) 

A bill to require more systematic supervision of the activities of 
agricultural commodity commissions. (FAILED) 

A bill to clarify the role of the State Board for Community Colleges, 
eliminating its agency status. The Board will now serve as a governing 
Board of a statewide institution of higher education. (ENACTED) 

A bill to provide that the Governor submit with his proposed budget a 
statement of his proposed policies, goals and objectives in the areas of 
(1) Administration of Justice; (2) Education, including intellectual and 
cultural development; (3) Individual and Family Services; (4) Resources 
and Economic Development; (5) Transportation; and (6) General Government, 
including telecommunications, energy needs, population, and urban devel-
opment. (ENACTED) 

A bill to establish the Department of Commerce, consolidating the 
activities of the Virginia Athletic Commission, the State Registration 
Board for Contractors and the Department of Professional and Occupation-
al Regulation under the Department. The Office of Consumer Affairs in 
the Department of Agriculture and Commerce would also have been trans-
ferred to the Department, but the House amended the bill to exclude this 
aspect of the proposal. (ENACTED) 

A bill to establish a Department of Enforcement and Investigation. 
(FA I LED) 

A bill to create the Department of Housing and Community Development, 
consolidating activities of the Office of Housing, the State Fire 
Marshal and the Department of Intergovernmental Affairs. It also 
transfers the responsibility for arson investigation to the Department 
of State Pol ice. (ENACTED) 

A bill to allow localities under an enabling statute to adjust their 
human services organization to suit their individual needs. (FAILED) 

A bill to create the Department of General Services, consolidating the 
activities of the Division of Engineering and Buildings, the Department 
of Property Records and Insurance, the Department of Purchases and 
Supply, the Public Telecommunications Council, and the Division of 
Consolidated Laboratory Services. (ENACTED) 
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TABLE 2--Continued 

1977--Continued 

A joint resolution requesting the Governor to study and evaluate the 
impact of the Commission's proposals to reorganize state-level human 
resources agencies upon local agencies and to consider simultaneous 
organizational changes in the human resources area at the local level. 
(ENACTED) 

A joint resolution expressing the sense of the General Assembly that 
the role of the State Board of Community Colleges is solely that of a 
governing board of a statewide institution of higher education. 
(ENACTED) 

A joint resolution requesting the Governor to study the organization of 
Virginia's conservation, recreation and historic preservation activities 
and to present his findings to the 1978 session of the General Assembly. 
(ENACTED) 

A joint resolution authorizing the House Roads and Internal Navigation 
Committee and the Senate Transportation Committee to study the trans-
portation needs of Northern Virginia. Originally, the resolution called 
upon the Governor's Council on Transportation and the Commission on 
State Governmental Management to coordinate their studies, and set forth 
transportation pol icy guidelines to give common direction to the two 
studies. The House Roads and Internal Navigation Committee substituted 
for the original an entirely different proposal, which passed both houses. 

A resolut'ion requesting the House Rules Conrnittee to implement a system 
of referral for bills having an organizational impact. (AGREED TO) 

A bill to create a Secretary of Natural Resources and a Secretary of 
Economic and Agricultural Resources. (FAILED) 

A bill to empower the Governor to submit reorganization plans to the 
General Assembly. These plans must be approved by a resolution of each 
house, with each house having the right to delete portions of the plan. 
(ENACTED) 

A bill to authorize the Governor to remove any member of a board, com-
mission, or council for specified reasons. The Governor is required to 
submit a written statement citing causes for removal. (ENACTED) 

A bill to authorize the Governor to appoint all heads of state agencies 
subject to confirmation by the General Assembly. The directors of the 
following agencies were deleted from this law: the Commission of Game 
and Inland Fisheries, the Council on Higher Education, and the Virginia 
Supplemental Retirement System. Also excluded are educational institu-
tions and regional authorities and districts. (ENACTED) 
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TABLE 2--Continued 

1977--Continued 

A bill to prohibit legislators from serving on boards and convnissions 
in the executive branch. (ENACTED) 

A bill to authorize the Governor to appoint all members of boards and 
commissions subject to confirmation by the General Assembly. Those 
members elected by the General Assembly (e.g., Industrial Commission) 
and those elected under title 3.1 of the Code (e.g., the Apple Convnis-
sion) are excluded. (ENACTED) 

A bill to create a Department of Aviation. (FAILED) 

A bill to allow the Conmission on State Governmental Management to 
continue its work until March 31, 1978 and appropriates funds. {ENACTED) 

A bill to transfer the Office of Recreation from the Department of 
Intergovernmental Affairs to the Convnission of Outdoor Recreation. 
{ENACTED) 

A bill to require the Department of Management Analysis and Systems 
Development to perform automated data processing services for agencies 
and to fix charges for these services as directed by the Governor or 
the Secretary of Administration and Finance. (ENACTED) 

A joint resolution to request the Governor to review statutory grants 
of power to the various boards, councils, commissions, departments and 
agencies to insure their operation within the broad policy framework 
established by the Governor and the General Assembly. {ENACTED) 

A resolution to request the Senate Rules Committee to implement a 
system of referral for bills having an organizational impact. {AGREED 
TO) 

SOURCE: Convnission on State Governmental Management 
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CHAPTER VI 

ACCOMPLISHMENTS OF THE COMMISSION: AN ASSESSMENT 

In nearly five years of study, the Conrnission on State Governmental 

Management has undertaken a broad analysis of state operations and has 

formulated a number of recommendations which address not only the 

structural arrangement of state government but the management, planning, 

and budgeting systems as well. Most of these recommendations have been 

adopted by the General Assembly and form the basis for a complete 

revision of state management. Implementation has proceeded in a step-

wise fashion as reconmendations were formulated and enacted. As a 

result, a framework for the reorganized management, planning and budget-

ing system is now in place. Certainly, the implementation process and 

the final resolution of remaining issues by the General Assembly will 

shape the type of management systems which ultimately result from Com-

mission recommendations. However, it is appropriate to evaluate the 

systems that have been developed to this point, and to look to the 

future in judging what the overal 1 impact of the Conrnission's work may 

be. 

Since the purpose of this analysis is to critically examine the 

accomplishments of the Commission toward improved state management, the 

management, planning, and budgeting systems developed through Commission 

recommendations will each be considered. Problems which have already 

occurred as well as those which might logically be anticipated will be 
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addressed. Where possible, suggestions will be made for modification 

or improvement. Key factors or conditions essential to the success of 

the reorganized systems will also be identified. The Conrnission's 

achievements can then be evaluated in comparison with its own objectives. 

This analysis will also provide a perspective on the Commission's 

work in terms of the historical and contemporary constraints and oppor-

tunities influencing the reform process. To this end, factors which 

have both 1 imited and facilitated its success will be identified, and 

the implications of the Commission's work for state government in 

Virginia will be considered. 

VIRGINIA'S MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 

Clarifying 1 ines of authority and responsibility and providing 

the necessary support systems for management have been major components 

of the Commission's effort to improve state management. In keeping 

with constitutionally defined roles, the Commission has focused respon-

sibility for pol icy decision-making with elected officials and has 

better defined the Governor's management powers as chief executive. In 

its study, the Commission recognized the Secretarial positions as a 

potentially effective means to improve management controls, while 

reducing the ad~inistrative and supervisory burden placed on the 

Governor. Although the Secretaries lacked effectiveness when the Commis-

sion began its work, it was concluded that unclear definition of roles 

and responsibility and the absence of an integrated management support 

system were primarily responsible for this problem. Therefore, the 

Commission sought to strengthen the management powers of the Governor 
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and the Secretaries and to restructure the management, planning, and 

budgeting systems to foster improved management practices. 

The management system outlined throughout the Corrmission's recom-

mendations incorporates aspects of both management by objectives (MBO) 

and a planning programming budgeting system (PPBS). Although planning 

and budgeting systems will be discussed separately in this analysis for 

the sake of clarity, they are nevertheless critically important elements 

of an integrated management system. The newly-implemented program 

budgeting system requires agencies to specify measurable objectives. 

In turn, the Secretaries have been given planning staff to aid them in 

analyzing issues, evaluating performance, and projecting resource 

requirements. With this information, the Secretaries are to decide 

among competing requests for funds and hold agencies to the objectives 

established in the budget process. 

The Secretarial System 

As envisioned by the Colllllission, the Secretarial positions are the 

key mechanism for disseminating legislative and gubernatorial pol icy to 

the operational level of state agencies. The success of the management 

system is dependent upon the Secretaries to provide coordination and 

evaluation of activities. From the following statement by Patrick 

Mcsweeney, outlining his perception of the Secretarial role in manage-

ment, the formidable nature of their responsibilities is apparent: 

... the Secretaries provide an excellent mechanism for 
1 inking budgeting and planning. The creation of the 
Secretaries introduced some organizational sense to the 
disarray in the executive branch. They are responsible 
for developing comprehensive plans and pol icy recommenda-
tions for their respective areas; moreover, they are 
responsible for preparing comprehensive budgets. These 
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two processes should be interlocking. Each Secretary 
has the broad perspective of a major purpose area .. 
He can address a broad problem that cuts across agency 
1 ines, determine what activities of his various agen-
cies need to be brought together ... and coordinate 
those activities accordingly. His program response 
should be outlined in his comprehensive budget. Every 
agency head and program manager who contributes to 
that program should understand his role and the 
objectives he is expected to meet. The Secretary 
should stay out of the execution and implementation 
phase to the greatest extent possible. When there 
is variance from the plan, he should take corrective 
steps. Otherwise, he should devote his attention to 
further planning and analysis in other areas.1 

Unfortunately, in assessing the Secretarial system as it now functions, 

it is doubtful that these officers as yet are fully equipped to take on 

the type of planning, management, and decision-making roles envisioned 

by the Co111T1ission on State Governmental Management. Although the Secre-

taries have been delegated responsibility for making budgetary decisions, 

they have lacked much of the information necessary to make effective 

choices among programmatic alternatives. Since powerful boards and 

corrmissions still draw up the budgets for a sizeable portion of the 

agencies under their aegis, the Secretaries of Education and Transporta-

tion are particularly 1 imited in their exercise of management responsi-

bil ity. Reforms to the state personnel system and the final configura-

tion of some Secretarial areas remain to be addressed in the 1978 

General Assembly. Additionally, the whole area of performance evalua-

tion both for programs and for state employees has not as yet progressed 

beyond initial stages of implementation. 

In order to provide management controls without overburdening 

agencies with another layer of bureaucracy, the Secretaries must be 

held to the difficult tasks of developing goals and objectives in their 
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areas of functional responsibility, making policy and al locational 

decisions, and evaluating agency performance. Surely their task will 

be easier once the necessary elements of the management system become 

operational. No doubt the partial nature of the management support 

system and the time and difficulty involved in implementing system 

changes have hampered their effectiveness. 

Implementation of all elements of the management system recom-

mended by the Conmission is essential if the Secretarial system is to 

fulfill its potential for improved state operation. The final 

resolution of organizational and administrative structures and the 

extent of revisions actually made to the personnel system will undoubt-

edly affect state management. 

Structural and Administrative Reorganization 

The structural rearrangements proposed by the Commission allow 

related activities to be grouped for improved management and coordina-

tion. However, these organizational considerations have been among the 

most controversial items in obtaining legislative endorsement. Reorgan-

izational proposals for the area of Transportation have met significant 

difficulty even in formulation. The proposal to reorganize Commerce 

and Resources into two Secretarial areas (one for Agriculture and 

Conmerce and one for Natural Resources) was defeated in 1977, but wilt 

be reintroduced by other legislative sponsors in 1978. Reorganizationat 

proposals slated for presentation at the 1978 session in the area of 

Human Resources are encumbered by federal requirements, and by wide 

discrepancies in administration and pol icy anx:>ng agencies. In all 

1 ikel ihood, reorganizational issues will continue to generate 
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controversy and resistance. As one Commission member remarked, 11 1 've 

been constantly amazed that everyone looks at our report and says 

'That's great, but my agency is unique. 1 Every special interest group 

wants to maintain its own set-up. 112 The process of shifting and/or 

combining functions in several important areas unfortunately has been 

left.until the end of the Commission's tenure. In 1 ight of the differ-

ences of opinion which exist, it is unlikely that reorganizational 

issues will be resolved before the Commission dissolves in March of 

1978. 

The task of redefining the role of boards and commissions in 

agency administration, if accomplished, will be a long process, 

extending beyond the Conmission's tenure. Even if the General Assembly 

adopts Convnission guidelines confining these bodies to advisory roles 

(except in the case of the boards of the state institutions of higher 

education), it may still be necessary to revise the enabling legislation 

of agencies to bring them into conformance. The ability of the Secre-

taries to administer the agencies assigned to their functional areas 

will be undermined so long as a conflict in administrative responsi-

bility exists with boards and conmissions. As a recent newspaper 

article pointed out, the task of revising the duties of these collegial 

bodies is neither smooth nor easy: "The State's powerful highway lobby 

helped gut a bill giving rTDre powers to the transportation Secretary. 

The highway department has always been 1 ike a kingdom of its own and 

some powerful interests want it to remain the way it is. 113 
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The Capacity of State Government Personnel 

Virginia's present personnel system poses a barrier to improved 

state management. Revision is clearly needed in a system when over one-

third of state employees view the merit review as a perfunctory process 

having little relation to actual performance.4 Based on a study of 

Virginia's personnel system conducted by management consultants, the 

Commission concluded that major revisions were needed in the area of 

employee evaluation: 

While management can usually define direct or consequence 
measures of productivity for major organization units, it 
has made little, if any, effort to determine similar mea-
sures for individual job performance. In none of the 17 
agencies in which personal interviews were conducted did 
there appear to be a significant concern in this area. 
In fact, some agency heads and their principal associates 
appeared startled at the idea that individual productivity 
should be an important factor in evaluating employee 
performance. 5 

Unless major changes are made in the way employees are evaluated and 

unless there is significant and ongoing management training for key 

state personnel (as also reconvnended by the Conmission), the prospect 

of improved productivity is dismal at best. 

Since employees are a major factor in increasing the effectiveness 

of state government and the qua I ity of the services provided, a system 

which fosters positive attitudes and reinforces good performance is 

essential for management. Therefore, the success or failure of Conrnis-

sion instituted management reforms will in large part be determined by 

whatever progress is made toward "capacity building11 within state 

personnel. A concerted effort must be made to increase professional 

skills and management capability. Responsibility for making further 
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recommendations to revise the personnel system has been placed with the 

Secretary of Administration and Finance and a statement on revisions is 

anticipated from Governor Godwin before he leaves office. Even so, the 

importance of actually instituting significant changes in this area 

cannot be overemphasized. 

Program and Agency Evaluation 

Evaluation of program and agency performance is also an important 

aspect of management, providing a self-corrective element to the manage-

ment system. As Peter Drucker emphasized, an essential element of 

management is: 

the systematic appraisal of all services and 
activities in order to find candidates for abandonment. 
Indeed it is wisdom in a public service agency to put 
each service and act~vity on trial for its 1 ife every 
three or four years. 

At present, the mechanisms for program evaluation have not been fully 

developed and implemented. The multiplicity of responsibilities that 

currently exist for program and performance evaluation serves to illus-

trate the need for coordination among levels. The Secretaries, the 

Department of Planning and Budget, and the individual agencies all have 

responsibilities in this area. As oversight agency for the General 

Assembly, the Joint Legislative Audit and Review Conrnission now performs 

program and performance evaluations as part of its duties. This 

multiplicity of evaluative responsibilities holds the potential for 

conflict, particularly if the executive and legislative branches should 

engage in the evaluation of the same agency simultaneously. Hopefully, 

guidelines and criteria for evaluation would minimize these problems, 

although the question of how to measure effectiveness of government 
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services still remains undecided both in theory and practice as 

yet. 

Key Management Issues for the Future 

From the preceding discussion of problems, it can be seen that 

further work is necessary to complete the management system recommended 

by the Convnission--completion of organizational changes, redefinition 

of the function of collegial bodies, reorientation of the state person-

nel system, and development of a coordinated program evaluation proce-

dure. In addition, aspects of the planning and budgeting systems 

require modification to better support management, as will be discussed 

in the following portion of the analysis. 

A further point should be made. Just as the attitude and quality 

of state personnel are crucial to effective operation, the caliber of 

the individuals filling the Secretarial positions is a key variable in 

determining the success of the management system. Since each incoming 

Governor has appointment powers over the positions and in all likelihood 

an individual administrative style of delegating authority, obviously 

the Governor has a significant role in determining how well the manage-

ment system performs. Interposing a level of supervision between the 

Governor and agency heads poses no simple task and will be of 1 ittle 

effect if the Governor does not delegate responsibility to the Secre-

taries and strongly support them in their difficult job. 

THE PLANNING PROCESS 

Prior to 1976, the Division of State Planning and Conmunity Affairs 

(responsible to the Commissioner of Administration) was the staff agency 

with principal responsibility for state planning. When this Division 
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was dissolved, the planning staff was transferred to the various Secre-

taries and to the newly-formed Department of Planning and Budget under 

the Secretary of Administration and Finance. 

Planning in the State now operates at three levels--(!) planning 

in the individual agencies, (2) overseen by the Secretary of each 

functional area, (3) with the Department of Planning and Budget respon-

sible for the coordination of various plans developed by the Secretaries 

and for plans that cross functional lines. In decentralizing the 

responsibilities for planning, the Co1T111ission adopted the premise that: 

..• while there may be instances where planning must 
be performed at the Secretarial staff level, emphasis 
should be placed on delegating planning to the lowest 
organizational level where it can be done effectively 
and where relevant influences and factors from outside 
the organization can be addressed.7 

Defining Roles in the Three-Tiered System 

Defining the proper role for each level in the three-tiered planning 

process promises to be a long.and somewhat arduous process. While the 

system poses certain advantages, it nevertheless increases the possibil-

ity for duplication of effort and/or confusion over responsibilities. 

For each level of planning to be effective, the top level planners must 

devote as much effort as possible to establishing a framework and guide-

1 ines under which the functional area and agency planners will operate. 

This type of coordination is crucial to avoid waste of effort and time-

consuming redundancies and also to ensure that the elements developed 

at the three levels of planning will be compatible. 

In the development of management information systems, for example, 

the need for advanced guidelines is apparent. With all three levels 
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simultaneously engaged in the project, coordination is essential so that 

comparable information will be generated and transfers among the systems 

will be possible. 

With a significant portion of the former State Planning staff now 

assigned to the Secretaries, it is important that these individuals be 

directed toward planning and issue analysis rather than the more opera-

tional duties of administrative assistance. To date, planning in most 

of the functional areas has been minimal. This situation may simply 

reflect the difficulties of operational izing the management, planning, 

and budgeting systems all at once, and it is possible that some Secre-

taries do not have sufficient staff to meet the formidable expectations. 

In any event, the planning activities at the Secretarial level should 

be critically examined in order to remove any impediments that may 

exist. 

If the reorganized planning system is to impact state government, 

each level must perform as designed. Ineffectiveness at any level will 

undermine all planning since the three levels are interdependent. 

Decentralization of planning will prove advantageous only if the system 

results in more and better information for framing decisions at each 

level of state government. 

Linking Planning to Decision Making 

The restructuring of state planning activities reflects a reorienta-

tion of purpose--a rethinking of the role of state of planning which has 

occurred not only in Virginia but in many other states as well. Under-

lying this change is the realization that state planning must form an 

integral part of the management and decision-making processes if it is 



-90-

to have effectiveness. Otherwise, plans formulated by the state planning 

agency have I ittle 1 ikel ihood of implementation. No matter how well 

conceived or comprehensive plans might be, unless they impact decision-

making and budgeting they are of questionable relevance for State govern-

ment. As Allen Schick concluded, "PPB Planning, Programming Budgeting 

failed because it was not incorporated into the central budget and pro-

gram making processes of state governments. Where PPB was a vital part 

of the State's decisional process, its prospects were improved.'~ 

The reorientation of planning, its subsequent decentralization and 

its merger with state budgeting are all significant changes which will 

require time for adjustment and modification before the components func-

tion smoothly together. Although improved 1 inkages between planning and 

budgeting are often advocated in the context of budgetary reforms, the 

consolidation of the two previously disparate activities may lead to a 

temporary loss of identity, particularly for state planning. The types 

of concerns generally associated with planners and budget makers differ, 

posing some difficulty for integrating the two functions successfully: 

Planners tend to think of spending to meet needs, while 
budget staffs tend to think of cutting expenditures to 
meet available resources ... Budgeting stresses the 
cost of doing all that government agencies want to do, 
while planning stresses the benefits that will accrue 
from doing it. Budget staffs sense that explicit 
regard for future objectives may intensify spending 
and political pressures, while planners favor explicit 
rationality ... Budgeters traditionally view them-
selves as managers of governmental operations, while 
planners see themselves as appraisers of the state of 
the po 1 i ty. 9 

Given the more established role of the budget agency in state government, 

planning may take a back seat to the pressures and demands of the budget 
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preparation cycle in initial efforts at combined operation. There is a 

danger that preoccupation with budgeting may affect the analysis of long-

range goals and objectives and policy issues detrimentally. 

Respcnsibil ity for Issue Analysis 

In the management system envisioned by the Commission, issue analy-

sis should provide a 1 inkage between the planning and budgeting process. 

As originally outlined, the Secretaries were to identify major issues and 

develop in-depth analyses of those issues selected by the Governor, 

incorporating these analyses into budgetary decisions. In turn, the 

Department of Planning and Budget should be involved with analyzing 

issues that impact more than one functional area. However, in practice 

there has been only limited participation by the Secretaries in imple-

menting the system of issue analysis. The Department of Planning and 

Budgeting has been forced to take primary responsibility for identifying 

and addressing issues of importance to state operations. This abdica-

tion is unfortunate, as issue analysis should provide the Secretaries 

with a basis for making more effective choices among programmatic 

alternatives. 

Issue analysis at the Secretarial level is essential, not only for 

making allocational decisions, but for coordination of agency plans as 

well. Selected state agencies were allowed to perform issue analyses 

in a pilot study for the program budgeting system. The results of the 

Virginia experience as well as those documented by the State of Vermont 

indicate that, as a rule, issue analyses by agencies lack a sufficiently 

broad perspective and concentrate on incremental modification of existtng 
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pol icy rather than on systematic formulation and consideration of 

a 1 ternat i ves .10 

Secretarial positions were created to provide a level of analysis 

and coordination between the Governor and state agencies. If the 

Secretaries hope to serve this type of management function, issue 

analysis would appear a crucial step. Without analysis, it is unclear 

how differences among pol icy practices and conflicting objectives of 

the agencies within a functional area would be resolved. 

THE BUDGETING PROCESS 

Program budgeting is central to Commission proposals for improved 

management and decision-making processes in Virginia government. As 

conceived, the budgeting system will provide the Secretaries, the 

Governor and legislators with program costs, objectives, and workload 

and performance measures. Tiiis type of information should allow more 

informed allocational decisions. To date, however, the system is only 

partially implemented--in fact, it will be several biennia hence before 

all elements of the system are fully operational. Although the concept 

of a program budget to aid management and decision makers is sound, 

there are a nuni:>er of problems and obstacles that must be surmounted 

before Virginia's budget process can begin to fulfill expectations for 

significant improvements. 

Since passage of program budget legislation in 1975, there has been 

a struggle to meet the legislative mandate for implementation by the 

1978-80 biennial budget. By recommending the tight implementation dead-

1 ine and by incorporating specific requirements as to format and informa-

tional components of the budget document, the Commission sought to ensure 
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speedy institution of the system. However, it is unrealistic to expect 

that a complete state program budgeting system could be developed and 

placed in operation in less than three years. The Commission may have 

utilized the nearly impossible time schedule as a strategy to divert 

efforts of state agencies from resistance to the task of comp! iance. 

In any case, the pressures for implementation have Jed to a certain 

amount of tension between the Commission and those charged with opera-

tional ization of the system (not to mention the tension in the operating 

agencies}. 

Transition Difficulties 

Making the transition from an object of expenditure to a program-

matic budget requires considerable analysis and system development work. 

Responsibility for performing the necessary background work was placed 

with the Division of Budget and the Division of State Planning and 

Co1T1T1unity Affairs (and later with the reorganized Department of Planning 

and Budget}. While State Planning and Community Affairs began develop-

ing the program structure, the Cormiission concluded that the Division 

of Budget did 1 ittle during the first year it was assigned the imple-

mentation task: 

By the end of 1975, the Division of Budget had filled most 
of the additional positions authorized earlier by the General 
Assembly to support the new program budget process. Unfor-
tunately, it does not appear that the Division devoted any 
significant resources to evolve smoothly into the new process. 
Specifically, there was minimal involvement by the Division 
in the development of parallel pilot program procedures or 
new appropriation and program structures. Most of the execu-
tive efforts in these projects came from the Division of 
State Planning and Community Affairs. Thus, the Budget 
Division did not effectively utilize the first year of the 
three-year transition period to program budgeting. That 
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failure will in all I ikel ihood prove to be most unfortunate 
as the 1978-80 budget is formulated.11 

Given the many tasks which must be accomplished and the number of people 

in the central staff and operating agencies who must be trained in order 

to institute program budgeting, it is indeed doubtful that a program 

budgeting system could have been developed and implemented in the 

allotted time period. However, greater cooperation from the former 

Division of Budget would have hastened progress toward this end. 

System Improvements Needed 

The program budgeting system outlined in the 1975 legislation has 

come under criticism for requiring "too much too soon." As a result 

of time pressures and the numerous requirements to meet for the 1978-80 

biennial budget, compliance with mandatory components of the system, in 

some instances, has been in form, but not in substance. For example, 

while detailed issue analysis was performed by the Division of Planning 

and Budget on five major issues of statewide significance, the process 

was never fully adopted by the Secretaries as a tool for making deci-

sions among progranmatic alternatives. The targeting procedure used 

for the 1978-80 budget provides a further example of following the form 

of program budgeting procedures while losing sight of the underlying 

purpose of the activity. In theory, the Governor is to give the Secre-

taries target amounts for their areas in line with his goals and 

priorities. In turn, the Secretaries are to prepare a budget package 

corresponding to the target (although requests for additional funding 

may be made and appended with justifications to the budget package). 

Even though the Governor and, correspondingly, the Secretaries have 
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provided target amounts to guide the formulation of budgets, for the 

most part, this has been done in an incremental or 11add-on 11 fashion. 

Gubernatorial targets and those of the Secretaries have predominately 

been a percentage increase over previous budget allocations. This 

occurrence may simply reflect the pressures of devising targets with no 

procedure for precedent other than incremental budgets of previous years. 

However, the fact remains that the targeting procedure and issue analy-

sis have been poorly integrated with the program budget. Procedures 

must be improved if the system is to become an effective management tool 

rather than a series of perfunctory activities of limited value. 

In addition to problems of timing, the budget legislation has been 

criticized for the decision packages that it mandated for submission 

(i.e., present level of effort, increased effort, and justification for 

new or changed programs). The notion of a budget target would be more 

effective if preparation of alternative decision packages were required 

using levels of both decreased and increased funding (i.e., through the 

adoption of procedures generally associated with Zero-Base Budgeting). 

While some change in the statute defining the budget process would be 

required, the type of information provided for decision-making would be 

considerably improved. 

Certainly the system of program budgeting that has been developed 

for the Conmonwealth of Virginia represents a significant improvement 

over previous input-oriented methods of budget formulation which often 

deemphasized effectiveness of performance. With certain modifications, 

the system can improve the quality of information provided to both the 

Governor and the General Assembly, allowing each to make allocational 
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decisions based upon established policies, goal5, and objectives. How-

ever, in implementing the system under a legislatively mandated time-

table, problems may develop when legislators receive their first program 

budget in the 1978 session. Given difficulties--both avoidable and 

unavoidable--that have been encountered in developing the system, the 

first budget document will necessarily fall short of the expectations of 

many. 

In reviewing the fate of PPB in state governments, Allen Shick 

noted the advantages and disadvantages of rapid implementation: 

A tight schedule does have the advantage of sustaining 
high interest during the critical early years and forces 
key personnel to use PPB outputs quickly rather than 
wait until the full system is nailed down. But as the 
sad events in many states show, an unreasonable timetable 
is often accompanied by fuzzy and unrealistic expecta-
tions about PPB.12 

While the Appropriation and Finance Committees of the General Assembly 

have received briefings on the program budgeting system, other legis-

lators may be inadequately prepared to utilize the new budget informa-

tion effectively. Under these circumstances, one can only hope that 

the Legislature will be sufficiently patient to allow the system to be 

improved to meet its potential. As one study of budget reform in state 

government concluded: ''What budget reform is and what it accomplishes 

depend to a large extent upon reaction of the legislature. lmplementa-

tion should include careful consideration of the role which the legis-

lature plays in the budget process. 1113 

Legislative Review of the Budget 

Given the key role of the Legislature in making final budgetary 

decisions, the importance of restructuring the review process should be 
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clear. Unfortunately, the measure failed that would have provided for 

a three-week period during which the legislative corrmittees could devote 

their full attention to consideration of the Governor's budget proposal. 

Although the Chairman of the House Appropriations Committee indicated 

that the General Assembly modifies only about ten percent of the execu-

tive budget, these modifications can be significant in their overall 

effects.14 While it is conmendable to develop a sound and rational 

process for formulation of the budget in the executive branch, these 

improvements will have only I imited impact in the absence of an oppor-

tunity for equally sound decision-making in the legislative branch. In 

the remainder of its tenure, there is little the Corrmission can accom-

plish to improve the legislative budget review process in I ight of the 

ill fate of previous attempts. Hopefully, however, members of the Gen-

eral Assembly will take initiative: in pursuing this matter. 

ACCOMPLISHMENTS OF THE COMMISSION 

The preceding discussion of attributes of the management, planning 

and budgeting systems high I ighted problems and issues remaining to be 

addressed. Chapter V outlined the many areas of analysis which the 

Corrmission performed and the systems it sought to develop. From this 

background discussion of its intent, the problems the Commission was 

called upon to address and the outcome of its endeavors to date, it is 

possible to evaluate accomplishments and to project the I ikely impact 

of its work. 

In its reorganization effort, the Corrmission set ambitious objec-

tives for itself--particularly ambitious when viewed in 1 ight of the 

minimal success of preceding attempts in Virginia. These objectives 
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cover the range of attributes which the Commission identified as 

significant areas needing improvement in the state government: 

(1) to make state government more productive, cost-effective 
and efficient; 

(2) to make state government more accountable and responsive; 

(3) to improve the quality of services; 

(4) to clarify assignments of authority and responsibility; 

(5) to enhance . . . adaptability to change; 

(6) to improve convnunication systems and decision making; 

(7) to improve the state's planning, pol icy analysis and 
program development capability; 

(8) to foster a more positive management attitude with greater 
emphasis on results and program accomplishments.15 

Commission accomplishments will be weighted against each objective to 

determine how successful the Commission· has been in instituting desired 

changes to state management. 

Productivity, Cost-Effectiveness and Efficiency 

Making state government more productive, cost-effective and effi-

cient has been a recurrent theme in Virginia's reorganization attempts. 

Since this problem surfaces with regularity at least once a decade (and 

particularly at election time), it appears that past efforts have not 

succeeded as completely as might be desired. At this point, it is too 

early to determine the full impact of the Commission's work in promoting 

economy and efficiency. Certainly, the immediate size and cost of state 

government have not diminished. Instead, the Commission maintains that 

benefits will be accrued in future years as the systems put in place 

focus critical review on state agencies and their performance with an 
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emphasis on identifying and fulfilling the major purposes of state 

government. Hopefully, such a system will increase productivity and 

reduce waste. The development of program budgeting and the push for 

program evaluation hold promise for achieving these ends. However, the 

relative success of these systems will be determined by the effective-

ness of the evaluation process which is finally developed. The nature 

and extent of reforms to the personnel system (particularly in employee 

evaluation and training), and most importantly, by the reception and 

attitude of state legislators toward program budgeting and evaluation 

procedures. 

Although the groundwork is laid for careful scrutiny of both pro-

posed and ongoing programs, there is no mechanism~~ to check the 

propensity of Governors, legislators, or special interests to advocate 

new agencies. Unless the General Assembly does adhere to the type of 

oversight envisioned by the Commission, the further proliferation of 

special solutions to generic problems through the creation of new 

agencies is 1 ikely to continue. Oversight responsibilities require 

careful analysis of the outputs resulting from the allocation of funds--

a capability that will require time, strong commitment, and good staff 

support to be attained. The quality of the program budgeting itself 

must also be improved. 

Formation of a Department of Management Analysis and Systems 

Development may serve to improve the ratio of output to input of state 

agencies. If this new unit is successful in performing astute studies 

of management, in making recommendations for improvements, and in estab-

1 ishing its own credibility, it will provide an important mechanism 
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for trouble-shooting problems and instituting self-corrective 

act ion. 

Accountability and Responsiveness 

The Conmission's work has led to clearer delineation of lines of 

authority and responsibility by defining the management roles of the 

Governor, the Secretaries, and agency heads, and by focusing pol icy 

decision making with elected officials. Thus, the group or individual 

responsible may be more easily identified if a component of state 

government does not function well. Responsiveness should increase as 

a result of the Secretarial positions, if these key officials can be 

held to the difficult tasks of oversight and management by objectives. 

The Secretary for a functional area is able to devote more attention to 

the activities of state agencies than could the Governor alone and, as 

a consequence, may be able to resolve many issues, reserving the 

Governor's full attention for those of statewide significance and 

importance. Thus, the Governor should be able to increase his effec-

tiveness by delegating functional responsibilities to the Secretaries. 

As emphasized earlier, the success of the Secretarial system wilt depend 

upon the Governor, both in effectively delegating responsibility and in 

ensuring that capable managers and administrators fill these posts. 

Quality of Services 

Fostering improved quality of services is dependent upon many 

factors. The program budgeting system should aid in this task by 

focusing attention on purpose and objectives and a system of perform-

ance evaluation should monitor the effectiveness of services. Although 

there are many problems yet to be resolved both in Virginia's program 
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budgeting and performance evaluation systems, the increased awareness 

of output and the attempt to develop systematic evaluation capability 

mark significant improvements over previous management methods. Even 

if these systems do not meet all expectations, experience of other 

states suggests that: 11 lmprovement in management does not have to come 

from precise measurement of accomplishment. Just getting people to 

think in terms of alternatives (and generating alternatives) may be all 

that is possible at present, but this can be helpful . 11 16 

Authority and Respansibility 

As noted time and time again in this analysis, the Corrmission has 

made noteworthy achievements in clarifying lines of authority and 

responsibility, although further work in redefining the role of boards 

and commissions is needed. Whether the General Assembly, the Governor 

and the Secretaries actually will function as the Commission has out-

1 ined is a different question, however--a matter beyond the Corrmission's 

scope of influence. In each case, the temptation is great to become 

involved in routine matters at the expense of attending to issues of 

broader pol icy implication. In order to hold state agencies accounta-

ble for results, these key officials must clearly specify goals and 

objectives--a difficult task in a political environment. With the 

transition of individuals in elected and appointed offices, the diffi-

culty of inferring intent is heightened. Thus, the success of efforts 

to assess compliance and performance, in part, will depend on how well 

expectations are specified in the first place. 
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Adaptability to Change 

Virginia government's ability to adapt to meet changing circum-

stances should improve as a result of the Conrnission's work. With the 

clearer definition of the Governor's management role and the mechanisms 

developed for improved policy dissemination, the Governor should be in 

a better position to make modifications in state pol icy or procedures. 

The budgeting and evaluation procedures called for by the Corrmission 

should allow the Governor and legislators to carefully examine program 

priorities and objectives. By making decisions between programmatic 

alternatives, they may adopt programs to better fit perceived needs. 

Incoming Governors still operate at a disadvantage in making 

modifications to their predecessor's budget, but the difficulties will 

be reduced as a result of Commission-initiated improvements to the 

management, planning and budgeting systems. Since the executive budget 

is submitted within days of the Governor-elect's taking office, he 

will obviously be unable to follow the same process of budget develop-

ment that his predecessor completed over the two-year preparation 

period. However, to the extent that goals, objectives, priorities and 

issues are presented in the budget, the task of newly-elected Governors 

will be easier than before. 

As the Conrnission has often noted in its reports, reorganization 

is a continual process. With the demise of the Conrnission almost at 

hand, attention should be devoted to providing a mechanism to continue 

the analytical functions similar to those the Conrnission has provided. 

A system for monitoring and analyzing governmental operations from a 

broad management perspective is needed. Indeed, the Department of 
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Management Analysis and Systems Development has been established with 

this purpose partially in mind, although it has not yet been formally 

designated this task. In addition, both houses of the General Assembly 

have passed resolutions calling for the development of procedures for 

referring those bills under consideration that have organizational 

impact, although it is unclear who will undertake the necessary analy-

sis. Continued momentum is also needed to complete reorganization of 

the management, planning and budgeting systems initiated by the 

Conrnission. 

Adaptability to change may be further facilitated by sunset legis-

lation as well. Recently, the Joint Audit and Review Commission has 

been studying sunset legislation and will make recommendations to the 

General Assembly in the coming session. Sunset legislation could 

require periodic review of agencies to assess their function and to 

determine the need for their continuance. It would be crucial, however, 

to clarify and delineate the respective responsibilities of the Secre-

taries and executive agencies, the Department of Planning and Budgeting, 

the Department of Management Analysis and Systems Development, and the 

Joint Audit and Review Commission in carrying out such performance/ 

program evaluations. Such a system would be compatible with the pro-

gram budgeting and evaluation system devised by the Commission and would 

improve their linkage with the General Assembly. 

Communication and Decision Making 

As a result of the endeavors of the Conrnission, the framework for 

an improved management and decision-making system has been developed. 

Early in the Commission's tenure, its Director remarked that, if its 
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only accomplishment was to correct apparent deficiencies in the state's 

planning, budgeting and information systems, 11 it would have accomplished 

more than any other commission of its kind. 1il7 Improved control over 

state operations has resulted from the clarification of the Governor's 

own management role, the further definition of appropriate functions of 

the Secretaries, and the delineation of clearer 1 ines of authority and 

responsibility. In addition, the redesigned system for planning and 

budgeting should encourage sound decisions based upon long-range goals 

and objectives and should provide more and better information. The 

transformation has begun from an input-oriented system of allocative 

decision making to one that emphasizes performance and output as well. 

These accomplishments represent a significant departure from procedures 

in use before the Convnission's formation and are noteworthy in 1 ight of 

the history of previous reorganization efforts in the state. With 

continued analysis, evaluation, and modification, the framework devel-

oped through the Commission's reconmendations can be even further 

improved. 

Planning, Pol icy Analysis and Program Development 

The management system developed by the Conmission seeks to streng-

then the relationship between planning and decision making. By 

decentralizing planning and directing planners toward issue analysis, 

the activities of planners should be better integrated into decision 

making and should provide a resource for improved coordination within 

functional areas. If planners are indeed able to project needs and 

resource requirements, to analyze issues impacting state government, 

and to make decision makers aware of the costs and benefits associated 
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with alternative courses of action, then the Commission will have 

effectuated a significant improvement. By having planners work under 

the Secretaries, the likelihood of longer-range goals and objectives 

influencing decision making is increased. Also the closer planning 

staffs are to program managers, the more 1 ikely the programs they develop 

are to be accepted. At the same time, however, it is crucial that the 

planners not become burdened with administrative duties in their role as 

staff to the Secretaries. Clearly, there is a precarious balance of 

advantages and disadvantages involved in decentralizing planning. The 

success of the system is very much dependent upon the attitudes and 

orientations of the Secretaries. 

Positive Result-Oriented Management 

Changing individual attitudes is perhaps the most difficult aspect 

of instituting reform. The ColMlission has attempted to foster a more 

positive management attitude in state government by addressing the basic 

processes of management. Thus, a number of modifications have been 

made in procedures for requesting funds and evaluating results. Reforms 

to the state personnel system have been suggested as well. The reor-

ganized management system focuses on clear definition of responsibility 

and the tasks to be performed and then measurement of accomplishment by 

objectives. How well the system actually performs will depend upon the 

individuals involved and the willingness of the General Assembly to 

change its orientation in budgetary review. 

The Commission's Work: A Perspective 

The degree of success the Commission on State Governmental Manage-

ment has experienced to date reflects many factors--among them the 
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pressing need for changes in the management of state government; the 

hard work and capable efforts of its members, staff, and associates; 

and the comprehensive and systematic nature of their study. By 

addressing basic systems, the Commission has been able to initiate more 

far-reaching changes than had it been preoccupied with the details of 

organizational arrangements. It has been organizational matters of 

transferring and/or consolidating functions that have been the most 

controversial items and, therefore, have met with the greatest diffi-

culty in securing passage in the General Assembly. 

Part of the success the Commission has enjoyed may be attributed 

to procedures used in screening and presenting recorrmendations to the 

Legislature. Proposals have been screened by the Corrmission members 

(legislators and gubernatorial appointees), by the Governor through his 

Secretaries, by the public, interest groups, and other affected parties 

in annual hearings, and by the appropriate legislative committees of 

both houses of the General Assembly. In taking a recommendation before 

the Legislature, the chairman of the originating subcommittee acted as 

the advocate for the proposal and was responsible for the enlistment of 

sponsors for the necessary legislation. As an unfortunate consequence 

of these procedures, however, several of the more controversial issues 

have been left for resolution in the 1978 session of the General Assembly. 

Accomplishments of the Commission notwithstanding, significant 

problems still remain to be addressed. While basically sound, the 

management processes developed through the recorrmendations of the Com-

mission will require further modification and improvement. Problems are 

to be expected with any newly-implemented system, although in this 
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instance, it is likely that time will be required for acclimation to 

these new procedures and structural configurations before additional 

changes become feasible. These difficulties suggest that the percentage 

of the Comrnission's reco1T1T1endations passed in the upcoming session will 

be less than in previous years, particularly when the number of issues 

to be presented is considered. As yet, there is no mechanism defined 

to continue the momentum for change initiated by the Commission. 

In looking toward the future of the remaining Commission proposals, 

it is unfortunate that the General Assembly did not choose to give the 

Governor strong reorganizational powers. A number of recommendations 

dealing with the transfer or consolidation of functions or with limiting 

the powers of boards and commissions have met with difficulty in the 

Legislature, particularly where the board or agency has strong interest 

group backing. This situation provides ample evidence that the legis-

lative process to pass such recommendations is especially susceptible 

to pressures from special interests and strong lobby groups and may 

prevent needed changes in the management of state operations. It is 

1 ikely that, if the Governor were to be empowered to make reconvnenda-

tions to be enacted barring legislative disapproval, some of the contro-

versy generated by these proposals would be reduced and, as a result, 

more could be accomplished. This is not meant to imply that the 

Governor is immune from these same pressures, it is merely suggested 

that a mechanism for strong gubernatorial initiative might be helpful 

in moving proposals through the Assembly more quickly. 

Throughout the history of Virginia's reorganization efforts, the 

need to more adequately delineate the respective roles of the Governor 
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and the General Assembly has been apparent. The Commission sought to 

address this problem, but as Patrick Mcsweeney warned legislators in 

their consideration of the Commission's proposals: 

We devote much hand-wringing to the possibility of 
meddling by the Secretaries, while ignoring a more 
serious and pervasive form of meddling into opera-
tional matters by the legislative branch ... 
Legislative committees and commissions have taken 
on responsibilities that should be left to the . 
Governor8and subordinate officials in the executive 
branch. I 

State government would function more smoothly if the Legislature were 

to confine its activities to its constitutional role of establishing 

pol icy and exercising oversight, leaving operational matters to the 

Governor, the Secretaries, and the agency heads. While it may be 

possible for a body that meets for such a limited time each year to 

attend to operational details, the effectiveness of such an approach is 

questionable. This problem is not peculiar to Virginia, by any means, 

and certainly it would be beyond the capability of a single commission 

to bring lasting resolution to this issue. 

The force of tradition is strong in Virginia government and 

familiar procedures and methods are not relinquished easily. While 

there can be value in maintaining continuity with the past, tradition 

must be examined critically to determine if well-worn patterns and 

procedures are sufficient to meet the challenge of current demands. 

As has been discussed in earlier portions of this analysis, recent 

years have brought dramatic increas~s in both the size and complexity 

of Virginia government, necessitating changes in the management system. 
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The work of the Commission on State Governmental Management leaves 

both the Governor and the General Assembly with the challenge of fur-

thering improvements to Virginia state management. Incoming Governors 

have the opportunity to appoint the Secretaries and agency heads, and 

therefore have an obligation to choose only the most capable of indi-

viduals to manage state operations. Lack of strong gubernatorial 

leadership in promoting effective management will diminish the impact 

of Commission reforms. Also, the General Assembly must evaluate its 

operations to determine where changes in procedure would foster 

improved state government. Though the Commission on State Governmental 

Management focused its attention on the executive branch of state 

government, the work of the Legislature is equally important in ensur-

ing effective government. Improved mechanisms must be devised to meet 

increasing legislative responsibilities. For example, in reviewing a 

sunset legislation proposal, several legislators commented that the 

process for reviewing agencies and programs "may get legislators 

further away from the traditional concept of being 'citizen legisla-

tors' working on a part-time basis. 111 9 However, it should be apparent 

that present methods of operation are not sufficient to meet the 

demands of state government and that modifications must be made to fit 

changing circumstances. If state governments expect to have an effec-

tive role in the federal system, they must improve their performance 

capabilities. In assessing the experience of Massachusetts in reor-

ganizing state government, the former project Director made the 

following observation: "I am pessimistic about the ability of our very 

large governments to improve themselves significantly ... the 
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problems governments face are growing, not lessening in severity. 1120 

At the crux of what he termed the "Massachusetts failure," Robert 

Casselman cited an uninformed public who fail to hold legislators and 

the Governor to important pol icy issues. Certainly informed public 

involvement is necessary to foster and maintain good government and to 

exert pressure for improvement. The reorganization instituted by the 

Corrmission has clarified 1 ines of authority and responsibility, has 

provided the Governor with improved means for directing state opera-

tions and has provided the Legislature with information for decision 

making that is more performance oriented. Thus, it is increasingly 

possible to hold elected officials responsible for results in state 

government. 

While the final impact of the Commission's work remains to be seen, 

it has certainly laid the foundation for improved management and deci-

sion making in Virginia government. With continuing work, additional 

improvements can be made, particularly in completing the elements of 

the management system out! ined by the Commission. As contrasted with 

the approach emphasizing mere rearrangement of the organization chart 

that has characterized the efforts of some states, the type of system-

atic and comprehensive approach taken by the Commission would be of 

benefit to any state, producing far-reaching impacts on governmental 

operations. Of course, in considering reorganization, each state must 

ultimately assess the extent of its problems and its unique historical 

or political factors before deciding upon the best approach and method 

to meet its needs. Certainly, it can be concluded that the approach 

and method adopted by the Convnission on State Governmental Management 
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afforded the greatest possible impact on state government, given the 

set of constraints and opportunities that exist in Virginia. However, 

continued effort is needed to fulfill the potential of reforms ini-

tiated by the Conmission. 

~ 
I 
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APPENDIX I 

MEMBERS OF THE 
COMMISSION ON STATE GOVERNMENTAL MANAGEMENT 

Senate Appointees 

William B. Hopkins, Chairman 
Adelard L. Brault 

House of Delegates Appointeesl 

W. L. Lemmon, Vice Chairman 
Raymond R. Guest, Jr. 
Joseph A. Leafe 
Clinton Mi 11er 

Gubernatorial Appointees2 

Carl E. Ba in 
Richard D. Robertson 

Kenneth Golden, Executive Director 

Staff 

Elmon T. Gray 
Edward E. Willey 

James B. Murray 
Owen B. Pickett 
Robert E. Quinn 
Carrington Williams 

T. Edward Temple 
William L. Zimmer I I I 

Patrick M. Mcsweeney, former Executive Director 

1Raymond R. Guest, Jr., and James B. Murray were appointed to the 
Convnission effective July I, 1976. 

2H.Dunlop Dawbarn, a Gubernatorial appointee, resigned from the 
Commission effective September 16, 1976. Carl Bain, originally 
an appointee from the House of Delegates, was reappointed to the 
Convnission by the Governor effective July 1, 1976. T. Edward 
Temple is deceased. 
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THE VIRGINIA COMMISSION ON STATE GOVERNMENTAL 
MANAGEMENT--AN. ASSESSMENT 

by 

Martha Weaver Jones 

(ABSTRACT) 

The Conmission on State Governmental Management has nearly 

completed a five-year study of the executive branch of Virginia 

government and has developed a nuni>er of recommendations which have 

been implemented to varying degrees at this time. The reorganization 

efforts of this Conmission have resulted in the initiation of a more 

integrated management and decision-making system--a system that 

promises to improve procedures for allocating resources and encourage 

increased accountability for performance in state government. 

The degree of success and also the particular failures that the 

Commission has experienced are explained through examination of pre-

vious reorganization efforts and the problems in state governmental 

management which prompted its formation--providing an outline of the 

historical and contemporary constraints and opportunities influencing 

the reform process. The Commission's approach and procedures, its 

specific proposals and the present status of these proposals are dis-

cussed. Special emphasis is placed on evaluating the management, 

planning, and budgeting systems developed as a result of Commission 

recommendations. This analysis is intended to provide a background for 

suggesting the difficulties that Commission reforms face in implementa-

tion and for preliminarily assessing the impact of the Commission's 

work on Virginia government. 
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