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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION AND METHODOLOGY 

Background 

Understanding the relationship between the State and 

higher education is problematic for both policy makers and 

students of higher education governance. The foundation 

upon which states historically built their relationships to 

public higher education was the "self-denying ordinance." 

Earl Cheit (1975), with whom the descriptive term origi-

nated, defined the "self-denying ordinance" as "the most 

sophisticated legislative procedure in democratic govern-

ment. . . by which states created and funded colleges but 

had only limited powers of review and control" (p. 34) . 

Over the years and particularly within the last decade, the 

states have modified the self-denying ordinance as a result 

of the increases in size, cost, and complexity of higher 

education and other state government activities (Berdahl, 

1978) . 

In an analysis of modifications of the self-denying 

ordinance, Berdahl (1978) indicated that it became evident 

to policy makers that only through a "greatly strengthened 

executive office" could State government deal effectively 

with competing requests for resources and resounding calls 

for accountability. Following the establishment by 

1 
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President Taft in 1911 of the Commission on Economy and Ef-

ficiency in the federal government, a number of state gov-

ernments initiated studies of executive reorganization and 

consolidation of State government, with Illinois, in 1912, 

being the first state to implement a major reorganization 

plan (Council of State Governments, 1950a, p. 2; Glenny, 

1959, p. 15). According to Glenny, states based their ex-

ecutive reorganization plans on five principles developed by 

students of State government sturcture and processes. 

1. Consolidate all operating state agencies into 
a small number of departments, each organized 
around a function of the government. 

2. Establish clear lines of authority from the 
governor to all departments and state agencies. 

3. Establish staff offices and controls to pro-
vide the governor with the administrative 
techniques necessary for effective direction. 

4. Eliminate as many administrative boards and 
commissions as possible. 

5. Provide a postaudit system under the legisla-
tive branch. (1959, p. 15) 

As a result of executive reorganization based upon those 

principles, "state policy-making power was concentrated in 

the executive budget process" (Berdahl, 1978, p. 241). 

It was through enactment of the 1918 Budget Act that the 

Virginia General Assembly first granted authority for the 

development of the executive budget to the Governor of the 

Commonwealth. 
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After World War II, a second period of government re-

form began, with a federal commission again providing impe-

tus for State government action. Following the lead of the 

Hoover Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch 

of Government, about half of the states undertook reorgani-

zation studies of their government sturctures and adminis-

trative processes in the late 1940's (Council of State 

Governments, 1950a, pp. 1-2). Included among those states 

was Virginia, with the General Assembly creating a Commis-

sion on Reorganization on 1947. (Council of State Govern-

ments, 1950a). That legislative commission, known as the 

Burch Commission (Dabney, 1971, p. 520), proposed a reor-

ganization plan for Virginia State government which con-

sisted of three staff agencies within the office of the 

Governor, three auxiliary departments and eleven depart-

ments which rendered services directly to the public, 

including a Department of Public Education (Council of 

State C~vernments, 1950a, pp. 101-102). Dabney (1971) re-

ported, however, that a "machine-dominated legislature" 

defeated most of the Burch Commission plan for the reorgani-

zation of the executive branch of government in Virginia 

(p. 520). 

The most recent wave of executive branch reorganiza-

tion, according to a Council of State Governments report, 

began in 1965; since then 21 states have implemented major 
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reorganizations (Nicholson, 1979, p. 105). Of those 21 

states, Nicholson reported that all but one created cabinet 

systems as part of the executive branch reorganization (p. 

107). Virginia was among the states which created a cabi-

net system as part of its recent reorganization of State 

government. The position of Secretary of Education, which 

is the focal point of this research effort, was included 

among the six cabinet posts created by the Virginia General 

Assembly in 1972 (Acts of Assembly, 1972, Chapter 641). 

Need for the Study 

Even though 20 states, within the last 15 years, have 

established cabinet systems as a part of their executive 

branch reorganizations, only six states have created a 

cabinet-level position of Secretary of Education* (ECS, 

1979). When the position of Secretary of Education was 

created in Virginia nearly a decade ago, the formal struc-

ture.of public higher education governance was altered. 

A study of the development of the position during the 

18 month term of the first Secretary of Education was 

*The six states, and the year in which the cabinet-
level post for education was created,were: Pennsylvania-
1969, Massachusetts-1971, Virginia-1972, South Dakota-1973, 
Kentucky-1976, and New Mexico, 1977. (ECS, 1979, p. 11). 
During its 1980 session, the Massachusetts legislature, how-
ever, repealed the statute which created the cabinet-level 
position for education ("Superboard to <JOvern Massachusetts 
colleges," 1980, p. 9). 
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conducted by Cain (1975). From 1973 to 1978, a legislative 

commission, however, recommended major changes in the struc-

ture and processes of Virginia State government, with leg-

islation enacted in the 1975, 1976, and 1977 General Assem-

bly sessions which altered the statutory powers of the 

Governor, the Cabinet Secretaries and the State budget 

process. Furthermore, public documents and statements by 

persons concerned with higher education in Virginia seemed 

to indicate that the Secretary of Education is increasingly 

involved and influential in higher education policy and 

budgetary matters. Not since Cain's study of the position 

of Secretary of Education from July 1972 through January 

1974 has the position of Secretary of Education been the 

subject of systematic inquiry. Yet, since that time, 

changes have occurred in the authority of the position of 

Secretary of Education, as well as in perceptions of the 

involvement and influence of the position in relation to 

higher education. 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem of this research effort was to describe the 

historical context and the authority and major areas of 

responsibility of the position of Secretary of Education in 

Virginia. In order to investigate the problem on which 
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this study focused, the following research questions were 

addressed: 

1. What was the documented intent for creating the 

position of Secretary of Education in 1972? What 

authority was granted initially to the position by 

the General Assembly and by the Governor? 

2. What was the legislative intent for strengthening 

the statutory powers of the position of Secretary 

of Education in 1976? What executive authority 

and responsibility were delegated subsequently to 

the position? 

3. On what factors does the authority of the position 

of Secretary of Education depend? 

4. What were the major areas of responsibility of the 

position of Secretary of Education in the Dalton 

administration relative to higher education? 

5. With which State-level agencies and officials did 

the Secretary of Education interact in performing 

the major responsibilities of the position? Did 

the authority of the position of Secretary of 

Education affect the authority of other State-

level agencies and officials? 

6. Is the position of Secretary of Education likely 

to remain within the governance structure of 

public higher education in Virginia? What is the 
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probable role of the position of the Secretary of 

Education in the future? 

Purpose 

The purpose of this study was to provide a better 

understanding of one facet of the multi-faceted relationship 

between State government and higher education in the Com-

monwealth of Virginia. The creation of a cabinet-level 

post for education was one aspect of the modifications of 

the "self-denying ordinance" which have been initiated by 

public policy makers in Virginia. By describing the his-

torical context, and the authority and major areas of re-

sponsibility of the position of Secretary of Education, it 

was hoped that higher education policy makers and other 

interested persons might acquire a perspective for assess-

ing recent events and for speculating about probable futures 

regarding higher education issues and governance in the 

Commonwealth. 

In addition to being timely and relevant to public 

higher education policy makers in Virginia, this study should 

contribute to the literature on the involvement of State 

agencies and officials in public higher education. Over the 

last two decades, observers and students of higher education 

have expressed concern about such involvement and have 

debated the dilemma of institutional autonomy versus public 
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control of higher education. Some studies of the relation-

ship of the State to higher education have focused on the 

roles of the Governor, the legislature, and the statewide 

higher education agency.* To date, little has been written, 

however, regarding a cabinet-level position for education 

in Virginia or in other states where such a position exists. 

Methodology 

Research Method 

The research methodology used to execute this study 

was an exploratory field study. As originally classified 

by Katz and discussed by Kerlinger (1973) , an exploratory 

field study "seeks what is rather than predicts relations 

to be found" (p. 406). Thus, exploratory field studies 

have three purposes: 

1. to discover significant variables in the field 
situation, 

2. to discover relations among variables, 

3. to lay the groundwork for later, more syste-
matic and rigorous testing of hypotheses. 
(Kerlinger, p. 406) 

Included among the strengths of exploratory field 

studies are their realism and heuristic quality. Regarding 

realism of field studies, Kerlinger (1973) stated that: 

*See Education Commission of the States,l979; Carnegie 
Commission, 1971; Carnegie Foundation, 1976; Eulau and Quinley, 
1970; Berdahl, 1971 and 1978; Glenny, et al., 1970. 



9 

"Of all the types of studies, they are closest to real 

life" (p. 407). He also evaluated field studies as "highly 

heuristic" (p. 407), meaning that they served to guide 

discovery even though the results are incapable of proof. 

The ex post facto nature of field studies was identi-

fied as the most serious methodological weakness of that 

type of research (Kerlinger, 1973, p. 408). Nevertheless, 

Kerlinger (1973) acknowledged that: 

the most important social scientific and educa-
tional research problems do not lend themselves 
to experimentation, although many of them do lend 
themselves to controlled inquiry of the ~ ~ 
facto kind. (p. 392) 

An exploratory field study was an appropriate research 

methodology for studying the position of Secretary of Educa-

tion and offered the potential for discovering and revealing 

data which could not be uncovered by other types of 

research. 

Data Collection Procedures 

The two procedures used to collect data for this study 

were: (1) reviewing legal and historical documents and 

(2) conducting focused interviews. Rather than a single 

procedure, two data collection procedures were employed in 

order to broaden the range of the data which were gathered 

and to improve their accuracy. For the development of the 

case studies of several government agencies, Blau (1963) 

utilized multiple methods of data collection because the 



10 

"most pertinent techniques to ascertain a given fact can be 

used" (p. 5). 

In addition to providing a wider range of data, multi-

method data collection contributed toward reducing the dis-

tortion which may result from using the information 

generated by only one particular research tool (Blau, 

1963, p. 5). The data gathered by one procedure served to 

inform the data gathered by another procedure. Further-

more, the use of multiple procedures allowed for the data 

gathered by one means to be compared with that gathered by 

another means for congruency, thus improving the reliability 

of the data. The research design employed by Eckstein and 

Gurr (1975) for studying authority patterns included multi-

ple methods of data collection. Stating that the use of 

eclectic methodology was compelled by the subject matter, 

the researchers contended that "the use of multiple methods 

is intrinsically better than choosing any single mode of 

inquiry (Eckstein & Gurr, 1975, p. 235). 

Phases of the Investigation 

This research effort was undertaken during a 2 year 

period, with the interview data being collected from Novem-

ber, 19SO through February, 1981. The investigation was 

conducted in five phases. 
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Phase I: Initial Review of Documents 

and Related Literature 

The first phase of the investigation involved review-

ing legal and historical documents related to the formative 

stages of the position of Secretary of Education, and lit-

erature related to the relationship of State government, 

particularly the executive branch, to higher education. 

The documents examined during the first phase of the re-

search process were: 

•the report of the Governor's Management Study, 

•the second and third interim reports of the Commis-

sion on State Governmental Management, 

•the executive orders for the position of Secretary of 

Education issued by Governors Holton, Godwin, and 

Dalton, and 

•the legislation enacted by the General Assembly in 

1972 and in 1976 related to the Secretarial positions. 

Another aspect of the initial phase of the investiga-

tion was reviewing literature regarding the relationship 

between State government and higher education.* Of par-

ticular importance were studies and reports on the role of 

* Berdahl, 1971, 1978; Carnegie Commission, 1971; Car-
negie Foundation, 1976; Epstein, 1970, Eulau and Quinley, 
1970; Glenny, 1959; Glenny et al., 1970, 1975; Moos and 
Rourke, 1959; Sloan Commission, 1980, SREB, 1979; Zoglin, 
1977. 



12 

the Governor, executive branch reorganization, and the 

State budget process.* 

A review of the literature related to a cabinet-level 

position for education revealed very little treatment of 

the topic. A report published by the Education Commission 

of the States (1979) on the role of the Chief Executive in 

education identified the position of Secretary of Education 

as one mechanism used in several states "to bring education 

policy in[to] closer contact with executive branch of 

[state] government" (p. 11). Berdahl (1971; 1978) men-

tioned the education cabinet position in a description of 

statewide coordination of higher education and an analysis 

of the politics of higher education. Only one other publi-

cation ("Should the States Have Secretaries of Education?", 

1974, p. 14-18) addressed the topic of the position of 

Secretary of Education in a broad perspective. This Compact 

article presented opposing views of whether a gubernatorial 

appointee,having authority over all levels of public educa-

tion, should be included in th~ educational governance 

structure of a state. 

*Berdahl, 1978; Carnegie Commission, 1971; Council of 
State Governments, 1972, 1977; Education Commission of the 
States, 1979; EulauandQuinley, 1970; Glenny, 1959; Glenny 
et al., 1975; Moos and Rourke, 1959; Nicholson, 1979; 
Zoglin, 1977. 
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Other than State-generated documents related to the 

Secretary of Education in Virginia, only one study of the 

position has been conducted. The development of the posi-

tion of Secretary of Education, during the term of the 

first cabinet, was described by Cain in 1975. Since then, 

the position of Secretary of Education in relation to 

higher education in the Commonwealth has not been the sub-

ject of systematic inquiry. 

During the first phase of the investigation, the ini-

tial review of documents and related literature served to 

acquaint the investigator with the substantive area of the 

study. Furthermore, the document and literature reviews 

enabled the researcher to identify broad categories of 

responsibilities performed by the Secretary of Education. 

Phase II: Selection of Specific Secretarial 

Responsibilities for In-depth Examination 

The second phase of the investigation centered on the 

selection of specific responsibilities of the position of 

Secretary of Education which were to be examined in depth. 

For that purpose, exploratory discussions were held with 

the incumbent Secretary of Education, the Assistant Secre-

taries of Education for the areas of postsecondary educa-

tion, and elementary and secondary education, and an Assis-

tant Director of the State Council for Higher Education. 

Those officials were asked to identify, based upon specified 
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criteria, three or four major responsibilities of the posi-

tion of Secretary of Education. The criteria used for the 

selection of the major responsibilities of the Secretary of 

Education in relation to higher education were: 

1. the amount of time spent by the Secretary in per-

forming a given responsibility, 

2. the interaction of the Secretary with other State-

level agencies and officials in performing a given 

responsibility, and 

3. the importance of a given responsibility to the 

area of higher education. 

Given the range of responsibilities formally granted to the 

position of Secretary of Education, the second phase of the 

research process served to limit the scope of the investi-

gation. In addition, the State officials, with whom 

exploratory discussions were held, were asked to identify 

State agencies and officials with whom the Secretary inter-

acted in performing the major responsibilities of the 

position. 

Phase III: Further Review of 

Legal and Historical Documents 

On the basis of the major higher education responsi-

bilities which were identified for the Secretary of Educa-

tion, the legal and historical documents, which were 

reviewed in a preceding research phase, were examined 
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further. In addition, materials related to the selected 

responsibilities of the Secretary of Education were re-

viewed. The types of materials which were examined 

included: 

•the legislation regarding the State budget process, 

•the Commonwealth's budget manual, including Appendix 

M budget guidelines for institutions of higher educa-

tion, 

•the staff documents of the Commission on State Govern-

mental Management, 

•the executive papers of Governor John N. Dalton, 

•newspaper articles related to the Secretary of Educa-

tion, other State officials, and higher education, and 

•speeches, presentations, and other unpublished ma-

terials made available by State officials. 

The data generated during this phase of the investiga-

tion assisted with identifying the state-level agencies and 

officials with whom the Secretary of Education interacted 

and the nature of the involvement of the Secretary regard-

ing a particular responsibility of the position. That in-

formation also provided a framework for developing the 

focused interview guide. 

Phase IV: Conducting Focused Interviews 

In addition to reviewing documents and other printed 

materials related to the Secretary of Education, research 
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data were collected by conducting focused interviews. The 

term "focused interview" was used originally by Merton and 

his associates (1956) to describe a less structured inter-

viewing procedure than the standard survey interview (Ger-

gen, 1968). The procedure required the interviewer to 

develop a list of major areas of inquiry, rather than asking 

exactly the same questions of each interviewee. Thus, the 

procedure permitted the interviewer to remain sensitive to 

unanticipated responses (Merton, Fiske, & Kendall, 1956). 

Focused interviewing seemed to be an appropriate data 

gathering procedure for this study in that it was recom-

mended for use after the initial investigative phases of 

research. Prior to conducting such interviews, the investi-

gator examined legal and historical documents related to the 

position of Secretary of Education, reviewed literature re-

garding the relationship of the State, particularly the 

executive, to higher education, and identified specific 

areas of Secretarial responsibility for in-depth examina-

tion. In addition to being recommended for use after the 

initial phases of investigation, Gergen (1968) stated that 

focused interviews "may be especially advantageous with 

persons of high prominence" (p. 223). He contended that: 

Such persons may well resent an overly structured 
interview and, in addition, they may play such a 
sufficiently distinctive role in the policy-making 
process that greater flexibility in questioning 
may be desirable. (Gergen, 1968, p. 223) 
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Identification of interviewees. Persons with whom 

interviews were requested included those who were identi-

fied as being involved in the creation and development of 

the cabinet-level position and those State-level officials 

who were identified as currently being involved in the 

formulation of higher education policy, including budgetary 

matters. As previously indicated, data obtained from the 

review of legal and historical documents aided in identi-

fying persons to be interviewed. In addition, interviewees 

were asked to name other persons who are affiliated with 

State-level agencies, with whom the Secretary interacted in 

performing specific responsibilities. Thus, the inter-

viewees were identified by utilizing both printed materials 

and interview responses (see Reference Notes for a listing 

of interviewees).* 

Development of the interview guide. According to the 

procedure for conducting focused interviews, an interview 

guide which specified the "major areas of inquiry" was 

*Interviews were requested with Governor John N. Dal-
ton and then-Secretary of Administration Finance Charles B. 
Walker. In both cases, the writer was referred to officials 
on their respective staffs, who agreed to participate in the 
study. Upon requesting an interview with the former Execu-
tive Director of the Hopkins Commission and former legal 
counsel for the Zimmer Commission, Patrick M. McSweeney re-
ferred the writer to an official within the Office of 
Administration and Finance. 
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developed (Gergen, 1968, p. 222). In describing the inter-

view guide, Gergen (1968) stated: 

The guide serves to orient the interviewer to spe-
cific types of questions. However, unlike the 
standard interview, the guide does not list a spe-
cific set of questions to be asked of each respon-
dent. Rather, the interviewer is allowed consid-
erable freedom in the type of question he asks and 
when he asks it. In addition, he is allowed to 
probe more deeply whenever it appears desirable. 
In other words, the guide provides a set of foci 
for the interviewer, but the interviewer . 
determines the exact form and structure of the in-
terview. (p. 222) 

Reflecting the major areas of inquiry regarding the 

position of Secretary of Education, the interview guide de-

veloped for the study included: 

1. the original intent for creating the position of 

Secretary of Education in 1972, 

2. the authority initially granted to the position, 

3. the intent for strengthening the statutory powers 

of the position in 1976, 

4. the authority subsequently delegated to the 

position, 

5. the factors on which the authority of the position 

of Secretary of Education depends, 

6. the major areas of responsibility of the Secretary 

of Education in relation to higher education, 

7. The relationship of the Secretary of Education to 

other state-level agencies and officials with whom 
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the Secretary interacted in performing the major 

responsibilities of the position, 

8. the effect of the authority of the Secretary of 

Education on other state-level agencies and 

officials, and 

9. the probable future of the position for Secretary 

of Education. 

Collection of focused interview data. The major areas 

of inquiry encompassed the entire scope of this study. The 

interview guide used for conducting an interview with a 

specific person, however, was tailored to suit the research 

data which that person was able to provide. 

Permission to tape record the interviews was requested 

of each interviewee and, with one exception, permission was 

granted. Interview sessions generally exceeded one hour. 

During the interview, notes were taken; following each 

interview, verbatim transcripts were prepared for use in 

presenting the findings of the study. 

Phase V: Analysis of Data 

and Presentation of Findings 

The data gathered in phases III and IV of the research 

process informed each other; documents informed interviews 

and vice versa. Documents also informed documents and in-

terviews informed interviews. Thus, it was a thoroughly 

iterative process which led the researcher to review in 
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depth the history and context of the Secretaries in Vir-

ginia. For example, Stuart Connock's reference to the 

executive management concept being implemented by the Dal-

ton administration was one of several leads which directed 

the inquiry to the Department of Planning and Budget (DPB) 

study of the Secretarial system. 

The data, all transferred to note cards, were organ-

ized and categorized according to the major areas of in-

quiry of the study. That arrangement provided the back-

ground needed to understand the development of the position 

of Secretary of Education and to ferret out the details of 

the responsibilities of the position, especially those 

related to budget. As those responsibilities overlapped 

and intersected with other State agencies and officials,the 

relationships were described with careful notation of the 

specifics of the relationship. Finally, and this came pri-

marily from interview data, the research developed around 

the immediately current status of the position as well as 

perceptions of the future role of the Secretary of Educa-

tion in relation to higher education in Virginia. 

Definition of Terms 

The following definitions were utilized throughout 

this study: 
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Authority--those powers and duties granted to the 

Secretary of Education by statute or delegated by the 

Governor. 

First Cabinet--that group of gubernatorial appointees 

whose terms as Secretaries extended from July 1972 to 

January 1974. 

Functional area Secretaries--those cabinet-level posi-

tions which have responsibility for five major areas or 

functions of State government, including Commerce and Re-

sources, Education, Human Resources, Public Safety, and 

Transportation. 

Office of Education--those State agencies and higher 

education institutions designated by statute and executive 

order as being the responsibility of the Secretary of Edu-

cation. 

Office of Secretary of Education--that unit within the 

Office of the Governor which is headed by the Secretary of 

Education and composed of three Assistant Secretaries and 

three support staff. 

Assumptions 

For purposes of this study, it was assumed that: 

1. The authority and responsibilities of the position 

of Secretary of Education could be delineated based upon 
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the review of legal and historical documents and the re-

sponses of State officials to focused interview questions. 

2. The use of two data collection methods improved 

the accuracy of the data. 

3. The persons interviewed provided information which, 

to the best of their ability, was accurate and valid. 

Limitations 

Because of considerations of time and resources, there 

were certain limitations established: 

1. The study focused on the authority and responsibili-

ties of the position of Secretary of Education. No attempt 

was made to assess the influence of personality or other 

psychological dimensions of the cabinet appointee. 

2. The study did not evaluate the effectiveness of 

any person who has held the position of Secretary of Educa-

tion or the merits of the inclusion of a cabinet-level 

position for education within the governance structure of 

higher education. 

3. The study focused solely on the position of Secre-

tary of Education in relation to public higher education, 

even though the position has authority and responsibility 

relative to elementary and secondary education, as well as 

cultural programs and activities in the Commonwealth. 
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4. The study focused on the perceptions of officials 

in the State capitol, although it is recognized that the 

Secretary of Education interacts with officials of higher 

education institutions across the State. 

Organization of the Study 

The content of this study, which focuses on the au-

thority and responsibility of the Secretary of Education in 

relation to public higher education, is presented in four 

chapters. This chapter served as an introduction to the 

study by stating the problem, the research questions, the 

purpose, and the assumptions and limitations of the study. 

Chapter I also described the methods and procedures 

utilized in this research effort. The two methods by 

which data were collected for this study were identified 

as (1) reviewing legal and historical documents and (2) 

conducting focused interviews with selected State officials. 

Chapter II traces the development of the position of 

Secretary of Education from its creation in 1972 through 

statutory changes enacted during the 1976 General Assembly 

session which significantly altered the authority of the 

Secretary. The historical context is presented in consid-

erable detail in order to provide a framework from better 

understanding the position of Secretary of Education in 

relation to higher education. Chapter III discusses the 
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use of the cabinet system as intended by Governor Dalton, 

the position of Secretary of Education within the Dalton 

administration,and the involvement of the Secretary of 

Education in the formulation of the 1980-82 executive bud-

get for higher education. Organized as responses to the 

research questions, the findings of the study also are pre-

sented in Chapter III. The final chapter summarizes the 

study, delineates conclusions based upon the research find-

ings, and offers recommendations for further study. 



CHAPTER II 

REORGANIZATION AND STRENGTHENING OF THE 

EXECUTIVE BRANCH OF VIRGINIA STATE GOVERNMENT 

In 1972 the Virginia General Assembly enacted legisla-

tion creating positions within the Office of the Governor 

for six Secretaries (Acts of Assembly, 1972, Chapter 641). 

The Secretary of Education, one of the six cabinet positions 

within the reorganized executive branch, served as the focal 

point of this study. The "uniqueness" of the education 

area of State government raised questions,on the one hand, 

regarding the need for retaining the position of Secretary 

of Education within the cabinet system, and on the other 

hand, for strengthening its statutory powers, particularly 

in relation to budgetary matters. 

Thus, it is only within a broad historical context that 

the position of Secretary of Education in relation to public 

higher education can be properly understood. The purpose 

of this chapter, therefore, was to trace the historical de-

velopment of the Cabinet system from 1970 through 1977. To 

that end, the recommendations of the Governor's Management 

Study (Zimmer Commission) and the Commission on State Gov-

ernmental Management (Hopkins Commission), as well as sub-

sequent legislative and executive action were described. 

25 
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GOVERNOR'S MANAGEMENT STUDY 

Shortly after his inauguration in 1970, Governor Lin-

wood Holton formed the Gove~nor•s Managment Study (GMS), 

commonly known as the Zimmer Commission in reference to its 

chairman, William L. Zimmer III. This non-profit corpora-

tion was composed of 57 Virginia business executives from 

whom Governor Holton requested assistance in identifying 

"ways to improve and reduce the cost of providing govern-

mental services to the state's citizens" (GMS, 1970, p. v). 

By executive order, Governor Holton authorized the Zimmer 

Commission 

to make such analyses and investigations as may be 
considered necessary to ascertain the means and 
manner by which the governmental services of the 
Commonwealth of Virginia may be afforded to its 
citizens in the most efficient, expeditious and 
economic manner (Holton, 1970). 

After reviewing the operations of 90 executive branch 

agencies, including statewide education agencies and pub-

licly supported institutions of higher education, the Zim-

mer Commission reported its findings to Governor Holton in 

November 1970. Nearly 400 recommendations for improving 

the administration of state government were identfied, 

along with corresponding fiscal impacts of implementing the 

recommendations (Zimmer in GMS, 1970, np). 
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Zimmer Commission Views 

on Public Higher Education in Virginia 

By way of an addendum to the introduction of its re-

port, the Governor's Management Study expressed its opin-

ions regarding "problems attendant upon the future of 

higher education in Virginia." Without recommending spe-

cific action, the Zimmer Commission identified four issues 

concerning growth and expansion of public higher education 

in Virginia: 

1. Given projected growth in student enrollments 
and state expenditures for higher education, 
the question of the extent to which the costs 
of providing higher education should be shared 
by taxpayers and students was raised by the 
Commission. 

2. Based upon its assessment that requests by 
institutions for expansion of physical facili-
ties exceeded requirements, the Commission 
called for "close scrutiny" of capital outlav 
requests. 

3. Given that the community college system was 
established "to provide special vocational-
technical training for a two-year terminal 
period," the Commission cautioned against di-
version of its major thrust to the liberal 
arts, thus increasing costs and duplicating 
existing programs. 

4. The Commission believed that maintaining 
moderate-sized student enrollment levels at 
"Virginia's major higher educational institu-
tions" was the appropriate means by which to 
"retain their distinctive characteristics to 
the benefit of the Commonwealth's total edu-
cational program." To do so required "care-
ful planning to avoid undesirable duplication." 
(GMS, 1970, np) 
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Proposed Executive Branch Reorganization 

In addition to recommending specific changes in man-

agement practices and operations of most executive agencies 

and raising general concerns related to growth in higher 

education, the Zimmer Commission also recommended reorgani-

zation of the executive branch by establishing five Deputy 

Governor positions. Along with the Commissioner of Admin-

istration as the "top staff executive," these positions 

would comprise the "Governor's management team" (GMS, 1970, 

p. 171). 

Need for Executive Control 

Percentage growth in the number of State employees and 

in state expenditures well beyond percentage growth in 

Virginia's population and personal income of its citizens, 

according to the Commission, generated a "need for better 

executive controls" (GMS, 1970, p. 168). The Commission 

found the extant structure of State government to be "mas-

sive and unwieldly," with approximately half of the 150 

state agencies reporting directly to the Governor (GMS, 

1970, p. 168). The "piecemeal proliferation" of many ex-

ecutive branch units, accompanied by diffusion of accounta-

bility, had not been "conducive of economy and efficiency" 

within state government. Thus, the Zimmer Commission 

recommended adoption of a corporate model for the 
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organizational structure of the executive branch: 

Under a chief executive, the administrative pro-
cess is divided into line and staff functions 
with a few top executives reporting directly to 
the chief executive officer. (GMS, 1970, p. 168). 

Recommended Organizational Structure 

Office of Administration and Budget. The proposed 

executive branch reorganization included an Office of Admin-

istration and Budget to be directed by a Commissioner with 

responsibility for staff functions such as budgeting, per-

sonnel,and planning. A Commissioner of Administration posi-

tion already existed within the executive branch. It was 

created in 1966 as a result of legislation enacting a 

recommendation by a legislative commission (GMS, 1970, p. 

167-168). 

Deputy Governors. Beyond recommending that the Com-

missioner of Administration's title be changed to "Adminis-

tration and Budget," the Zimmer Commission's reorganization 

plan called for creating "five line executive offices en-

compassing the fields of Finance, Education, Human Affairs, 

Commerce and Resources, and Transportation and Public 

Safety" (GMS, 1970, p. 169). The structure of the executive 

branch as proposed by the Governor's Management Study in 

1970 is illustrated in Figure 1. 

Holding that the primary responsibility for reorgani-

zation should rest with the State's Chief Executive, the 
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Commission recommended that the Deputy Governors be ap-

pointed by the Governor, without legislative confirmation. 

The appointees were to serve at the pleasure of the Govern-

or and report directly to the Chief Executive. Furthermore, 

the Zimmer Commission designated those State government 

agencies, grouped by compatible functions, for which each 

Deputy Governor would be responsible. The State Council of 

Higher Education and the individual four-year public col-

leges and universities were included among those agencies 

over which the Deputy Governor of Education would have jur-

isdiction (GMS, 1970, p. 170). 

Analogous to its corporate model of organizational 

structure, the Zimmer Commission viewed the Deputy Govern-

ors as "executive vice-presidents" of large corporations 

(Zimmer, Note 1 ) . As such they would exercise management 

functions, "being involved constantly with operations and 

heads of departments" under their jurisdiction yet having 

only "limited involvement with detail" (GMS, 1970, p. 171). 

The staff responsibilities of these line executives would 

be "minimal," as envisioned by the Zimmer Commission, since 

the central staff agencies in the Office of Administration 

and Budget "would be at their command through the Commis-

sioner" (GMS, 1970, p. 171). 
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Legislative Action Required 

While over three-fourths of its recommendations could 

be implemented by executive order, the Commission recog-

nized that legislative action was required in order to 

authorize the Governor to delegate executive powers to 

these new positions (GMS, 1970, p. 202). The Commission 

recommended enactment of legislation authorizing the Gov-

ernor to delegate "as he sees fit" his management functions 

to Deputy Governors, "subject to limitations imposed by 

1 aw" ( GMS , 19 7 0 , p. 171) . 

Secretaries' Positions Statutorilv Created 

House Bill 817 

Supported by the recommendation of prominent Virginia 

businessmen that State government needed to be more effi-

cient, and that replication of corporate organizational 

structure in the executive branch provided a means to that 

end, Governor Holton appealed to the General Assembly to 

create six positions within the Office of the Governor. 

Each position was identified by the title of Secretary. 

During the 1972 General Assembly session, Delegate Roy W. 

Smith, then-Chairman of the House Appropriations Committee, 

introduced the legislation in the form of House Bill 817 

(Acts of Assembly, 1972, Chapter 641). Even though 45 other 
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Delegates joined Smith as patrons of the bill,* bipartisan 

conflict erupted over the measure (Latimer, 1972, p. A-1). 

Led by Senator E. T. Gray and Delegate J. M. Thompson, 

House Majority Leader (Cain, 1975), opposition to the bill 

centered on three issues: 

1. the similarity of the proposed structure to the 
cabinet system of the federal government 
(Fleming, 1972, p. B-6; Zimmer, Note 1). 

2. the use of the title "Deputy Governor" by the 
Governor's Management study group ("The Secre-
taries' Bill", 1977, p. F-6; Zimmer, Note l). 

3. the contention that the proposed reorganiza-
tion added "another layer of government" 
(McElroy, 1972, p. 19). 

Passing the House by a vote of 51-47 (Journal of the House 

•.. , 1972, p. 559-560), the minimum number of required 

affirmative votes, the bill was approved by the Senate (29-

11) in the waning hours of the 1972 session (Journal of the 

Senate, 1972, p. 1007; "The Secretaries Bill," 1972, p. F-

6) • 

Code of Virginia Amended 

The amended Code authorized the Governor to appoint 

Secretaries of Administration, Finance, Education, Human 

Affairs, Commerce and Resources, and Transportation and 

*Included among the patrons were then-Delegate John N. 
Dalton, currently Governor of the Commonwealth of Virginia, 
and Delegate Richard M. Bagley, currently Chairman, House 
Appropriations Committee (Journal of the House ... , 1972, 
p. 384). 
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Public Safety (see Appendix A for text of the 1972 Code). 

Appointees to Secretarial positions were to serve terms 

coincident with the appointing Governor; however, contrary 

to the Zimmer Commission recommendation, the gubernatorial 

appointments were subject to General Assembly confirmation 

(Code of Virginia, Section 2.1-51.7; Acts of Assembly, 1972, 

Chapter 641). Although State agencies for which each Sec-

retary was responsible were identified, the Code permitted 

the Governor to reassign State agencies among the Secre-

taries and to assign State agencies which were not listed 

in the enabling legislation to a Secretarial area. As 

recommended by the Zimmer Commission, the State Council of 

Higher Education and the State-supported institutions of 

higher education, listed as an aggregate group 1 were 

designated as agencies for which the Secretary of Education 

was responsible (Code of Virginia 1 Section 2.1-51.9; Acts 

of Assembly, 1972, Chapter 641). 

Statutory powers of Secretaries. In delineating the 

powers and duties of the Secretaries, the General Assembly 

duplicated the language of the extant Code (Acts of Assem-

bly, 1970, Chapter 262) regarding the position of Commis-

sioner of Administration. Substituting the title of "Sec-

retary" for "Commissioner", the amended Code stipulated 

that: 
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Each Secretary shall exercise such powers and 
perform such duties as may be delegated to him 
by the Governor to execute the management func-
tions of the Governor. (Code of Virginia, Sec-
tion 2.1-51.7, Acts of Assembly, 1972, Chapter 
641) 

This similarity prompted one observer to recall that the 

state had "put the idea into effect on a very limited basis 

some years ago" ("The Secretaries' Bill", 1972, p. F-6). The 

new structure merely extended throughout the government the 

organizational arrangement of a gubernatorial appointee 

overseeing a number of State agencies which formerly had 

reported directly to the Governor. 

Limitations of Secretaries' powers. In relation to 

the agencies for which each was responsible, the Secretar-

ies were vested with the powers of the Governor. However, 

those powers were limited by prohibitions stipulated by the 

Virginia Constitution and delegation of execut±ve powers to 

the Secretaries by the Governor (Code of Virginia, Section 

2.1- 51.7, Acts of Assembly, 1972, Chapter 641). The Sec-

retaries were statutorily authorized to execute the Gov-

ernor's management functions in relation to state agencies 

for which each was responsible, provided that there existed 

no Constitutional prohibition and that the Governor dele-

gated to a Secretary the authority to exercise such execu-

tive powers. Regarding Secretarial powers and duties, the 

only specific provision in the 1972 Code (Acts of Assembly, 

1972, Chapter 641) required agency heads to submit 
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all reports to the Governor through their respective 

Secretaries. 

The Cabinet Structure 

Neither the Governor's Management Study report nor the 

legislation which created the Secretarial positions spe-

cifically referred to the collective group of Secretaries 

as a cabinet. Nonetheless a State goverment publication 

introducing Governor Holton's Secretarial appointees was 

entitled "The Cabinet of Virginia" (DSPCA, 1973). 

Original concept. Even though the legislation creat-

ing a cabinet structure was enacted during the Holton ad-

ministration, the concept of a cabinet as a type of execu-

tive branch organization did not originate with Governor 

Holton and the Governor's Management Study. Rather, a 1947 

legislative commission, the Burch Commission, proposed a 

cabinet structure consisting of 11 operating departments, 

three auxiliary agencies, and three staff agencies (Dabney, 

1971, p. 520; Council of State Governments, 1950a, p. 101-

103). According to Dabney (1971, p. 520), the reorganiza-

tion plan was "cut to pieces by the machine-dominated 

legislature and the net result was that little was accomp-

lished." However, one aspect of the Burch Commission reor-

ganization plan was implemented: a separate division of 

personnel, formerly part of the division of budget, was 

created, and both the division of budget and division of 
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personnel were made "intregal" parts of the Governor's Of-

fice (Council of State Governments, 1950a, p. 118, 128). 

Creation of Cabinet structure. Nearly 25 years after 

the Burch Commission proposal, the 1972 Virginia General 

Assembly enacted legislation which created six Secretarial 

positions and authorized the Governor to delegate executive 

powers to those positions. Thus, a cabinet structure in 

Virginia State government was statutorily created. Even 

though no specific reference to "cabinet" was contained in 

the enabling legislation, the six Secretaries were collec-

tively referred to and became commonly known as "The Cabi-

net of Virginia" (DSPCA, 1973). 

Cabinet as a "collective body". During its 18 month 

tenure, the first cabinet perceiveditselfand functioned as 

a "collective body" (Temple, 1973, p. 11), deliberating 

jointly on statewide policy issues. Reflecting on that 

practice, the chairman of the first cabinet, T. Edward 

Temple (1973, p. 11), explained: 

If the State is to speak as one on the major is-
sues before it today, the cabinet's role as a 
forum for collective exchange of ideas and the 
development of joint policy statements is an es-
sential part of the process. 

According to Secretary of Administration Temple (1973), 

the practice of speaking with one voice was particu-

larly important with regard to the State's "devising 
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strategies. to meet the requirements of changes in 

federal policy" (p. 11). 

The cabinet's functioning as a collective body was 

consistent with the Zimmer Commission's conceptualization 

of the cabinet. When queried about the Commission's in-

tended role for the Secretary of Education, the chairman 

stated that the study group focused on the "concept of a 

cabinet as a whole" rather than the respective responsibili-

ties of individual positions (Zimmer, Note 1). Corres-

pondingly, the General Assembly established six positions 

and authorized the powers and duties of the Secretaries in 

one section of the Code. Other than identifying the six 

functional areas of State government which were to be 

headed by Secretaries, the 1972 Code did not differentiate 

among the positions (Acts of Assembly, 1972, Chapter 641). 

Similarly, Governor Holton (1972b) issued one executive or-

der to delegate authority to the newly created cabinet posi-

tions. Only in the assignment of agencies for which each 

was responsible were the Secretaries recognized individually 

in Holton's executive order (Holton, 1972a). 

Chairman of the cabinet. Even though the first cabi-

net functioned as a collective body, the Secretary of 

Administration served as chairman of the cabinet (Poston, 

1972, p. 21; DSPCA, 1973). This was in historical accord 

with the previously mentioned Commissioner of Administration 
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position which was created during the first term of Gov-

ernor Mills E. Godwin. The Commissioner of Administration 

had responsibility for coordinating central staff agencies 

of State government, such as budget, personnel, and 

planning. With the creation of the Secretaries positions, 

only the title of the Commission's position changed; the 

responsibilities remained the same in relation to central 

staff agencies. As explained by a former director of one 

of those agencies, it was appropriate for the Secretary of 

Administration to serve as chairman of the cabinet since 

the agencies for which he was responsible "cut across" 

agency lines, providing staff support to those State gov-

ernment agencies which delivered services to citizens 

(Kirby as cited in Cain, 1975, p. 40). 

Definitions of Secretaries' Responsibilities 

Important to the development of the executive branch 

structure was the absence of clear delineation of the Gov-

ernor's functions, which the Code permitted the Governor to 

delegate to the Secretaries (Code of Virginia, Section 2.1-

51.7; Acts of Assembly, 1972, Chapter 641). In his assess-

ment of the first cabinet, the Secretary of Administration 

noted that the absence of statutory definition of the Gov-

ernor's management responsibilities necessitated that the 

Governor and the Secretaries "define the parameters of 
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their management role through practice and agreement" 

(Temple, 1973, p. 10). For much of the 18 month term of 

the first cabinet, the Governor, the Secretaries, and vari-

ous committees and task forces attempted to define the role 

of the cabinet (Cain, 1975; Harrison, 1977). 

Policy matters. Generally, it was agreed that the 

Secretaries were not to be involved in the day to day op-

erations of the agencies for which they were responsible. 

Governor Holton made the point clear by saying that the 

cabinet "would not get bogged down in paper clips and rub-

ber bands;" rather, he intended for the cabinet, serving as 

an extension of the Governor's authority, to be "concerned 

with broad policy matters" (McElroy, 1972, p. 19; Holton, 

1972b; Appendix B). 

Program coordination. Coordination of programs within 

their respective Secretarial areas and across Secretarial 

areas was a primary task for the cabinet (Cain, 1975, p. 

45; Poston, 1972, p. 21). According to Governor Holton's 

Executive Order Number Twenty-One, coordination of programs 

required "undertaking inter-office exchange of information 

and action to assure consistent and effective overall State 

action" (Holton, 1972b). Although the Governor emphasized 

communication among Secretarial areas, communication among 

agencies within each Secretarial area was a prerequisite 

to effecting coordination. Identifying and, subsequently, 
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reducing and eliminating duplicative programs was the in-

tended purpose of the Secretaries' coordinative responsi-

bilities (Temple, 1973, p. 10; Cain, 1975, p. 45). 

Budget authority. Corresponding to his expectation 

that the Cabinet would address broad policy matters, Gov-

ernor Holton directed Secretaries to prepare recom-

mendations regarding priority programs in their areas. 

Following review by all Secretaries, program priorities 

were submitted to the Governor prior to agencies submitting 

their biennial budget requests (Holton, 1972b). Even though 

they made recommendations which were considered during bi-

ennial budget preparation, the Secretaries' budget authority 

did not extend beyond identifying priority programs. The 

section of the Code of Virginia related to the State bud-

get process was not amended when the Secretarial positions 

were created; it mandated that agencies submit their budget 

requests directly to the Division of Budqet. Clari-

fying that statutory requirement, Holton's Executive Order 

indicated that Secretaries were authorized, however, to re-

quest copies of their respective agencies' budget submis-

sions (Holton, 1972b). 

Because of the Secretaries' lack of involvement in 

budget-making decisions, the intended result of the coordi-

nating responsibilityofthe Secretaries was not realized. 

The first Secretary of Administration, T. Edward Temple, 
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stated that: "The most crucial area in which the coordina-

tive responsibility of the Secretaries finds expression is 

the preparation of the biennial budget" (Temple, 1973, p. 

10). Regarding the Secretaries' lack of involvement in the 

budget-making process 1 Governor Holton remarked that the 

process was "not as refined" as he would have liked and the 

Secretaries' participation in long-term budget planning 

needed to change (Cain, 1975, p. 69, 96). 

Staff to the Secretaries 

Although the enacted legislation allowed for Secre-

taries to employ personnel and contract for consulting ser-

vices as needed to perform their duties, Governor Holton 

proposed an alternative means of providing staff to the 

Secretaries. The Secretaries were "authorized to request 

temporary assistance" from the agencies within their re-

spective areas with the expectation that agency assistance 

would be given, provided that compliance did not prevent 

accomplishment of their statutory mission (Holton, 1972b). 

Among the first cabinet Secretaries, only the Secre-

tary of Administration had a full-time professional staff 

member, an Assistant Secretary. In 1973 the Division of 

State Planning and Community Affairs, a central staff agency 

within the Office of Administration, reorganized its in-

ternal structure to correspond with the five functional 

area Secretaries. As a result of that reorganization, staff 
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support by the division's planners was made available to 

the Secretaries upon request (CSGM, February 1976d, Part 

eight: Planning ... 1 p. 412). 

The Position of Secretary of Education 

in the First Cabinet 

Reason for Inclusion in the Cabinet 

The perceived need for coordination of diverse con-

stituencies, combined with the large investment of State 

resources in education, precipitated the Governor's Manage-

ment Study to include education as one of six areas of 

State government to be included in the cabinet (Zimmer, 

Note 1). After the cabinet was formed, State officials 

and agency heads, including several university presidents, 

reiterated the need for coordination among education agen-

cies (Cain, 1975). William L. Zimmer, III (Note l), Chair-

man of the Governor's Management Study,confirmed that co-

ordination of agency activities was the intended purpose of 

the Secretarial positions. 

Appointment of the First 

Secretary of Education 

In appointing members of the cabinet, Governor Holton 

selected Earl J. Shiflet as Secretary of Education. Al-

though he held a master's degree from Columbia University 

in Educational Foundations, Shiflet was not a professional 
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educator. Prior to his cabinet appointment, he was Execu-

tive Manager of the Virginia Association of Electric Co-

operatives. His civic activities included serving as past 

chairman of a Virginia county school board and as a member 

of two education committees of State organizations (Cain 

1975, p. 41; "Earl James Shiflet .•. ", 1972, p. 15). Cain 

reported that Governor Holton intentionally selected Shif-

let because, by virtue of his not having been identified 

with a specific level of education, he could represent the 

entire spectrum of education activities in the Commonwealth. 

However, when asked to identify characteristics which a 

Secretary of Education needed to possess, participants in 

Cain's study recommended that the person be a professional 

educator (Cain, 1975, p. 106). 

Staff to the Secretary of Education 

As discussed previously, cabinet members, with the ex-

ception of the Secretary of Administration, did not have 

full-time professional staff to assist with their responsi-

bilities. Within his own office, Secretary Shiflet's staff 

consisted of a part-time administrative assistant, who was 

a graduate student at the University of Virginia (Cain, 

1975, p. ii), and one full-time secretary. In addition, he 

could request temporary assistance from any of the educa-

tion agencies or, beginning in 1973, from the planners in 

the Division of State Planning and Community Affairs. 
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Several of the State officials interviewed by Cain indi-

cated that it was impossible to operate "effectively with 

assistance only from [central] agency personnel on part-

time or temporary assignment" (Cain, 1975, p. 105). Thus, 

Cain (1975, p. 122) recommended that the Secretary of Educa-

tion needed at least one full-time professional educator to 

assist with performing the responsibilities of the Office 

of Education. 

Major Responsibilities of the 

First Secretary of Education 

Communications link. State-level and institutional 

official's perceptions of the position of Secretary of Edu-

cation corresponded with Temple's (1973, p. 9) description 

of a Secretarial position being a "communications link." 

Through his study of the development of the position of 

Secretary of Education from 1972 to 1974, Cain (1975) iden-

tified several responsibilities which the Secretary of Edu-

cation was expected to perform (p. 44-63). Among those 

expectations were the following responsibilities related to 

the Secretary's role as a communications link: ( 1) repre-

senting education to the public; (2) serving as a liaison 

to the Governor; and (3) coordinating activities of agen-

cies within the Office of Education. 

Budget responsibilities. As with other Holton cabinet 

appointees, Secretary Shiflet's responsibilities in relation 
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to formulation of the 1974-76 executive budget apparently 

were limited to making priority program recommendations. 

By executive order (Holton, 1972b) , Secretaries were 

directed to recommend priority programs to the Governor for 

consideration in development of the executive budget. Ac-

cordingly, the Secretary of Education prepared priority 

program recommendations which were based on education agency 

heads requests (Cain, 1975, p. 67-68). Regarding higher 

education, the State Council of Higher Education also ana-

lyzed the information submitted by institutions and pre-

pared recommendations on priority programs (Cain, 1975, p. 

68). Both the Secretary of Education's and the State Coun-

cil's priority recommendations were submitted to the Divi-

sion of Budget (Cain, 1975, p. 68). In keeping with the 

practice of functioning as a collective body, the entire 

cabinet reviewed priority recommendations across Secretarial 

areas in order to make final recommendations to the Gov-

ernor for 1974-76 executive budget priorities (Cain, 1975, 

p. 68). 

On the basis of his research findings,Cain (1975) 

stated that "the role of the cabinet in budget making was 

not clearly delineated" (p. 68). In the description of the 

formulation of Virginia's 1974-76 higher education operat-

ing budget developed by Glenny and others (1975, p. 344-

349), the position of Secretary of Education was not 
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mentioned. Rather, the authors identified the State Council 

of Higher Education and the Division of Budget, within the 

Governor's Office, as the primary participants in the bud-

get development process for higher education (Glenny,et al. 

1975, p. 349). 

Change in Higher Education Governance 

Under the cabinet form of executive management, it was 

intended for agency heads to report to their respective 

Secretaries rather than directly to the Governor. This was 

confirmed by the Code (Section 2.1-51.7; Acts of Assembly, 

1972, C~apter 641) which stipulated that agency heads' re-

ports to the Governor were to be submitted through the 

designated Secretary. That alternation in the formal 

structure represented a significant change for education: 

No longer was it intended that the Director of 
the State Council of Higher Education • • . and 
the thirteen public institutions of higher educa-
tion would report directly to the Governor. After 
July 1972, those agency heads and institutional 
presidents were to report to the Secretary of Edu-
cation within an organization designated as the 
Office of Education. (Cain, 1975, p. 11-12) 

However, the designated legal responsibilities of the State 

Council of Higher Education and the individual Boards of 

Visitors were not altered by the legislation which created 

the Secretarial positions. 

Because of lack of clarity about the Secretary of Edu-

cation's role, Cain (1975, p. 118) asserted that "the 
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authority of the Secretary was never clearly perceived by 

those with whom he worked." Higher education agencies kept 

the Secretary of Education informed but, reportedly, it was 

sometimes "after the fact" by providing copies of materials 

submitted to the Budget Office or other executive offices 

(Cain, 1975, p. 96). They did not report to the Secretary 

of Education as a "line-executive" as intended by the Zim-

mer Commission. Thus, as a result of a study of the term 

of the first Secretary of Education, Cain (1975, p. 96) 

concluded that there was "little change in decision-making 

after creation of the posit ion of Secretary [of Education]." 

COMMISSION ON STATE GOVERNMENTAL MANAGEMENT 

Only one year after establishing the Secretarial posi-

tions, the Virginia General Assembly in 1973 created the 

Commission on State Governmental Management: 

for the purpose and charged with the duty of 
bringing about greater efficiency in State Gov-
ernment by the reduction of the more than one 
hundred agencies to a reasonable and practicable 
number, the elimination of duplication and 
overlap, the establishment of clear lines of 
authority, and undivided responsibility for par-
ticular functions of the State Government. 
(Acts of Assembly, 1973, Chapter 432) 

Though occurring after the formal creation of the cabinet, 

this new commission had a significant impact on the role of 

the Secretaries. In order to properly understand these 

developments, it was necessary to delineate the Commission's 
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recommendations, as well as subsequent legislative and ex-

ecutive actions, which were related to the position of 

Secretary of Education in Virginia. 

Background 

The legislation calling for the formation of a commis-

sion to study State government management recognized the 

work of the Governor's Management Study (Zimmer Commission), 

which also advocated making State government more efficient 

(GMS, 1970, Intro.). However, in recommending reorganiza-

tion of the executive branch, the Zimmer Commission did not 

study the Governor's powers and duties in relation to State 

agencies. Neither did the General Assembly alter other 

sections of the Code when it created the Secretarial posi-

tions. Rather, the new positions were interjected into the 

executive branch structure without comprehensively review-

ing the formal authority of the Governor or agencies, 

boards and commissions (CSGM, February, 1976b, Part five: 

. Secretaries' roles, p. 234). 

Initially, Senator William B. Hopkins, Chairman of the 

Commission on State Governmental Management, opposed the 

legislation which created the Secretarial positions because 

of the failure to address the parts of the Code dealing with 

executive management of State government (Hopkins, Note 2). 

The existing statutory authority of agency heads, boards and 
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commissions and a vaguely worded statute granting powers to 

the Secretaries raised questions about their roles or even 

the need for the positions at all. Indeed, the controversy 

surrounding the six cabinet positions was "a principal fac-

tor in the establishment of the Commission on State Govern-

mental Management" (CSGM, February, 1976b, Part five: 

Secretaries' roles, p. 233). 

Commission's Areas of Study 

Areas of study for the Commission were identified in 

the legislation creating the Commission. Included among 

them were: 

The demands placed upon the Governor's time by ex-
ecutive agencies and what techniques or devices, 
including the Secretaries, may be employed to meet 
those demands. 

The effectiveness of the Secretaries in assisting 
the Governor with executive management functions 
and improvements which could be made in the cabi-
net structure. 

Other changes in the structure of state government 
which would lead to more effective management pro-
cedures consistent with a responsive and responsi-
ble State government. (CSGM, July 1976a, First 
interim report, p. 3-4) 

As it began to study executive management structure and 

procedures, the Commission "discovered an obvious need to 

analyze the State's budgetary process and the allocation of 

responsibility for budget decisions" (CSGM, July 1976a, 

First interim report, p. 4). 
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Structure of the Commission 

Members and staff. As prescribed in the enacted legis-

lation, the membership of the Commission on State Govern-

mental Management included four Senators, seven Delegates, 

and four gubernatorial appointees, with the 15 members se-

lecting their own chairman (Acts of Assembly, 1973, Chapter 

432). The members selected Senator William B. Hopkins, the 

primary patron of the bill creating the Commission, as 

Chairman. Thus, the Commission was commonly referred to as 

the Hopkins Commission. Delegate Willard L. Lemmon served 

as Vice-Chairman of the Commission. Among Governor Holton's 

appointees were William L. Zimmer III, former chairman of 

the Governor's Management Study, and T. Edward Temple, 

first Secretary of Administration (CSGM, July l976a, First 

interim report, n.p.). Eight persons were employed as full-

time staff to the Commission, including Patrick M. Me-

Sweeney* as Executive Director and Kenneth Golden as Deputy 

Director. In addition, the Division of Legislative Ser-

vices, consultants, and "experts in the fields related to 

subjects assigned to the Commission" provided assistance 

( c s GM I 1 9 7 5 I p . 8 ) . 

*Patrick M. McSweeny had served as Assistant General 
Counsel to the Governor's Management Study, Inc. (the Zim-
mer Commission) and was recognized by that Commission "for 
valuable and extensive work . . . done during the entire 
course of the study" (GMS, 1970, Introduction). 
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Subcommittees. Paralleling its major areas of study, 

the Hopkins Commission divided its work among four subcom-

mittees. In addition to the Subcommittee on the Lieutenant 

Governor, the other three subcommittees and their primary 

emphasis were: 

1. the Subcommittee on Executive Management, 
which examined the roles of the Governor, the 
Secretaries, and boards and commissions to 
identify problems in the assignment of such 
roles and to clarify lines of responsibility 
and authority; 

2. The Subcommittee on Budget and Management sys-
tems, which considered improvements in the 
state's management processes and procedures, 
including planning and budgeting processes, the 
availability of information and adequate infor-
mation systems, and the existence of an effec-
tive system of personnel management; and 

3. The Subcommittee on Government Operations, 
which analyzed programs of state government in 
order to rationalize the arrangement of work 
and to streamline the executive branch by re-
ducing the number of agencies and eliminating 
overlapping and duplicative functions. (CSGM, 
1975 1 P• 8) 

Phases of the Hopkins Commission Study 

The Hopkins Commission's study of state governmental 

management continued over a 5 year period from 1973 through 

1978. For the purpose of this study, the Commission's ac-

tivities in relation to the Secretaries, particularly the 

Secretary of Education, have been categorized into three 

phases: 
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Phase I -Preliminary Assessment of Secretaries' Roles 

(July 1973-June 1974) 

Phase II -Study of Roles of the Governor and Collegial 

Bodies and the State's Budget Process 

(September 1974-Novernber 1975) 

Phase III-Clarification of the Secretaries' Roles by 

Legislative and Executive Actions 

(1975 through 1977 General Assembly Sessions) 

Phase I: Preliminary Assessment of 

Secretaries' Roles 

Initial Roles of Secretaries 

Recognizing that its recommendations about the cabinet 

structure would affect deliberations on other issues, the 

Commission turned its attention to the roles of the Secre-

taries as its first order of business. After meeting with 

each of the Secretaries soon after its formation, the Corn-

mission observed that the vagueness of the 1972 Code and 

Governor Holton's Executive Order Twenty-One resulted in 

each Secretary defining the role somewhat differently 

(CSGM, July 1976a, First interim report, p. 7). 

Staff responsibilities. During the period of prelimi-

nary assessment of the Secretaries' roles, the Commission 

criticized the cabinet's practice of functioning as a col-

lective body. According to the Hopkins Commission, the 
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Secretaries "should view themselves as a top management 

team but not as a committee .•. having collective respon-

sibility" {CSGM, 1976b, Second interim report ... Secre-

taries, p. 7). Even though the Hopkins Commission acknow-

ledged the contributions of the Secretaries in their roles 

as collective advisors on state policy, liaisons to the 

agencies, and representatives to the public, those roles 

were viewed as staff responsibilities. According to the 

Commission's Chairman, if the Secretaries were functioning 

only as staff to the Governor, statutory authority for the 

positions was not necessary since it was the Chief Execu-

tive's prerogative to appoint staff members in the Office 

of the Governor {Hopkins, Note 2). 

Lack of legislative authority. About 2 months before 

Governor Holton's term expired,the Secretary of Administra-

tion, T. Edward Temple, requested to appear before the Com-

mission in executive session {Hopkins, Note 2). Temple 

asserted that, unless changes were made, there was no need 

to retain the cabinet structure. Specifically, he pointed 

to the lack of legislative job descriptions for the Secre-

taries, which resulted in lack of understanding regarding 

the relationship between the Secretaries and their respec-

tive agency heads. Senator Hopkins (Note 2) confirmed that 

no legislative authority existed at that time to define the 

Secretary-agency head relationships. 
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Confirmation of lack of legislative authority. An 

event which occurred during the Hopkins Commission's early 

deliberations illustrated the lack of legislative defini-

tion of the authority of the Secretaries. During an inves-

tigation of alleged abuses in State correctional facili-

ties, a Richmond Circuit Court special grand jury indicted 

six officials, including the Secretary of Human Affairs, 

Otis L. Brown, for "willful misconduct while in office" 

(Eisman, 1974a, p. A-1). Secretary Brown's attorney chal-

lenged the prosecutor to identify the legislative and execu-

tive authority by which the Secretary could have taken ac-

tion resulting in the alleged abuses. According to Senator 

Hopkins (Note 2) , "the indictment was thrown out . . . be-

cause there was no legislative authority."* The occurrence 

of that event reportedly influenced the Commission's deci-

sion to clearly define the Secretaries' roles (Hopkins, 

Note 2) . 

Lack of involvement in the budget process. The Commis-

sion identified the lack of involvement of Secretaries in the 

budget process as perhaps "the weakest area in the func-

tioning of the Cabinet system" (CSGM, July 1976a, First 

*See Eisman, 1974b, p. A-1, 6. Eisman reported that 
the Commonwealth's Attorney stated that "the Corrunonwealth 
cannot offer any opposition" to the dismissal of charges 
against Secretary of Human Affairs, Otis L. Brown. 
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interim report, p. 7). Levels of control between the Sec-

retaries and their respective agencies regarding budget 

preparation differed, as did the Secretaries' perceptions 

of their roles regarding advocacy of agency budgets. None 

of the Secretaries, however, indicated to the Commission 

that agency budgets were their responsibility (CSGM, July, 

1976a, First interim report, p. 7). In his April 1974 pre-

sentation to the Commission, Carter 0. Lowance* explained 

that many agency budget requests were submitted directly to 

the Division of Budget without adequate review and adjust-

ment. The Code of Virginia did not authorize the Secretar-

ies or any other executive officials to review or alter 

agency budget requests prior to submission to the Division 

of Budget (McSweeney, 1976, p. 15). 

Differentiating Secretaries' 

Powers and Duties 

After agreeing that the Secretaries' powers and duties, 

including budgetary responsibilities, needed to be clearly 

defined, the Commission turned to that task. During the 

*During Governor Godwin's first term (1966-1970), Car-
ter 0. Lowance served as the Governor's chief executive as-
sitant. In that position, according to Senator Hopkins 
(Note 2), Lowance "ran the administrative end" of State 
government. In Godwin's second term, Lowance served as 
Special Assistant to the Governor and Acting Secretary of 
Education (Directory of State Officials, Virginia Record, 
July 1975). 
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process of delineating Secretarial duties, the need to dif-

ferentiate among the six Secretarial positions became ap-

parent to Commission members and staff. The relationships 

of the Secretaries of Administration, Transportation and 

Public Safety*, and Education to their respective agencies 

required separate consideration (CSGM, July 1976b, Second 

interim report: . Secretaries, p. 2). 

Uniqueness of the Position 

of Secretary of Education 

A combination of legal, historical, and political fac-

tors provided a unique dimension to considerations of the 

position of Secretary of Education. The Commission enurn-

erated the factors as the constitutional status and powers 

of the State Board of Education, the strong tradition of 

relative independence among institutions of higher 

*In its Second Interim Report, the Hopkins Commission 
identified distinguishing characteristics of the positions 
of Secretary of Administration and Secretary of Transporta-
tion and Public Safety. As granted by the General Assembly, 
the Governor's authority to direct and control central 
staff agencies, specifically, personnel, planning, and bud-
get, was more explicit than his authority in relation to 
agencies which deliver services to the public. Thus, the 
executive powers delegated to the Secretary of Administra-
tion in relation to the central staff agencies could be 
more explicit than executive powers delegated to other Sec-
retaries in relation to their respective agencies. In the 
Transportation and Public Safety area, the Governor's power 
and, in turn, the Secretary's power was limited by the 
legal authority of the State Highway and Transportation 
Commission to administer the highway construction and main-
tenance fund (CSGM, July 1976b, p. 2; Rowland, Note 3). 



58 

education; and the existence of citizen boards for higher 

education and community colleges. These factors affected 

significantly the Commission's discussions about the appro-

priate role for a Secretary of Education. In fact, ques-

tions were raised about the need for such a position at 

all (CSGM, July 1976b, Second interim report: ... Secre-

taries, p. 1). 

Presentation regarding need for the position of Secre-

tary of Education. In May 1974, the Commission met in 

Fredericksburg, Virginia, to discuss and refine recommenda-

tions regarding the Secretaries' powers and duties as pre-

pared by the Subcommittee on Executive Management. Given 

the unique factors surrounding the position of Secretary of 

Education, the Commission invited David Hornbeck, Executive 

Deputy Secretary of Education in Pennsylvania, and Lyman V. 

Ginger, Superintendent of Public Instruction in Kentucky, 

"to confer with individuals involved in the administration 

of education in Virginia and to make suggestions to the Corn-

mission ... regarding the proper role, if any, for a 

Secretary of Education" (CSGM, July 1976b, Second interim 

report ... Secretaries, p. 1). The experts were inten-

tionally selected because they represented opposing 
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viewpoints about the need for a cabinet-level education 

post.* 

One-sided debate. It was planned as part of the May 

1974 meeting in Fredericksburg that the full membership of 

the Commission on State Governmental Management would hear 

the same arguments for and against the need for a cabinet-

level position for education as advanced by Pennsylvania's 

Secretary of Education and Kentucky's Superintendent of Pub-

lie Instruction ("Should the State Have Secretaries of Edu-

cation?" 1974, p. 14-18). A presentation of both sides of 

the issue, it was thought, would assist the Commission mem-

bers in making a recommendation about the position of Sec-

retary of Education in Virginia. However, according to the 

Commission's Chairman, the presentations of the invited 

guests were one-sided. As expected, Ginger spoke against 

the need for a cabinet position of Secretary of Education. 

Contrary to the favorable view of Pennsylvania's Secretary 

of Education toward having a cabinet-level education post, 

Pennsylvania's Executive Deputy Secretary of Education, 

David Hornbeck, spoke against the need for such a position 

*At a Council of Chief State School Officers' meeting 
the preceding summer, Pennsylvania's Secretary of Education, 
John c. Pittenger, and Kentucky's Superintendent of Public 
Instruction, Dr. Lyman V. Ginger, presented their respec-
tive views. A summary article, "Should the States Have 
Secretaries of Education?", was published in Compact (Janu-
ary/February, 1974, p. 14-18). 
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in Virginia. Hornbeck explained that powers over public 

education in the Commonwealth were derived from the Consti-

tution and vested in the State Board of Education, thereby 

limiting the powers of both the General Assembly and the 

Governor. Senator Hopkins (Note 2) indicated that, in ef-

feet, both speakers said that Virginia did not need a Sec-

retary of Education. Recalling the presentation on the 

Secretary of Education position at the Fredericksburg meet-

ing the Chairman of the Commission offered these comments: 

I wonder how they [Commission members] would have 
voted at the end of our so-called debate. Cer-
tainly if I had relied on the information pro-
vided by the two gentlemen [Ginger and Hornbeck] 

. I think I would have voted not to have a 
Secretary of Education. (Hopkins, Note 2) 

Recommendation to Retain the 

Position of Secretary of Education 

The Commission's report on "Recommendations on the 

Roles of the Secretaries" stated that education received 

over 60% of the State's General Fund revenues. As "appro-

priations have sharply increased, the General Assembly has 

shown a growing insistence upon an accounting for their per-

formance by the Commonwealth's educational institutions and 

agencies" (CSGM, July 1976b, Second interim report: 

Secretaries, p. 2). The Commission reported its May 

1974 recommendation on the Secretary of Education to the 

Governor and General Assembly as follows: 



61 

After careful deliberation the Commission has con-
cluded that it would be desirable to continue the 
position of Secretary of Education. Education is a 
continuous process and one of the most significant 
activities of state government. . Lack of coordi-
nation has led to undesirable duplication of ser-
vices and, in general, to less than satisfactory 
use of limited resources available for education. 
The Commission feels that a focal point is needed 
for planning, coordinating and evaluating all of the 
educational activities in the Commonwealth. A Sec-
retary of Education can provide such a focal point, 
and complement and supplement--not supplant--other 
agencies such as the Board of Community Colleges, 
the State Department of Education and the State 
Council of Higher Education. (CSGM, July 1976b, 
Second interim report: . Secretaries, p. 2) 

Recommendations Regarding 

Secretaries' Authority 

As a result of its preliminary assessment of Sec-

retaries' roles, the Hopkins Commission cailed fur Secre-

taries to devote more time to their respective areas in the 

performance of such duties as "resolving disputes, coordi-

nating planning and operations, evaluating performance, 

setting goals and policies, reviewing budgets and identify-

ing duplication and ineffectiveness" with respect to agen-

cies assigned (CSGM, July 1976b, Second interim report,p. 7). 

Broad policy directives and evaluation of overall perform-

ance of assigned agencies were identified as appropriate 

means by which each Secretary could exercise the authority 

which the Commission recommended to be granted to them. 

The Commission admonished the Secretaries to use their 

authority "judiciously" and to "manage by exception," 
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thus avoiding involvement in day to day detail of the agen-

cies for which each Secretary was responsible (CSGM, July 

1976b, Second interim report, p. 8). 

Major categories of Secretarial responsibilities. 

Based upon its general perspective that the Secretaries 

needed to be individually responsible for their respective 

areas of State government, the Commission recommended that 

the Secretaries be vested with authority of the Governor in 

four major categories: budget, management, policy, and co-

ordination (CSGM, July 1976b, Second interim report, p. 7-

8). To provide for delegation of those executive management 

functions to the Secretaries, the Hopkins Commission ad-

vised Governor Godwin to issue separate executive orders 

for the six cabinet positions. 

Separate executive order for each Secretary. By recom-

mending the issuance of a separate executive order for each 

Secretary, the Commission intended to provide clear job 

descriptions for the Secretaries (CSGM, July 1976b, Second 

interim report ... Secretaries, p. 1). The recommended 

powers and duties included in the separate executive orders 

would provide the Secretaries with "sufficient authority to 

prevent problems from reaching the Governor in the first 

instance" (CSGM, July 1976b, p. 8). Using the four general 

categories of Secretarial responsibilities identified by 

the Hopkins Commission as a framework, the staff of the 



63 

Commission prepared drafts of the Secretarial executive 

order. 

Common Areas of Authority 

As evidenced by the executive order drafts, the Hop-

kins Commission recommended that the Governor delegate the 

same powers and duties for management, policy, and coordina-

tion to the Secretaries of Commerce and Resources, Educa-

tion, Human Affairs;and Transportation and Public Safety 

(CSGM, 1976b, Appendix ~' p. B-3-6) . The Commission de-

fined the Governor's management function as holding agency 

heads accountable for the fiscal, administrative and pro-

gram performance of their units. The Commission advised 

the Governor to empower Secretaries with authority and re-

sponsibility regarding accountability of their respective 

agencies. Also recommended for delegation by the Governor 

to Secretaries was responsibility for developing policies 

and programs in order to effect long-range plans for their 

respective areas. Regarding coordination responsibility of 

the functional area Secretaries, the Commission articulated 

its intent that "proper exercise" of that responsibility 

included "elimination of duplication, program inconsisten-

cies and administrative bottlenecks" rather than mere fa-

cilitation of mutual adjustment and exchange of informa-

tion (CSGM, July 1976b, Second interim report. . Secre-

taries , p . 8 ) . 



64 

Differences ~n Budget Authority 

As mentiQned previously, the Hopkins Commission de-

cided that it was necessary to differentiate among the six 

Secretarial p~sitions because of varying legal relation-

ships of the Secretaries to their respective agencies. 

Those dif~erences were reflected in the budget authority 

proposed for each Secretary. 

Secretary of Administration. The executive order pre-

pared for the Secretary of Administration called for the 

Governor to delegate authority "to direct and control the 

budget procedure and to submit to the Governor, in consul-

tation with the other Secretaries, a recommended Executive 

Budget" (CSGM, July 1976b, Appendix~' p. B-1). In addi-

tion, the Commission recommended that the Secretary of Ad-

ministration be given responsibility for agencies previously 

assigned to the finance area by designating authority over 

those agencies to the Secretary of Administration via execu-

tive order and by leaving vacant the Secretary of Finance 

position. 

Secretaries of Commerce and Resources, Human Affairs, 

and Transportation and Public Safety. With one exception, 

the executive orders prepared by the Hopkins Commission for 

the Secretaries of Commerce and Resources, Human Affiars, 

and Transporation and Public Safety provided for the Gov-

ernor to delegate: 
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General responsibility and authority for the sound 
fiscal management of the administrative units as-
signed •.. , including review and approval of the 
proposed budget of each and the responsibility to 
recommend to the Governor a comprehensive budget 
for [Secretarial area designated] . (CSGM, July 
1976b, Appendix~' p. B-3,4,6) 

The Commision-prepared executive order for the Secretary of 

Transportation and Public Safety stipulated the Secretary's 

authority to review, but not to approve, the budget of the 

State Highway and Transportation Commission. 

Secretary of Education. In recognition of constitu-

tional and statutory responsibilities of education agencies 

and boards, the budget responsibility recommended by the 

Hopkins Commission for the Secretary of Education excluded 

the Secretary's authority for "approval of the proposed 

budgets" and authority "for the sound fiscal management of 

the administrative units assigned." The Secretary of Educa-

tion was to be granted, however, authority and responsi-

bility for reviewing education agency budget requests and 

for recommending a comprehensive education budget to the 

Governor (CSGM, July 1976b, Appendix ~' p. B-5). 

Authority Delegated to the 

Secretary of Education 

Governor Godwin accepted the recommendations of the 

Hopkins Commission for strengthening the powers and duties 

of the Secretaries. On May 22, 1974 he issued a series of ex-

ecutive orders, one for each functional area Secretary and 
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one for the Secretary of Administration which included re-

sponsibility for agencies previously assigned to the Sec-

retary of Finance. 

Powers and duties. Identical to the draft prepared by 

the Hopkins Commission staff, Godwin's Executive Order Num-

ber Nine delegated to the Secretary of Education the follow-

ing powers and duties: 

1. General authority and responsibility for the 
review of the proposed budgets of the adminis-
trative units assigned to him, and the respon-
sibility to recommend to the Governor a compre-
hensive budget for the Commonwealth for 
education. 

2. Authority and responsibility to hold the head 
of each administrative unit assigned to him 
accountable for the administrative, fiscal, 
and program performance for such administra-
tive unit. 

3. Authority and responsibility to develop major 
state policies and programs to effect compre-
hensive, long-range and coordinated planning 
and policy formulation for education. 

4. Authority and responsibiltiy to coordinate the 
policies, programs, and activities of the ad-
ministrative units assigned to him. 

5. Authority and responsibility for approving the 
solicitation or acceptance by or on behalf of 
any administrative unit assigned to him, of any 
donation, gift or grant, whether or not entail-
ing commitments as to the expenditure or sub-
sequent requests for appropriation or expendi-
ture from the General Fund, such responsibility 
to include the approval of such state plans as 
are required by federal legislation and regu-
lations, after consideration by the Office of 
Administration for fiscal and planning 
concurrence. 
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6. Responsibility to employ such personnel and 
contract for such consulting services as may 
be required to perform the duties assigned to 
him,limited only to the funds available for 
the operation of his office and by the Vir-
ginia Personnel Act. Further, he is author-
ized to require temporary assistance from any 
administrative unit assigned to him or request 
such assistance from the Office of Administra-
tion. 

7. Authority to sign documents subject to his 
action in the form: 

------------------------------------' Governor 
by 

Secretary of Education 

(Godwin, 1974) 

Agencies assigned. Following the enumeration of pow-

ers and duties delegated to the Secretary of Education, 

Goveror Godwin's Executive Order Number Nine specified the 

agencies for which the Secretary had responsibility. The 

State Council of Higher Education and the four-year, public 

higher education institutions, each identified by name, 

were included. 

Staff assistance. Regarding the availability of staff 

assistance for the Secretary of Education, Godwin's 1974 

executive order stipulated that the Secretary could "re-

quire temporary assistance" from any agency within the 

Office of Education as well as request assistance from the 

Office of Administration (Godwin, 1974, emphasis added). 

The language in that executive order removed the priviso of 

an agency providing assistance 30 long as fulfilling 
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such a request did not impede accomplishement of its 

statutory mission. The availability of central agency 

staff, upon request of the Secretary, to assist the Secre-

tary was a staffing arrangement suggested by the Zimmer 

Commission in its 1970 executive branch reorganization pro-

posal and subsequently incorporated into executive orders 

by both Governors Holton and Godwin. 

Appointment of an Acting 

Secretary of Education 

At the beginning of Godwin's second term, the Governor 

appointed Earl J. Shiflet, Holton's Secretary of Education, 

as Secretary of Commerce and Resources (Directory of State 

Officials, 1975, p. 101). The position of Secretary of 

Education remained vacant until the Hopkins Commission 

recommended in May 1974 that the cabinet-level education 

position be retained. According to the Chairman of the 

Hopkins Commission, Governor Godwin closely cooperated with 

the Commission and concurred in its first formal recommenda-

tions regarding the continuation of the Secretary of Educa-

tion's position and the strengthening of the Secretaries' 

roles (Hopkins, Note 2). However, Governor Godwin's ap-

pointment of his special assistant, Carter 0. Lowance, as 

Acting Secretary of Education, rather than making a perma-

nent appointment to that position, cast some doubt about 

the role of Virginia's Secretary of Education. 
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Summary of Phase I 

Governor Godwin's issuance of separate executive or-

ders which more clearly defined the powers and duties of 

each Secretary, as recommended by the Hopkins Commission, 

marked the end of the first phase of the Hopkins Commission 

study of State government management. The Commission's 

preliminary assessment of the cabinet structure and subse-

quent recommendations for changes resulted in the secre-

taries' formal authority being strengthened by gubernatorial 

action. However, gubernatorial action to clarify the Sec-

retaries' roles was viewed as an "interim solution'' until 

the Commission studied the powers of the Governor and vari-

ous agencies, boards, and commissions. Furthermore, the 

Hopkins Corrmission anticipated the need at a later time for 

legislative action "to specify more precisely and defini-

tively the powers and duties of the Secretaries and to 

remedy present statutory limitations and ambiguities that 

preclude effective supervision [of executive agencies] by 

either the Governor or the Secretaries" (CSGM, July 1976b, 

Second interim report. . Secretaries, p. 2-3). 

Phase II: Assessment of the Roles of 

the Governor and Collegial Bodies 

and the State's Budget Process 

In its preliminary assessment of the cabinet structure and 
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the roles which the Secretaries might play in the management 

of State government, the Hopkins Commission identified two 

problems related to the Secretaries. First, the Governor's 

powers, as implied by the Constitutional mandate to "take 

care that the laws are faithfully executed" needed to be 

explicitly stated in the Code of Virginia. Another dimen-

sion of that same problem involved the conflict, as per-

ceived by the Commission, between gubernatorial powers and 

powers of boards and commissions. A second major problem 

related to the Secretaries' role was their lack of involve-

ment in the budget process. Identifying that as the "weak-

est area in the functioning of the Cabinet", the Hopkins 

Commission explained that the extant Code provided the 

Secretaries with no legal authority to participate in the 

budget making process. 

Governor's Role 

Need to strengthen statutory powers. As a result of 

its preliminary assessment of the Secretaries' roles, the 

Hopkins Commission recognized the need to study the Gov-

ernor's role in State government management. Since the 

Secretaries derived their authority from the Governor, they 

could not exercise more power than that of the Chief 

Executive. "It is precisely because [the Governor's) role 

is ill-defined that the Secretaries have encountered many 

of the difficulties they have" (McSweeney, 1976, p. 7). 
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Although the General Assembly did not have the prerogative 

to alter the constitutionally based powers of the Governor 

or State agencies, boards and commissions, the legislature 

had jurisdiction to make constitutional provisions more 

specific and to amend the statutory powers of the Chief 

Executive, State agencies, and collegial bodies. The Com-

mission concluded that "the extensive grant of power" to 

State agencies by the General Assembly "goes beyond insuring 

against undesirable concentration of power in the Governor 

and actually frustrates the Governor in his role as Chief 

Executive" (CSGM, 1975, p. 11). 

Recommendations of the Hopkins Commission. After iden-

tifying the constitutional and statutory powers of the Gov-

ernor, the Hopkins Commission developed a series of recom-

mendations intended to strengthen the Chief Executive's 

role in State government management on the premise that 

"the Governor must have authority to match his responsi-

bility" (CSGM, 1975, p. 11). The recommendations for 

strengthening the Governor's statutory powers included: 

1. The Governor should have the authority to ap-
point all administrative heads of agencies in 
the executive branch, subject to confirmation 
by the General Assembly. 

2. All administrative heads should serve a term 
coincident with that of the Governor, but 
should be subject to removal at his pleasure. 

3. The Governor should be empowered to initiate 
executive reorganization subject to disap-
proval by the General Assembly. 
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4. The Governor should be given the authority 
for coordinating, directing and controlling 
all official contacts with the federal govern-
ment and with other states, including solici-
tation and receipt of federal funds and the 
preparation and submission of any plans which 
are a precondition to receipt of federal funds. 

5. The Governor should be empowered to initiate 
judicial proceedings in the name of the Com-
monwealth to enforce laws of the Commonwealth 
as to restrain violations of any constitutional 
or statutory power, duty or right by any offi-
cer, department or agency of the Commonwealth 
or any of its political subdivisions. 

6. Subject to the Constitution, any laws enacted 
by the General Assembly, and the reserve pow-
ers of the General Assembly to overrule him, 
the Governor should be given the authority and 
responsibility for the formulation and adminis-
tration of the policies of the executive 
branch, including resolution of policy and ad-
ministrative conflicts between agencies. 
(CSGM, February 1976a, Part two: Role of the 
Chief Executive ... , p. 120-123) 

Roles of Boards and Commissions 

As a result of its study of the Governor's powers, the 

Hopkins Commission identified a 11 conflict between the cons-

titutional responsibility imposed on the Governor to 'take 

care that the laws are faithfully executed .. and the broad 

powers given to collegial bodies .. (CSGM, February 1976c, 

Part six: Roles of boards, p. 279). Stating that its 

overriding concenr centered on enhancing accountability in 

government, the Commission observed that the diffusion of 

powers throughout the executive branch left the public and 

the General Assembly .. unable to fix accountability for 
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results within the executive branch" (CSGM, February 1976c, 

p. 280). Furthermore, the powers of autonomous collegial 

bodies violated the "unity of corrunand" management principal, 

thereby impairing coordination of programs and overall man-

agement of State government (p. 283). 

General recommendations. Despite the disadvantages of 

collegial bodies, the Hopkins Commission recognized the 

long tradition and value of citizen participation in State 

government and attempted to reconcile providing citizen 

access with insuring sound management practices. In a re-

port prepared for the Commission, a committee of eight 

agency analysts recorrunended that boards and commissions 

"should be vested with only regulatory and advisory re-

sponsibilities and authority" (CSGM, February 1976c, Part 

six: Roles of boards ... , p. 287). The report of eight 

agency analysts further stipulated that "existing statutes 

should be reviewed and modified to resolve conflicts be-

tween boards and commissions and the Secretary system" (p. 

2 87) . 

Specific recommendations. Accepting the general 

recommendations of the analysts' report, the Hopkins Com-

mission advanced several specific recommendations regarding 

the powers of collegial bodies: 

1. As a general rule, collegial bodies should 
exercise the following responsibilities ex-
cept where circumstances clearly warrant the 
exercise of an additional responsibility or 
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responsibilities: 

--Monitor agency performance 
--Provide citizen access 
--Conduct public relations 
--Advise the Governor and/or agency head. 

2. All boards and commissions should make deci-
sions within the broad framework of policy 
set by the General Assembly and (except for 
determination of standards of quality for 
public schools and certain regulatory determi-
nations) as further interpreted by the 
Governor. 

3. Major policy-making authority should not be 
delegated to boards and commissions by the 
General Assembly. 

4. The Governor should appoint, subject to Gen-
eral Assembly confirmation, and remove at his 
discretion all members of boards and commis-
sions. (CSGM, February, l976c, Part six: 
Roles of boards ... , p. 295-296. 

In addition, the Commission viewed the appropriate role for 

boards and commissions as a "watch-dog" over agency activi-

ties rather than an advocate of agency programs (p. 295). 

Role of education boards and commissions. Even though 

the Commission identified the "unity of command" problem as 

being "perhaps most acute in the area of education," its 

recommendation that boards and commissions serve only in an 

advisory capactiy specifically excluded those dealing with 

education (CSGM, February l976c, Part six: Roles of boards 

.. , p. 284, 295). On the basis of relative power of 

boards and commissions,the Hopkins Commission identified 

the constitutionally recognized State Board of Education as 

one of the three most powerful collegial bodies in Virginia. 
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Furthermore, the Commission placed the State Council of 

Higher Education and the State Board for Community Colleges 

in a grouping of the State's 14 most powerful collegial 

bodies because of their "substantial subject matter, 

strong constituencies, and broad formal authority" (CSGM, 

February 1976c, Part six: Roles of boards, p. 272). Be-

cause of their relative power, education boards were 

treated differently from other State agency collegial 

bodies by the Hopkins Commission. Thus, the grant of 

authority retained by education boards ultimately would af-

fect the authority granted to the position of Secretary of 

Education in relation to those boards and their correspond-

ing education agencies and institutions. 

State Budget Process 

In its First Interim Report, the Hopkins Commission 

identified the need to study the state's budget process 

(CSGM, July 1976a, p. 1). In May 1974, the Commission 

recommended a stronger role for the Secretaries in the bud-

get process, and Governor Godwin concurred by delegating 

specific budget authority and responsibilities to the Sec-

retaries via executive orders. There were, however, sec-

tions in the Code of Virginia which were unclear as to the 

budget authority and responsibilities of State government 

officials. Furthermore, there was no statutory provision 

for the Secretaries' involvement in the budget process. 
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Governor's budget authority. After its review of the 

constitutional and statutory powers of the Governor, the 

Commission reported that the Constitution was silentonthe 

Governor's budget power. Rather, gubernatorial power in 

this area came by way of legislation. Thus, the General 

Assembly had total control over the state's budget process, 

including delegation of budget authority to the Governor 

(CSGM, February 1976a, Part two: Role of the Chief Execu-

tive .. , p. 81). Nevertheless in the 1918 Budget Act, 

the General Assembly granted significant budget powers to 

the Governor by designating the Governor as the chief bud-

get officer of the Commonwealth. As such the Governor had 

authority and responsibility for: 

--preparation of a comprehensive budget to be 
submitted to the General Assembly, 

--direction and supervision of the budget process 

--execution of the Appropriations Act (CSGM, 
February, 1976a, p. 77). 

The Hopkins Cowmission reaffirmed the concept of a strong 

role in budget development by the Governor, with the Chief 

Executive having responsibility for the formulation and 

execution of the State's biennial budget. According to the 

Commission's Third Interim Report, the responsibility for 

budget review was reserved to the General Assembly. The 

General Assembly review included appropriation of funds and 

program oversight to determine whether funds were used for 
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intended purposes (CSGM, July 1976c, ... budget ... 

p. 2-3). 

Recommended changes in the State's budget process. In 

addition to confirming the concept of a strong executive 

budget, the Hopkins Commission recommended several changes 

in the state's budget process which, in effect, strengthened 

the executive budget process and clarified roles of execu-

tive branch officials in that process. Specifically, the 

Commission proposed that the budget be developed on a pro-

grammatic basis which emphasized output, or what services 

were to be delivered, rather than input. Program budgeting, 

as viewed by the Commission, provided a means for evaluat-

ing which government services to fund and at what level. 

However, the Commission discarded the concept of funding 

programs across agency lines, choosing instead to subordi-

nate program structure to agency structure (CSGM, July 

1976c, Third interim report ... budget ... , p. 7). For 

example, higher education instructional programs were to be 

funded by individual institution, rather than across all 

four-year institutions of higher education. 

In addition to recommending changing the structure of 

the State budget from emphasizing classes of expenditure to 

emphasizing programs of agencies, the Commission proposed 

limiting agency budget requests by setting predetermined 

resource ceilings known as targets. Traditionally, State 
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agencies submitted budget requests reflecting their inde-

pendent assessment of resource requirements, without con-

sideration of revenue availability. Consequently, the ag-

gregate sum of agency requests always exceeded the avail-

able General Fund revenue projections. Thus, the burden 

for determining budget cuts rested with executive and legis-

lative officials rather than with agency heads. In its 

Third Interim Report, the Commission cited the 1974-76 bud-

get to illustrate the scope of the problem: "the total 

general fund request of agencies exceeded projected revenue 

by approximately $900 million dollars" (CSGM, July 1976c, 

p. 10). 

According to the Commission, setting of resource 

limits based on projected revenue estimates reduced the bud-

get review process to a reasonable scale and permitted the 

executive to concentrate on policy decisions rather than on 

technical decisions of reducing agencies requests to fit 

within revenues available. The appropriate resource allo-

cation role for the Governor was to determine policy pri-

orities and, consequently, to fund priorities for state 

programs (CSGM, July 1976c, p. 10; Lemmon, Note 4). 

Another recommendation for making the budget process 

more effective was initiation of ~ system of policy issue 

papers within the executive branch. The Hopkins Commission 

envisioned that priority issues would be identified by the 
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Governor and the Secretaries and then analyzed by the Sec-

retaries and central staff at a prescribed time early in 

the budget process. Reflecting its overall intent of con-

trolling the growth of state government, the Commission 

recommended that not until an acceptable policy issue paper 

was developed would new programs or expansion of existing 

programs be included in the executive budget. Policy issue 

papers supporting new programs or increased levels of ser-

vice of existing programs were to be included in the Gov-

ernor's presentation of the executive budget to the General 

Assembly in order to aid its review of the state budget 

(CSGM, July 1976c, Third interim report ... budget ... , 

p. 9-10). 

The need for coordination of all legislative proposals 

submitted by any executive branch agency was identified by 

the Hopkins Commission in its report on the budget process. 

Although the Governor directed the formulation of the ex-

ecutive budget, he did not have responsibility for direct-

ing formulation of legislative proposals within the execu-

tive branch. According to the Commission, this inhibited 

the Governor from effectively administering the budget, 

since "virtually all legislation impacts in one way or an-

other on the budget" (CSGM, July 1976c, Third interim re-

port ... budget ... , p. 3). To remedy this "defect of 

management" the Commission proposed a legislative 
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coordination and clearance process whereby all legislative 

proposals from executive agencies were to be submitted 

through the appropriate Secretary to the Governor. The 

process afforded the appropriate Secretary and the Governor 

an opportunity to recommend action on a legislative pro-

posal. The Commission staff drafted an executive order for 

implementing such a legislative coordination system (CSGM, 

July 1976c, p. 3, 24). 

Just as the Governor's lack of authority for coordinat-

ing executive agencies' legislative proposals circumscribed 

his ability to effectively formulate and execute the state 

budget, according to the Commission, the General Assembly's 

lack of budget data inhibited its capacity to adequately 

review and evaluate the executive budget. The Commission 

asserted that "since the General Assembly uses the budget 

process as its primary policy review, coordination and de-

termination process" (CSGM, July 1976c, Third interim re-

port ... budget ... , p. 4), it was imperative that the 

House Appropriations and Senate Finance Committees' staffs 

have access to budget data throughout the executive budget 

development process. Guidelines for the provision of bud-

get data to the General Assembly's appropriations commit-

tees were suggested by the Commission (p. 4-5). 

A more basic problem than providing budget data to the 

General Assembly in a timely manner was the availabilitv of 
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useful budget data to both the executive and legislative 

branches. According to the Commission, the critical ele-

ment in executive formulation and execution of the budget, 

as well as legislative review and oversight, was the availa-

bility and flow of information (CSGM, July 1976c, p. 3). 

Since accounting data were considered as "a necessary in-

gredient of budget formulation and execution, audit and 

evaluation and, finally, good management," it was recom-

mended that the Comptroller modernize the state's central 

accounting system and insure that agencies had acceptable 

systems (CSGM, July 1976c, Third interim report ... budget 

• • • I p. 14). The Hopkins Commission also proposed 

development of a financial reporting system that could in-

form the various levels of management, central staff, and 

the General Assembly of the status of budget execution. 

Although the Comptroller was identified as the focal point 

of financial control, the Commission advanced a "philosophy 

of control" whereby agency heads were held accountable for 

managing their operations within a framework of centrally-

defined policies, systems and procedures (CSGM, July 1976c, 

p. 14). 

In its December 1974 interim report, the Commission 

recommended a revised budget calendar which included the 

aforementioned changes and expanded the preparation period 

of the Governor's biennial budget to a full year (CSGM, 
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July 1976c, Third interim report ... budget ... , p. 11-

12). After completing its study of the State's planning 

process, the Commission revised its earlier version .of the 

budget calendar. By incorporating the State's planning 

process into the budget calendar, the newly proposed 

planning and budget cycle was extended to a 2 year period, 

beginning with the submission of one biennial budget and 

ending with the submission of the next biennial budget. 

Thus, the newly proposed calendar reflected the "continual 

nature of the planning and budgeting processes" as recom-

mended by the Hopkins Commission (CSGM, February 1976d, 

Part eight: Planning • • • I p. 429-437). 

Roles of State officials and central staff agencies. 

With the Commission's recommendation to integrate the 

State's planning and budgeting process came other proposed 

changes in the structure of central staff agencies and 

roles of State officials. Through the proposed changes in 

the State's planning and budgeting processes,the Hopkins 

Commission intended to place responsibility in a single re-

sponsible official, the Governor, thereby enabling the Gen-

eral Assembly to hold the executive accountable for effec-

tive and efficient management of State government (CSGM, 

July 1976c, Third interim report: . budget. , p. 

2). In addition to the Governor's having responsibility 

for formulation and execution of the State's budget, the 
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Commission recommended that: 

The Governor should be assigned the responsibility 
for developing and submitting policy proposals to 
the General Assembly, for defining of policy where 
policy has not been defined by the General Assem-
bl~ and for resolving disagreements within the ex-
ecutive branch as to the interpretation of policy 
established by the General Assembly, subject only 
to reversal by the Assembly or to test through the 
judicial process. (CSGM, February 1976d, Part 
eight: Planning . . , p. 429). 

While intending to place responsibility for the State's 

planning and budgeting processes with the Governor, the 

Hopkins Commission also wanted to "establish clear lines of 

authority" throughout State government (Acts of Assembly, 

1973, Chapter 432). Thus, the Commission recommended spe-

cific responsibilities for each of the Secretaries regard-

ing the newly proposed integration of the State's planning 

and budgeting processes, but differentiated between the 

roles of the Secretary of Administration and Finance and 

the other Secretaries. 

The Hopkins Commission identified the functional area 

Secretaries as the "Governor's principal assistants in over-

seeing the various functional areas of state government" 

(CSGM, February 1976d, Part eight: Planning ... , p. 

425). As such they were to be responsible for individually 

analyzing and coordinating programs, and formulating, ana-

lyzing, and coordinating policies and plans for their re-

spective areas. Assigning budget targets to their respec-

tive agencies, within the limits of the aggregate sum given 
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to the Secretary by the Governor (and other restrictions or 

policy direction of the Governor), was designated as a re-

sponsibility of each functional area Secretary (CSGM, July 

1976c, Third interim report: • budget. , p. 10). 

The newly designated authority for assigning agency budget 

targets was in addition to the previously designated re-

sponsibility for reviewing agency budget submissions and 

recommending a comprehensive budget for their respective 

Secretarial areas. The Commission also recommended that the 

functional area Secretaries exercise general management 

direction over the agencies within their areas, but without 

becoming involved in the agencies' daily operations. Serv-

ing as operational line managers was stipulated as the re-

sponsibility of agency heads (CSGM, July 1976c, Third in-

terim report: . budget. , p. 7). 

By individually performing those responsibilities the 

Secretaries were to serve as "extensions of the Governor,'' 

for the functional areas of State government for which they 

had responsibility (CSGM, July 1976c, p. 7). In order to 

assist them with performing their responsibilities, the 

Hopkins Commission recommended that each Secretary be pro-

vided with two or three professional staff "generalists'' 

and one clerical position. That staffing complement, sup-

ported by short-term assistance from subordinate agencies, 

was intended by the Commission to provide each Secretary 
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a staff sufficient to assist him in program 
planning, analysis, evaluation, and direction but 
small enough to inhibit continued involvement in 
operational matters of agencies. (CSGM, July 
l976c, p. 17) 

In its Second Interim Report, the Hopkins Commission 

identified the special role of the Secretary of Administra-

tion and recommended the merger of the positions of Secre-

tary of Administration and Secretary of Finance into one 

Secretarial position. Subsequent Commission reports reaf-

firmed the recommendation to merge the positions and expli-

cated the differences between the position of Secretary of 

Administration and Finance and the other Secretarial 

positions.* Generally, the Commission saw the Secretary of 

Administration and Finance as the Governor's administrative 

manager but not as a Deputy Governor or as the State's gen-

eral manager since that role belonged to the Chief Execu-

tive (CSGM, July 1976c, p. 6; CSGM, February l976d, p. 424). 

As executive branch administrative manager, the Secre-

tary of Administration and Finance was to serve as the Gov-

ernor's chief staff assistant in the areas of policy, pro-

gram and planning coordination. The Commission recommended 

*CSGM, July 1976c, Third interim report. . budget. 
, p. 5-6, 15-16; CSGM, July l976d, Fourth interim report 

, p. 37, 39-45; CSGM, February l976b, Part five: 
. Secretaries' roles, p. 231; CSGM, February l976d, Part 
eight: Planning . , p 424-425. 



86 

that the Secretary of Administration and Finance be empow-

ered to recommend to the Governor policy issues and pro-

grams, regardless of Secretarial area, and to modify policy 

issue papers, prepared by State agencies or other Secretar-

ies, to incorporate gubernatorial priorities (CSGM, July 

l976c, Third interim report: . Budget. . 1 P• 6) • 

In addition to analyzing policies and programs which cut 

across Secretarial lines, the Secretary of Administration 

and Finance was to be responsible for administration of the 

State's planning process and for providing advice to the 

Governor independent of that provided by functional area 

Secretaries. According to the Commission, that alignment 

between the Secretary of Administration and Finance and the 

other Secretaries provided for the Governor, "in every ins-

tance, ... to receive independent advice from two Secre-

taries with regard to any program of State government" 

(CSGM, February l976d, Part eight: Planning, p. 425). 

Draft legislation prepared for the Secretary of Admin-

istration and Finance position designated that Secretary to 

serve as Deputy Budget Officer* (CSGM, July 1976d, Fourth 

interim report, p. 43). During the 1975 General Assembly 

*At the time of the Hopkins Commission study of State 
governmental management, the Code of Virginia designated 
the Director of the Division of Budget as the Common-
wealth's Deputy Budget Officer. 
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session, that Hopkins-sponsored legislation (Senate Bill 

798) was enacted (Acts of Assembly, 1975, Chapter 390). 

As Deputy Budget Officer, the Secretary of Administration 

and Finance was designated as being responsible for recom-

mending to the Governor the budget targets of functional 

areas of State government and a comprehensive budget for 

all State government programs (CSGM, July 1976c, Third in-

terim report: budget. , p. 11; CSGM, February 

1976d, Part eight: Planning ... , p 433). 

Staffing recommendations of the Hopkins Commission af-

fected the office of Administration and Finance in several 

ways. By advocating merger of the administration and fi-

nance areas,the agencies previously assigned to the finance 

area, such as the departments of taxation and accounts, be~ 

carne the responsibility of the Secretary of Administration 

and Finance. However, recognizing the need for an indi-

vidual with experience in finance to assist the Secretary 

in the area of financial management, the Commission recom-

mended that a staff position of Fiscal Assistant Secretary 

be created. Assisting with capital outlay planning and 

revenue forecasting, and advising agencies in alternative 

funding approaches were suggested responsibilites for the 

Fiscal Assistant Secretary (CSGM, July 1976c, Third interim 

report: . . budget. . , p. 17) . 
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Another proposed change which affected the Administra-

tion and Finance area was the creation of the Department of 

Planning and Budget. Integrating the State's budgeting and 

planning process required abolishing the separate central 

staff agencies previously responsible for those functions 

and establishing one department, namely the Department of 

Planning and Budget, as the "central staff agency responsi-

ble for policy analysis and planning, and budget adminis-

tration" (CSGM, February, 1976d, Part Eight: Planning . 

o 1 P• 386). In order to provide the newly proposed Plan-

ning and Budget unit with program analysis capacity, the 

Commission recommended adding 15 professional program budget 

staff to the staff previously employed in the Budget 

Division. 

Summary of Phase II 

During the second phase of its study of State govern-

mental management, the Hopkins Commission developed recom-

mendations regarding the roles of the Governor and collegial 

bodies, as well as the State's budget process. Those 

recommendations affected the Commission's perceptions of 

appropriate roles for the six Secretarial positions. Formu-

lating specific recommendations regarding the Secretaries 

and proposing legislative and executive action to effect 

those recommendations was then undertaken by the Hopkins 
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Commission as the third phase of its work related to the 

management of State government. 

Phase III: Clarification of Secretaries' Roles 

by Legislative and Executive Action 

Following the strengthening of the Secretaries' roles 

by executive order (Godwin, 1974), the Hopkins Commission 

continued its study of State government management by fo-

cusing its attention on the roles of the Governor and col-

legial bodies, and on the state's budgeting and planning 

processes. Throughout its deliberations and subsequent 

recommendations on those matters, the Commission continued 

to address the roles of the Secretaries vis a vis the Gov-

ernor and agencies, boards, and commissions, as well as the 

Secretaries' involvement in the State's budgeting process. 

The Commission staff refined the alternatives for the Sec-

retaries' roles to three choices: 

1. retain the positions as they existed (staff to 
the Governor) 

2. grant statutory authority to the Secretaries 
for providing policy guidance to agencies 

3. make the Secretaries operating heads of large, 
integrated departments of state government 
(CSGM, February 1976b, Part Five: 
Secretaries' role, p. 231). 
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Hopkins Commission Recommendations 

Regarding Secretaries' Roles 

General recommendation. Departing from its earlier 

neutral position on an appropriate role for the Secretaries 

(CSGM, July 1976b, Second Interim Report: ... Secretar-

ies), the Commission staff recommended that the second 

alternative was the preferable course of action. In the 

opinion of the Commission staff, unless the General Assem-

bly was willing to grant statutory authority to the Secre-

taries it was unnecessary to retain the Cabinet structure 

in a reporting line between the Governor and State agencies 

(CSGM, February 1976c, Part Five: . Secretaries' Roles, 

p. 257-258). Further, the Commission staff opposed making 

the Secretaries super-department heads or operating line 

managers. Such an organizational arrangement would risk 

overburdening the Secretaries with administrative detail at 

the expense of overall planning, policy analysis, and 

evaluation. Rather, vesting the Secretaries with statutory 

authority and holding them responsible for results provided 

the means for making State government more efficient (CSGM, 

1975, p. 16). 

Budget authority. As a result of its study of the 

State budget process, the Commission clarified the roles of 

the Secretaries in State government management. From the 

Commission's decision to integrate the State's planning and 
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budgeting processes evolved the view of the Secretaries as 

the mechanism for linking the planning and budgeting pro-

cesses (McSweeney, 1976, p. 16). Recognizing that "a key 

ingredient in strengthening executive management is found 

in a modern integrated system of policy planning and pro-

gram budgeting," the Commission recommended that the Secre-

taries serve as "the Governor's principal assistants in 

making this process work" (CSGM, 1975, p. 15). Thus, the 

Commission called for granting statutory authority to the 

Secretaries for budgeting, policy analysis and implementa-

tion, and overall program management (CSGM, Februay 1976b, 

Part Five: Secretaries' Roles, p. 231). 

Recommendations Regarding 

the Secretary of Education 

General recommendation. In general, the Commission 

adopted a position of strengthening the individual Secre-

taries' roles in government management rather than disband-

ing the Cabinet structure entirely. Nonetheless, factors 

related to the position of Secretary of Education continued 

to raise differences between that position and the other 

program area secretaries. "Fear of indoctrination and 

other abuses" (CSGM, 1975, p. 17) and powerful citizen 

boards for education agencies (CSGM, February 1976c, Part 

Six: Role of Boards, pp. 259-297) precipitated reluctance 
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to centralize as much authority in the Secretary as that 

recommended for other Secretaries (CSGM, 1975, p. 17). Al-

though it recommended that the Secretary of Education not 

exercise the same responsibility and authority as the other 

Secretaries, the Hopkins Commission proposed expanding the 

authority of the Secretary of Education's position beyond 

that of its extant staff role (CSGM, 1975, p. 34). 

Budget authority. Budgetary considerations precipi-

tated the Commission's recommendations to strengthen the 

statutory authority of the position of Secretary of Educa-

tion. First of all, education received a large portion of 

General Fund revenues, approximately 60% in the 1974-76 

biennial budget. Secondly, the Commission concluded that: 

there is a clear need . . . for the development of 
comprehensive plans and budgets for all of educa-
tion due to the significant gaps and overlaps, 
particularly in vocational education, adult educa-
tion, teacher education, non-traditional education 
and public service activities. (CSGM, 1975, p. 17) 

Developing comprehensive plans and budgets for education 

with a view toward eliminating duplication and filling gaps, 

according to the Commission, could "best be done within the 

executive branch by the Secretary, who has a comprehensive 

view of education" (CSGM, 1975, p. 34). Finally, the Com-

mission's study of the State budget process clarified the 

extent of the General Assembly's and Governor's authority 

over the education budget. Senator Hopkins (Note 2) 
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observed that: 

As the whole concept of State government evolved 
. and we put planning and budget together . 

. . , it was obvious to [the Commission on State 
Government Management] that, through the budget 
process, the executive and legislature did have 
authority in the entire field of education. 

Although the General Assembly's and, in turn, the Governor's 

control over public education was constrained by law and 

custom, they did have control over the State's budget pro-

cess. Thus, the statutory authority and responsibility of 

the Secretary of Education could be expanded within the con-

text of the State's planning and budgeting process. 

Recommended role for the position of Secretary of 

Education. After two years of deliberation, an appropriate 

role for a Secretary of Education emerged as a recommenda-

tion fromthe Hopkins Commission: 

The Secretary of Education should be given more 
authority and responsibility to: 

•direct the preparation of alternative plans and 
budgets for the Governor 

•reconcile disputes among the educational agen-
cies assigned to his Office 

•provide policy direction with respect to broad 
problems and programs crossing agency lines. 
(CSGM,l975, p. 34) 

In addition, the Commission recommended that the Secretary 

of Education exercise the same authority (that is, line 

authority) over the State's cultural development activities 
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as that exercised by other Secretaries over the agencies 

assigned to their areas (CSGM, 1975, pp. 17, 34). 

Legislative Action 

"Enhancing results, promoting efficiency and improving 

accountability" were the overriding objectives of the Hop-

kins Commission (CSGM, 1975, p. 10). In order to accomplish 

those objectives, the Hopkins Commission adopted a principle 

of executive reorganization whereby authority for State 

government management resided in the Commonwealth's Chief 

Executive and the Cabinet. That organizational arrangement 

made the executive branch responsible for carrying out the 

wishes of the legislative branch and enabled the General 

Assembly to hold the executive accountable for doing so 

(Hopkins, Note 2). Consistent with the principle of State 

Government reorganization through which executive branch 

authority and concomitant accountability were increased, the 

Hopkins Commission proposed revisions to the Code of Vir-

ginia. The 1975, 1976, and 1977 sessions of the Virginia 

General Assembly enacted legislation which originated from 

Hopkins Commission recommendations. 

Governor's statutory powers. Based upon its contention 

that much of the uncertainty about the Secretaries' roles 

resulted from the lack of clarity about the Governor's 

powers, the Commission developed a series of legislative 

proposals to correct that situation (CSGM, February 1976a, 
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Part time: Role of the chief executive). During its 1976 

session, the General Assembly enacted three bills proposed 

by Hopkins Commission members which clarified gubernatorial 

power and authority. First, the Governor was given expli-

cit statutory authority to "promulgate rules and regula-

tions for coordination of official communications on behalf 

of the Commonwealth. . . " with the federal government (Code 

of Virginia, Section 2.1-382.; Acts of Assembly, 1976, 

Chapter 704). Secondly, the General Assembly authorized the 

Governor to delegate, via executive orders, to the Secre-

taries "any function which is vested in the Governor by 

law .•. " (Code of Virginia, Section 2.1-39.1; Acts of 

Assembly, 1976, Chapter 731). Thirdly, formulation of ex-

ecutive branch policies was designated as the Governor's 

responsibility. Exactly as proposed in Senate Bill 15, the 

Code provided that: 

Except as may be otherwise provided by the Consti-
tution or law, the Governor shall have authority 
and responsibility for the formulation and admin-
istration of the policies of the executive branch, 
including resolution of policy and administrative 
conflicts between and among agencies. (Code of 
Virginia, Section 2.1-41.1; Acts of Assembly, 
1976, Chapter 725). 

Throughout its study of State government management, the 

Hopkins Commission had repeatedly raised the issue of the 

Governor's needing explicit statutory authority for formu-

lating executive branch policies, including resolution of 

conflicts among agencies. 
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By enacting legislation carried over from its 1976 ses-

sion, the 1977 General Assembly empowered the Governor to 

initiate executive branch reorganization plans (Acts of As-

sembly, 1977, Chapter 505; Journal of the Senate, 1977, p. 

1593). The Code charged the Governor with periodically 

examining the organization of all executive agencies and 

determining what changes were necessary "to promote. 

more effective management of the executive branch; 

to reduce expenditures and promote economy • • I to in-

crease efficiency •.. ; to eliminate overlapping and dup-

lication of effort" (Code of Virginia, Section 2.1-81; Acts 

of Assembly, 1977, Chapter 505). Enacted legislation stipu-

lated that gubernatorially proposed reorganization plans 

were subject to General Assembly approval by a majority vote 

of members of both houses. 

The 1977 General Assembly enacted another bill which 

originated from a Hopkins Commission recommendation. In 

order to establish clear lines of authority within the ex-

ecutive branch, the Commission recommended that the Gov-

ernor be empowered to appoint all executive agency heads 

(CSGM, February 1976a, Part Two: Role of the Chief Execu-

tive .... p, 129). As proposed by Senators Brault, Hop-

kins, Willey, and E. T. Gray, Senate Bill 667 called for the 

Governor to appoint the administrative head of each agency 

within the executive branch, subject to General Assembly 
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confirmation. Through a Senate amendment, the Director of 

the State Council of Higher Education was excluded from 

those agency heads to be appointed by the Governor; a subse-

quent House amendment excluded two other executive agency 

heads, the Director of the Virginia Institute of Marine 

Science and the administrative heads of educational institu-

tions (Acts of Assembly, 1977, Chapter 542; Journal of the 

Senate, 1977, pp. 442, 1321). 

Statutory changes in the State's budget process. Leg-

islative action related to strengthening the Governor's 

powers was initiated in the State Senate during the 1976 

and 1977 Virginia General Assembly sessions. However, 

legislative action related to the State's budget process 

was initiated in the House of Delegates during the 1975 and 

1976 General Assembly sessions. By enactment of House Bill 

1778*, the 1975 General Assembly changed the format of the 

State's budget to a program budget. Specifically, the 

amended Code stipulated that: 

The budget document shall be organized by func-
tion [Secretarial area], primary [State] agency, 
and proposed appropriation item. Proposed appro-
priations shall be structured to incorporate all 

*W. L. Lemmon, Vice-Chairman of the Hopkins Commission, 
and three other Delegates,who were members of the Commis-
sion,sponsored House Bill 1778 (Journal of the House ... , 
1975, p. 333). 
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closely related programs of an agency within a 
single appropriation (Acts of Assembly, 1975, 
Chapter 32 5) . 

Another major change in the State budget process was 

mandated by passage of House Bill 1778. The 1975 amendment 

to the Code of Virginia stipulated that agency budget re-

quests were to be submitted to the Governor, "through the 

responsible Secretary designated by statute or executive 

order" (Acts of Assembly, 1975, Chapter 325). Thus, the 

Secretaries' involvement in the State budget process was 

statutorily defined for the first time. 

During the 1976 session, the Virginia General Assembly 

unanimously passed legislation which further altered the 

State's budget process.* That legislation integrated the 

State's planning and budgeting processes into one biennial 

cycle and created the Department of Planning and Budget as 

the executive agency responsible for development and execu-

tion of the planning and budget process (Code of Virginia, 

Sections 2.1-387 to 2.1-404; Acts of Assembly, 1976, Chap-

ter 760). As recommended by the Hopkins Commission, the 

enacted legislation also permitted the Governor to 

*House Bill 666 was introduced by its primary patron 
and Vice-Chairman of the Hopkins Commission, Delegate W. L. 
Lemmon (Journal of the House ... , 1975, p. 371). The 
House vote was 96-0 (Journal of the House ... , 1975, p. 
989) and the Senate vote was 37-0 (Journal of the Senate, 
1975, p. 940). 
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"prescribe targets which shall not be exceeded in·the offi-

cial estimate [of amounts needed for each year of the ensu-

ing biennium] of each agency." However, agencies were au-

thorized to request funds in excess of their targets via an 

"addendum" attached to their budget requests (Code of Vir-

ginia, Section 2.1-394; Acts of Assembly, 1976, Chapter 760). 

In addition to statutorily authorizing the Governor's 

use of targets to restrict agency budget requests, the 1976 

amendments to the Code designated the components of the 

budget process. The process began with development of 

revenue estimates for the upcoming biennium and continued 

through legislative review of the Executive Budget Bill 

(Code of Virginia, Sections 2.1-393 to 2.1-401). To accom-

pany the executive budget document, the Code stipulated 

that the Governor provide designated information regarding 

current and projected financial status of the Commonwealth. 

Also, a statement of the Chief Executive's "proposed poli-

cies, goals and objectives" in each of the Secretarial 

areas was designated to be a part of the executive budget 

(Code of Virginia, Section 2.l-398H). Specifically for the 

education area, the Governor's policies, goals, and objec-

tives related to "intellectual and cultural development" 

were to be included in the proposed biennial budget (Code 

of Virginia, Section 2.1-398H.2). 
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By separate legislation enacted in 1975, the General 

Assembly merged the positions of Secretary of Administra-

tion and Secretary of Finance into one Cabinet post (Acts 

of Assembly, 1975, Chapter 390). As recommended by the 

Hopkins Commission in its second, third, and fourth interim 

reports, the Secretary of Administration and Finance was 

designated as the State's deputy budget officer and deputy 

personnel officer. 

Through legislative action taken during the 1975 and 

1976 sessions,the General Assembly confirmed the concept and 

use of an executive budget. More importantly, previously 

conflicting statutory provisions were eliminated and guber-

natorial powers related to the formulation of the executive 

budget were explicated. As designed by the enabling legis-

lation, the State's policy analysis, planning, and budget-

ing processes were integrated into one cycle. Legislation 

which made the Governor's powers more explicit and changed 

the State budget process affected the roles of the Secre-

taries. Making the Chief Executive's powers more explicit 

and authorizing the Governor to delegate executive powers to 

the Secretaries reduced some of the ambiguity about the 

legislative intent of the Secretaries' roles. So, too, the 

statutory provision for the Secretaries to receive agency 

budget submissions gave the Secretaries a formal role in 

the budget process. 
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Organizational structure of the Cabinet. During the 

1976 General Assembly session, Senators Hopkins, Brault, 

Willey, and E. T. Gray introduced a series of bills* re-

lated to the Secretarial positions. As recommended by the 

Hopkins Commission, the proposed legislation designated 

seven Secretarial positions, but legislation was enacted 

for five of the seven positions during the 1976 General 

Assembly session. A sixth Cabinet position, Secretary of 

Commerce and Resources, was retained as originally created 

in 1972, rather than being split into two Secretarial posi-

tions as recommended by the Hopkins Commission**. As desig-

nated by the 1976 amendments to the Code of Virginia, the 

Cabinet included the following positions: 

*See Journal of the Senate, 1976, p. 271-272, 1668-
1669; Acts of Assembly, 1976, Chapters 729, 730, 732-734, 
743. Senate bill numbers corresponding to Secretarial posi-
tions were as follows: 

Senate Bill 308 - Secretary of Human Resources 
Senate Bill 309 - Secretary of Natural Resources 
Senate Bill 310 - Secretary of Agriculture, Labor and 

Commerce 
Senate Bill 314 - Secretary of Public Safety 
Senate Bill 315 - Secretary of Education 
Senate Bill 316 - Secretary of Administration and 

Finance 
Senate Bill 317 - Secretary of Transportation 

**For the legislative history of the position of Secre-
tary of Commerce and Resources, see Senate Bills 308 and 
309 (Journal of the Senate, 1976, p. 1668-1669); Senate Bill 
309 (Journal of the Senate, 1977, p. 1596-1597); Senate Bill 
112 (Journal of the Senate, 1978, p. 2028); Senate Bill 112 
(Journal of the Senate, 1979, p. 74). 
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Secretary of Administration and Finance 

Secretary of Education 

Secretary of Human Resources 

Secretary of Transportation 

Secretary of Public Safety 

Secretary of Commerce and Resources 

That organizational arrangement remains in effect at the 

present time (Code of Virginia, Sections 2.1-51.7 to 2.1-

51.30; see Table 1 for a comparison of the Cabinet positions 

which were recommended by the Zimmer and Hopkins Commissions 

to those which were established by the General Assembly in 

1972 and 1976). 

Secretaries' statutory powers and duties. More impor-

tant than the changes in the organizational structure of the 

six Cabinet positions were the Code revisions in the powers 

and duties of the Secretaries. Within the framework of 

legal and political factors affecting each area of State 

government headed by a Secretary, all of the Secretaries 

were granted increased budget, policy, and coordination 

responsibilities for their respective areas. As recommended 

by the Hopkins Commission, the enacted legislation did not 

grant as much statutory authority to the Secretary of 

Education in relation to education agencies as that granted 

to the other Secretaries in relation to their respective 



Table 1 

Cabinet Positions as Established by the General Assembly 

In Comparison to Those Recommended by Zimmer and Hopkins Commissions 

Zimmer Commission 
1970a 

Commissioner of 
Administration 
(retain position as 
created in 1966) 

Deputy Governor 
of Finance 

Deputy Governor 
of Education 

Deputy Governor 
of Human Affairs 

Deputy C',overnor of 
Transportation and 
Public Safety 

Deputy Governor of 
Commerce and 
Resources 

Code Revision 
--1972h 

Hopkins Commission 
1974-76c 

Secretary of 
Administration 

Secretary of 
Finance 

Secretary of 
Education 

Secretary of 
Human Affairs 

Secretary of 
Transportation 
Public Safety 

}-
Secretary of 
Administration 
and Finance 

Secretary of 
Education 

Secretary of 
Human Resources 

-[

Secretary of 
Transportation 

and 
Secretary of 
Public Safety 

Code Revjsion 
1976 

Secretary of 
Administration 
and Finance 

Secretary of 
Education 

Secretary of 
Human Resources 

Secretary of 
Transportation 

Secretary of 
Public Safety 

S t f Agriculture, Commerce, f 
ecre ary o and Labor Secretary o -[

Secretary of }--

Commerce and Commerce and 
Resources Secretary of Resources 

Natural Resources 

aGovernor's Management Study, 1970, p. 169. b Acts of Assembly, 1972, Chapter 641. 

cCSGM, February l976a, b, c, rl; CSG£1, July 
1976a, b, c, d. 

d Acts of Assembly, 1976, Chapters 729, 230, 732-
734, 743; Code of Virginia, Sections 2.1-51.7 
to 2.1-51.26, 1979 Replacement Vol. 

t-' 
0 
w 
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agencies.* Nonetheless the Code revisions enacted in 1976 

expanded the Secretary of Education's authority exactly as 

recommended by the Hopkins Commission. That is, the Secre-

tary of Education was statutorily authorized to resolve 

disputes between education agencies, to provide policy 

direction for programs crossing agency lines, and to direct 

the preparation of alternative plans and budgets for educa-

tion agencies. With regard to cultural affairs agencies, 

the Secretary of Education was granted authority for direct-

ing the formulation of a comprehensive program budget (Acts 

of Assembly, 1976, Chapter 733; CSGM, 1975, pp. 17, 34). 

Although questions about need for a position of Secre-

tary of Education were raised throughout the Hopkins Commis-

sion deliberations on the Secretaries' roles, the votes on 

Senate Bill 315**evidenced strong support in the General 

Assembly not only for retaining the position but also for 

strengthening the formal powers of the Secretary of Educa-

tion. The 1976 Code amendments for the Secretary of Educa-

tion and for the other Secretaries reflected the differences 

*See Acts of Assembly, 1976, Chapters 729, 730, 732, 
734 and 743 in comparison with Chapter 733 (Secretary of 
Education) . 

**The votes on Senate Bill 315 were reported as Senate 
vote: 38-0 (Journal of the Senate, 1976, p. 425); House 
vote: 90-8 (Journal of the House •.. , 1976, p. 1404-
1405). 
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among the positions in relation to the agencies for which 

each Secretary was responsible. By comparing the statutory 

provisions enacted in 1976 for the Secretary of Education 

with those for the other Secretaries, the differences in 

the formal authority among the Secretaries, with regard to 

respective areas of responsibility, were illustrated (see 

Table 2). 

Executive Action 

It was during the second term of Governor Mills E. 

Godwin, Jr. that the major laws proposed by the Hopkins 

Commission were enacted. According to the Commission's 

Chairman, Governor Godwin was "very supportive" of the Corn-

mission's work, commending it in his speeches to the Gen-

eral Assembly. Senator Hopkins stated that Governor Godwin 

"saw to it" that Commission-sponsored legislation was 

passed (Hopkins, Note 2). In addition to providing support 

for legislation regarding the Governor's powers, the State's 

budget process and the Secretaries' powers and duties, 

Governor Godwin initiated several executive actions which 

affected the positions of the Secretaries. 

Revised executive orders for each Secretary. Based 

upon the Code amendments enacted by the 1976 General Assem-

bly session, Godwin issued revised executive orders for 

each of the six Secretaries on July 9, 1976 (Godwin, 1976a; 

1976b; 1976c; 1976d; 1976e; 1976£). The powers and duties 



Table 2 

Statutory Powers and Duties of the Secretary of Education 

Compared to Those of Other Secretariesa 

Powers and Duties of the Secretary of Educationb 
------ b 

Powers and Duties of Other Secretaries 

a>ORDINATIONc 

"Unless the Governor expressly reserves such a power to him-
self, the Secretary is empowered to resolve administrative, 
jurisdictional or policy conflicts between any agencies or of-
ficers for which he is responsible" ( Code, 2.1-51.20r Acts of 
Assembly, 1976, Chapter 733). --

"Unless the Governor expressly reserves such ~ power ~ him-
self, the Secretary is empowered to •.. provide ~ direc-
-~ion for programs involving ~ than ~ single agency. He is 
authorized to direct the preparation of alternative policies, 
plans .•. for education for the Governor and, to that end, 
may require assistance of the agencies for which he is respon-
sible" ( Code, 2.1-51.20; Acts of Assembly, 1976, Chapter 733). 

"He is authorized to direct the preparation, of alternative • . 
. budgets for education for the Governor and, to that end, may 
require assistance of the agencies for which he is responsi-
ble. He shall direct the formulation of a comprehensive pro-
gram budget for cultural affairs encompassing the programs and 
activities of the agencies involved in cultural affairs" (Code, 
2.1-51.20; Acts of Assembly, 1976, Chapter 733) --

POLICYc 

BUDGETc 

"Unless the Governor expressly reserves such a power to him-
self, the Secretary is empowered to resolve administrative, 
jurisdictional or policy conflicts between any agencies or of-
ficers assigned to his office" (Code 2.1-51.8tl [Secretary of 
Commerce and Resourceslr 2.1-51.14 [Secretary of Human Re-
sources), 2.1-51.17 [Secretary of Public Safety), 2.1-51.26 
[Secretary of Administration and Finance); Acts of Assembly, 
1976, Chapters 729, 730, 732, and 743). 

"To the extent the Governor expressly authorized, the Secretary 
is empowered to resolve administrative, jurisdictional or poli-
cy conflict between any agencies or officers assigned to his 
office" (Code, 2.1-51.23 [Secretary of Transportation), Acts of 
Assembly, ~976, Chapter 734). 

"The agencies assigned to the Secretary shall exercise their ~­
spective_ powers and duties in accordance with the general ~ 
established ~ the _Governor £! ~ the Secretary acting ~ behalf 
of the Governor" ( Code, 2.1-51.8:1 [Secretary of Convnerce and 
Resourceslr 2.1-51.14 [Secretary of Human Resources) I [Secretary 
of Public Safety)r 2.1-51.23 [Secretary of Transportation), 2.1-
51.26 [Secretary of Administration and Finance); Acts of Assem-
E!Y• 1976, Chapters 729, 730, 732, 734, and 743). 

"Unless the Governor expressly reserves such a power to him-
self, the Secretary is empowered ..• to direct the formula-
tion of a comprehensive program budget for his office encompas-
sing the programs and activities of the agencies assigned to 
such office" ( Code, 2.1-51.8:1 [Secretary of Conunerce and Re-
sources)r 2.1-51.14 [Secretary of Human Resources)r 2.1-51.7 
[Secretary of Public Safetylr 2.1-51.26 [Secretary of Adminis-
tration ar~ Financelr Acts of Assembly, 1976, Chapters 729, 
730, 732, and 743). 

1-' 
0 
Cf\ 
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Statutory Powers and Duties of the Secretary of Education 

Compared to Those of Other Secretariesa 

--------

Powers and Duties of the Secretary of Educationb Powers and Duties of Other Secretariesb 

BUDGETc (Cont 'd.) 

"To the extent the Governor expressly authorizes, the Secretary 
is empowered . . • to direct the formulation of budgets for his 
office encompassing the programs and activities of the agencies 
assigned to his office" ( Code, 2.1-51.23 [Secretary of Trans-
portation), Acts of Assembly, 1976, d1apter 734). 

AGENCY REPORTS TO GOVERNOR 

Section 2.1-51.20 of the Code of Virginia for the Secretary of 
Education contains no reference to reports of agency heads to 
the Governor being made through the Secretary. 

"All reports to the Governor from the head of any agency as-
signed to the Secretary of (area designated) shall be made 
through the Secretary" ( Code, 2.1-51.8:1 (Secretary of Com-
merce and Resources) 1 2.1-51.14 [Secretary of lluman Resources) 1 
2.1-51.7 [Secretary of Public Safety) I 2.1-51.23 [Secretary 
of Transportation), 2.1-51.26 [Secretary of Administration and 
Finance); Acts of Assembly, 1976, Chapters 729, 730, 732, 734, 
and 743). 

asource: Code of Virginia, Section 2.1-51.20 (Secretary of Education) compared to Sections 2.1-51.8:1 to 2.1-51.19 and 2.1-51.23 
to 2.1-51.26 (1979 Replacement Volume); see Appendix E for text of referenced sections of the Code. 

According to the Code, each Secretary is "subject to direction and supervision of the Governor" (Code, 2.1-51.8:1 [Secretary of 
Commerce and Resources)~l-51.14 [Secretary of lluman Resources); 2.1-51.17 [Secretary of Public Safetyr;-2.1-51.20 [Secretary of Edu-
cation); 2.1-51.23 [Secretary of Transportation); 2.1-51.26 [Secretary of Administration and Finance)). 

hl\s interpreted by the writer, substantive differences in the O:>de between the powers and duties of the Secretary of Education and 
other Secretaries are under lined in this table for emphasis, such emphasis is not in the original text of the Code. 

cThe responsibilities of the Secretaries as classified by the Hopkins O:>mmission (CSGM, July l976b, Second interim report: 
Secretaries, p. 6-7) as identified herein. 

1-' 
0 
-...I 
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delegated by the Governor to each Secretary reflected the 

four categories of Secretarial responsibilities which were 

recommended by the Hopkins Commission: budget, management, 

policy, and coordination. 

Revised executive order for the Secretary of Education. 

Through Executive Order Number Thirty-Six, Governor Godwin 

(1976c) delegated to the Secretary of Education the follow-

ing powers and duties: 

1. To direct the formulation of a comprehensive 
program budget encompassing programs and ac-
tivities for the education function including 
cultural affairs programs, subject to guide-
lines established under my direction. 

2. To hold assigned agency head(s) accountable 
for the administrative, fiscal, and program 
performance of such agency in order to ef-
fect the Secretary's responsibility to me. 

3. To designate policy priorities and guidelines 
to effect comprehensive long-range and coor-
dinated planning and policy formulation in-
volving more than a single agency or for the 
education function. 

4. To resolve administrative, jurisdictional, 
policy, program, or operational conflicts 
among any of the assigned agencies or officers. 

5. To solicit or accept on behalf of the Office 
of the Secretary of Education any donation, 
gift or grant, whether or not entailing com-
mitments as to the expenditure of subsequent 
requests for appropriation or expenditure 
from the General Fund, subject to approval 
of the Office of Administration and Finance 
for planning and budgeting concurrence. 

6. To direct the preparation of alternative 
policies, plans, and budgets for education. 
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7. To receive, review, and forward reports to 
the Governor from assigned State agencies. 

8. To employ such personnel and contract for 
such consulting services as may be required 
to execute the statutory and delegated pow-
ers subject to the funds available for the 
operation of the office and to State law and 
regulations pursuant thereto; further, to re-
quire temporary assistance from the assigned 
agencies and to request such assistance from 
the Office of Administration and Finance. 

9. To sign documents related to delegated pow-
ers and duties in the form: 

, Governor ----------------------------------------
by 

Secretary of Education 

Through that executive order, the Secretary of Educa-

tion was charged "to effect the foregoing actions" with re-

spect to designated State higher education programs and 

statewide education agencies and institutions of higher 

education, and to "maintain liaison with collegial bodies," 

including the State Council of Higher Education and the 

Boards of Visitors of each of the four-year public colleges 

and universities. However, the authority to appoint agency 

heads and collegial body members was not delegated to the 

Secretary of Education. The Governor reserved the power 

to appoint members of collegial bodies, such as State Coun-

cil of Higher Education members and college and university 

Boards of Visitors (Godwin, 1976c). As discussed previously, 

the Director of the State Council of Higher Education was 
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specifically excluded from the section of the Code authoriz-

ing the Governor to appoint State agency heads (Code of 

Virginia, Section 2.1-41.2). Furthermore, higher education 

institutions were not classified as State agencies. Legal 

responsibility for appointing the administrative head of 

the State Council and each higher education institution was 

vested in their respective collegial bodies. 

Godwin's appointment of a Secretary of Education. In 

addition to issuing a revised executive order through which 

executive powers were delegated to the Secretary of Educa-

tion as delineated in the Code and as recommended by the 

Hopkins Commission, Governor Godwin appointed a full-time 

Secretary of Education. As mentioned previously, in 1974 

Godwin had designated his Special Assistant, Carter 0. 

Lowance, to serve also as Acting-Secretary of Education. 

Effective July 1, 1976, Robert R. Ramsey was appointed to 

the position of Secretary of Education (Directory of State 

Officials, 1977, p. 15). Secretary Ramsey served in that 

capacity through the remaining 18 months of the second God-

win administration (Latimer, 1978, p. A-1). 

Implementation of an issue identification and policy 

analysis process. In another action taken as a follow-up 

to a Hopkins Commission recommendation, Governor Godwin 

issued an executive order in August 1976 which established 

"a policy to identify and analyze issues and to prepare 
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policy issue papers in the Executive Department of the Com-

monwealth (Godwin, 1976g). In its study of the State's 

budget process, the Hopkins Commission concluded that the 

Governor's lack of explicit statutory authority for formu-

lating executive branch policy inhibited the Chief Execu-

tive's ability to develop and execute the State's budget. 

The Commission recommended that the Governor be granted 

statutory authority for formulating executive policy and 

that a system of issue identification and policy analysis 

be implemented in the executive branch (CSGM, July 1976b; 

1976c) . Code revisions enacted by the 1976 General Assembly 

addressed these two matters, with Section 2.1-41.1 author-

izing the Governor to formulate executive branch policy and 

Section 2.1-398H requiring the Governor to submit, as part 

of the biennial budget document presented to the General 

Assembly, a statement of executive policies, goals, and ob-

jectives for designated areas of State government. 

By issuing Executive Order Number Forty-Three, Governor 

Godwin (1976g) indicated his intent to implement a system 

of issue identification and policy analysis within the ex-

ecutive branch. The system was designed to: 

1. Focus attention on significant issues; 

2. Enhance the ability of the Governor to ini-
tiate State policy, as well as respond to 
policy proposals; 
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3. provide central direction in formulation of 
the State's budget; 

4. Enable the Secretaries to exercise appropri-
ate policy management for agencies under 
their jurisdiction; 

5. Allow analysis of issues that cross Secre-
tarial lines; 

6. Result in better allocation of resources; 

7. Provide for periodic review of existing 
programs. 

By gubernatorial action, the Secretaries were given a cen-

tral role in the issue identification and policy analysis 

process. The Governor directed State agencies and depart-

ments to participate in the process through their respective 

Secretary, who, in turn, was expected to "exercise . 

policy management" for their assigned agencies (Godwin, 

1976g). In addition to the responsibility delegated to the 

other Secretaries, Governor Godwin authorized the Secretary 

of Administration and Finance, as deputy budget officer, "to 

issue detailed procedures necessary for the implementation" 

of the executive order (Godwin, 1976g). As expressed in the 

executive order, the issue identification and analysis pro-

cess attempted to effect one of the Hopkins Commission's 

primary recommendations--integration of the State's policy 

analysis, planning, and budgeting process. 
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Summary of Phase III 

During its 1975, 1976, and 1977 sessions,the Virginia 

General Assembly enacted legislation which was based on 

Hopkins Commission recommendations. Through that legisla-

tion the Governor's powers were made more explicit, the 

State's budget process was altered and the Secretaries' 

powers and duties were defined. 

As stipulated in the revised Code of Virginia, the 

statutory authority granted to the Secretary of Education 

in relation to education agencies was less than that 

granted to the other Secretaries in relation to their re-

spective agencies. Nonetheless, the Hopkins Commission 

viewed the budget as the means by which the executive branch 

could exercise control over the education function of State 

government. 

Based upon Hopkins Commission recommendations and en-

acted Code revisions, Governor Godwin issued a series of 

executive orders in 1976. Thus, by legislative and execu-

tive action, the Secretaries' roles in the management of 

State government were clarified. 



CHAPTER III 

THE POSITION OF SECRETARY OF EDUCATION 

IN THE DALTON ADMINISTRATION: 

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE HOPKINS BLUEPRINT 

The purpose of the present chapter was to describe the 

position of Secretary of Education as it related to higher 

education in the Dalton administration. This chapter was 

organized into three major sections. In the first section, 

the intended use of the cabinet system by Governor Dalton 

was presented. Based upon the Governor's desire to imple-

ment the Hopkins Commission blueprint for executive manage-

ment, Dalton viewed the Secretaries as policy makers and 

overseers of agency activities and budgets. Thus, the sec-

ond section of this chapter described the authority dele-

gated to the position of Secretary of Education. 

Since the budgetary responsibility of the Secretary 

emerged as the major responsibility, a description of the 

formulation of the 1980-82 higher education budget, with 

particular emphasis on the setting of budget targets, was 

presented as the final section of this chapter. The higher 

education targeting process was graphically depicted in 

order to portray the involvement of the Secretary of Educa-

tion and the interaction of the Secretary with other State-

level officials during the various process phases. 

114 
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THE CABINET SYSTEM IN 

THE DALTON ADMINISTRATION 

The preceding chapter traced the development of 

Virginia's cabinet system from 1970 when the concept was 

originally proposed by the Zimmer Commission, through 1976 

and 1977 when the General Assembly enacted legislation 

strengthening the powers of the Governor and the Secre-

taries as recommended by the Hopkins Commission. Recom-

mendations and subsequent legislative and executive action 

related to the position of Secretary of Education were pre-

sented. The purpose of this section is to describe the 

cabinet structure as envisioned by the Dalton Administra-

tion. 

Dalton's Goals for State Government 

Effectiveness, Efficiency 

and Controlling Growth 

In November 1977, John N. Dalton was elected Governor 

of Virginia, the Commonwealth's third consecutive Republi-

can chief executive ("Dalton Promises Business-like Term," 

1978, p. B-12). During his campaign and following his 

election, Dalton emphasized his concern for effectiveness 

and efficiency in state government's delivery of services 

to the Commonwealth's citizens. Controlling the growth of 

state government and managing it in a business-like manner 
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were the means proposed by the newly-elected Governor for 

improving state government effectiveness and efficiency 

("Dalton Declares Some Tax Relief ... ," 1978, p. A-7; 

"Dalton Promises 'Business-Like' Term," 1978, p. B-12; Dal-

ton, 1978a,pp. 4-5; 35-36; 44). Dalton specifically men-

tioned controlling costs and reducing employment levels. 

The new Chief Executive adopted his predecessor's policy 

regarding the Commonwealth's budget-"to control costs 

while improving delivery of services"-as his own (Dalton, 

1978a,p. 36; Wessells, Note 5). Regarding employment 

levels in state government, Dalton asked the General Assem-

bly "to look at positions funded in the new budget," es-

pecially "the ... 8,000 budgeted and unfilled positions" 

for the 1976-78 biennium (Dalton, 1978a, p. 4) The day 

after Dalton's address to the General Assembly, the Secre-

tary of Administration and Finance reiterated the Govern-

or's goal to "keep employment down." Appearing before the 

House Appropriations Committee, Charles B. Walker estimated 

that the Commonwealth could save $80 million a year by 

leaving vacant those state positions which were unfilled 

during the 1976-78 biennium ("Dalton Goal. .. Trim Pay-

roll," 1978, p. B-12). 
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Same Goals as Zimmer and 

Hopkins Commissions 

The themes of improving effectiveness and efficiency 

of state government and controlling its growth were not new; 

the recommendations and legislative action taken as a re-

sult of the Zimmer and Hopkins Commissions were directed 

toward accomplishing these same goals. It was not without 

importance that Dalton had served as an elected state gov-

ernment official during the time that those two commissions 

studied Virginia's governmental management.* A major sec-

tion of Governor Dalton's first address to the Virginia 

General Assembly (Dalton, 1978a) focused on the work of the 

Commission on State Governmental Management, the Hopkins 

Commission, and he endorsed many of its recommendations 

("Dalton Declares Some Tax Relief. . " , 19 7 8 , p. A-7) . 

However, Dalton foresaw no additional reorganization of 

state government within the first two or three years of his 

administration, "until he test[ed] current recommendations 

of the Hopkins Commission" ("Dalton Promises 'Business-like' 

Term," 1978, p. B-12). The similarities between Dalton's 

*From 1966 through 1972, Dalton was a Delegate in the 
General Assembly, serving on the House Appropriation Com-
mittee from 1968 to 1972. In 1972, he ran unopposed for the 
senatorial seat vacated by James Turk's elevation to the 
federal bench. Then in 1974 he won his bid to serve as 
Lieutenant Governor, a position which in Virginia carries 
with it the responsibility of serving as Senate President 
(Hammersley, 1974, p. 120). 
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goals for the management of state government and those of 

the Hopkins Commission were commented upon when Dalton 

enumerated the goals of his administration by Secretarial 

area (Dalton, 1978a,pp. 10-43). Following Dalton's first 

address to the General Assembly, one Senator noted that 

"it sounds like Bill Hopkins wrote his speech'' (Osborne & 

Carico, 1978, p. A-1). 

Dalton's Intended Use of the Cabinet 

Dalton's Cabinet Appointments 

Within a month after his election, John N. Dalton an-

nounced his cabinet appointments. Appointed to the position 

of Secretary of Education was Dr. J. Wade Gilley, former 

president of two institutions within the Virginia Community 

College System and a four-year public college in West Vir-

ginia ("Dalton to Appoint Gilley ," 1977, p. B-1). 

Among Dalton's other choices for secretaries were four per-

sons who served in the second Godwin administration.* 

*Dalton's cabinet appointments included: Charles B. 
Walker, Comptroller from 1974 to 1978, as Secretary of Ad-
ministration and Finance; Maurice B. Rowe, former Secretary 
of Commerce and Resources from 1972 to 1974 and Secretary of 
Administration Iand Finance] from 1974 to 1978, as Secretary 
of Commerce and Resources; Wayne A. Whitham reappointed as 
Secretary of Transportation; and H. Selwyn Smith reappointed 
as Secretary of Public Safety. In addition to Secretary of 
Education Gilley, the other cabinet appointee who was new 
to State government was Dr. Jean L. Harris, Secretary of 
Human Resources (Fisher, 1977, p. A-1). Dr. Harris replaced 
Dr. W. W. Wilkerson, retired State Superintendent of Public 
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Changes in Use of the Cabinet 

Although there was "emphasis on continuity" in his 

cabinet appointments (Fisher, 1977, p. A-1), Governor-elect 

Dalton clearly stated his intention to change his use of 

the Secretaries by comparison with Governors Holton and 

Godwin: 

In announcing his choices of five of six [cabinet 
appointees], the incoming Governor outlined a 
Dalton design that would give the Cabinet secre-
taries more prestige and power than they enjoyed 
under both of his GOP predecessors since the Vir-
ginia cabinet system began in mid-1972. (Lati-
mer, 1977, p. A-1) 

"Dalton's design." Central to the"Dalton design" was 

the new Governor's belief in "fully utilizing the cabinet 

structure as enacted by the General Assembly" (Dalton, 

1978a,p. 10). Based on Dalton's concept of the cabinet, 

the Secretaries were described as the Governor's "top-level 

managers . . [who] help shape the policies and budgets 

that regulate what, when, how, where and how much State 

government does for more than 5 million Virginians" 

*(cont'd.) Instruction who served as interim Secretary 
of Human Resources following the resignation of Otis L. 
Brown, effective April 30, 1977 ("Wilkerson to step in . 
. ," 1977). Two former Secretaries were not reap-
pointed to the cabinet: Earl J. Schiflet, who served as 
Secretary of Education from 1972 to 1974 in the Holton ad-
ministration and as Secretary of Commerce and Resources dur-
ing the second Godwin administration; and, Dr. Robert R. 
Ramsey, who served as Secretary of Education from March 
1976 through the remainder of the second Godwin administra-
tion (Latimer, 1977, p. A-1). 
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(Harrison, 1977, p. B-5). In his first address to the Gen-

eral Assembly, the Governor defined the roles of his Secre-

taries by stating: 

They will be my policy aavlsors as well ac the co-
ordinators of agency activities. I will expect 
regular status reports of the programs and agen-
cies which they oversee, and budgetarily review 
(Dalton, 1978a, p. 9, order transposed). 

The Governor's straightforward expression of his in-

tention to use the cabinet, left little doubt that "Dalton 

means it when he says that he will work closely with his 

cabinet" (Lobb, 1978, p. 88). As quoted by one news media 

interviewer (Harrison, 1977, p. B-5), Dalton emphatically 

stated: "I want it clearly understood .. [that] I plan 

to use my cabinet very strongly." Specifically, Dalton 

indicated that he would meet at least once every two weeks 

with the Secretaries, presiding over those regular cabinet 

meetings, and that he would meet with them during the 

transition period, consulting with them about the appoint-

ment of department heads (Latimer, 1977, p. A-2). 

Change in balance among Secretarial positions. More 

importantly, Dalton disclosed his desire to change the bal-

ance of the Secretarial positions with each other" (Harri-

son, 1977, p. B-5). The Governor-elect told reporters 

that he viewed the Secretaries as "co-equals" (Fisher, 1977, 

p. A-12; Latimer, 1977, p. A-2). Contrary to his predeces-

sor's view of the position of Secretary of Administration 
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and Finance, Dalton stated: "I don't see the Secretary of 

Administration and Finance as a super-cabinet member" (Har-

rison, 1977, p. B-5). As evidence of his ''co-equal" con-

cept of the Secretaries' positions, Dalton proposed equal-

izing their salaries and subsequently succeeded in doing so 

through the legislative process related to the 1978-80 

biennial budget.* 

Period of growth for the cabinet. Prior to his inaug-

uration, Governor-elect Dalton selected the six Secretar-

ies for his cabinet and announced his plan for utilizing 

the cabinet structure as intended by the General Assembly 

when it enacted Hopkins Commission recommendations. The 

*For both years of the 1976-78 biennium, the last two 
years of the second Godwin administration, the Appropria-
tions Act specified the salary of the Secretary of Adminis-
tration and Finance as $39,500, while the salaries of the 
other Secretaries were designated as $37,500 (Acts of Assem-
ElY, 1976, Chapter 779). Similarly, the 1978-80 executive 
budget submitted by Governor Godwin called for the Secre-
tary of Administration and Finance to earn an annual salary 
of $43,000 for both years of the biennium, with the recom-
mended compensation of the other Secretaries set at $41,200 
(Fisher, 1977, p. A-12; Latimer, 1977, p. A-2). However, 
the enacted 1978-80 Appropriations Act reflected Governor 
Dalton's plan to equalize the Secretaries' salaries. For 
the first year, the salaries of all the Secretaries were 
set at $47,000 and for the second year at $49,000 (Acts of 
Assembly, 1978, Chapter 850). By action of the 1979 ses-
sion of the General Assembly, the 1978-80 Appropriations 
Act was amended to set the Secretaries' salaries at $51,000 
for the second year of the 1978-80 biennium (Acts of Assem-
ElY, 1979, Chapter 738). 
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"Dalton design" for the cabinet Secretaries prompted some 

State government officials to suggest that "the cabinet ap-

pears ready to embark on what .. may be its most sig-

nificant period of growth and use" (Harrison, 1977, p. B-5). 

An observer of Virginia State government specifically at-

tributed the predicted expansion in the use of cabinet 

system to the Governor-elect: "Dalton as lieutenant gov-

ernor the past four years is familiar with the cabinet. 

Both have kind of grown ~ together at the top level of 

state government (Harrison, 1977, p. B-5, emphasis added). 

Dalton Administration's Study 

of the Secretarial System 

The first step taken by the Dalton administration 

toward implementing the Governor's plan for using the cabi-

net was to undertake a study of the Secretarial system. 

The Department of Planning and Budget (DPB) , the central 

agency which serves as staff to the Governor, was charged 

with conducting the study (Rowland, Note 3). According to 

an executive summary prepared by DPB staff, the purpose of 

the study was to present the status of the Secretarial sys-

tern, analyze the findings and present concepts for: 

•assigning duties and responsibilities; 
•developing missions, roles, goals, objectives 
and strategies; 

•organizing, staffing and funding secretarial 
areas; and 
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•improving inter- and intra-Secretarial rela-
tionships (DPB, 1978b, p. 4). 

After describing the Secretarial system as it existed, the 

report indicated that the DPB staff used a normative ap-

proach to its analysis of the findings; that is, "what 

could be the Virginia Secretarial System as though it were 

now just being established--rather than recommending re-

finements and adjustments to what is the Virginia Secre-

tarial System" (DPB 1 1978a, p. · 23). That the Secretarial 

system legislation had been enacted, that the Secretaries 

had been appointed, that their compensation had been 

fixed, and that Governor Dalton had "indicated his desire 

for the Secretaries to be co-equal as far as 9racticable" 

were identified as the only "absolutes" or basic premises 

upon which the analysis was based (DPB, 1978a, p. 23). Of 

those basic premises, the Governor's desire for the Secre-

taries to be "co-equals" was "used as a primary guiding 

principle throughout the analysis" (DPB, 1978a, p. 24). 

Based upon its analysis of the Secretarial system, 

Department of Planning and Budget staff generated a series 

of recommendations. Discussion herein was limited to four 

areas: (1) The Executive Management Concept; (2) Duties 

and Responsibilities of the Secretaries; (3) Organization 

and Inter-relationships of the Secretaries; and (4) Staff 

to the Secretaries. 
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The Executive Management Concept 

Predicated upon legislation enacted by the 1976 Gen-

eral Assembly regarding the Commonwealth's planning and 

budgeting system (HB 666) and personnel administration pro-

cess (HB 668), a paper articulating the "Executive Manage-

ment Concept" was developed for the Cabinet Secretaries by 

the directors of four central staff agencies (Rowe, 1976 in 

DPB, 1978a, p. 107-110). Intended to clearly delineate the 

executive management operating relationships among the 

Governor, the Secretaries, and state agencies (DPB, 1978a, 

p. 108), the concept encompassed "basic policy and super-

vision as it applied to planning, budgeting and personnel 

at three levels-statewide, functional, and programs (DPB, 

1978a, p. 1). 

Statewide level. As defined in the concept paper, the 

Statewide level of executive management encompassed "the 

totality of the basic purposes (Commerce and Resources, 

Education, Human Resources, Public Safety and Transporta-

tion) of State government" (DPB, 1978a, p. 109). As deputy 

director of planning, budget and personnel, the Secretary 

of Administration and Finance was identified as having pri-

mary responsibility for: 

1. statewide, functional and program coordina-
tion; and 

2. direction of central staff agencies which 
provide advice and assistance from a state-
level perspective to the Governors, the 
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other Secretaries and state agencies (DPB, 
1978a, Appendix B' p. 108-109). 

Functional level. Executive management at the func-

tional level included one basic purpose or function of 

State government and its component parts that rested with a 

Secretary acting on behalf of the Governor. Generally, the 

Secretaries of Commerce and Resources, Education, Human 

Resources, Public Safety and Transportation were identified 

as being responsible for providing "policy guidance" to 

agencies and £ocusing on major programs within their re-

spective functional areas. Designating "policy priorities 

and guidelines" £or planning and budgeting £or each func-

tional area of State government rested with the respective 

Secretary. To insure compatibility o£ Secretarial policy 

directives across £unctional areas and with gubernatorial 

policy, the policies developed by functional area Secre-

taries were subject to review by the Governor (DPB, 1978a, 

p. 109). 

Program level. The program level of executive manage-

ment, as conceptualized by the four division directors of 

central agencies, encompassed "one set of resources" which 

supported a State government program. Management at the 

program level was stipulated as the primary responsibility 

of the head of a State agency charged with delivering a 

program to Virginia's citizens (DPB, 1978a, Appendix B' 
p. 110). 
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"Management by Exception" 

By distinguishing among three levels of executive man-

agement, the executive management concept assigned to the 

functional area Secretaries responsibility for providing 

policy guidance to their respective agencies. In turn, 

agency heads were vested with responsibility for the 

operational-level management of State programs encompassed 

within their agencies. According to the concept, func-

tional area Secretaries were not to be involved in the day 

to day operations of State agencies and programs. Rather, 

the concept called for statewide and functional executive 

management to be developed "to the extent possible, under 

the principle of management by exception" (DPB, 1978a, p. 

108, 109). As defined by Newman, Summer and Warren (1972), 

the "exception principle" meant to "watch only for excep-

tionally high or low performance" (p. 598). 

Reaffirmation of the 

Executive Management Concept 

Although the Secretaries adopted the executive manage-

ment concept in April 1976 (DPB, 1978a, p. 1), the Secre-

taries continued to play a coordinating role rather than 

implementing "the true management concept" (Connock, Note 

10). Connock recalled a discussion among three 
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high-ranking Dalton administration officials* regarding 

the lack of implementation of the executive management 

concept within Virginia State government, According to 

Connock (Note 10), the three agreed that "if you don't make 

the system work as it was intended to work, then there is 

no reason to keep it here." As described by the Director 

of the Department of Planning and Budget at the time the 

study of the Secretarial system was conducted by the 

department,the agency heads were "supposed to be managers 

of agencies and to run them and not get into policy making. 

The policy making is going to come higher up 11 (Connock, 

Note 10). The role of the Governor and the Secretaries was 

to provide 11 Clear guidance., to the agencies. Then 11 the 

agencies can be turned loose and . . can manage within 

that clear guidance" (Connock, Note 10). That concept of 

executive mana,Jeinent, designating the Secretary of Adminis-

tration and Finance as responsible for overall statewide, 

functional and program coordination, the other Secretaries 

*The three officials, as identified by Connock (Note 
10), were Charles B. Walker, then-Secretary of Administra-
tion and Finance, and former Comptroller; Kenneth B. Golden, 
Assistant Secretary of Administration and Finance, and 
former Deputy Director, and Director of the Hopkins Commis-
sion; and Stuart W. Connock, then-Assistant Secretary of 
Financial Policy and DPB Director. Connock (Note 10) ex-
plained that Kenneth Golden, as part of his responsibili-
ties with the Hopkins Commission, "wrote some of the 
language,. for the 1976 Code revisions regarding the Cabinet 
Secretaries• powers and duties. 
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as responsible for policy guidance to their respective 

functional areas, and agency heads as responsible for man-

agement of State programs assigned to their agencies, was 

reaffirmed by the Dalton administration (DPB, 1978b, p. 8). 

According to Stuart Connock, Governor Dalton "believes in 

the management concept" and "has tried to instill that in 

all the Secretaries, with Charlie [Walker, Secretary of 

Administration and Finance] taking a big lead" (Connock, 

Note 10) . 

Other Recommendations Regarding 

Secretarial System 

Duties and responsibilities of the Secretaries. In 

addition to defining the policy role of the Cabinet Secre-

taries within the context of the executive management con-

cept, several other recommendations regarding the duties 

and responsibilities of the Secretaries were advanced by 

the staff of DPB. It was recommended that the Secretaries' 

duties and responsibilities should be: 

•limited to common statutory powers of the Sec-
retaries and those which the Governor elects to 
delegate; 

•articulated in individual Executive Orders for 
each Secretary; 

•focused on those management matters of a func-
tional nature, or those which involve more than 
a single agency or program assigned; and 
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•void of all on-going program operation or ser-
vice delivery which can be performed at the 
agency level (DPB, 1978b, p. 5). 

The executive orders through which Governor Dalton dele-

gated powers to each of the Secretaries are presented in 

the following section of this chapter (see pp. 136-142 for 

discussion) . 

Organization and interrelationships of the Secretaries. 

As previously indicated, it was Governor Dalton's intention 

that the Secretaries be 11 co-equals, as far as practicable,. 

(DPB, 1978a, p. 23). It was recommended that the mission 

and role statements for each of the Secretaries be agreed 

upon collectively by all the Secretaries. Furthermore, 

according to the DPB study, the cabinet should be struc-

tured to foster inter-Secretarial coordination (DPP, 1978b, 

p. 5) • 

Although Governor Dalton emphasized the similarities 

among the Secretaries' powers, their 11 co-equal 11 status and 

their primary authority in relation to State agencies with-

in their functional areas, he did assign some unique 

responsibilities to the Secretary of Administration and Fi-

nance. Under the executive management concept, the Secre-

tary of Administration and Finance assumed primary responsi-

bility for statewide, functional and program coordination 

encompassing the totality of State government. That re-

sponsibility was predicated upon the Secretary being 
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statutorily designated as the Commonwealth's deputy plan-

ning, budget, and personnel officer (DPB, 1978a, p. 1-2; 

see Code of Virginia, Section 2.1-387 and Section 2.1-51.26; 

Acts of Assembly, 1976, Chapters 760 and 743). In addition 

to statutory authority, Dalton assigned the following 

duties to the Secretary of Administration and Finance: 

•to serve as the administrative chairman of the 
Cabinet 

•to prepare the agenda for official Cabinet meet-
ings, although the Governor intended to preside 
at those meetings 

•to distribute, through support staff of the 
Secretary of Administration and Finance, general 
communications between the Governor's Office and 
all members of the Cabinet 

•to receive all requests relative to "money mat-
ters," including budget amendments (DPB, 1978a, 
p. 8-9). 

Staff to the Secretaries. From its modest beginnings 

of one Asssistant Secretary of Administration and one 

Clerical support staff for each Secretary in 1972 (Poston, 

1972, p. 21), the staff in the Offices of the Cabinet Secre-

taries grew to 71 positions by the end of the 1976-78 bien-

nium. During the 1976-78 biennium alone, the number of 

staff positions to the Secretaries increased from 22 to 71 

or 222.7% (DPB, 1978b, p. 3). Of the 49 increased posi-

tions, 19 were new positions (representing an 86.4% in-

crease) and 30 resulted from transfers of staff employed by 

the Division of State Planning and Community Affairs to the 
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Offices of the Secretaries, effective July 1, 1976*. In 

addition to the 19 new positions added to the staffs of 

Cabinet Secretaries during the 1976-78 biennium, the 1978-

80 Executive Budget called for 18 more new positions. Thus, 

by July 1, 1978,the projected number of staff positions in 

the Offices of the Cabinet Secretaries totaled 89, includ-

ing six Secretariate positions (DPB, 1978a, p. 3). 

The expansion of staff in the Offices of the Secre-

taries, according to one division director in the Department 

of Planning and Budget, "gave Governor Dalton heartburn, 

particularly since he wanted to control the growth of State 

_government" (Rowland, Note 3). Redesigning the staffing 

arrangement for the Offices of the Secretaries was, there-

fore, one of the primary purposes for the Dalton adminis-

tration's studying the Secretarial system (DPB, 1978b, 

p. 4) • 

*The 1976 legislation which created the Department of 
Planning and Budget (H.B. 666, Acts of Assembly, 1976, 
Chapter 760), abolished the Division of State Planning and 
Community Affairs. By internal reorganization of that di-
vision in 1973, state planners were assigned to serve as 
professional staff to the Secretaries (see Chapter II, pp. 
43 to 44. Thus, most of the 30 positions resulted from 
transferring state planners, who already were assigned to 
staff functions for Secretaries, to an Office of a Secre-
tary and the budget of that Secretary. Former clerical 
employees of the DSPCA were also transferred to Offices of 
Secretaries, accounting for the remainder of the 30 trans-
ferred positions (DPB, 1978a, p. 15). 
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On July 1, 1978, the Cabinet Secretaries proposed a 

Cabinet reorganization plan to Governor Dalton which he im-

mediately approved (Gilley, Note 6). That plan set the 

employment level for each Office of a Secretary at seven 

positions (Rowland, Note 3; Hunt, Note 7; Gilley, Note 6). 

In addition to each Cabinet Secretary, the staff of the 

Office of each Secretary would include three Assistant Sec-

retaries and three support staff (Gilley, Note 6). An offi-

cial in the Office of Administration and Finance (Note 8) 

observed that the staffing plan for the Offices of 

the Secretaries recognized the need for the Secretaries 

having "some professional staff to carry out their responsi-

bilities;" and, at the same time, placed a limit on the 

size of that staff as intended by the Hopkins Commission. 

Beyond establishing the staffing pattern of each Of-

fice of a Secretary, the gubernatorially approved reorgani-

zation plan for the Cabinet's structure refocused the Cabi-

net's attention "on budgetary and management policies" 

(Gilley, Note 6). That focus was consistent with the Execu-

tive Management Concept (Appendix H in DPB, 1978a, p. 107-

110), which reflected the intent of Hopkins Commission 

legislation. 

In addition to staff within the Secretaries' offices, 

other State government agency staff were available to the 
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Secretaries for special, short-term* projects. Upon re-

quest, central agency staff (those assigned to the Secre-

tary of Administration and Finance) would be made available 

to assist a functional area Secretary to carry out responsi-

bilities of the Cabinet position (DPB, 1978b, p. 6). Also, 

Secretaries were authorized to use staff of State agencies 

assigned to their respective functional areas. As stipu-

lated in the 1978 Appropriations Act: 

The Governor's Secretaries are authorized: (1) 
without transferring appropriations, to request, 
and have assigned, staff and support services of 
agencies within their respective areas for spe-
cial projects" (Acts of Assembly, 1978, Chapter 
850, Section 4-1.03). 

Summary of Dalton's Intended Use 

of the Cabinet 

This section described the Cabinet system as envi-

sioned by the Dalton administration. Dalton's intention 

for the Cabinet Secretaries to be "co-equals" served as the 

guiding principle for the study of the Secretarial system, 

undertaken by the Department of Planning and Budget. The 

study reaffirmed the executive management concept, whereby 

functional area Secretaries were responsible for providing 

policy guidance to their respective agencies and the 

*"Short-term" was defined as "less than six months 
duration" (DPB, 1978b, p. 6). 
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Secretary of Administration and Finance was responsible for 

statewide, functional, and program level coordination. To 

avoid Secretarial involvement in agencies' daily opera-

tions, the concept designated "management by exception" as 

the underlying principle for implementation of statewide 

and functional executive management. It was reported that 

Governor Dalton, in addition to reaffirming the executive 

management concept, planned to implement the concept during 

his administration. The Governor's endorsement of major 

recommendations of the study of the Secretarial system un-

derscored his intention to use the Cabinet Secretaries as 

policy makers and to manage State government in a "business-

like" manner. 

THE POSITION OF SECRETARY OF EDUCATION 

IN THE DALTON ADMINISTRATION 

One of the six cabinet positions originally created by 

the Virginia General Assembly was the position of Secretary 

of Education. After studying the need for such a position 

within the cabinet system, the Hopkins Commission recom-

mended retaining the position of Secretary of Education 

(CSGM, July l976b, Second Interim Report, . Secretaries; 

Hopkins, Note 3). By legislation enacted in 1976, the pow-

ers and duties of the Cabinet Secretaries, including the 

Secretary of Education, were amended in accordance with 
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Hopkins' recommendations (Code of Virginia, 1976, Sections 

2.1-51.8:1 to 2.1-51.26; Acts of Assembly, 1976, Chapters 

729, 730, 732, 733, 734, and 743). The purpose of this 

section was to describe the position of Secretary of Educa-

tion, within the Dalton Administration, as it relates to 

public higher education. Discussion focused on the 

following topics: (1) formal authority delegated to the 

Secretary of Education; (2) comparison of authority gub-

ernatorily delegated to the position of Secretary of 

Education with that delegated to other Cabinet Secretaries; 

(3) organizational structure of the Office of Education; 

(4) relationship of the Secretary of Education to higher 

education agencies; and (5)areas of responsibility of the 

Secretary of Education. 

Dalton's Delegation of Authority to 

the Position of Secretary of Education 

On June 30, 1978, John N. Dalton signed a series of 

Executive Orders for the six Cabinet positions. As his 

predecessor, Mills E. Godwin, had done, Governor Dalton 

delegated executive powers to the Secretaries by issuing 

separate Executive Orders for each position (Dalton, 1978b; 

1978c, 1978d, 1978e, 1978f, 1978g; see notes "c" and "d" 

of Table 3 for specific Executive Order Number for each 

Secretary and corresponding Code of Virginia cites). Via 
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Executive Order Number Thirteen, Governor Dalton (1978d) 

granted to the position of Secretary of Education the fol-

lowing authority and responsibility: 

1. To provide general policy direction, acting 
in my behalf, to agencies subject to the 
Secretary's jurisdiction. 

2. To direct the preparation of alternative poli-
cies, plans and budgets for the educational 
agencies subject to the Secretary's jurisdic-
tion. 

3. To direct, for my consideration, the formula-
tion of comprehensive policies, plans and bud-
gets encompassing the programs and activities 
of the cultural affairs agencies subject to the 
Secretary's jurisdiction. 

4. To resolve administrative, jurisdictional, 
policy, program 'or operational conflicts among 
any of the agencies or offices subject to the 
Secreta~y's jurisdiction. 

5. To hold assigned agency heads accountable for 
the administrative, fiscal and program per-
formance of their agencies. 

6. To coordinate communications with the Federal 
government and the governments of the other 
states, subject to guidelines established under 
my direction, in matters related to the pro-
grams and activities of the agencies subject to 
the Secretary's jurisdiction. 

7. To examine the organization of agencies subject 
to the Secretary's jurisdiction and recommend 
changes necessary to promote the more effective 
and efficient operation of State government. 

8. To sign documents related to delegated powers 
subject to guidelines established under my 
direction. 
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9. To employ such personnel and contract for such 
consulting services as may be required to exe-
cute his statutory and delegative powers sub-
ject to the funds available for the operation 
of the office and to State law and regulations 
pursuant thereto. 

The executive order continued by stating that the Sec-

retary of Education had authority 

to effect the foregoing actions with respect to 
the following agencies and their respective col-
legial bodies, but not to appoint the heads or 
collegial body members of the assigned agencies. 
(Dalton, 1978d) 

Included among the agencies assigned to the Secretary of 

Education were the State Council of Higher Education for 

Virginia, the Virginia Community College System, and the 15 

four-year, public colleges and universities, each indi-

vidually named. Executive Order Number Thirteen (Dalton, 

1978d) also directed the Secretary of Education "to main-

tain liaison with and among" specifically designated "col-

legial bodies, non-State agencies and Virginia interstate 

compact representative," such as the Education Commission of 

the States, the Institute for Higher Educational Opportunity 

in the South, and the Southern Regional Education Board. 

Delegated Authority Common 

to All Secretaries 

In addition to issuing individual Executive Orders for 

each of the Secretaries, Governor Dalton apparently endorsed 

the DPB study recommendation to limit the content of the 
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Executive Orders to "common statutory powers of the Secre-

taries and those which the Governor elects to delegate" 

(DPB, 1978b, p. 5). For seven areas of authority delegated 

to the Secretaries by Governor Dalton, precisely the same 

language was used in each Executive Order. In relation to 

State agencies under their respective jurisdictions, all of 

the Secretaries were delegated authority to: 

1. provide general policy direction to State 
agencies; 

2. resolve conflicts among agencies; 

3. hold agency heads accountable for administra-
tive, fiscal and program performance of 
agencies; 

4. coordinate communication with the federal 
government; 

5. recommend changes in agencies' organizational 
structure for the purpose of promoting effec-
tiveness and efficiency; 

6. sign documents related to delegated powers; 

7. employ personnel and contract for consulting 
services (see Table 3). 

As a further attempt to emphasize the Secretaries' com-

mon statutory powers, Dalton's Executive Orders excluded 

one statutory power granted to all Secretaries except the 

Secretary of Education. For the Secretaries of Commerce and 

Resources, Human Resources, Public Safety, Transportation, 

and Administration and Finance, the Code of Virginia stipu-

lated that all reports to the Governor from agency heads 



Table 3 

Comparison of Authority Delegated to the Secretary of Education with 

that Delegated to Other Secretaries by Executive Orders of 

Governor John N. Dalton, Effective July 1, 1978a 

Powers and Duties Delegated to 
the Secretary of Educ<'tion b 

"Pursuant to Sections 2.1-39.1, 2.1-51.11, and 2.1-51.20, 
Code of Virginia, and subject always to my continuing, ultimate 
authority and responsibility to act in such matters and to re-
serve powers, I l~reby delegate to the Secretary of F.ducation, 
the following powers and iluties: 

"To provide general policy direction, acting in my behfllf, to 
agencies subject to the Secretary's jurisdiction." 

"To direct the preparation of alternative policies, plans and 
budgets for the e<tucational agencies subject to the Secretary's 
juriscHction." 

"To direct, for my consideration, the formulation of comprehen-
sive policies, plans and budgets encompassing the programs and 
activities of the cultural affairs ~cies subject. to the Sec-
ret~~ jurisdiction." 

"'fo resolve administrative, jurisdictionaL policy, program or 
operational conflicts among any of the agencies or offices sub-
ject to the Secretary's jurisdiction." 

"To hold assigned agency headr; accountable for the administra-
tive, fiscal, and program performance of their agencies." 

"To coordinate communications with the Fed"!ral government and 
the governments of the other stat"!s, subject to the guidelines 
established under my direction, in matters related to the pro-
grams and activities of the agencies subject to the Secretary's 
jurisdiction." 

Powers and Duties Delegated to 
the Other Secretariesc 

"Pursuant to Sections 2. 1-31.9 2. 1-51. 11 and 2.1-51. d 

Code of Virginia, and subject always to my continuing,~timate 
authority and responsibility to act in such matters and to re-
serve powers, I hereby delegate to the Secretary of [named 
area), the following powers and duties: 

[Same language for all Secretaries) 

[Language regarding " •.. preparation of alternative policies, 
plans and budgets ... "excluded from other Secretaries' Execu-
tive Orders. I 

To direct, for my consideration, the formulation of comprehen-
sive policies, plans and budgets encompassing the programs and 
activities of the agencies subject to the Secretary's jurisdic-
tion [language used in all other Secretaries' Executive Orders). 

(Same language for all Secretaries) 

(Same lanquage for all Secretaries) 

[Same language for all Secretaries) 

...... 
w 
1.0 



Table 3 (Cont'd.) 

Comparison of Authority Delegated to the Secretary of Education with 

that Delegated to Other Secretaries by Executive Orders of 

Governor John N. Dalton, Effective July 1, 1978a 

Powers and Duties Delegated to 
the Secretary of Educationb 

"To examine the organization of agencies subject to the Secre-
tary's jurisdiction and recommend changes necessary to promote 
the more effective and efficient operation of State government." 

"To sign documents related to delegated powers subject to guide-
lines established under my direction." 

"To employ such personnel and contract for such consulting ser-
vices as may be required to execute his statutory and delegative 
powers subject to the funds available for the operation of the 
office and to State law and regulations pursuant thereto." 

"l'o affect the foregoing actions with respect to the following 
agencies and tl~ir respective collegial bodies, but not to ap-
point the heads or collegial body members of the assigned agen-
cies: " I listing of State agencies, including the State Council 
of Higl~r Education and the individual four-year, public col-
leges and universities, which were assigned to the Secretary of 
Education, followed). 

'"ro maintain liaison with and among the following collegial 
bodies, non-State agencies and Virginia interstate compact rep-
resentatives:" I listing of such bodies followed). 

Powers and Duties Delegated to 
the Other Secretariesc 

(Same language for all Secretaries) 

(Same language for all Secretaries) 

(Same language for all Secretaries) 

(Same language for all Secretaries followed by listing of cor-
responding State agencies assigned to each Secretary.) 

(Same language for all Secretaries, followed by listing of cor-
responding collegial bodies for each Secretary.) 

1-' 
,j::l. 
0 



Notes for Table 3 (Cont'd.) 

Comparison of Authority Delegated to the Secretary of Education with 

that Delegated to Other Secretaries by Executive Orders of 

Governor John N. Dalton, Effective July 1, 1978a 

aOnly if tt~ powers and duties delegated by Governor Dalton to other Secretaries differed from those delegated to the Secretary of 
Education was the text of the Executive Order for other Secretaries given here. Differences in language were underscored for 
emphasis, although not part of the original text. 

bsource: John N. Dalton, Governor. Executive Order Number Thirteen (78): Authority and Responsibility of Secretary of Education, 
June 30, 1978, effective July 1, 1978, p. 101-103. (Copies available from Office of Secretary of the Commonwealth, Richmond, VA.) 
See Appendix G for photocopy of this document. 

"sources: The following Executive Orders regarding the authority and responsibility of the Cabinet Secretaries, other than the 
Secretary of Education, were issued by Governor John N. Dalton on June 30, 1978, effective July 1, 1978: Secretary of Administra-
tion and Finance--Executive Order Number Eleven (78), p. 93-96, Secretary of Commerce and Resources--Executive Order Number Twelve 
(78), p. 97-100 1 Secretary of Human Resources--Executive Order Number Fourteen (78), p. 105-107, Secretary of Public Safety--Ex-
ecutive Order Number Fifteen, p. 109-111; Secretary of Transportation--Executive Order Number Sixteen (78), p. 113-115. See Ap-
pendix 11 for photocopies of these documents. 

dThe section of the Code of Virginia related to a given Secretary was cited in that Secretary's Executive Order. Followinq are the 
Code of Virginia cites for each Secretary: Secretary of Administration and Finance--2.1-51.26; Secretary of Commerce andRe-
sour~--2.1-51.8:11 Secretary of Human Resources--2.1-51.14; Secretary of Public Safety--2.1-51.17; Secretary of Transportation--
2. l-51.23 

eln addition to differences in authority and responsibility among the various Cabinet Secretaries as noted in this table, the Secre-
tary of Administration and Finance was delegated (via Executive Order Nlunber 34 (78), p. 93-96) additional responsibilities based 
upon statutory authority as the Commonwealth's deputy planning and budget, and personnel officer. 

1-' 

""" I-' 
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within their respective areas were to be made through the 

Secretary (Code of Virginia, 1976, Sections 2.1-51.8:1, 

21.-51.14, 2.1-51.17, 2.1-51.23, and 2.1-51.26; Acts of 

Assembly, 1976, Chapters 729, 730, 732, 734, 743; see 

Table 3) . The section of the Code of Virginia delineating 

the powers and duties of the Secretary of Education, how-

ever, contained no provision which stipulated that heads of 

agencies assigned to the Office of Education were to make 

reports to the Governor through the Secretary of Education 

(Code of Virginia, 1976, Section 2.1-51.20; Acts of Assem-

ElY' 1976, Chapter 733; see Table 3). But a general pro-

vision requiring boards of State institutions to make 

written reports to the Governor, at the Chief Executive's 

request, was contained within the Code(Section 2.1; Acts of 

Assembly, 1966, Chapter 677). 

Another commonality among Dalton's Executive Orders 

for the Cabinet positions was exclusion of the Secretaries' 

authority for appointing State agency heads and members of 

collegial bodies (Dalton, 1978b, 1978c, 1978d, 1978e, 1978f, 

1978g; see Table 3). Relative to collegial bodies and to 

State agencies for which the Governor possessed the 

authority to appoint agency heads (Code of Virginia, Sec-

tion 2.1-41.2), Dalton reserved appointment powers for 

himself. Based upon 1976 legislation (Acts of Assembly, 

1976, Chapter 542), the Governor was not empowered to 
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appoint the director of the State Council of Higher Educa-

tion or the presidents of the four-year public institutions 

of higher education. Gubernatorily appointed board members 

of those higher education agencies, rather than the Gov-

ernor, were authorized by the Code to appoint their respec-

tive agency heads. 

Differences in Delegated Authority 

and Responsibility Among Secretaries 

Using the same language as for other Secretaries in 

relation to State agencies under their jurisdiction, Gov-

ernor Dalton's Executive Order Number Thirteen (1978d) 

delegated to the Secretary of Education authority and re-

sponsibility for formulating comprehensive policies, plans, 

and budgets for programs and activities of the cultural 

affairs agencies assigned to the Office of Education (see 

Table 3). However, in relation to the education agencies, 

the Secretary of Education was charged with responsibility 

to "direct the preparation of alternative policies, plans, 

and budgets" (Dalton, 1978d). The distinction between the 

delegated authority and responsibility of the Secretary of 

Education for directing the preparation of alternative 

policies, plans,and budgets for education agencies and 

directing the preparation of comprehensive policies, plans, 

and budgets for cultural affairs agencies reflected the 

language of the 1976 amendments to the Code of Virginia 
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(Section 2.1-51.20; Acts of Assembly, 1976, Chapter 733, 

see Table 3). 

Organizational Structure of 

the Office of Education 

Secretary of Education 

Appointed by Dalton 

Shortly after John Dalton's election, the Governor-

elect appointed Dr. J. Wade Gilley as Secretary of Educa-

tion ("Dalton to Appoint Gilley ... ," 1977, p. B-1). 

Gilley, a three-time college president (Malone, 1972, Mor-

ris, 1977), replaced Governor Godwin's appointee, Robert R. 

Ramsey, as Secretary of Education (Latimer, 1977, p. A-1). 

Dalton's decision to appoint a new person to the position 

signaled, according to an Executive Assistant to the Gov-

ernor (Wessells, Note 5), the newly elected Governor's in-

tent to bring about changes in the education area. 

Gilley noted that his presidential experience, with 

its concomitant responsibility to make "hard decisions," 

was an important factor in the Governor's selection of him 

as Secretary (Gilley, Note 9). Furthermore, Gilley de-

scribed himself as an "activist'' (Gilley, Note 9), a 

description of the Secretary of Education which was offered 

repeatedly by other State-level officials (Connock, Note 10; 

Davies, Note 11; Finley, Note, 12; Lemmon, Note 4; McCluskey 
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Note 13; Schultz, Note 14; Timmreck, Note 15). ~>Jithin several 

months of Gilley's appointment, a higher education writer 

in Richmond commented upon the new Secretary's "high 

profile" in contrast to a "fetish for a low profile" of 

former Secretaries of Education (Cox, 1978). State Council 

officials specifically observed the contrast between Dr. 

Gilley and former Secretary of Education Ramsey (Davies, 

Note ll; Schultz, Note 14). 

Office of the Secretary of Education 

Based upon a recommendation of a DPB-conducted study 

of the Secretarial system (DPB, 1978a) , the size of the 

staff for the Office of the Secretary was set at seven 

positions (Gilley, Note 6; Rowland, Note 3; Hunt, Note 7). 

In addition to Secretary Gilley, the staff included three 

Assistant Secretaries and three clerical support positions 

(DPB, 1978a, p. 15). The staffing pattern for the Office 

of the Secretary of Education, as well as for the other 

Cabinet Secretaries, conformed to the staffing levels recom-

mended by the Hopkins Commission (Note 8). 

The three Assistant Secretaries of Education were as-

signed responsibilities for postsecondary education, ele-

mentary and secondary education, and management services. 

That staffing configuration was depicted on an organiza-

tional chart of the Office of Secretary of Education, which 

was submitted with the agency profile for the 1980-82 
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Office of Secretary of Education 

Assistant 
Secretary for 
Postsecondary 

Education 

John W. McCluskey 

Organizational Chart 

Secretary of 
Education 

J. Wade Gilley 

Assistant 
Secretary for 

K-12 

James E. Price 

~ - - - - - - - ~ 

Staff Assistant 
L - - - - - - - ~ 

Assistant 
Secretary for 

Management 
Services 

Donald Miller 

Source: Agency Profile for 1980-82 biennial budget. 
Richmond, Virginia: Office of the Secretary 
of Education, no date, p. 3 (see Note 16). 

Figure 2. Office of Secretary of Education 

Organizational Chart. 
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biennial budget (see Figure 3). 

Office of Education 

All State agencies related to the Commonwealth's edu-

cation and cultural affairs activities were assigned to the 

jurisdiction of the Secretary of Education (Dalton, 1978d). 

The Office of Education was comprised of all State agencies 

and institutions under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of 

Education, plus the staff of the Office of the Secretary. 

As specified in Dalton's Executive Order Number Thirteen, 

the State Council of Higher Education and Virginia's four-

year colleges and universities were included within the 

Office of Education (see Figure 3) . 

Relationship of the Secretary of Education 

to Higher Education Agencies 

As stipulated in Executive Order Number Thirteen (Dal-

ton, 1978d) and as shown in Figure 3, the State Council of 

Higher Education and the four-year colleges and universities 

were assigned to the jurisdiction of the Secretary of Educa-

tion. In discussing the authority of the Secretary of Edu-

cation, a number of State officials pointed out, however, 

that the Secretary of Education had less direct autority in 

relation to assigned agencies than other Secretaries in re-

lation to their respective agencies. One observer (Finley, 
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Office of Educ3tion 

DEPAR'I'MENT OF EDUCATION 
State Board of Education 

STATE COUNCIL OF HIGHER 
EDUCATION FOR VIRGINIA 

THE VIRGINIA SCHOOLS FOR THE 
DEAF AND BLIND 

VIRGINIA COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
SYsn:M 
State Board for Co11111unity 
Colleges 

CHRISTOPHER NEWPORT COLLEGE 
Board of Visitors 

GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY 
Board of Visitors 

.JAMES MADISON UNIVERSITY 
Board of Visitors 

LONGWOOD COLLEGE 
Board of Visitors 

MARY WASHINGTON COLLEGE 
Board of Visitors 

NORFOLK STATE UNIVERSITY 
Board of Visitors 

OLD DOMINION UNIVERSITY 
Board of Visitors 

RADFORD UNIVERSITY 
Board of Visitors 

THE COLLEGE OF WILLIAM AND 
MARY IN VIRGINIA 
Board of Visitors 

m:IVERSITY OF VIRGINIA 
Board of Visitors 

VIRGINIA COMMONWEALTH 
UNIVERSITY 
Board of Visitors 

VIRGINIA MILITARY INSTITUTE 
Board of Visitors 

VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE 
AND STATE UNIVERSITY 
Board of Visitors 

VIRGINIA STATE UNIVERSITY 
Board of Visitors 

THE SCIENCE MUSEUM OF VIRGINIA 

I ~;INIA COMMISSION FOR THE 

I VIRGINIA MUSEUM OF FINE ARTS !--
VIRGINIA STATE LIBRARY 
The Library Board 

STATE EDUCATION ASSISTANCE 
AUTHORITY 

VIRGINIA COLLEGE BUILDING 
AUTHORITY 

VIRGINIA EDUCATION LOAN 
AUTHORITY 

VIRGINIA PUBLIC SCHOOL 
AUTHORITY 

VIRGINIA TRUCK AND ORNAMEm'ALS 
RESEARCH STATION 

Source: Organization of Virginia 
State Government. Rich-
mond, VA: Management 
Analysis and Systems De-
velopment, July, 1980. 

Organizational Chart of Office of Education for 
the Commonwealth of Virginia. 
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Note 12) compared the authority of the Secretary of Educa-

tion to that of the Secretary of Commerce and Resources, 

saying that the Secretary of Education had "less direct line 

authority" in relation to assigned agencies. 

Statutory Authority of State Council 

and Boards of Visitors 

One reason identified by interview respondents for the 

Secretary of Education having less direct authority than 

Cabinet counterparts was the statutory authority granted to 

the State Council of Higher Education and to institutional 

Boards of Visitors (Connock, Note 10; Dorsey, Note 17; Hop-

kins, Note 2; Lemmon, Note 4; Rowland, Note 3; Schultz, 

Note 14; see Code of Virginia, Sections 23-9.3 to 23-9.16). 

Assistant Secretary of Financial Policy and Director of DPB, 

Stuart Connock (NotelO), explained that: 

The Secretary of Education has a more difficult 
role than any other Secretary because there are 
those other entities ... with statutory respon-
sibilities that make the job . . . a little more 
difficult. For example, a Secretary cannot get 
into a position where he would be in conflict with 
statutory authority of Boards of Visitors at uni-
versities. 

In 1974, the General Assembly strengthened the statutory 

powers granted to the State Council of Higher Education 

(Heath, 1980; Ritchie, Note 18). Those powers remained 

unchanged by Hopkins Commission legislation enacted during 

the 1975, 1976, and 1977 General Assembly sessions. 
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Regarding BoardsofVisitors of higher education institu-

tions, the Hopkins Commission specifically excluded those 

boards from its recommendation that collegial bodies be 

limited to advisory powers (CSGM, 1975, p. 280). 

Appointment of Agency Heads 

Another factor affecting the authority of the Secre-

tary of Education relative to State Council and higher edu-

cation institutions was the Governor's lack of statutory 

authority to appoint the State Council Director and insti-

tutional presidents. As previously indicated, the respec-

tive boards of those agencies retained appointment power 

for those positions (Code of Virginia, Section 2.1-41.2). 

State Council of Higher Education. The Director of State 

Council was one of three State agency heads specifically 

stipulated in the Code as excluded from the Governor's ap-

pointment power (Code of Virginia, 1976, Section 2.1-41.2; Acts 

of Assembly,l976,Chapter 542). An Assistant Director of 

State Council (Dorsey, Note 17) perceived that the appoint-

ment of the Director by Council members, rather than the 

Governor, gave the Council of Higher Education "more autono-

my" than a State agency headed by a gubernatorial appointee. 

Using organizational chart terminology, Gordon K. Davies 

(Note 11) described the relationship between the Secretary 

of Education and the Director of State Council as being 

represented by a "dotted line" rather than a solid line. 
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Dr. Gilley, explaining the relationship between 

the Secretary of Education and the State Council, dis-

tinguished between two roles played by State Council. 

Secretary Gilley (Note 9) clarified: 

When we are talking about how they operate from 
a management point of view, managing their funds 
and resources, we talk with them just like any 
other State agency. But, when we are talking 
about policy questions affecting all of higher 
education, then I have tended to see them some-
what independent of the Executive Ibranch] . 

Regarding State Council's advisory role to the Governor and 

the General Assembly, Secretary Gilley, (Note 9) expressed 

that the Council "should be independent" and "we have 

really made an effort to respect their position." 

Institutional boards and presidents. Although the 

focus of this study was limited to the interaction of the 

Secretary of Education with statewide agencies and offi-

cials, a number of interviewees discussed the relationship 

of the Secretary to institutional boards and presidents. 

Since institutional presidents were appointed by their 

respective boards, rather than by the Governor, Dr. Davies 

(Note 11) indicated that the "dotted line" relationship be-

tween State Council and the Secretary was appropriate also 

for describing the relationship of the Secretary to insti-

tutional presidents. The perspective from the Executive 

branch regarding the relationship between the Secretary of 

Education and institutional presidents was offered by 
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Stuart Connock (Note 10): 

Certainly from the Governor's standpoint, the 
guidance that the Governor gives in policy mak-
ing . . . whether budget or other types of poli-
cies . . . flows through the Secretary of Educa-
tion to the colleges in the same manner as they 
would to any other State agency. 

Tradition of Autonomy in 

Higher Education 

It was observed that Virginia has a tradition of 

autonomy in relation to its public higher education insti-

tutions (Schultz, Note 14). That factor affected the 

authority of the Secretary of Education over public higher 

education. Addressing institutional presidents and finan-

cial officers, the then-Secretary of Administration and 

Finance asserted that the Executive, in recognition of the 

uniqueness of higher education, had excluded higher educa-

tion from some policies and procedures applied to all 

other State agencies (Walker, Note 19). 

In its original deliberations on the role of the Sec-

retary of Education within the Cabinet system, the Hopkins 

Commission spoke of the "uniqueness" of education (CSGM, 

July 1976b, Second interim report: .. Secretaries; 

Zimmer, Note l). As meant by the commission, the "unique-

ness" of education stemmed from the statutory authority of 

education agencies, the appointing body for education 

agency heads,and the tradition of independence for 
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education institutions. Those same unique features of 

higher education were identified by State officials as fac-

tors affecting the authority of the position of Secretary 

of Education in relation to agencies assigned to the Office 

of Education. 

Areas of Responsibility of 

the Secretary of Education 

Governor Dalton's Executive Order Number Thirteen 

(Dalton, 1978d) enumerated a broad range of responsibili-

ties for the position of Secretary of Education. The Execu-

tive Order for the Secretary of Education, as well as those 

for other Secretaries, was issued following a Study of the 

Secretarial System conducted by DPB (l978a; 1978b). As a 

result of that study, a Cabinet reorganization plan was 

proposed. With Governor Dalton's approval of the plan in 

July 1978, the focus of the Cabinet was directed toward 

"budgetary and management policies" (Gilley, Note 6). 

Position Description of 

Secretary of Education 

Within the context of Dalton's Cabinet reorganization 

plan to refocus the attention of the Secretaries on budget 

and management issues, a position description for the Sec-

retary of Education was developed (Gilley, Note 20). In the 

position description, responsibilities of the position of 

Secretary of Education were categorized into four major 
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areas: (1) budget, (2) policy, (3) management, and (4) 

coordination. Those four categories of Secretarial respon-

sibility were identical to the ones proposed by the Hopkins 

Commission in its deliberations of clarifying and stengthen-

ing Secretarial roles (CSGM, July 1976b, Second interim re-

port). The performance in those areas of responsibility by 

the Secretary, according to Dr. Gilley (Note 6), gave 

"executive oversight to the total educational system." 

Identification of Major Areas 

of Responsibility 

Given the broad range of responsibilities assigned to 

the Secretary of Education by Governor Dalton's Executive 

Order Number Thirteen (Dalton, 1978d) and categorized in the 

position description for the Secretary of Education (Gilley, 

Note20), selected State officials were asked to identify, 

based on specified criteria, major responsibilities of the 

Secretary of Education in relation to public higher educa-

tion. For this purpose, exploratory discussions were held 

with the following State-level officials: J. Wade Gilley, 

Secretary of Education; John W. McCluskey, Assistant Secre-

tary of Education; James E. Price, Assistant Secretary of 

Education; and Barry M. Dorsey, Assistant Director of State 

Council of Higher Education. 

Responsibilities identified by incumbent Secretary. 

J. Wade Gilley (Note 21) identified his major 
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responsibilities as: (1) budget, (2) development of the 

Virginia Plan; and (3) issue identification for 1982-84 

budget policies. Regarding budget, Secretary Gilley esti-

mated that he spent approximately 80% of his time on bud-

getary matters (Gilley, Note 22). Proportionately, three-

fourths of that time was devoted to the higher education 

budget (Gilley, Note 9). Budgetary responsibilities re-

quired the interaction of the Secretary with a large number 

of State-level agency officials, as well as institutional 

representatives (Gilley, Note 9). 

Identification of education and budgetary issues for 

inclusion in the Governor's Guidance Package for the 1982-

84 biennial budget was another major responsibility for the 

Secretary, according to Dr. Gilley. The Secretary (Gilley, 

Note 21) asserted that the Governor • s Guidance Package "will 

become a more important document" in future budget 

deliberations. Although Secretary Gilley distinguished 

responsibility of issue identification from budget respon-

sibility, issue identification was considered as the ini-

tial step in formulation of the executive budget (CPBS 

Manual, 1980, p. I-1-3). 

As reported by Dr. Gilley (Note 21) another of his 

major responsibilities as Secretary of Education was de-

velopment of the Virginia Plan for Equal Opportunity in 

State-Supported Institutions of Higher Education (1978). 
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As one of the original Adams states*, Virginia was required 

to submit to HEW a plan for dismantling its alleged "dual 

system" of higher education. With Secretary of Education 

Gilley and Attorney General J. Marshall Coleman serving as 

the representatives of the Governor (Gilley, Note 9; Dorsey, 

Notel7), Virginia's desegretation plan was successfully 

negotiated and, subsequently accepted, by HEW on January 

15, 1979 (Seamans, 1979, p. A-1). Governor Dalton, accord-

ing to Secretary Gilley (Note 21), considered the successful 

negotiation of the plan as "one of the top three accomp-

lishments" of his administration. 

Responsibilities identified by other State-level offi-

cials. The opinions of two Assistant Secretaries of Educa-

tion (McCluskey, Note 23; Price, Note 24) and an Assistant 

Director of State Council (Dorsey, Note 17) converged on bud-

get being a major responsibility of the Secretary of Educa-

tion in the Dalton Administration. McCluskey (Note 23) ex-

plained that "everything fits under and tends to revolve around" 

budget. Reflecting on the Dalton administration's emphasis 

on the executive budget process, Dorsey (Note 17) observed 

that budget "targets enhanced the roles of the Secretaries." 

*See Adams v. Richardson, 351 F. Supp. 636 (D.C.D.C. 
1972, as amended 1973); 356 F. Supp. 92 (D.D.D.C. 1973); 
480 F.2d 1159 (C.A.D.C. 1973); and, Adams v. Califano, 
430 F. Supp. 118 W.C.D.C. 1977). 
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Other major responsibilities of the Secretary of Educa-

tion included: policy forrnulationand implementarion (Mc-

Cluskey, Note 23); issue identification for the 1982-84 bud-

get (Price, Note 24); development of the Virginia Plan (Dor-

sey, Note 17); and studies of higher education issues, such 

as Virginia Tech extension division (Dorsey, Note 17). 

Budget as major responsibility. Initial interview re-

sponses from selected State-level officials converged on 

three major responsibilities for the position of Secretary 

of Education in relation to public higher education. Those 

major areas of responsibility were: budget; policy formula-

tion, including issue identification; and, development of 

the Virginia Plan. Given the scope and complexity of each 

of those Secretarial responsibilities, the intertwining of 

budget and policy (Moos & Rourke, 1959; McCluskey, Note 23), 

and the agreement among interview respondents (Gilley, Note 

21; McCluskey, Note 23; Price, Note 24; Dorsey, Note 17), 

the responsibility of the Secretary of Education in rela-

tion to formulation of the higher education budget was ex-

amined in depth. 

FORMULATION OF THE 1980-82 EXECUTIVE BUDGET 

FOR PUBLIC HIGHER EDUCATION 

The preceding sections described the cabinet system as 

Governor John N. Dalton planned to utilize it and the 
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authority delegated to the position of Secretary of Educa-

tion. Dalton clearly stated his intention to use the 

Cabinet Secretaries as policy makers and chief managers of 

their respective areas of State government. In order to 

accomplish Dalton's goal of controlling the growth of 

State government while increasing the effectiveness and 

efficiency of State government programs, the Governor 

adopted a Cabinet reorganization plan which placed empha-

sis on budget and management processes (Gilley, Note 6). 

In addition to planning to use the cabinet system as 

intended by the enabling legislation and delegating au-

thority to the position of Secretary of Education as 

stipulated in the Code of Virginia, the Dalton administra-

tion made a commitment to fully implement the planning and 

budgeting system as created by Hopkins Commission legisla-

tion in 1976 (Code of Virginia, Sections 2.1-387 to 2.1-

404; Acts of Assembly, 1976, Chapter 760). A complete 

description of the Commonwealth's Planning and Budgeting 

System, which is beyond the scope of this study, warrants 

in-depth treatment. However, a general understanding of 

Virginia's planning and budgeting process was required in 

order to address the central problem of this research 

effort: the influence of the position of the Secretary of 

Education in relation to Virginia's system of public higher 

education. The purposeofthis section was to describe the 
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State's planning and budgeting system as implemented by 

the Dalton administration for the 1980-82 biennial budget, 

with emphasis on the role of the Secretary of Education in 

the formulation of the executive budget for public higher 

education. 

Budget as Key Document 

in Dalton Administration 

For over 60 years, Virginia's Governor has served as 

the Commonwealth's chief budget officer, with responsibility 

for formulating an executive budget bill for review and en-

actment by the General Assembly. The 1976 Hopkins Commis-

sion legislation regarding the planning and budgeting sys-

tem reaffirmed the executive budget concept and strengthened 

the roles of the Governor and the Cabinet Secretaries in 

the planning and budget process. In the first budget docu-

ment for the 1980-82 biennium, Governor Dalton communicated 

to heads of state agencies and institutions the importance 

of the budget to his administration: "The budget is the 

key document in this . administration's overall manage-

ment program" (Dalton, 1978h, np). Furthermore, the Gov-

ernor articulated his expectations for "the Secretaries to 

play a significant role" in the formulation of their 

respective agencies' budget submissions (Dalton, 1978h, 

np) . 
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Targeting Process 

Section 2.1-394 of the Code of Virginia (Acts of Assem-

bly, 1976, Chapter 760) permitted the Governor to prescribe 

budget targets, resource and service-level ceilings, to 

which agency primary biennial budget submissions were 

limited (CPBS Manual, 1980, p. I-6-4). According to the spon-

sor of the bill authorizing the Governor to establish re-

source limits for agency budget requests, targets provided 

a means for funding state programs on the basis of execu-

tive priorities rather than incremental adjustments to pre-

vious biennial appropriations (Lemmon, Note 4). Adoptionof 

the target concept represented a major change in Virginia's 

budgeting system by moving from unrestricted initial agency 

budget requests to placing resource ceilings on those re-

quests (CSGM, February, 1976d, Part eight: Planning . . , 

p. 432). Reflecting the views expressed by other officials, 

the Assistant Secretary of Higher Education stated that: 

"the most important part of program budgeting is targeting" 

(McCluskey, Note 13). Thus, the initiative for formulation 

of the executive budget shifted from state agencies and 

institutions to the Governor and the Cabinet Secretaries. 

The central role of the Secretaries in relation to 

executive biennial budget development was responsibility 

for assigning targets within gubernatorial policy guidance, 

to their respective agencies. It was during the targeting 
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process, as envisioned by the Hopkins Conunission, that "a 

Secretary can be most effective in contributing to a bal-

anced program within his functional area in the corning bi-

ennial budget" (CSGM, February, 1976d, Part eight: Plan-

ninq. 1 P• 432). 

A targeting process, as intended by the Hopkins Corn-

mission, was implemented for the first time during the 

formulation of the 1980-82 executive budget (Rowland, Note 

3). Although the targeting process as it existed during 

the 1980-82 budget formulation period was described as 

being in a "developmental mode" (Rowland, Note 3), resource 

limits for higher education institutions' budget requests 

were assigned for the first time by the Secretary of Educa-

tion as a result of the targeting process. As viewed by 

Robert Schultz (Note 14), who as former Assistant Director 

of Finance and Facilities for the Council of Higher Educa-

tion was closely involved in development of 1980-82 insti-

tutional targets, it was during the "target process where 

the Secretaries really play their part." 

Based upon interview responses from officials in the 

Office of the Secretary of Education, the State Council of 

Higher Education, and the Department of Planning and Bud-

get, as well as budget documents, a set of illustrations of 

the 1980-82 higher education targeting process was devel-

oped. As representations of the phases of the process by 
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which targets were assigned to higher education institu-

tions for the 1980-82 biennial budget, Figures 4to 7 were 

limited in several respects. First, some transactions and 

interactions which took place in the ''black box" of policy 

making (Dye, 1978, p. 37-39) remained elusive to interpre-

ters and even to some primary participants and astute ob-

servers from whom the information was gathered. Secondly, 

illustrating the phases of a dynamic, political process 

via a series of one-dimensional, one-color charts was 

limited by the medium itself. Nonetheless, Figures 4 to 7 

provided means for portraying specific responsibilities of 

the Secretary of Education, other participants in the pro-

cess, and information sources and flows in the 1980-82 

higher education targeting process. Following is a de-

scription of that process. 

Phase I: Pre-Target Planning 

As designed by the Dalton administration, the assign-

ment of agency budget targets was the final step in the 

Planning Cycle (Cycle I) of the biennial budget process 

(Sorrell, Note25; CPBS Manual, 1980, p. III-1-2). Preced-

ing the development of budget targets, several planning 

documents were generated which provided information util-

ized for building higher education institutions' targets. 

Those documents included the Governor's Guidance, the Sec-

retary of Education's Guidance Memorandum and State 
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Council-generated data. 

Governor's Guidance Package. For the 1980-82 biennial 

budget process, John N. Dalton initiated the use of the 

Governor's Guidance Package as the means for communicating 

the Chief Executive's statewide and functional area priori-

ties to state agencies (Dalton, 1978h, np) . In consulta-

tion with their respective agencies, Secretaries identified 

priority issues which were recommended for inclusion in the 

Governor's Guidance Package. Functional area Secretaries 

submitted priority issues, stated as goals with narrative 

explanation, to the Secretary of Administration and Finance. 

Goals of functional areas were reviewed within the Office 

of Administration and Finance for compatibility across 

Secretarial areas and with the Governor's overall goals. 

Final approval of priorities to be included in the Guidance 

Package rested with the Governor (Price, Note 26; Rowland, 

Note 3; Zody, Note 27). 

Executive policy priorities for the upcoming biennium, 

explicated in the Governor's Guidance Package as primary 

and secondary areas of emphasis, gave direction to State 

agencies for developing budget submissions. In transmitting 

his policy guidance for the 1980-82 budget cycle, Governor 

Dalton specifically stated his expectation that agency 

heads incorporate executive priorities into their budget 

requests (Dalton, 1978h, np.). 
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Secretary's Guidance Memorandum. Following the publi-

cation of the Governor's Guidance Package, Secretaries is-

sued guidance memoranda to their respective agencies. By 

stating objectives and policies corresponding to the Gov-

ernor's areas of emphasis for budget formulation, a Secre-

tary's Guidance Memorandum was intended to provide "more 

specific goals for further amplification and direction" for 

the development of agencies' budget submissions (Gilley, 

Note 28). 

Gubernatorial and Secretarial policy priorities, as 

communicated through the Governor's Guidance Package and 

the Secretary of Education's Guidance Memorandum, served as 

the foundation upon which agency budgets were to be built. 

The Governor's policies also provided direction for deci-

sions about funding central appropriations (capital outlay, 

debt service, and personnel costs) and placing other con-

straints (position ceilings and inflation factor) on avail-

able resources. It was the intent of planning and budget-

ing system legislation that the state budget would be based 

on programs reflecting executive priorities. Furthermore, 

initiative for development of the executive budget was in-

tended to be exercised by the Governor rather than State 

agencies, including higher education institutions. Thus, 

central agencies and officials and institutional adminis-

trators were expected to incorporate the contents of the 



165 

Governor's Guidance Package and the Secretary of Educa-

tion's Guidance Memorandum into estimates of resources 

needed for the upcoming biennium (see Figure 4: Phases I 

and II of the higher education targeting process for the 

1980-82 biennial budget) . 

State Council generated input. In 1956 (Code of Vir-

ginia, Section 23-9.3; Acts of Assembly, 1956, Chapter 311), 

the General Assembly created the State Council of Higher 

Education as Virginia's statewide higher education coordi-

nating agency.* Charged with responsibility for advising 

both the Governor and the General Assembly, the Council was 

granted statutory authority for statewide planning, budget 

review,and program review for the Commonwealth's system of 

public higher education. Legislation enacted in 1974 (Code 

of Virginia, Section 23-9.6:1: Acts of Assembly, 1974, 

Chapter 544) strengthened statutory powers of the Council 

of Higher Education to include development of budget guide-

lines, approval of institutional enrollment projections, 

new academic programs, and changes in mission statements. 

Any one of those responsibilities would provide substantive 

content for a study of higher education policy making 

*R. 0. Berdahl (1971) provides extensive treatment of 
statewide coordination of higher education. In contrast to 
statewide governing boards, statewide coordinating agencies 
do not supplant institutional boards of trustees. 
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(Heath, 1980). Given the complexity of the processes by 

which the State Council of Higher Education for Virginia 

has exercised its statutory authority, discussion herein 

was limited by the problem on which this study focused. 

The Council of Higher Education generated data which 

were used in building budget targets for Virginia's public 

colleges and universities. By statute (Code of Virginia, 

Section 23-9.9; Acts of Assembly, 1974, Chapter 544), State 

Council was authorized to establish and revise institution-

al operating budget guidelines for the biennial budget pro-

cess. Upon gubernatorial approval of Council's recommen-

dations, the higher education budget guidelines were 

incorporated into the state's planning and budgeting manual 

as Appendix~; hence, the name by which the guidelines were 

commonly known (Aopendix ~' 1979). 

Comprised of primarily enrollment-driven formulae, 

Appendix~ guidelines were applied to institutional data, 

including enrollment projections, to identify staffing and 

other resource needs of many higher education programs. 

Appendix ~ offered a means for initially recommending 

equitable funding levels for all higher education institu-

tions and subsequently justifying recommendations for 

institutional operating budgets (Appendix~' 1979, p. M-1). 

Staffing and most other resource needs associated with an 

institution's instructional program, as well as 
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administrative, institutional, and maintenance support pro-

grams, were embodied within Appendix ~ guidelines. For re-

search, extension, community education, spcnsored programs 

and auxiliary enterprises there were no Appendix ~ guide-

lines for calculating institutional resource needs (Appen-

dix~' 1979, p. M-6-31). 

At the request of the Secretary of Education, guide-

lines for calculating the proportion of revenue to be pro-

vided by the State's General Fund and by student tuition 

and fees were included in Appendix ~ for the first time in 

1980-82. The revenue guidelines were predicated upon the 

intent of the Governor and the General Assembly that "stu-

dents collectively provide a percentage of the cost of 

their education" (Appendix M, 1979, p. M-35). For senior 

institutions, the ratio of General Fund revenue to student 

tuition and fee revenue was established as 70:30 (Acts of 

Assembly, 1978, Chapter 850; see Heath (1980~ for an analy-

sis of 70/30 Plan). Even though the original legislation 

only dealt with a fixed revenue ratio for four-year 

public colleges and universities, the Secretary of Educa-

tion requested that State Council propose a fixed 

revenue ratio for community colleges (Heath, 1980). 

The guideline for financing the community colleges' ins-

tructional programs was set at a ratio of 80% General Fund 
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revenue to 20% student tuition and fees revenue (Appendi~ ~, 

1979 I p. M-35). 

Prior to the time of budget formulation for the 1980-

82 biennium, former Secretaries of Education were not di-

rectly involved in the development of Appendix ~ guidelines 

(McCluskey, Note 13). However, Dalton's Secretary of Educa-

tion was actively involved in 1980-82 Appendix ~ revisions 

for revenue guidelines (McCluskey, Note 13). Secretary 

Gilley communicated an executive and legislative priority 

for higher education funding to State Council. That pri-

ority, in the form of revenue guidelines, was incorporated 

in the 1980-82 version of Appendix~- Thus, the Secretary 

of Education influenced the shape of Appendix ~ as no pre-

vious Secretary had done. 

Documents generated in the pre-target planning phase 

of the higher education targeting process included the Gov-

ernor's Guidance Package, the Secretary of Education's 

Guidance Memorandum, and data produced by State Council, 

primarily Appendix~ budget guidelines. Each of those pro-

vided input into the next phase of the targeting process, 

initial resource estimates (see Figure 4). 

Phase II: Initial Resource Estimates 

The second phase of the targeting process entailed 

estimating resources for the upcoming biennium. As a re-

sult of this phase, two initial target amounts were 
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produced-a "top-down" target and a "bottom-up" target (see 

Figure 4) . 

"Top-down" targets. A "top-down" target referred to a 

designated pool of General Fund revenue which was assigned 

to a Cabinet Secretary for allotment to agencies and ins-

titutions within that respective Secretarial area (Zody, 

Note 27; Sorrell, Note 25; Hunt, Note 17). The first step 

in setting "top-down" targets for each Secretarial area re-

quired the Department of Taxation to prepare revenue fore-

casts. The underlying principle of the targeting proceEs 

held that the aggregate sum of agency targets was limited 

to the total amount of revenue available during a 2 year 

budget cycle. 

Following the Department of Taxation's estimate of 

available General Fund revenue, decisions about resources 

needed to fund central appropriations, i.e., debt service, 

capital outlay, and personnel costs, were made. Because of 

awareness of resource needs for their respective areas, the 

Cabinet Secretaries had "input at this point," according to 

the then-Director of the Department of Planning and Budget 

(Connock, Note 10). The projected General Fund revenue pool 

was reduced then by the amount needed to fund central ap-

propriations (Connock, Note 10; Sorrell, Note 25). 

In addition to the constraints imposed by available 

revenue and central appropriation funding, "top-down" 
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targets also were constrained by ether limitations placed 

on use of State resources. For example, position ceilings 

were established and a standardized in£lation factor was 

stipulated. Such statewide constraints on resource use 

were applicable to all State agencies and programs and, 

subsequently, were factored into determination of institu-

tional targets by the Secretary of Education. 

Based upon interview data,the level of involvement by 

functional area Secretaries in deciding upon overall target 

constraints was unclear. However, officials involved in the 

1980-82 process observed that the position-ceiling and 

inflation-factor constraints were initiated by the Office 

of Administration and Finance, which included the Depart-

ment of Planning and Budget (Connock, Note 10; Davies, Note 

ll; Dorsey, Note 17; Finley, Note 12; McCluskey, Note 13; 

Schultz, Note 14; and Tirnrnreck, Note 15). Secretary Gilley 

indicated that he and other functional area Secretaries did 

participate in making those decisions (Gilley, Note 9). 

Furthermore, the Assistant Secretary for Higher Education 

recalled that the Secretary of Education requested an in-

crease in the number of targeted positions originally 

designated for higher education (McCluskey, Note 13). 

Based on forecasts of available revenue, funding of 

central appropriations, and decisions about other resource 

constraints, initial "top-down" targets for each 
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Secretarial area were generated by the Department of 

Planning and Budget. Of the pool of resources initially 

designated for the education area, the Secretary of Educa-

tion had "specific responsibilities ... to try to deter-

mine, of that total pie, how many dollars should be set 

aside for higher education as a block" (Connock, NotelO). 

However, the then-Director of DPB and Assistant Secretary 

for Financial Policy qualified the scope of the Secretary's 

decision-making authority with regard to determining a "torr 

down" target for higher education. Connock (Note 10) stated 

that "generally speaking, it [higher education target] 

would never be less than they got the last time, or a per-

centage less than they got the last time, assuming every-

thing is equal." An Assistant Secretary of Education also 

observed that the proportion of funds designated for higher 

education in the current biennial budget served as the 

basis for determining higher education's share of resources 

for the upcoming biennium (Price, Note 26). 

"Bottom-up" targets. The term "bottom-up" target 

meant an initial estimate of resources needed during the 

forthcoming biennium by a State agency, including a higher 

education institution (Hunt, Note 7). With the exception 

of colleges and universities, all State agencies were 

required to submit program proposals prior to the assign-

ment of agency budget targets for 1980-82 (Connock, Note 10; 
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Price,Note 26; Sorrell,Note 25) .* Via a program proposal, 

an agency outlined justification for its programs and esti-

mated resource requirements to deliver those programs dur-

ing the 1980-82 biennium (CPBS Manual, 1980, p. I-6-12). 

Thus, for a State agency other than a higher education ins-

stitution, the sum of resource requirements identified in 

its program proposal became its "bottom-up" target (Hunt, 

Note 7; Zody, Note 27). 

For higher education institutions, initial estimates 

of resource requirements for 1980-82 were generated pri-

marily by Appendix ~ guidelines rather than institutional 

program proposals (See Figure 4). Department of Planning 

and Budget officials commented upon that department's 

"heavy reliance" on Appendix ~ guidelines for formulating 

the higher education budget targets (Connock, Note 10; Hunt, 

Note 7; Rowland, Note 3). Specifically, the Education Sec-

tion Manager of DPB indicated that he and the budget ana-

lysts worked directly with State Council staff during the 

initial phases of the targeting process (Hunt, Note 7 ) . 

*For 1980-82, higher education institutions submitted 
narrative justification of programs via the same document 
in which resources were requested for the biennium. That 
is, the program proposal and financial proposal were com-
bined in one document. However, for the 1982-84 budget, 
higher education institutions were required to submit 
separate documents for estimating resource needs and then 
requesting funding. 
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According to Hunt (Note 7), DPB budget analysts formulated 

their initial higher education resource estimates without 

knowledge of the initial "top-down" target for higher edu-

cation, in order to permit "independent" data analysis. 

However, the Secretary of Education informed DPB staff of 

his priorities for education prior to calculations of ins-

titutional resource estimates (Price, Note 26). 

Comparison of initial resource estimates. Following 

calculation of .. bottom-up" targets for each institution, 

the aggregate sum of those initial institutional resource 

estimates was compared to the total "top-down" target for 

higher education. Since Appendix ~ guidelines were not 

constrained by available General Fund revenues (McCluskey, 

Note 13), the aggregate sum of institutions' estimated re-

source needs exceeded the total of General Fund revenues 

initially targeted for higher education (See Figure 4) . 

Given the gubernatorially delegated responsibility to as-

sign education agency targets, the Secretary of Education 

needed to decide by what means and on what basis the esti-

mated higher education resource needs, as reflected by 

"bottom-up" targets, could be adjusted so as to equal the 

revenue initially targeted for higher education. 
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Phase III: Reconciliation of 

Initial Target Estimates 

Before assigning budget targets to each of the Common-

wealth's 39 public colleges and universities, the Secretary 

of Education needed to eliminate the disparity between the 

sum of "bottom-up" institutional targets and the overall 

"top-down" higher education target (See Figure 5) . For 

assistance in accomplishing that task, staffs of the Depart-

ment of Planning and Budget and the State Council of Higher 

Education, as well as one Assistant Secretary assigned to 

the higher education area, were available to the Secretary 

of Education. 

DPB as staff to the Secretary of Education. By stat-

ute, the Department of Planning and Budget was charged with 

responsibility for preparing the executive budget (Code of 

Virginia, Section 2.1-391; Acts of Assembly, 1976, Chapter 

760) . In the Dalton Administration, the Department of 

Planning and Budget was assigned responsibility to serve as 

advisory staff to the Governor and the Cabinet Secretaries. 

Rather than making budgetary decisions as they previously 

had done, DPB staff were expected to advise the Secretaries 

and the Governor regarding executive budget and policy 

decisions (Hunt, Note 7; Rowland, Note 3; Finley, Note 12; 

Schultz, Note 14; Zody, Note 27). 
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During the reconciliation phase of the 1980-82 target-

ing process, DPB served as staff to the Secretary of Educa-

tion (Gilley, Note 9; Hunt, Note 7; McCluskey, Note 13 

Rowland, Note 3; Zody, Note 27). As previously noted, DPB 

relied heavily on Appendix ~ guidelines for calculating 

targets for higher education institutional programs. How-

ever, there were no budget guidelines included in Appendix 

M for some higher education programs, such as research, 

extension,and community service activities. Also, the 

funding of three teaching hospitals was excluderl frorn 

Appendix~ guidelines. The calculation of budget targets 

for the teaching hospitals illustrated the staff relation-

ship of DPB to the Secretary of Education. Initially, an 

education section budget analyst of DPB estimated resource 

needs of the teaching hospitals based on incremental fund-

ing over the current biennium. Dissatisfied with that 

approach to target calculation, Secretary Gilley provided 

direction for an alternative means of DPB's calculating the 

targets for those non-Appendix ~ agencies (McCluskey, 

Note 13). 

State Council as staff to the Secretary of Education. 

In addition to having staff assistance from DPB, the Secre-

tary of Education decided to involve staff of the Council 

of Higher Education in the process of reworking initial 

institutional resource estimates (Gilley, Note 9; Connock, 



178 

Note 10; Davies, Note 11; Dorsey, Note 17; McCluskey, Note 13; 

Schultz, Note 14). The 1978 Appropriations Act (Acts of 

Assembly, 1978, Chapter 850) enabled Secretaries to utilize 

personnel of agencies within their respective areas as 

staff. Similarly, by a 1979 amendment to the Planning and 

Budgeting System section of the Code (Section 2.1-391D; 

Acts of Assembly, 1979, Chapter 678), Cabinet Secretaries 

were authorized to "utilize the resources and determine the 

manner of participation of any executive agency as the Gov-

ernor or the Secretary of Administration and Finance may 

determine necessary" for the formulation of the executive 

budget. That is, the Code permitted, but did not mandate, 

a Secretary to use an executive agency as staff. Exercis-

ing his discretion, Secretary Gilley chose to use State 

Council staff for assistance in the higher education tar-

geting process (Connock, Note 10; Gilley, Note 9; McCluskey, 

Note 13; Schultz, Note 14). 

Regardless of the Secretary of Education's formal 

authority to use State Council as short-term staff for spe-

cial projects, an Assistant Director of the Council noted 

that requests for assistance, rather than commands, were 

made (Dorsey, Note 17) . Dorsey (Note 17) stated that: "In 

Virginia government and politics, there is still enough of 

a gentleman's way of doing things that people ... request 

assistance." Reportedly, State Council willingly provided 
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assistance to the Secretary of Education with higher educa-

tion target development (Connock, Note 10; Schultz, Note 14). 

In addition to personnel, State Council made available 

to the Secretary of Education a computer model by which 

simulated targets for each higher education institution 

could be generated. Use of the target simulator provided a 

means for adjusting institutional targets other than 9ercen-

tage reductions in all categories of resource estimates or 

inflationary increases over the current budget. Based upon 

Appendix ~ guidelines which were not constrained by avail-

able revenue, the target simulator enabled the Secretary of 

Education to modify assumptions and variables in the com-

puter model to reflect executive priorities for higher edu-

cation generally, as well as for specific institutions. In 

a speech to the Council of Visitors, Secretary Gilley (Note 

29) stated that the higher education targets represented: 

(1) very limited growth in positions, (2) salary increases 

of 6-7%, and (3) no growth in non-Appendix~ agencies. 

Also incorporated into all higher education targets was a 

5.5% inflation factor for items of expenditure such as 

equipment (Connock, Note 10; Schultz, Note 14). 

In addition to these overall priorities for State 

government agencies and higher education institutions, fac-

tors incorporated into budget targets reflected executive 

priorities for specific institutions. For example, the 
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priority for enhancement of the Commonwealth's tradition-

ally black institutions affected the resources targeted for 

Norfolk State and Virginia State Universities (Gilley, Note 

9 ) • The budget targets of those two institutions exceeded 

full funding of Appendix~ guidelines (Dorsey, Note 17), 

reflecting the Dalton administration's commitment to HEW 

to equalize educational opportunity in Virginia public 

higher education (Virginia Plan ... , 1978). Higher edu-

cation targets also reflected the administration's support 

for the George Mason University Law School and the Virginia 

Tech College of Veterinary Medicine (Gilley, Note 9). 

Officials of the State Council of Higher Education, 

the Department of Planning and Budget, and the General As-

sembly "money" committees commented that many constraints 

which were placed on higher education targets originated 

from the Office of Administration and Finance rather than 

the Office of the Secretary of Education (Davies, Note 11; 

Dorsey, Note 17; Finley, Note 12; Timmreck, Note 15) . Regard-

ing statewide constraints on budget targets, the staff di-

rector of the Senate Finance Committee (Timmreck, Note 15) 

indicated that the functional area Secretaries were in-

structed by then-Secretary of Administration and Finance, 

Charles B. Walker, to apply the concepts to the respective 

agencies in their Secretariate. Furthermore, the pool of 

General Fund revenue initially designated for the higher 
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education area supplied the overall constraint or "bottom-

line" for the aggregate sum of higher education targets 

which the Secretary of Education could assign to institu-

tions. Within those constraints, however, the Secretary of 

Education was empowered to "maneuver money" (Davies, Note 

11) and had a "pretty . . free hand" in deciding "the 

details of how to arrive at the bottom-line" for institu-

tional targets (Schultz, Note 14) . The authority of the 

Secretary of Education to decide, within constraints im-

posed from outside his office, prompted an Assistant Secre-

tary of Education to assert: "The Office of Education, with 

assistance from DPB and State Council, set the targets for 

the 1980-82 budget" (McCluskey, Note 13). For that reason, 

McCluskey (Note 13) stated that the "Secretary's role is 

very heavy in terms of policy development and implementa-

tion." During the reconciliation phase of the targeting 

process, the Secretary of Education played "an important 

part" in target development by deciding "how much can be 

traded-of£ within his Secretarial area" (Hunt, Note 7). 

In an attempt to equalize the aggregate sum of insti-

tutional projected resource needs with the total amount of 

General Fund revenue initially designated for the 1980-82 

higher education executive budget, a number of computer 

runs were generated by State Council's target simulator 

(Davies, Note 11; Schultz, Note 14). As input into the 
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target simulation model, the Secretary of Education, re-

called Schultz (Note 14), "set out priorities in an aggre-

gate fashion" as to how he wanted the budget constructed. 

After an iteration of the target simulation was completed, 

which did not result in reconciling the sum of institu-

tional targets with the total revenue available for higher 

education, the Secretary of Education provided instruction 

to the Council staff regarding which variable(s) in the 

computer model to alter for the next iteration. As re-

ported by John W. McCluskey (Note 13), Assistant Secretary 

of Education, "we kept changing targets built for all the 

institutions of higher education." 

The Council of Higher Education staff, according to 

Director Gordon K. Davies (Note 11), furnished computer runs 

of target simulations not only to the Office of the Secre-

tary, but also to the Department of Planning and Budget 

(See Figure 5). DPB then had full access to institutional 

target data which that agency could use later in the tar-

geting process when its primary role was advising the 

Governor from a statewide perspective about distribution of 

resources across all areas of State government rather than 

advising Secretary Gilley about distribution of resources 

among the State's education agencies and institutions. 
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Phase IV: Assignment of Agency Targets 

by the Secretary of Education 

Further alterations to State Council-generated 

targets. After a series of modifications to the variables, 

State Council's computer model produced institutional tar-

gets which in total were equal to the pool of General Fund 

revenues available for higher education. Rather than as-

signing those target amounts to institutions, the Secretary 

of Education made further alterations to the State Council-

generated targets (McCluskey, Note 13; Schultz, Note 14). 

According to John W. McCluskey, Assistant Secretary of 

Education. "nobody knew the manual manipulations" that the 

Secretary of Education made to the budget with McCluskey's 

technical assistance. McCluskey (Note 13) indicated that it 

was intentional that State Council was not informed of the 

additional alterations to institutional targets, because 

"State Council was about to shift roles" from serving as 

staff to the Secretary of Education to preparing indepen-

dent higher education budget recommendations for the Gov-

ernor and the General Assembly. The Director of the 

Council of Higher Education, Gordon K. Davies (Note 11), 

noted also that the Secretary of Education probably wished 

to exercise some independent action from DPB since that 

agency performed a role as staff to the Governor, as well 
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as staff to the Cabinet Secretaries (see Figure 6 of the 

higher education targeting process). 

An example of the manual manipulations of the 1980-82 

institutional targets made by the Secretary of Education 

was given by the Assistant Secretary of Higher Education. 

McCluskey (Note 13) recalled that the 1981-82 staffing 

ratios, which were higher (less staff generated by the same 

number of students) than those for 1980-81, were applied to 

the first year of the biennium. In McCluskey's opinion, 

"That was one whale of a policy decision" (Note 13). The 

Secretary of Education also "added to and took away dol-

lars" from State Council-produced institutional targets for 

enhancement of traditionally black institutions and for 

changes in enrollment projections (McCluskey, Note 13). 

Such "judgement calls" made by the Secretary of Education 

were predicated upon information provided by the Department 

of Planning and Budget and the Council of Higher Education, 

as well as by Secretary Gilley and his higher education 

assistant (McCluskey, Note 13). 

Presentation of alternative target packages to the 

Governor. Prior to assigning budget targets to higher 

education institutions, the Secretary of Education pre-

sented his recommendations to the Governor, with whom 

authority to approve State agency targets rested. Secre-

tary Gilley (Note 9) stated that he met with the Governor 
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for several hours and proposed "alternative packages" for 

the higher education budget, each with "different price 

tags attached." After the Cabinet Secretaries met with the 

Governor regarding target budgets for their respective 

areas, the Governor communicated to individual Secretaries 

the amount of General Fund revenue available for their 

agencies. When Secretary Gilley received the Governor's 

letter informing him of the amount of General Fund revenue 

available for education, the Secretary of Education knew, 

in his own words, "which package the Governor had bought" 

(Gilley, Note 9) . 

DPB role shift. At the time the Cabinet Secretaries 

made their target budget recommendations to the Governor, 

the Department of Planning and Budget served as staff to 

the Governor (Hunt, Note 17; Rowland, Note 3; Zody, Note 2 7; 

see Figure 6). Prior to that point in the targeting pro-

cess, DPB had served as staff to the Secretary of Education 

and other functional area Secretaries. When Secretaries 

were advocating funding for their areas and agencies, DPB 

staff were described as "sitting on the opposite side of 

the table" taking a statewide perspective (Hunt, Note 17). 

Regarding the shift in roles of DPB from staff to the 

Secretaries to staff to the Governor during the targeting 

process, the State Council Director noted that "DPB pre-

pared the work and then graded it" (Davies, Note 11). That 



187 

meant that the staff who assisted the Secretary of Educa-

tion in preparing the higher education institutional tar-

gets and had access to all data generated by State Council 

in that process became an adversary of the Secretary of 

Education at the time that he made his target presentation 

to the Governor (Zody, Note 27). 

Secretary assigns targets. Following the Governor's 

decision regarding the amount of revenue available for edu-

cation for the upcoming biennium, the Secretary of Educa-

tion assigned budget targets to each higher education in-

stitution. Those target amounts, along with guidance re-

garding the utilization of resources, were communicated to 

institutions via target memoranda prepared by the Depart-

ment of Planning and Budget for the Secretary of Educa-

tion's signature (Connock, Note 10; Gilley, Note, 9; Zody, 

Note 27). 

Phase V: Technical Corrections 

to Institutional Targets 

Following receipt of target memoranda, institutions 

analyzed their target budgets. If errors in the calcula-

tion of the amount of targeted resources were identified 

by institutional budget staff, the institution requested a 

technical correction to its target budget (McCluskey, Note 

13; see Figure 7). Such requests were submitted to the 

Secretary of Education, who used State Council and DPB 
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staff to analyze the need for correcting technical errors 

in targets. After being advised by State Council and DPB, 

the Secretary recommended action to the Governor regarding 

necessary adjustments to institutional targets. 

Financial proposals. The final phase of the higher 

education targeting process for the 1980-82 biennial budget 

involved making technical corrections to several institu-

tional targets. According to Assistant Secretary McCluskey 

(Note 13), "at least half a dozen technical corrections" to 

higher education institutional targets were made. All ins-

titutions then prepared and submitted financial proposals, 

their 2 year budget requests, which were restricted by the 

resource ceilings stipulated in the target memorandum. 

Institutional financial proposals were expected to reflect 

executive policy priorities as stated in the Governor's 

Guidance Package and the Secretary of Education's Guidance 

Memorandum (See Figure$). As noted previously in Figures 

4 and 7, institutions submitted their program proposals and 

financial proposals as one document for the 1980-82 bien-

nial budget. 

Addendum requests. For resource requests beyond tar-

geted amounts, institutions were statutorily permitted to 

submit addendum requests (Code of Virginia, Section 2.1-394; 

Acts of Assembly, 1976, Chapter 760). Both budget docu-

ments, a joint program and financial proposal and an 
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addendum request, were then submitted to the Department of 

Planning and Budget. DPB distributed copies of the docu-

ments to the Secretary of Education, the Council of Higher 

Education, the House Appropriations Committee, and the Sen-

ate Finance Committee for review and analysis prior to the 

preparation of the Governor's Budget Bill. 

Executive Budget Bill 

Analysis of Institutional 

Financial Proposals 

In preparation for formulating the executive budget 

bill, institutional budget requests were analyzed by the 

Department of Planning and Budget for conformance with ex-

ecutive priorities for higher education and resource limi-

tations for a given institution. According to the then-

Director of the Department of Planning and Budget, an 

assigned institutional target was treated by DPB analysts 

as a "guaranteed number" provided that the financial pro-

posal reflected "the basic guidance" included in the target 

memorandum (Connock, Note 10). Mr. Connock indicated, how-

ever, that DPB brought to the attention of the Secretary of 

Education any discrepancies between target guidance and 

financial proposals. The Secretary of Education then had 

responsibility for recommending appropriate corrective 
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action to the Governor or taking corrective action on be-

half of the Governor. 

Both Secretary Gilley (Note 9) and Mr. Connock (Note 

10) cited the same example to illustrate the Secretary of 

Education's involvement in the analysis of institutional 

financial proposals. As a result of its analysis of one 

institution's financial proposal, DPB identified that one 

area of that institution's research program was zero-

budgeted. The institution's decision to distribute none of 

the targeted resources to that area of the research program 

was contrary to target guidance, as well as the institu-

tion's mission statement (Gilley, Note 9; Connock, Note 10). 

After DPB surfaced the problem to the Secretary of Educa-

tion, Dr. Gilley informed the Governor of the situation. 

Due to the ''politics" involved in this matter, the Secre-

tary of Education recommended alternatives from which Gov-

ernor Dalton could choose,rather than the Secretary acting 

on behalf of the Governor (Gilley, Note 9). Secretary 

Gilley indicated, however, that for a less controversial 

matter he would have initiated corrective action on behalf 

of the Governor (Gilley, Note 9). 

Overview of Addendum Requests 

As permitted by the Code of Virginia (Section 2.1-394; 

Acts of Assembly, 1976, Chapter 760), institutions requested 

resources beyond those provided in targets by submitting 
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addenda to their financial proposals. For 1980-82, adden-

dum requests which were incorporated into the Governor•s 

Budget Bill amounted to less than 1% (0.96%) of the General 

Fund operating budget designated for the total education 

area or approximately 3% (3.1%) of the General Fund operat-

ing budget designated for higher education institutions 

(Office of Secretary of Education, Note 30). 

By contrast to the targeting process, it was reported 

that the Department of Planning and Budget had primary re-

sponsibility for "putting together addendum recommendations 

for the Governor • s budget" (Schultz, Note 14 ). Both the DPB 

Director (Connock, Note 10) and an Assistant Secretary of 

Education (McCluskey,Note 13) noted, however, the involve-

ment of the Secretary of Education in the addendum process. 

Prior to institutions submitting addendum requests, accord-

ing to McCluskey, the Secretary of Education held "dialogue 

sessions" with institutions regarding resources needed be-

yond targets. At that time, Dr. Gilley "made some commit-

ments for support" of institutional addendum requests 

(McCluskey, Note 13). Furthermore, Connock indicated that 

the Secretary of Education was asked by DPB to prioritize 

all institutional addendum requests and to identify those 

requests which "must be funded" (Connock, Note 10). That 

information was then communicated to the Governor for the 

Chief Executive•s decision regarding which addendum 
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priorities across all Secretarial areas would be funded 

(Connock, Note 10). 

Submission of the Executive Budget 

Following analysis of institutional financial proposals 

for conformity with target guidance and gubernatorial deci-

sions on addendum requests, the Department of Planning and 

Budget prepared the executive budget documents for submis-

sion to the General Assembly. The primary document was the 

Governor's Budget Bill, which was accompanied by explana-

tory materials. 

Legislative Review of the Executive Budget 

As amended by Hopkins Commission legislation in 1976, 

the Code of Virginia (Section 2.1-398; Acts of Assembly, 

1976, Chapter 760) stipulated the timeframe and format for 

the Governor's submitting the executive budget to the Gen-

eral Assembly. A detailed description and analysis of the 

process by which the General Assembly reviewed and appro-

priated funds for the 1980-82 higher education budget was 

beyond the scope of this research. In order to understand 

the influence of the position of the Secretary of Education 

in relation to public higher education in Virginia, however, 

an overview of the Secretary's involvement in the legisla-

tive review process of the executive budget was necessary. 
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Presentation of the Executive Budget 

for Education to the General Assembly 

For the first biennial budget o£ the Dalton Adminis-

tration, the Cabinet Secretaries presented the Governor's 

budget for their respective areas to the legislative appro-

priating committees (Gilley, Note 9; Connock, Note 10; Fin-

ley, Note 12; Timmreck, Note 15). Thus, Secretary of Educa-

tion Gilley (Note 9) had responsibility for presenting the 

1980-82 education budget to the General Assembly. This 

represented a change in budget procedure; previously, 

Department of Planning and Budget staff had appeared before 

the General Assembly on behalf of the Governor's budget 

(Hunt, Note 7; Glenny, et al., 1975·, p. 347). During leg-

islative review of the 1980-82 budget, however, DPB formal-

ly served as staff to the Secretaries and the Governor, 

rather than acting as the Governor's spokesperson. 

In discussing the budget authority of the Secretary of 

Education's position, Dr. Gilley (Note 9) emphasized the 

need for being able to defend budgetary decisions to the 

General Assembly. According to the staff director of the 

Senate Finance Committee (Timmreck, Note 15), the General 

Assembly wanted the Secretary of Education, in his budget 

presentation, to identify the Governor's education priori-

ties, to describe the methodology utilized to distribute 

targeted resources among the higher education 
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institutions and to explain how the distribution of re-

sources would result in accomplishing executive priorities 

for higher education during the upcoming biennium. Ques-

tions raised by House Appropriations Committee members 

regarding the 1980-82 education budget focused on resources 

designated for two types of non-Appendix ~ agencies. Spe-

cifically questioned by committee members, according to a 

Richmond Times-Dispatch report ("Budget Unit Cool ... " 

January 23, 1980) 1 were proposed expenditures for indigent 

patient care at three teaching hospitals and for the exten-

sion division of Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State 

University. Staff directors of the House Appropriations 

and Senate Finance Committees (Finley, Note 12; Timmreck, 

Note 15) confirmed that both of those committees had serious 

reservations about the extension division budget. One mem-

ber, Delegate Frank M. Slayton, asked "how ... Dr. Gilley 

could justify the Dalton administration's request for a 13% 

• budget increase," given that a Joint Legislative Audit 

and Review Commission report had stated that the extension 

division was "over funded a year ago" ("Budget Unit Cool . . 

• " 1 January 23 1 1980) . 

Interaction with Legislative 

Appropriating Committees 

Administration and finance officials. Even though 

Governor Dalton delegated responsibility to Cabinet 
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Secretaries for presenting their functional area budgets to 

the General Assembly, the Secretary of Administration and 

Finance emerged as the Governor's chief budget spokesperson 

(Gatins, 1980). Given statutory authority as the Common-

wealth's deputy budget officer, Secretary Walker spoke for 

the Governor's position on the entire executive budget 

Finley, Note 12: Timmreck, Note 15) . Stuart Connock, then-

Director of the Department of Planning and Budget, also 

had frequent interaction with the legislative appropriating 

committees regarding the higher education budget (Finley, 

Note 12; Timmreck, Note 15) . Connock reported that Secretary 

vlalker and he were "over there [in the General Assembly 

chambers] most of the time" during the 1980-82 budget de-

liberations (Connock, Note 10). 

Secretary of Education. Although not as frequently as 

the Secretary of Administration and Finance and the Direc-

tor of the Department of Planning and Budget, the Secretary 

of Education did interact with the General Assembly "money" 

committees during legislative review of the 1980-82 budget. 

Along with the Secretary of Administration and Finance and 

the DPB Director, the Secretary of Education was identifed 

by Donald J. Finley (Note 12) as one of three executive 

branch officials who were seen most frequently by the House 

Appropriations Committee. Contact between the Secretary of 

Education and his staff and the House Appropriations staff 
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was reported by Finley as more frequent during the target-

ing process than during the legislative review and appro-

priations process. The Senate Finance Committee staff 

director, Paul W. Timmreck (Note 15) also named Secretary 

Gilley and Assistant Secretary McCluskey as persons with 

whom the Senate Finance Committee staff interacted during 

its budget deliberations. Timmreck indicated that his con-

tact with Secretary Gilley included several meetings related 

to Virginia Tech's extension division, but usually was "of 

the nature of a telephone call" (Timmreck, Note 15) . By com-

parison to other functional area Secretaries, then-Director 

of the Department of Planning and Budget, Stuart Connock 

(Note 10), observed that Secretary Gilley spent more time 

interacting with the General Assembly, regarding budgetary 

matters, than any other functional area Secretary. 

State Council of Higher Education. In addition to in-

teraction by executive branch officials with legislative 

appropriating committees, the State Council worked closely 

with those two committees in relation to the 1980-82 higher 

education budget. The Council-generated budget guidelines 

for funding higher education have attained credibility with 

legislators (Heath, 1980, p. 66-69; Connock, Note 10, Row-

land Note 3). When queried about the use of Appendix ~ by 

the Senate Finance Committee, Paul W. Timmreck (Note 15) 

replied that Appendix M was the "very basis" of that 
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committee's analysis of the 1980-82 executive budget for 

higher education. Furthermore, it was reported that the 

State Council's Assistant Director of Finance and Facili-

ties assisted the Senate Finance Committee's Staff Director 

with preparing legislative amendments to the executive bud-

get bill (Timmreck, Note 15). 

State Council-generated data were also utilized by the 

House Appropriations Committee staff for development of 

their recommendations for changes in resource distribution 

among the higher education institutions. Use of uodated 

enrollment projections, produced by the Council in Novem-

ber, 1979, enabled the House Appropriations Committee to 

"reallocate funds already in higher education targets" 

(Schultz, Note 14) . Having flexibility to reallocate funds 

within the Governor's higher education budget was important 

because of the House Appropriations Committee's decision to 

designate "no new money" for higher education (Finley, Note 

12; Schultz, Note 14). 

Acting in its advisory capacity to the Governor and 

the General Assembly, State Council developed priorities 

regarding distribution of resources across higher education. 

State Council's priorities for the 1980-82 higher education 

budget requested funding above tarqeted levels for (1) 

faculty salaries, (2) library books, and (3) "other objects 

of expenditure, i.e., non-personal service items, excluding 
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library books and fringe benefits" (State Council of Higher 

Education, Note 31). 

The House Appropriations Commitee acted favorably on 

the 1980-82 higher education budget priorities which were 

identified by State Council (Dorsey, Note 17; House Appro-

priations Committee, Note 32; Senate Finance Committee, Note 

33). Staff Director Donald J. Finley (Note 12) offered this 

explanation: 

Council priorities were institutional priorities; 
therefore, they were getting the same message 
that House Appropriations Committee members were 
getting. So, it's true that we converged on 
the same issues, largely because we responded to 
the institutions on what they identified as the 
problem areas over and above the targets or within 
the targets for that matter. 

Likewise, the Senate Finance Committee's amendments to the 

higher education operating budget, as proposed in the execu-

tive budget bill, reflected State Council's priorities 

(Senate Finance Committee, Note 33). Accordinq to Senate 

Finance Committee staff director, Paul W. Timmreck (Note 

15), decisions about amendments to higher education operat-

ing budgets were made by a "few senators sitting around a 

table" after he and State Council staff prepared recommen-

dations for funding increases. T immreck (Note 15) added 

that the Secretary of Education had "very little" to do 

with influencing Senate Finance Committee budget amendments. 
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Summary of Legislative Review Process 

In summary, it appears clear that the Secretary of 

Education interacted with the staffs of the appropriation 

committees during legislative review of the 1980-82 execu-

tive budget for higher education. Comparing Finley's ob-

servations with Timmreck's, the Secretary of Education 

reportedly had more contact with the House Appropriation's 

Committee than with the Senate Finance Committee (Finley, 

Note 12; Timmreck,Note 15). Among executive branch offi-

cials, however, the Secretary of Administration and Finance 

and the Director of the Department of Planning and Budget 

interacted most frequently with the legislature regarding 

the executive budget, including higher education funding 

(Connock, Note 10; Finley, Note 12; Timmreck, Note 15). 

Charles B. Walker, Secretary of Administration and Finance, 

spoke for the Governor on all aspects of the State's budget. 

The multi-faceted involvement of the State Council of 

Higher Education in the legislative review process of the 

1980-82 budget included: generating updated enrollment 

projections; developing Appendix ~ guidelines; recommending 

priorities for funding beyond targeted levels; and provid-

ing staff assistance to the legislative appropriating com-

mittees, as request~d. State Council staff, as well as 

data produced by the statewide coordinating agency, have 

attained credibility with the legislature (Heath, 1980). 
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Reflecting on the outcome of the legislative review 

and appropriations process, Barry M. Dorsey (Note 17), As-

sistant Director of the Council of Higher Education, 

explained that the General Assembly "changed the distribu-

tion of higher education funds within the executive budget" 

by adopting State Council and institutional funding priori-

ties. Legislative amendments to the Governor's 1980-82 

higher education General Fund operating budget amounted to 

approximately $6 million of a total general fund operating 

budget appropriation of slightly over $1 billion for Vir-

ginia's public colleges and universities. According to Sec-

retary Gilley (Note 21) , the difference between the Gover-

nor's Budget Bill and the Appropriations Act for higher 

education institutions was 0.4%. Dr. Gilley (Note 21) as-

serted that the margin of difference demonstrated the power 

of the executive budget and the influence of the Secretary 

of Education in shaping the 1980-82 General Fund operating 

budget for higher education institutions. Viewing the out-

come of the 1980-82 budget process from a statewide perspec-

tive, the then-Director of the Deparment of Planning and 

Budget and Assistant Secretary of Financial Policy corrobo-

rated Secretary Gilley's opinion by stating that: "There 

were so few changes in the Governor's budget [that] they 

aren't worth talking about" (Connock, Note 10) . Mr. Connock 

explained that the changes were "minor things that just 
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didn't make any difference as far as the Governor, Charlie 

[Walker, Secretary of Administration and Finance], and I 

were concerned" (Note 10). 

DISCUSSION AND INTERPRETATION 

Eight months after the Dalton administration took of-

fice in January 1978, a Richmond higher education reporter 

wrote an analysis of actions taken by the Secretary of Edu-

cation in relation to public education. Cox (1978) com-

mented that Secretary Gilley, by maintaining a "high pro-

file," was making a "notable mark" on public higher educa-

tion in the Commonwealth. The involvement of Dr. Gilley in 

the negotiation of a higher education desegretation plan 

and the refusal to allow colleges and universities to hire 

300 additional non-teaching personnel were cited by Cox 

(1978) as examples of the "new clout" of the Secretary of 

Education in the Dalton administration. 

In contrast to the "low profile" of former Secretaries 

of Education (CoxF 1978; Harrison, 1977), the involvement 

of Secretary Gilley in policy and budgetary matters prompted 

unfavorable reactions from higher education officials (Cox, 

1978). Within the context of the historical development of 

the cabinet system in Virginia State government and of the 

intended use of the Secretaries by Governor John N. Dalton, 

the level of involvement of the Secretary of Education in 
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relation to higher education policy, especially budgetary 

matters, should have come as no surprise, however. As the 

context was described previously, there is no need to re-

iterate it at this point. The purpose of the present dis-

cussion is thus only to bring into focus findings previous-

ly presented in order to answer the research questions. 

1. What was the documented intent for creating the 

position of Secretary of Education in 1972? What 

authority was granted initially to the position by the Gen-

eral Assembly and the Governor? 

A. Intent for creating the position of Secretary of 

Education 

The Zimmer Commission, a group of Virginia businessmen 

appointed by Governor Linwood Holton to study the ways of 

making State government more efficient, effective, and econ-

omical, recommended reorganization of the executive branch. 

Within the Office of the Governor, positions of Deputy Gov-

ernors corresponding to the functional areas of State gov-

ernment, including education, were proposed. As envisioned 

by the Zimmer Commission, the Deputy Governors were to 

serve as the Governor's "top management team." Based on a 

corporate model, the authority of the positions was compared 

with that of executive vice-presidents, having responsi-

bility for exercising management functions, yet with 

limited involvement in day-to-day operations of State 
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agencies under their supervision. According to the Chair-

man of the Zimmer Commission, the intended purpose of the 

Secretarial positions was to provide coordination of agency 

activities within their respective areas. 

B. Statutory authority initially granted by 

the General Assembly 

The 1972 Virginia General Assembly created six posi-

tions in the Office of the Governor, identified by the 

title of Secretary rather than Deputy Governor. Included 

among the six was the position of Secretary of Education. 

The six Secretarial positions, however, were granted statu-

tory authority to execute the management functions of the 

Governor by enactment of one section (2.1-51.7) of the 

Code of Virginia. 

C. Authority initially delegated 

EY_!he Governor 

Based upon the enacted legislation, Governor Linwood 

Holton issued two Executive Orders in July 1972 which were 

related to the Secretarial positions. By Executive Order 

Number Twenty (Holton, 1972a), State agencies were assigned 

to a Secretarial area. The Secretary of Education was des-

ignated as having responsibility for the State Council of 

Higher Education and the four-year public colleges and uni-

versities. By issuance of Executive Order Number Twenty-

One, Governor Holton (1972b) delegated executive authority 
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to the Cabinet Secretaries, but without differentiating 

among the powers delegated to each of the six positions. 

Although the Governor expressed the intention for the Sec-

retaries to "devote maximum attention to policy considera-

tions,'·' the involvement of the Secretaries in the budget 

process was limited to development of program priorities 

for their respective areas (Holton, 1972b). Agency bud-

get requests were submitted directly to the Division of 

Budget. Neither the Secretaries nor any other executive 

official reviewed or made adjustments to agency budget 

requests prior to submission. The Secretaries were author-

ized, however, to request copies of budget requests sub-

mitted by their respective agencies. 

2. What was the legislative intent for strengthening 

the statutory powers of the position of Secretary of Educa-

tion in 1976? What executive suthority and responsibility 

were subsequently delegated to the position? 

A. Legislative intent for strengthening the 

statutory powers of the position of 

Secretary of Education 

Based upon recommendations of the Hopkins Commission, 

the 1975, 1976, and 1977 sessions of the General Assembly 

enacted legislation which was intended to hold the executive 

branch accountable for the effective and efficient operation 
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of State government. The Hopkins Commission identified four 

major responsibilities for each of the Secretaries in rela-

tion to their respective areas: budget, policy, management, 

and coordination. It was through the State budget process, 

especially the assignment of budget targets, that the Hop-

kins Commission envisioned the Secretaries as performing 

their primary responsibility. Thus, the involvement of 

each Secretary in the State budget process was statutorily 

defined by 1976 amendments to the Code of Virginia. Be-

cause of the "uniqueness" of the education area (i.e., the 

constitutional and statutory authority of education agen-

cies and citizen boards, and the tradition of relative in-

dependence among the higher education institutions), the 

budget authority statutorily granted to the Secretary of 

Education in relation to education agencies was less than 

that granted to other Secretaries in relation to their re-

spective agencies. The Code of Virginia empowered the Sec-

retary of Education to "direct the preparation of alterna-

tive ... budgets for education." With one exception 

regarding the budget authority of the Secretary of Trans-

portation, the other Secretaries were empowered to direct 

the formulation of comprehensive program budgets for their 

respective areas. Nonetheless, the Hopkins Commission in-

tended for the position of Secretary of Education to be the 

"focal point" for planning, coordinating, and evaluating 
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all of the educational activities in the Commonwealth. Ac-

cording to the Chairman of the Hopkins Commission, the in-

volvement of the Secretary of Education in the State budget 

process would enable the Secretary to fulfill the legisla-

tive intent for the position. 

B. Authority delegated by Governor Godwin 

As recommended by the Hopkins Commission and based 

upon the 1976 amendments to the Code of Virginia, Governor 

Mills E. Godwin issued separate executive orders for the 

six Cabinet positions. The Governor delegated to each Sec-

retary authority and responsibility in four major areas: 

budget, policy, management, and coordination. Via Execu-

tive Order Number Thirty-Six, Governor Godwin (1976c) dele-

gated responsibility to the Secretary of Education for 

formulating a "comprehensive program budget . . . for the 

education function," as well as responsibility for direct-

ing "the preparation of alternative . . . budgets for 

education." 

c. Authority delegated by Governor Dalton 

Following a study of the Secretarial system, Governor 

John N. Dalton approved a Cabinet reorganization plan which 

focused on the involvement of the Secretaries in policy and 

budgetary matters. Correspondingly, new executive orders 

were issued by Governor Dalton for each Secretarial posi-

tion. Although the executive orders reflected common 
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statutory authority granted to the Secretaries, the budget 

authority formally delegated to the Secretaries by the 

Governor differed. Unlike his predecessor, Governor Dalton 

did not formally delegate to the Secretary of Education 

responsibility for formulation of a comprehensive program 

budget for the education function. Rather, Dalton's dele-

gation of authority to the Secretary of Education conformed 

to the statutory limitation of the Secretary of Education 

directing the preparation of alternative policies, plans, 

and budgets for education agencies (Dalton, 1978d). In all 

other areas of responsibility, the formal authority dele-

gated to the position of Secretary of Education was the 

same as that delegated to the other Secretarial positions 

by Governor Dalton. 

3. On what factors does the authority of the position 

of Secretary of Education depend? 

State officials who were interviewed during the re-

search process identified five factors which affected the 

authority delegated to the position of Secretary of Educa-

tion: (a) the Governor; (b) the Secretary of Education; 

(c) the Secretary of Administration and Finance; (d) the 

State budget process; and (e) statutory authority of higher 

education agencies and boards. 

A. The Governor 

Interviewees unanimously identified the Governor as 



209 

the primary factor upon which the authority delegated to 

the position of Secretary of Education was dependent. Al-

though most of the State officials named other factors, the 

staff director of the House Appropriations Committee (Fin-

ley, Note 12) stated that the authority delegated to the 

Secretary of Education solely depended upon the incumbent 

Governor. A statement by Delegate W. L. Lemrrton (Note 4), 

Chairman of House Education Committee and member of the 

House Appropriations Committee, perhaps best summarized the 

views expressed by other interviewees: 

If the Governor lets it be known that the Secre-
tary [of Education] is his right arm, particu-
larly in budgetary matters, then he is going to 
have a considerable amount of clout. If the Gov-
ernor doesn't make that specific, he's going to 
have very little. 

Comparing the use of the Cabinet positions by Governor 

Dalton with that of his predecessor, Governor Godwin, a 

number of State officials indicated that Dalton's use of 

the Cabinet fitted his management style. That is, Governor 

Dalton delegated executive authority to the Secretaries, 

whereas Governor Godwin tended to rely more heavily upon 

several executive assistants within the Office of the Gov-

ernor for assistance in the administration of State gov-

ernment. For clarity, it was pointed out that the Cabinet 

did not exist during the first term (1966-1970) of Governor 

Godwin. 



210 

As previously discussed, Dalton served as an elected 

official at the time of the Hopkins Commission study of 

State government management. During the gubernatorial 

campaign and following the election, Dalton announced his 

intention to use the Secretaries as policy makers and as 

overseers of State agency programs and budgets. Specifi-

cally, in relation to the Secretary of Education, it was 

reported that Governor Dalton expected the Secretary of 

Education "to bring about changes in higher education" and 

"to bring higher education into the family of State govern-

ment" (Kirby, Note 34). 

B. The Secretary of Education 

According to the interview responses of State offi-

cials, the incumbent Secretary of Education was a major 

factor upon which the authority of the position was depen-

dent. Delegate Lemmon (Note 4) asserted that, other than 

the "leeway" given to the Secretary of Education by the 

Governor, the authority of the position of Secretary of 

Education depends upon the personality and ability of the 

appointed Secretary. "It really boils down to the effec-

tiveness of the Secretary of Education" (Lemmon, Note 4). 

Regarding the personality and administrative style of 

the incumbent Secretary of Education, Dr. Gilley described 

himself as an "activist." The staff of the Office of 

Secretary of Education and other State-level officials with 
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whom the Secretary had interacted also described the incum-

bent as an activist. The "high profile" in terms of the 

visibility and involvement of Secretary Gilley was fre-

quently contrasted to the "low profile" or perceived lack 

of involvement of his predecessors. Regarding the level of 

involvement of the Secretary in the budget process, an of-

ficial in the Office of Administration and Finance (Note 8) 

perceived that: "Wade Gilley has chosen to play a stronger 

role because the Governor has chosen to take a stronger 

stand in the budget process." That perception was probably 

accurate in that Secretary Gilley indicated that he adopted 

an organization's goals as his own when he assumed a lead-

ership position. 

c. The Secretary of Administration and Finance 

The authority delegated by the Governor to the Secre-

tary of Administration and Finance was identified by a num-

ber of State officials as a factor affecting the authority 

of the Secretary of Education. Based upon Hopkins Commis-

sion recommendations, the Virginia General Assembly enacted 

legislation which designated the Secretary of Administra-

tion and Finance as the deputy planning and budget officer 

and deputy personnel officer for the Commonwealth. The 

Hopkins Commission envisioned the Secretary of Administra-

tion and Finance as serving as the "administrative manager" 

of the executive branch and the 1980 organizational chart 
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of Virginia State government (MASD, 1980) listed the Secre-

tary of Administration and Finance as the "administrative 

chairman" of the Cabinet. Even though Governor Dalton ini-

tially expressed the intention of viewing the Secretaries 

as "co-equals," the Secretary of Administration and Finance 

in the Dalton administration was perceived by most of the 

interviewees as the "first among equals." It was reported 

that the overall target constraints placed upon the 1980-

82 budget were initiated within the Office of Administra-

tion and Finance. During the 1980-82 budget process, 

Charles B. Walker, then-Secretary of Administration and Fi-

nance, emerged as the chief budget spokesperson for the 

Governor. 

D. The State budget process 

As recommended by the Hopkins Commission, the 1975 Vir-

ginia General Assembly adopted a program budget system. 

Legislation enacted in 1976 merged the State planning and 

budgeting processes into one biennial cycle and permitted 

the Governor to set budget targets, or resource ceilings, 

to which State agency budget requests were limited. Fur-

thermore, the involvement of the Secretaries in the budget 

process was statutorily defined by legislative action of 

the 1976 session of the General Assembly. The framework of 

the State budget process was prescribed by legislative ac-

tion; the incumbent Governor, then, decided upon the 
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policies and procedures for implementing the Code require-

ments. The development of the Cabinet system was viewed by 

a number of interviewees as being directly related to the 

development of the State budget process. Most State offi-

cials who were interviewed also indicated that budget 

policies and procedures which were implemented for the 

formulation of the 1980-82 executive budget will be used 

for the 1982-84 budget process, although some ''fine tuning" 

changes will be made. Most of the officials also observed 

that a bureaucratization process was occurring in relation 

to the budget process and, consequently, much of the pro-

cess as it existed in the Dalton administration was likely 

to continue in subsequent administrations. 

E. Statutory authority of higher education 

agencies and boards 

In its preliminary assessment of an appropriate role 

for the position of Secretary of Education, the Hopkins 

Commission identified unique characteristics of that Cabinet 

position. Part of its uniqueness stemmed from the statutory 

authority of higher education agencies and collegial bodies. 

Since the legal authority of those agencies and bodies was 

not reduced by legislative action, the formal authority 

granted to the Secretary of Education was necessarily less 

than that granted to other Secretaries in relation to their 

respective agencies. In responding to questions regarding 
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the authority of the position of Secretary of Education, 

most of the interviewees prefaced their remarks with an 

explanation of the uniqueness of that Secretarial position 

in comparison to the other functional area Secretaries. 

4. What were the major areas of responsibility of the 

position of Secretary of Education in the Dalton administra-

tion relative to public higher education? 

A. Identification of the major responsibilities of 

the Secretary of Education 

On the basis of preliminary interviews with selected 

State officials, three major areas of responsibility for 

the position of secretary of Education in relation to public 

higher education were identified: budget; policy formula-

tion, including identification of issues for the upcoming 

biennial budget; and development of the Virginia Plan for 

Equal Opportunity in State-Supported Institutions of Higher 

Education. 

B. Budget as the major responsibility of the 

Secretary of Education 

Given the complexity of the three major areas of re-

sponsibility of the Secretary of Education, the intertwin-

ing of budget and policy matters, and agreement among State-

level officials who were interviewed early in the research 

process, the responsibility of the Secretary of Education 

in relation to the formulation of the 1980-82 higher 
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education budget was examined in depth. Within the context 

of the Hopkins Commission recorrunendations regarding t~e role 

of the Secretaries in the budget process, the intention of 

Governor Dalton to use the Secretaries as proposed by 

Hopkins-sponsored legislation and the emphasis of the Dal-

ton administration on financial management, it was not sur-

prising for budget to emerge as the major responsibility of 

the position of Secretary of Education. More specifically, 

in relation to the formulation of the 1980-82 budget for 

public higher education, the Secretary of Education was 

delegated responsibility for assigning budget targets to 

the institutions of higher education. According to Delegate 

W. L. Lemmon (Note 4) the primary sponsor of the target-

budget bill, the responsibility for assigning agency targets 

"is a distinct lever of power and influence" for the Secre-

taries and the Governor, if the concept is used properly. 

Generally, interviewees indicated that responsibility for 

assigning budget targets enabled the Secretaries to influ-

ence the shape of agency budgets within their respective 

areas. In response to a question regarding the extent of 

the budget authority of the Secretary of Education in rela-

tion to higher education budgets, the Director of the State 

Council of Higher Education (Davies, Note 11) responded 

paradoxically: "Considerable or none." Davies explained 

that he perceived that the overall target constraints for 
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the 1980-82 Executive budget were decided upon by the Sec-

retary of Administration and Finance and his staff, thereby 

minimizing the influence which the Secretary of Education 

could exercise independently in relation to the assignment 

of budget targets to higher education institutions. On the 

other hand, Davies pointed out that the targets assigned by 

the Secretary of Education to the higher education institu-

tions were "pretty close" to appropriated funds and were 

"certainly close" to the budget recommended by the Govern-

or to the General Assembly. Consequently, Davies concluded: 

"Now that's an enormous piece of power" (Note 11). Secre-

tary Gilley (Note 21) also cited the small percentage dif-

ference (0.4%) between the Executive Budget Bill for higher 

education and the Appropriations Act as evidence of the in-

fluence of the Secretary of Education in relation to the 

formulation of the 1980-82 higher education budget. Even 

though congruency within the executive branch could be ad-

vanced as an alternative explanation for the 0.4% differ-

ence between the Governor's budget bill and the Appropria-

tions Act for the 1980-82 higher education budget, the data 

of the study showed that the Secretary of Education did 

assign budget targets to the institutions of higher educa-

tion which differed from funding levels initially generated 

by Appendix M guidelines (see Figure 5). Furthermore, 
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after "bottom-up" and "top-down" target amounts for the 

1980-82 higher education budget were recondiled, the Secre-

tary of Education independently made additional alterations 

to institutional targets to reflect executive priorities 

for higher education in general and for several institu-

tions in particular (see Figure 6). 

5. With which State-level agencies and officials did 

the Secretary of Education interact in performing the major 

responsibilities of the position? Did the authority of the 

position of Secretary of Education affect the authority of 

other State-level agencies and officials? 

In relation to the formulation of the of the 1980-82 

higher education budget, the Secretary of Education inter-

acted with the following State-level agencies: the staff 

of the Office of Secretary of Education; the staff of State 

Council of Higher Education; the Department of Planning and 

Budget; the Secretary of Administration and Finance; the 

Governor; and, the appropriations committees of the Virginia 

General Assembly. 

A. Staff of the Office of Secretary of Education 

As recommended by the Hopkins Commission and,subse-

quently,the DPB study of the Secretarial system, the staff 

of the Office of Secretary of Education, as well as other 

functional area Secretaries, is limited to seven positions. 

Of the three Assistant Secretaries of Education, one 
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position is designated as having responsibility for the 

higher education area. The Assistant Secretary for Higher 

Education, then, was the only staff available within the 

Office of the Secretary to assist with the development of 

institutional budget targets. Assistant Secretary McClus-

key (Note 13) described his role as that of a "technician," 

generating alternative budget figures based upon directions 

provided by the Secretary of Education. 

B. State Council of Higher Education 

As was his prerogative, Secretary Gilley chose to 

utilize personnel and technological resources of the State 

Council of Higher Education for assistance in generating 

institution budget targets. Regardless of the statutory 

authority of the Secretary of Education for requesting 

staff assistance from agencies assigned to the Office of 

Education, it was reported that the staff of the State 

Council willingly provided assistance to the Secretary. In 

addition to personnel, the State Council made available a 

computer model which generated simulated budget targets for 

higher education institutions. Although the target simula-

tor was based on Council-generated Appendix ~ budget guide-

lines, the Secretary of Education altered the assumptions 

and variables of the model in order to reduce the aggregate 

sum of institutional targets to an amount equal to the over-

all higher education target (see Figure 5). Following the 
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calculation of simulated targets by State Council, the 

Secretary of Education independently altered institutional 

targets to reflect executive priorities for higher educa-

tion (see Figure 6). 

Even though the staff of State Council provided assis-

tance to the Secretary of Education, Council also had a 

statutory responsibility for advising the Governor and the 

General Assembly regarding higher education policy, includ-

ing institutional budgets. As discussed previously, both 

the Department of PlanningandBudget and the legislative ap-

propriating committees relied heavily upon Appendix ~ guide-

lines for their analysis of institutional budget requests. 

Regarding the policy role of State Council,Secretary Gilley 

(Note 9) indicated that he viewed Council, when it was ad-

dressing "policy questions affecting all of higher 

education," as ''somewhat independent" of the Executive. 

Some independence of the State Council staff from the 

executive was attributed to the lack of statutory authority 

on the part of the Governor to appoint the Director of 

State Council. The appointment of the Director by Council 

members resulted in a less direct or "dotted line" relation-

ship between the Secretary of Education and the State Coun-

cil staff (Davies, Note 11). Yet Secretary Gilley (Note 9) 

indicated that in terms of the management of the State 
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Council as a unit within the Office of Education, "we talk 

to them as we talk to any other State agency." 

C. The Department of Planning and Budget (DPB) 

In the Dalton administration, DPB was assigned respon-

sibility to serve as staff to the Secretaries and the Gov-

ernor. During Phase III of the higher education targeting 

process (see Figure 5), DPB provided assistance to the 

Secretary of Education regarding reconciliation of "top-

down" and "bottom-up" targets. When the Secretary of Educa-

tion presented alternative target "packages" for higher 

eudcation to the Governor, however, DPB shifted roles to 

that of serving as staff to the Governor (see Figure 6). 

Several staff members of DPB described the relationship as 

"sitting on the opposite side of the table" from the Sec-

retary of Education. Thus, at one stage of the targeting 

process, DPB staff functioned as an ally to the Secretary 

of Education and at a later stage, it was an adversary. 

The means by which Governor Dalton chose to implement 

the planning and budgeting system and the budget authority 

delegated to the Secretary of Education, as well as other 

functional area Secretaries, affected several of the roles 

previously performed by DPB. Prior to the Secretaries hav-

ing responsibility for assignment of budget targets, agen-

cies submitted their budget requests to the director of the 

central budget agency without review or adjustment by any 
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official in the Office of the Governor. Since the sum of 

agency budget requests exceeded the amount of available 

revenue, budget analysts made decisions regarding budget 

cuts in order to prepare a balanced budget. Beginning with 

the 1980-82 budget, which was the first time targets were 

prescribed for higher education institutions, DPB analysts 

no longer made decisions regarding institutional budgets. 

The authorization for assigning institutional and agency 

targets was delegated to the Secretary of Education. 

Another change in the responsibilities of DPB relative 

to the executive budget process centered on presentation of 

the Governor's budget to the General Assembly. Rather than 

DPB staff presenting the executive budget, as was the case 

prior to 1980-82, the Secretary of Education, acting on 

behalf of the Governor, presented the executive budget for 

education to the General Assembly. 

D. The Secretary of Administration and Finance 

As recommended by the Hopkins Commission, the Secre-

tary of Administration and Finance was statutorily desig-

nated as the deputy planning and budget officer for the 

Commonwealth. As such, the Secretary had responsibility 

for recommending to the Governor a comprehensive budget 

for all State agencies and programs. In addition, it was 

observed that Secretary Walker had daily interaction with 

the General Assembly regarding the 1981-82 executive budget 
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and that he had established credibility with the Legisla-

ture. Thus, the Secretary of Administration and Finance was 

perceived as the Governor's primary spokesperson for the 

1980-82 executive budget, including the proposed funding 

for higher education institutions. 

E. The Governor 

In Virginia, the Governor is designated as the chief 

planning and budget officer. As previously discussed, the 

Code also permits the Chief Executive to limit agency bud-

get requests to predetermined resource ceilings, known as 

targets. Even though Governor Dalton delegated responsi-

bility for assignment of budget targets to functional area 

Secretaries, overall constraints were reportedly determined 

by the Secretary of Administration and Finance and the 

final authority for approval of agency budget targets re-

sided with the Chief Executive. 

F. Legislative Appropriations Committees 

In addition to interaction with State-level executive 

officials, the Secretary of Education interacted with the 

legislative appropriations committees in relation to the 

1980-82 higher education budget process. As indicated pre-

viously, Secretary Gilley presented the Governor's educa-

tion budget to the joint session of the General Assembly 

"money .. committees. Reportedly, the Secretary had more 

frequent contact with the staff of House Appropriations 
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Committee than the staff of the Senate Finance Committee. 

The staff directors of both of those committees indicated, 

however, that committee members and staff had more contact 

with the Secretary of Administration and Finance and the 

Director of DPB than with the Secretary of Education. Re-

garding the higher education budget for the 1980-82 bien-

nium, the staff of both legislative appropriations commit-

tees used Appendix ~ guidelines which were developed by 

State Council for analyzing institutional budgets. Accord-

ing to the staff director of the Senate Finance Committee 

(Tirnmreck, Note 15), Appendix M was the "very basis" of that 

committee's analysis of the higher education operating bud-

gets for 1980-82. State Council also provided staff 

assistance to the Senate Finance Committee during the 1980-

82 budget process. 

6. Is the position of Secretary of Education likely 

to remain within the governance structure of public higher 

education in Virginia? What is the probable role of the 

position of Secretary of Education in the future? 

All of the State officials who were interviewed for 

this study agreed that the position of Secretary of Educa-

tion will remain within the governance structure for public 

higher education in Virginia. An Assistant Secretary of 

Administration ~nd ~iuance (Kirby, Note 34) cited the fol-

lovJing c~a::;on::;. 
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•size of State government 

•proportion of the budget appropriated to edu-
cation (over 55% of General Fund revenue) 

•limitations of the Governor's time 

Those essentially were the reasons for the Zimmer Commission 

proposing the creation of Cabinet positions and for the 

Hopkins Commission recommending the retaining of t.he )?OSition 

and strengthening the statutory powers of the Secretary of 

Education. 

B. Future role of the Secretary of Education 

Just as the role of the incumbent Secretary of Educa-

tion is dependent upon the authority delegated to the posi-

tion by the Governor, the role of the Secretary in the 

future will be dependent upon the Governor under whom the 

Secretary of Education serves. Given the "uniqueness" of 

the education area, several State officials, including the 

incumbent Secretary of Education, commented upon the impor-

tance of the Secretary being able to persuade the diverse 

constituencies in the higher education policy arena to 

formulate policy compatible with executive goals for higher 

education and for State government. According to the Chair-

man of the House Education Committee (Lemmon, Note 4), a 

future Secretary of Education should be: "a person with the 

knowledge, ability and personality to really make known 

throughout the entire education community the priorities 

and philosophy of the Governor, and, at the same time, be 
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an effective advocate of the Governor on behalf of 

education." 

As foreseen by most of the interviewees, a future Sec-

retary of Education would have many of the same roles as 

those of the position within the Dalton administration. 

That is, in relation to higher education~ the Secretary of 

Education would oversee or monitor implementation of execu-

tive policy, interpret executive policy, and coordinate 

agency activities for the purpose of reducing overlapping 

or duplicative programs. Regarding the budget authority of 

the position of Secretary of Education, none of the inter-

viewees expect the statutory powers of the Secretary of 

Education to be increased. Most State officials, however, 

indicated that the Secretary of Education would have at 

least as much involvement in the development of the 1982-84 

higher education budget as he had in the 1980-82 process. 

By stating "Charlie had already signed off on that," Stuart 

Connock (Note 10) confirmed that that decision had been made 

by the Secretary of Administration and Finance prior to 

December 1980. For future biennial budget processes, the 

Dalton administration would like to have procedures in place 

so that by at the end of its term "there won't be any turn-

ing back" (Connock, Note 10). Many of the State officials 

who were interviewd acknowledged the bureaucratization pro-

cess, whereby budgetary procedures implemented during the 
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Dalton administration are likely to continue to be used for 

at least several subsequent biennial budget cycles. Yet, 

looking through a different lens of public policy forma-

tion, others indicated that, in the final analysis, deci-

sions regarding the budget process and the involvement of 

the Secretary of Education in that process ultimately rested 

with the next Governor of the Commonwealth. One higher 

education official (Schultz, Note 14) speculated, however, 

that the future role of the Secretary of Education would 

probably not be stronger than that which existed during the 

Dalton administration. Although the influence of the 

position of Secretary of Education in relation to higher 

education will vary with each administration, Robert 

Schultz (Note 14) concluded, "we probably have reached a 

peak." 



CHAPTER IV 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

FOR FURTHER STUDY 

SUMMARY 

The purpose of this study was to provide a be~ter un-

derstanding of one facet of the multi-faceted relationship 

between State government and higher education in the Com-

monwealth of Virginia. The creation of a cabinet-level 

post for education was one aspect of the modifications of 

the "self-denying ordinance" which have been initiated by 

public policy makers in Virginia. By describing the his-

torical context, and the authority and major areas of re-

sponsibility of the position of Secretary of Education, it 

was intended that higher education policy makers and other 

interested persons might acquire a perspective for assess-

ing recent events and for speculating about probable fu-

tures regarding higher education issues and governance in 

the Commonwealth. 

Accordingly, the problem of this research effort was 

to describe the historical context and the authority and 

major areas of responsibility of the position of Secretary 

of Education in Virginia. In order to address the problem, 

the major areas of inquiry of this study were to investi-

gate the original intent for creating and later 
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strengthening the position, the factors on which the 

authority oftheposition depend, the major areas of respon-

sibility of the Secretary, and the relationship of the 

Secretary of Education with other State-level agencies and 

officials. Finally, the probable future of the position of 

Secretary of Education was considered. 

The data for this study were obtained through the use 

of two procedures: (1) reviewing legal and historical 

documents and (2) conducting focused interviews. The in-

vestigation of the problem was conducted in five phases. 

The first phase involved reviewing legal and historical 

documents related to the formative stages of the position 

of Secretary of Education, and literature related to the 

relationship of State government, particularly the execu-

tive branch, to higher education. Through the document and 

literature reviews, the broad categories of responsibili-

ties performed by the Secretary of Education were identi-

fied. The second phase of the investigation centered on 

selection of specific responsibilities of the Secretary of 

Education which were to be examined in depth. For that 

purpose, selected State officials were asked to identify, 

based upon specified criteria, the major responsibilities 

of the position. In addition, the State officials were 

asked to identify State agencies and officials with whom 
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the Secretary interacted in performing the major responsi-

bilities of the position. 

Upon completion of the preliminary phases of the in-

vestigation, legal and historical documents related to the 

cabinet system and the position of Secretary of Education 

were examined further. Another aspect of the third phase 

of the investigation involved the review of printed materi-

als (government documents, enacted legislation, newspaper 

articles, speeches, and unpublished papers) related to the 

position and responsibilities of the Secretary of Education. 

This process assisted with the identification of inter-

viewees and provided a framework for the development of the 

focused interview guide. 

During the fourth phase of the investigation, focused 

interviews were conducted with persons who were identified 

as being involved in the creation and development of the 

cabinet-level position and those State-level officials who 

were identified as currently being involved in the formula-

tion of higher education policy, including budgetary mat-

ters. The interviewees, identified as described above, 

were asked to name other persons who were involved in 

aspects of the problem under investigation. 

An interview guide was developed by the investigator. 

Althoughfue interview guide was comprised of the major 

areas of inquiry of this study, the questions asked of a 
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specific interviewee were tailored to suit the data which 

that person was able to provide. Interview sessions were 

tape recorded, and verbatim transcripts were prepared for 

later use in analyzing the data collected. 

The final phase of the investigation was the analysis 

of the data. The data which were gathered in Phases III 

and IV informed each other. It was through that itera-

tive process that the need to review in depth the history 

and context of the position of Secretary of Education was 

identified. The data were organized and categorized ac-

cording to the major areas of inquiry. That arrangement 

provided the background needed to understand the development 

of the position, to ferret out the details of the responsi-

bilities, especially those related to budget, and to de-

scribe the relationships of the Secretary of Education to 

other State-level agencies and officials in carrying out the 

responsibilities of the position. 

As part of the context of the study, the creation and 

formative stages of the position of Secretary of Education 

were described. The Zimmer Commission (1970) envisioned 

the cabinet positions as functioning in a manner comparable 

to ''line executives" or corporate vice-presidents and as 

serving as the "top management team" of the Governor. The 

1972 General Assembly created within the Office of the 

Governor six positions with ~he title of Secretary,of 
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which the Secretary of Education was one. Although the 

Code of Virginia authorized the Secretaries to execute the 

management functions of the Governor, as delegated by the 

Chief Executive, the management functions were not statu-

torily defined. Even though Governor Holton, at whose re-

quest the Zimmer Commission was established, intended for 

the Secretaries to be involved in policy formation for their 

respective areas, the involvement of the Secretaries in the 

budget process was limited to development of program priori-

ties for their respective areas. 

During the 18 month term of the first cabinet, the 

primary role of the Secretary of Education was perceived as 

being that of "communications link" among education agen-

cies and between the education area and the other Secre-

tarial areas. The authority of the Secretary of Education 

was never clearly perceived by education agencies; thus, 

there was little change in the decision making process dur-

ing the term of the first Secretary of Education. 

The lack of a legislative job description for the Sec-

retaries and questions about the need for the positions in 

the executive branch were principal factors in the estab-

lishment of a legislative commission to study the manage-

ment of State government in Virginia. Early in its delib-

erations, the Hopkins Commission recommended retaining the 

position of Secretary of Education and designating that 
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cabinet position as the "focal point" for coordination of 

education. 

Following extensive study, the Hopkins Commission 

clarified the roles of the Secretarial positions. The Com-

mission recommended that authority in the areas of budget, 

policy, management, and coordination be delegated to each 

Secretary. Indeed, it was through the exercise of budget 

responsibility that the Hopkins Commission foresaw the po-

sition of Secretary of Education fulfilling its intended 

purpose. Accordingly, in 1976, legislation was enacted by 

the General Assembly which provided a legislative job de-

scription for the Secretary of Education. Because of the 

"uniqueness" of the education area, the budget authority of 

the position of Secretary of Education was less than that 

granted to other Secretaries. Nonetheless, Governor Godwin 

delegated to the Secretary of Education responsibility for 

preparing a comprehensive budget for education as well as 

responsibility for preparing alternative plans, policies, 

and budgets for education. 

Following the description of the historical context of 

the development of the position of Secretary of Education, 

the incumbent administration was described, with particular 

emphasis placed on the involvement of the Secretary of Edu-

cation in the formulation of the 1980-82 executive budget 

fo~ higher education. 



233 

Via executive order, Governor Dalton, elected in 1978, 

delegated to the Secretary of Education the same responsi-

bilities, except for budget, as those delegated to the other 

functional area Secretaries. In recognition of the 1976 

amendment to the' Code of Virginia and the statutory 

authority of other education agencies, the budget authority 

delegated to the Secretary of Education was to prepare al-

ternative budgets for the education agencies, including 

higher education institutions. In implementing a new 

planning and budgeting process for the Commonwealth, Dalton 

did, however, give to the Secretary of Education authority 

for assigning the budget targets of higher education in-

stitutions, as well as all other agencies within the Office 

of Education. Furthermore, Governor Dalton reportedly 

expected the Secretary of Education to initiate changes in 

higher education and to bring higher education into the 

"family" of State government. 

Within the area of budget, the involvement of the Sec-

retary of Education in the formulation of the 1980-82 ex-

ecutive budget for higher education was examined in depth. 

As envisioned by the Hopkins Commission, it was during the 

targeting process that the Secretary of Education was most 

involved and could best exert influence onfue shape of 

institutional budgets. Even though the overall target con-

straints were set by the Secretary and staff of the Office 
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of Administration and Finance, the Secretary of Education 

directed the preparation of higher education institutional 

targets by providing instructions to DPB and State Council 

staff who, serving as staff to the Secretary, prepared tar-

get calculations. In addition, the Secretary of Education 

made further alterations to institutional target calcula-

tions. 

The budget authority of the Secretary of Education in 

relation to assigning targets for higher education institu-

tions was viewed as giving the Secretary a significant lever 

of power or clout. The small margin of difference (0.4%) 

between appropriated funds and the 1980-82 executive budget 

for higher education was cited as evidence of the influ-

ence of the Secretary of Education in shaping the higher 

education operating budgets for the 1980-82 biennium. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Based upon the data, two sets of conclusions were 

drawn: (1) general conclusions which encompass the broad 

area of the relationship of State government to higher edu-

cation, and (2) specific concl~sions in response to the 

research 1uestions posed for this study. 
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General Conclusions 

1. By reorganizing and strengthening the executive 

branch as recommended by the Hopkins Commission, the Vir-

ginia General Asseinbly intended to modify the "self-denying 

ordinance, 11 that is, increase State review and control over 

higher education. Through the budget process, the Secretary 

of Education was viewed by the Commission as the executive 

official having responsibility for implementing, oversee-

ing, and monitoring the modifications, i.e., review and 

control procedures. 

2. Throughfue utilization of the cabinet system as 

intended by the Hopkins Co~mission and the implementation 

of the State budget process as designed by the Commission, 

the executive branch in the Dalton administraticn modified 

the ''self-denying ordinance," thereby changing the relation-

ship of State government to higher education in the Common-

wealth of Virginia. 

Conclusions Soecific tc the 

Research Questions 

1. What was the documented intent for creating the 

position of Secretary of Education in 1972? What authority 

was granted initially to the position by the General Assem-

bly and the Governor? 

Although there was initially no differentiation among 
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the cabinet positions, the original intent for creating the 

cabinet was to provide line executives who would be respon-

sible for coordinating (eliminating overlapping and dupli-

cative programs) the activities of agencies within their 

respective areas of State government. That organizational 

arrangement within the executive branch would promote 

economy and efficiency in delivering State government ser-

vices to citizens. Broad authority was delegated to the 

Secretary of Education to develop policy positions and to 

identify priority programs related to the budget process 

for all of education in the Commonwealth. 

2. What was the legislative intent for strengthening 

the statutory powers of the position of Secretary of Educa-

tion in 19i6? What executive authority was subsequently 

delegated to the position? 

~he legislative intent for strengthening the statutory 

powers of the Secretary of Education was to provide a mere 

specific job description for the position such that policy 

and oversight procedures, particularly in the area of budget, 

could be developed and implemented by the Secretary. By 

granting more authority to the position, it was intended 

that the Secretary of Education be held accountable for the 

performance of education agencies. Executive orders issued 

for the position of Secretary of Education paralleled the 

powers and duties stipulated in the Code. In addition, the 
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powers of the Governor for formulation of executive policy, 

coordination of communication with the federal government, 

and reorganization of executive branch agencies in order to 

promote economy, efficiency, and effectiveness were dele-

gated to the Secretary of Education. 

3. On what factors does the authority of the posi-

tion of Secretary of Education depend? 

The five factors upon which the authority of the posi-

tion of Secretary of Education was dependent were: 

•the Governor, meaning the management style and person-

ality of the Governor, as well as the Chief Execu-

tive1s goals for State government and for education; 

•the Secretary of Education, meaning the management 

style and personality of the cabinet appointee, and 

the effectiveness with which the Secretary interacts 

with agencies and officials while performing respon-

sibilities of the cabinet position; 

•the Secretary of Administration and Finance, meaning 

the authority of that cabinet position may elevate it 

to the status of"first among equals," thereby affect-

ing the authority of the position of Secretary of 

Education, especially in policy matters which are 

applicable to all State agencies; 

•the budget process, meaning the statutory provisions 

which delineate the powers of the Governor and the 
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Cabinet Secretaries in formulation of the executive 

budget. The Governor, however, is designated as the 

chief budget officer for the Commonwealth, and, with-

in the framework of the statutes for the budget pro-

cess there is considerable latitude for the Chief 

Executive to give definition to the provisions; and 

•the statutory authority of education agencies and 

boards, meaning that the authority of the Secretary 

of Education is constrained by the policy and bud-

getary authority statutorily granted to such agencies 

as the State Council of Higher Education and to Boards 

of Visitors of higher education institutions. 

4. What were the major areas of responsibility of the 

position of Secretary of Education in the Dalton adminis-

tration relative to higher education? 

There were several areas identified as important areas 

of responsibility: budget, formulation of policy, and de-

velopment of a higher education desegregation plan. It was 

clear that the involvement of the Secretary in budgetary 

matters, especially the assignment of budget targets, was 

the most important of the major responsibilities of the 

position. 

5. With which State-level agencies and officials did 

the Secretary of Education interact in performing the major 

responsibilities of the position? Did the authority of the 
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Secretary of Education affect the authority of other State-

level agencies and officials? 

In carrying out the responsibilities associated with 

formulation of the 1980-82 executive budget for higher edu-

cation, especially the assignment of institutional targets, 

the Secretary of Education, aside from those in the immedi-

ate Office of the Secretary, interacted with: 

•The State Council of Higher Education--Director and 

staff. During the targeting process for the 1980-82 

higher education budget, State Council, at the Secre-

tary's request, acted as staff to the Secretary of 

Education. 

•Department of Planning and Budget--Director and staff. 

During the 1980 General Assembly session, the Secre-

tary of Education presented the executive budget for 

education on behalf of the Governor, rather than DPB 

staff as was formerly the case. DPB, serving as 

staff to the Secretary and to the Governor, prepared 

budget analyses and recommendations rather than making 

decisions on agency budget submissions. 

•The Secretary of Administration and Finance. By 

statute, the Secretary of Administration and Finance 

has responsibility for developing a comprehensive 

State budget and, therefore,affects constraints on the 
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budget targets within which the Secretary of Educa-

tion must work. 

•The Governor. Within the executive, final authority 

over all aspects of the budget resides with the 

Governor. 

•The legislative appropriations committees--legislators 

and staff. During the legislative review of the 

1980-82 higher education budget, it seemed apparent 

that the General Assembly appropriations committees 

expected the Secretary of Education to be able to 

defend the rationale used for assigning budget tar-

gets to higher education agencies and institutions, 

especially non-Appendix~ agencies. 

6. Is the position of Secretary of Education likely to 

remain within the government structure of public higher edu-

cation in Virginia? What is the probable role of the posi-

tion of Secretary of Education in the future? 

The cabinet position will remain in the higher educa-

tion governance structure without significant alteration of 

its statutory authority, including budget authority which 

is formally less than that granted to other functional area 

Secretaries. The probable future role of the position of 

Secretary of Education is that of developing, implementing, 

and interpreting policy in education, especially in the 

area of budget. Also monitoring and providing executive 
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oversight procedures will be part of the future role of the 

cabinet position for education. As was the case during the 

Dalton administration, the future role of the position of 

Secretary of Education relative to higher education, in 

large measure, will be dependent upon the management style 

and personality of the appointing Governor and the back-

ground and personality of the appointed Secretary of Educa-

tion. For example,the appointment of a Secretary of Educa-

tion whose professional experience was concentrated 

primarily in public schools probably would result in a 

shifting of the focus of the Office of the Secretary of 

Education from the higher education area to the area of 

elementary and secondary education. 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY 

The research methodology used to conduct this inquiry 

was that of an exploratory field study. Since an explora-

tory field study seeks to discover what is in order to lay 

the groundwork for further study, the following recommenda-

tions for further study are offered: 

1. Data collected for this study indicated that the 

Secretary of Education would have at least as much involve-

ment in the 1982-84 higher education budget process as in 

the 1980-82 process. Given that changes in the State bud-

get process have been implemented for the 1982-84 budget 
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and since the State Council of Higher Education has devel-

oped a computer model whereby simulated institutional 

targets could be modified by a standardized system of 

priority reductions, the involvement and influence of the 

Secretary of Education in the formulation of the 1982-84 

higher education budget, especially during the targeting 

process, should be studied. 

2. Given the importance of the budget process to the 

development of higher education policy as well as to provid-

ing fiscal resources, a study should be conducted of the 

influence of all of the actors, relative to each other, 

who are involved in the policy process of formulating the 

higher education budget for the Commonwealth. 

3. During the course of the research process for this 

study, a number of procedural controls, which have been 

initiated recently by the executive, were identified. 

Those included: the Manpower Utilization Plan, which es-

tablished ceilings on the number of State employees per 

agency; the inclusion of contract and grant funds in agency 

budgets; and approval by the executive of State employee 

travel. In order to provide a better understanding of the 

modifications of the "self-denying ordinance" in Virginia, 

a study of review and control procedures implemented by the 

executive during the last 10 to 15 years should be con-

ducted. As a part of that study, the role of the Secretary 
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of Administration and Finance and the staff agencies u~der 

the Secretary's jurisdiction, namely, the Department of 

Planning and Budget and the Department of Personnel and 

Training, should be assessed. 

4. Obviously, the Secretary of Education interacts 

with institutional presidents and members of Boards of Visi-

tors in performing the responsibilities of the position. 

Although the limitations of this study excluded considera-

tion of that interaction, the interaction of the Secretary 

with presidents and board members could be studied with 

advantage as the role of the Secretary could be viewed in 

such a study through an entirely different lens. 
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CIIAPTEP.. G41 

.ln :let to amend tflc Corle of Vi1'(Jinia lJ?f adding in Titrr. 2.1 rr cilrt?Jfcr 
numbrrrrl .).1. consisfinr; oj ~~ :!.1-.51.7 throw;h 2.1-5!.12, anrl to 
l'I'/!07.l ~~ :.:.J-.11.1 throuqh :!.J-.1! .. 7, os Sel'r•ruii;t rlru·,u/('(1, ot" ihc 
Corle nf Virrn.llia. to ]Jrnviclr. within the (;oL'C/'11n,·'s O.UIN' fnr I h'J 
aJ>pointmcnt of S1!Crctrr.ries for Arlminislrntion, Fina11CC. Erluca.tion, 
Human .·l.Zf1t£rs, Commerce and Resources, and Trmzsportaiion and 
Jl.•dJ/i,; .S'aletlf, fo idnzfify ,.;,,, nrtrnri,·.-;, f>l•<trrf.>. r'r;;;ui!issions nnrl_ 
in..,titlltions s1chfcct lo the rc::;z!cOillc Scc;·t:faril·::;, rtl!d to appropriate 
fu.,ui.> fltrrr•fnr. 

[II 817] 

1. That Uw Cod~ of Virg-inia be ;:mrnrkrl hy ;:ddinQ" in Tilie :2.1 a 
c!v .. pter numbe1·cr! :).1, cnnsisting nf ~S :2.1-:il.'i' t!Jruug:t :2.1-:)1.1:::! as 
follows: 

CIIAPTER ;J.l. 
GOVER~Ol~'S SECT!.ET.:\P.lES. 

~ :2.1-:) 1.7. Go\·ern.,r's Secn~!:wies: pu::-:iliun!' cst::hli:;lt·~d; ;~ppnint­
ment; term :'..lld •>:lth.-Tl1ere arc hf't·eb\· •TC:l.Lt!d in t.hc Co\·crnur'.s Otnce 
the followinQ" ll0Sit.inns: Scc.:ret:lrV or )._dmini!'!T:llion. ;::ccrct:nT of Fi-
nane(~. Secrct:l.l;\. nf Edtwalinn, Se;:n:Larv of fium:m AtL:ir~. Scc!·et:H'.' ••f 
Commerce and .. I~cs~u rct.S, :1. nd Secrctai'J' of T l';:ns port:~ tion .:md Ptih lie 
Safe!\'. 

Each Secretary shall be appointed b~· the r;on!rnflr, subject to 
confirmation by the Gcilt'ral Asscmbl~· if in se::;sinn whL•n the appointment 
is made. and if n0t in session· then at its next succeedin~ session. He 
shall hold ofTice at the pleasure of the Governor for :1. term' coincident 
with that nf the Covernor m:ddng the appointmrnt or unLil his sucressor 
shall be appointee] and qualified. Ikfore entering- upun the di~ck1rge of 
his duties, he shall t.alcc an oath that he will f::-,ilhfully L'xccute the duties 
of his oflicc. 

~ :2.1-:i1.8. Powers :mel duties.-E:1ch SL'crdaJT ~l1;1ll CXt'rci::e suc 1t 
powers :mel J1i~t·fonn such rlntics :1~ may be d~leg·atcd i(l ltim hr the 
Governor In c•xecute lhe man:1:;rcmcnt functions <lt' Utt~ (~nvcrnor ,,·ith 
regard to those agencies fot· which the Secretary is responsible as prodded 
in ~ ~.J-51.0. 

'l7nlcs,<; prohibited 1)_\' the c.mstitution. l':cdl Si'CI'eL\J)' >'h:cll be vcstrrl 
with the pow1;rs of the Govcrno1·. if anthorizrr1 b~· the Ct>\·ernflr, with 
n'sncct to ~hose :Hrcnt:i,·s ;·nl· whir!1 the St;c!'l't:lr': is rcsnnnsihlc. All 
rcn.orts to the Cm·ernot· frnm t!:e head of am· ::;uch ·aQ"eJH.'\' :::'iwli ht• m:ule 
thi·otHrh the ::::ecn~tary rr.::ponsihle for s;tch ~wcnrv. · · 

~ :2.1-0 L). .4.~encii'S Coll' whir·!: !'Csponsihlc.-E:wl: Secrcbt\' ~h:1ll 
b.~ responsible to the Go\'crnor fnr the [ollowin.~ :'gcnciPs: 

(a) A<lministratinn-Di\·ision of t!H' Budg-0t, Divisi<111 nf Pcrsn~~1ol, 
Division of En<::·inccring- :mrl DnildinQ"S. Divisirq1 nf .-\utnm:>.t·:-rJ n:ctJ. 
P1·occssing. Divi:~ion nC .Tusticc :md C)·ime p,.r,·c!;t:ion. Di,:i..,inn nf ;::l:1te 
Pbnnin!! :tnd C•mmunit·.' ,\tT:cirs rmd "\rt ('c)mJ"li:~·~irm .. -\m· r,:-,·,,renrc 
in this Co(le to the Commissioner of Admini~tr:-ttion sh:lll hereafter be 
dc::nwd :1. rl'f<'l'PIH'''! o the SI'CJ'ct:lrY nf .-\<imini~tr:ctinn. 

(b) Fin~nc1'--Department of T:1.~:abm. Dcp:crtm•2nt <)f t}:r> Trn~-:;ur:, 
DP:'~.\·hncnt: nf .\ct•r.untc:. Ce>m]wn~:ttinn Dn::r1l. fkp:~Jinl''llC n!' T';·n:'•':·t\· 
Rreorrls :end Tn~ur:tnc-f'. 'Virg-inia Sunplcnwntal J~.·tiromr>nt ~\·:=:tom. n.~p.1 rt-
ment ,)[ Pm·rha:a•s :<nd Supply anc! \~irgini:l .-\lcoilolic 1~<'VC1':1Q'e C\•ntrol 
P.o:cni. 
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(c) p.-;nr:1l inn--St:-Jtf' D.'p:n·tm0nt of PdtH':ttion. Stnte r,,t1r:ril of 
TTi!:!'h0r 8d;1r:lfion. Eclw:ttinn Assistance A.nthnritv. Virt!"i1:i:1 C·•mmi!"sion 
on TTi.Q.·her Edn~·ation F:tcili1 ies. Aclvism-v Con neil on 8duc::.tinn:.l Tt>le-
\'i~ion.· Dep.'1rtnwnt of (',,mmnnitv Coli0(!'0S. St:\b"'-S11)111<)rt•'·l in:-;: itnlir.ns 
of hi(!']H'l" educ:1tinn. '/ir<rini:t Stnte Liht·ar~' :1nrl \'ir(!'ini:c \':nl:e(!'e f,tlilrlin(!' 
Authoritv. 

(d) Human ArTai,·s-D0n.'lrtml'nt nf :\T,,nt:~l T-h·!:!'i<'tlf' :lntl TT()snit:tls. 
Dcp:cttmcnt of TTP:llth. Department oi Welfare r:.nd Instit11tions. Proh.'l-
tion and Pa1·o!e Board, Departmc!\t ol V<JC:ttional P..eh~1bilitation, Corn-
Illl:;:;i<•t: l'nt• \!IC \"i.~u;d[y ltandic~cjJ~)(•d, C<dlll:ll:;:;[ull r<>r C'lit:d:"t•:t ait<i 
Youth, and ~ciwols fv1· Llw Deai a11d l}lind. 

(\~) (;utlill!c'!'CC awl l~·~soutc.:~.:s-Ucp:u·(Jltc!tL .. r C!•JJ.-:,·n·:~tinn a11d !·:co-
llO!lllC J >•'\'l'lr:plllcilt, lJ<..:parti:ll'llt ui Lal><>i' at HI I Jl<i~t:·'l ry, l)cp~cn::t•:nt 
of Proicso;iunal and Occup:<.tional Re:;i:;tl·ativlt, .\!ilk C.•mmis~i•)!l, \'irg;inia 
Truck a!:<l 1 lt !i:tltll'ltL:.ic; l~c:scai·c.:it :::)t;,~i<>It, Li<·p::rl!t1('!\L ,,( .-\g!'il'':llurc 
a:1d Cvnuncn:c, Commission on the Industry ol A;..;ricLtbtre, Virginia 
Soil and \Vat•.:r Consen·aLion Commissi1.:1, }Iarine I~ecr;nn·cs C'ommi:,~iun, 
Virg·i:lia 1ns1ilute of }brine Science, \\';:tcr Cuntr<li L~danl. . .:\ir l'l)tiution 
Ct•lltl'lll ntJ<l["(t, Com!llission vf Game and Iid:llld Fislu;!"iL'S, \'lr;~:inia 
llistoric LuidJt<ark . .; (',il:t!ni:.;si,>tt. \"ii·giiii:t ~Lu:.;L'l!ilt "r Fi11,: .\rt:-;, (;ull:-.lr•n 
Ila!l, Jamcslo\\"11 Fuundali\ll1, Connnis:;ion on Outd'"Jr P.ccrca~:()n. c.,mmis-
sion <;n ~'l.rL ;:nd Humanities, Virginia Jndc:p<.'IHlcncc JJi,:cnt,•nni::! C<•m-
missinn. Vi,·:~·ini:'. \\'ur!d \V:,r 11 :\fcmori::.l Cuinmiso-:.ic•n, and \"!r~~inia 
Em p (n.,·nll "l L 1 • .'. 1 1; 11~ t i .,s iu 11. 

( fl Tralt . .;p•llt:tlir.;t and Puil!ic S:u···t\·-t J,·;·:d'l'':···:'~ ,,[· fii!..:-li'.':a:,·c:. 
Virg·inin. i'f•lt .·\ut!writy, \'irg·ini:L ,\irp<H'l.; :\ll~h<lt·it:,·. Di,"i.c;i,lll of :,f,,lor 
Yr~hie!(~S. DI'J'::rtmcnt of Stale P·.!icc, lLg!t\'.-:t\" Saict,\' Division, Otlire 
of Civil Defense. and Depa1iment of ;..rilit:,ry ...\Jl'airs. 

The Govemot· may, l>y execnti\·e orclei·. ;;o.:si~n .'111.'' Sbte cxec:utive 
ag-ency not Cltl.lrncratl~d in this section. or t·e:::-:::;ig-n :uty Sl!ch :t.!2·cncy 
whether nt· not enumerated in this section, tt• a partindar ~ccrctary for 
the pUl·pn:"cs nf this chapter. 

§ 2.1-:!1.10. Compensation-Each s,~crd:cr.v sli:dl IJc paid :;uch com-
pe:lsation as the Go\·crnor may fix. 

§ :2.1-;:)1.11. Emplo:.·ment of persnnt1r:!: cot~"ulL!n.~· C:<'rvires.-Thc 
Governor is authorizor! to empnwe1· e:tl'h SclTd:tr.\· to •'t11[ll(l.\' such ]lt'l'-
S0nncl and lo contract fnr such consnltin(!' ·"·"n·iccs :~~ !H~ ma\· roqt~irc 
t<) perform the duties nf his OlJiCC' .'llll] to C.'ll'i'.)' o11t the' ptll']lo•Ses of 
Cha!1ters :), i), 7, a. and 10 of this title. EXCC'fll :13 Tll[t\' ),,, dirr.dt'd h\· the 
l:overnOl', j)f' 1 'SO!lllel em]11oyer! I;,\' tlw s.~L'l'Ct;cn· nf .\rll~1i~:istr:1ti<·n ;Jnd 
the Governor's Secrebri0s shall be subject to the pro,·isions of Cf~ar>ter 
10 of Title ::!.1 nf th0 Code of Vir(!'i!lia. 

~ :2.1-:il.J~. P:1ymcnt n[ CXj1:'nsns ol· nnil'C'.-Ti1C' cxpr.1~ses nf the 
''fii<'\'S of til<' Governor's Sc('rd::r!es shall hf' p:tirl f~·n1~1 f·.~nds prnv:derl 
hr th•' purpose h.\· 1:1\':: pro\·irlr'(i. h<l\\"C\'0!'. t!::1~ :n :trl<litir.11 tl~r>n•tn t 11c 
l:d'lf'1':10i' m:'\' .'~unplr>rwn!: snch fnnr!s trnm ~~·p!·opri::ti"'lS m:trk to !tis 
nfflcc I'•·;· t!"' r":r>r''lti,:c rnnt:·n] oft he Sl:1t<' "!' ~·,,. rli:-:!'!"<'1 ;"l~:tl"Y nl';·nn<'""· 
2. That S~ ~.1-:il.l through 2.1-:il.:i. as se\'C!':11h- anwndcti. ,·,r 1 ),~,· ('ndc 
of Vir~inb a 1'0 repe:--.lcd. · 
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GOVERNOR LINWOOD HOLTON 

EXECUTIVE ORDER NUMBER TWENTY: 
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Delegation of powers and duties to Secretaries 

July 28, 1972 

Office of Secretary of the Commonwealth 
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CQMMOI-tW~'-";";; OF VI"~J'''A 

07Ftc;;: Of" 7Hii: Gov:;:~NO~ 

~ICHMONQ i.Jilli 

u~der ?revisions of Chapter 5.1, ~itle 2.1, Code of Virginia, 
I hereby reassi~ ~~e followi~g state executive agencies, 
identified L~ ~~is section, to Secretaries as listed below fer 
~~e ?ur;?Ose of that c."lapter: · 

State Educa~o~ Assistance Au~"lority - from Secreta.~! of 
Education to Secretary of FL~ance; 

Virgi~ia College 3uildi~g Au~"lority - from Secret~] of 
Educa.tio~ to Secretarv of FL~a.nce; 

Commission on A.-es and H~~anities - fro~ Secretary of 
Commerce and Resources to Secret~] of Education; 

Virginia ~useuc of FL~e Arts - from Secretary of Co~e=ce 
and Resources to Secretary of Education; 

Virgi~ia L~stitute of Marine Science - from Secret~/ of 
Commerce and ~esources to Secretary of Education; 

Virginia Truck and Ornal:le.~tals Researc!'l Statio~ - fro.:. 
Secretary of Co~~rce and Resources to Secretary of 
Education; 

Virgi~ia. Po~ Au~ority - fro~ Secretary of ~r~~sportatio~ 
and Public Sa.fe~J to Secretary of Co~erce and Resou=ces. 

: assign res~onsibilities for liaison on a~~~istrative functions 
wi~"l ~"le foliowing agencies to ~"le Secretaries as listed belcw: 

To Secretary of FL~a.nce 
Industrial Commission of Virginia. 
State Corporation Com.-nission (except as ?rovided be2.ct•) 
Auditor of ?ublic Accounts. 

To Secreta--y of Trans?ortation and ?ublic Safety 

?ar~ C 

Division of Aeronautics (State Co~oration Co~ssion; 
State Fire Marshal (State Corpo=atlon Comd~ssion) 
VirgL~ia. State Crime ComQission 

~nder ~~e s~-.e ?revisions of law en~~erated L~ ?art A : here~y 
assign ~~e :cllowi~q aqancias, not i~ar.ti=~ad in ~~at sec~~~' 
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~o Sec:a~aries as l~sted below: 

To Secra~ary of A~;is~atio~ 
Office of Secrata_-y of ~~e Cc:conweal~~' ~ivision of 

Records 
Cou.;.ci.l on t.~e E.~vironmen t 
Sta~e Board of ~lections 
Office of Special Programs 
Virginia Public Build~•gs Commission 

~c Sac=et~J of Fi~ance 
VirgL;ia Public School Au~~oritv 
VirgL•ia Housing Development Au~~ority 
Treasury Board 
Virginia. ~ducation Loan Au~~ori ty 
VirgL•ia Gr~•t ~•d Lo~• Commission 

To Secret~/ of Education 
Science Museum of Virginia. 
Medical Facili~ies Commission 

To Secreta_~ of Hum~• Affairs 
Division of Drug Abuse Con~ol 
Virgi=ia Council for ~~e Deaf 
.Commission on t.'le- Sta~us of Wo:ten· 

To Secretary of C~~erce ~•d Resources 
Safety Codes Commission 
Division of ~•dustrial Development 
Product Commissions 

Virginia State Apple Commission 
Vir;L•ia Bright Flue-Curad Tobacco Commission 
Virginia Dark-Fired Tobacco Co~ssion 
VirgL•ia Pork Indust--y Corr~ssion 
Virginia ?oult--y Products Cou.mission 
Virginia Soybean Commission 
Virginia Peanut Commission 
VirgL;ia Seed Potato Commission 
Virginia Sweet ?ota.to Corr~ssion 

Virginia Agricultural Foundation 
VirgL•ia State Board of Dental Ex~~•ers 
VirgL•ia 3oard of F~•eral Directors and E~a~ers 
State Board of Examiners of Nurses 
Virginia State Board of Examiners for Opto:tet..-y 
Board of Medical Examiners of ~~e 5tata of Virgi~ia 
State Board of Pha...-mac•t 
Virginia A~'lletic Corr~ssion 
State Registration 3oard for Contractors 

To Secretary of Tr~•sportation and Public Safety 
~aw ~forcament Officers Training Standards Cow=issi~n 
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! also designate Secretaries to assUffie =esponsi~ility for 
providing liaison as needed ~e~Neen ~~e Office of ~~e Gove~o= 
~~d ~~ose ~~terstate cc~pacts, membershi?s, non-legislative 
co~ssions or ~oa:ds or councils or ot:.er agencies as ~~ey 
are listed ~~de: each L•divid~al Secretary. 

Secreta--v of AdmL•is~ration 
National Governors' Conference 
Advisory Council on Intergove~.ental Relations 
Appalachian Regional Co~~ission 
De~a=va Aevisory Cour.cil 
Potomac River Basin Advisory Co~~ttae 

Secretary' of !:~"lance 
State Land Evaluation Advisory C~~ttee 
Cons~er Credit Studv Commission 
s'tate Com::U.ssion on Local Debt 
Co~t~ee to ?ix ~~e Salaries of Co~~ty Cou=ts ?e=so~~e: 

Secretarz of Education 
Sou~~e~ Regional Education Board 
Corn~act for Education 
Institute for Higher Ed~cational Oppor~~~ity in ~~a Sou~~ 
Education Comcission of the States 
Advisorv Research Cor.~ttee on Plans and S9ecifications 

for S~~ool Buildings 

Secretary of auman Af!airs 
Interstate Compact Relating to J~veni:es 
Interstate Compact on Mental Heal~~ 
Overall Advisory Council on ~~e ~eeds of H~•dicapped 

~~ildren and Adults 
Advisor/ Hospital Council 
Advisorz Committee on ~~ergency Services . 
Virginia Comprehensive Heal~~ ?lannL•g Council 
Developmental Disabilities ?lar~•ing Cor.~ssion 
Radiation Advisor/ 3oard 

Secreta.-y of Co~~erce ~•d Resources 
Potomac River Basin Commission of Virginia 
Ohio River Valley Water Sanitation Co~ssion 
3reaks =.'lterstate ?ark Commission 
?est Control Corn~act 
Atlantic States ~arine ?isharies Cor.=ission 
Xiddla Atlantic L"lterstate ?crest Fire Pro~action Ccmpact 
Sou~~e~. Interstate ~~clear Com~ac~ 
3oard of 'lisi tors to .:1o~~~ Vernon 
3oard of Reclamation Review 
,\dvisO=-f Cor.-.mi ttcc to t:!1c Virginia ~!istor:.c r.a.."ld::'.a;:;;:~ 
Co~~ssion on ~~e Operation ~f ~~a v~r;~~ia ~esearc~ 
Ca~tar !or Historic Ar~~aeolo~£ 
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Potomac ~ver Fisheries Co~~ssion 

Secretary oi Tr~•spor~ation and P~lic Safety 
National Guard ~utual Assist~•ce Ccrnpact 
The Driver ~icense Cornoact 

?a=t E 

Vehicle Zquiprn~•t Saiety Cornpac~ 
Washington Xetropolitan Area Transit Commission 
Nor~~e~ Vi;:-gini~ Tr~•sportation Co~missicn 
Dulles L•ternational Airpor~ Development C0~7~ssior. 
Adviso~r Co~mittee on Aviation 
Sheri.fis and City Sergeants St~•dard Car ~ar!cing and 

Oni:or.: Commission 
Medical Adviso:y Board for the Division o.f Xotor Vehicles 

Za~~ group of assiqnmaLts to a Secreta.-y shall be designated as 
"Of!ice o.f 

?art F 

':'!:e entrv of ~~is Order does not in anywise li.;ni t the Gover.o::-' s 
au::..;.ori tY to act on any or all o: t..":.esa :na tters at a.-.y ~::te. 

Given under =.y hand ~-.d ~1.a Seal oi the Co~nweal~• oi Virginia. 
this twenty-eiqh~"l day of .July, 19 72. 

.... ...._. ..... 
...,.,., Yv" -... ......... 

Attested: 

,.. -- -·-...... 

-~ 

Governor o:: 

I 

/ /,.J.-l'-/v .•. ,_, -~·: :. ~. 
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COMMON'.VEA'-·;; or VI"~U,,A 
O,rl"tcc: Ol" '7'HC: Gov;:~No~ 

IIIC:Hio40NQ Z3ZIQ 

~'NWOOD .-;o .. TON 
Govc,. .. o• 

:::::x::::: C"J':'IVE ORDER :-J''C"M3ER TWENTY -ONE 

Part A 

C'Gapter 5. 1, Title Z.l, Code of Virginia provi.des that each Sec:::etary 
"· •• shall exercise such powers and perfonn such duties a.s nay be 
delegated to hi.-n by the Gove=or to execute the -:na.na.gen:a.ent f=ctions 
of the Governor ••• " wi.tl:l respect to designated agencies. The agencies 
are deaigna.ted by :E:xecutive Order Number Twenty. 

?art B 

Sectio:>. 187, Chapter 804, Acts of Assen'lbly of 1972, authorizes the 
Governor to delegate a. person or persons to disch.a.rge a.ny power, duty 
or :-esponaibility co:Uer:-ed or imposed upon him. by that chapter (Appropria-
tion Act). 

Part C 

Pursuant to t.'l.e reference in Part A above, I hereby authorize ea.ch 
Secretary, wi.th reference to the respectively designa.ted agencies to: 

1. sign docum.ents subject to their action in the £onn: 

Linwood Holton, Governor 

by:-----------
Sec:::etary of----------------------

z. employ such personnel and contract for such consulting servi.ces 
as ma.y be requi.red to perform the duties assigned to the=, 
limited only by the funds ava.Ua.ble for their operation and by 
the provi.sions of the Virginia. Personnel Act. Further, ea.ch. 
Secretary is a.uthori.zed to request temporary ass is ta.nce from 
a.ny State a.gency, which shall provi.de such assistance to the 
e.."Ctent that a.ccomplisb.ment of its statutory missions is not pre-
vented. Requests !or such temporary assistance w'.ll be cleared 
th.rough the he-.ds of the •genciea concerned. 
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3. effect program coo:rcii."'lation within each Ofiice, undertaking 
inte:r-Of!ice exchange of i:J.io:-ma.tion a.nd action to assure 
consiatcmt a.nd eifective over:1.ll State action. !'his delegatio;:. 
i:J.clucies the approval of such "State ?la.ns" as a.:re required 
by Federal legislation o:r regula.tio:::.s, after consideration by 
the Division of ~e Budget for fiscal concurrence and by the 
Division oi. State Planning a.nd Co=unity Affairs pursuant 
to Section Z.l-63-3 of ~~e Code oi. Vi::"ginia. 

4. prepa:e a.nd reco=end, for joint Secretary :review and for 
submission to the Governor, program. proposals for legislative 
action, such submission to include priority reco:m..-nendations 
for each Office and to be ei!ected prior to preparation of agency 
biennial budget requests. Further, such review shAll i.nclucie 
progratns which should be con.side:ed ior reduction, com.bina.tion 
or ali=ination. Speci!ic.agency budget subtnissions, pursuant 
to Chapter 6, Title Z.l, Code of Vi::.-ginia, shall be made di::.-ectly 
to the Division of t±.e Budget with such copies directed to the 
Sec::.-eta.ries aa they may :-equest from agencies within t.~eir Offic,u. 

5. eatabliah a procedure ior the Of.fice which will provide for di:-ect 
a.nd expeditious decisions on behal! of the Governor by the 
Secretary, a.nd which will recognize the :-esponsibility to the 
Governor of each aiency head. 

Part D 

?ursua.nt to the reference in Part B a.bove, in order to avoid :nultiplic:&.tio~ 
of action levels a.nci to enable each Secretary to devote :naxilnum attention 
to policy considerations, I hereby designate and authorize the persons 
holding appointments in tha positions na.m.ed below to sign in my stead the 
authorization docutnents required by the Sections listed below. Agency 
heads are accountable for reviewing with the Sec::.-eta.ry o£ t.~ei.r Office, 
in advance oi submission to the persons authorized to sign for me, a.ny 
docutnent which involves a. major program. policy. Further, each Secreta.:-y, 
after coordination with all a.fi.ected State agencies, is authorized to sip ~ 
:ny stead a.ny plana or rules and regulations required as a. cor.dition of the 
release o£ a.n appropriation pursuant to the restriction stated in a.n Appropr.a.-
tion Act ita=. 
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Sec:ior. 

150;151 

!55-159 

160;161 

162 

163 

164 
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Au~ho::-'izati.on Docu.--nents 

· For estaolish.:nent o! new positions. 
(Reco=endation oy Di:ector of Pe:-so=el 

· as ·to ?OSition·a.lloca.tions) 

For t::-ansfer oi appropriations and !or 
regulations relating to the t::-ans.fer o£ fw:l.ds 
by other actions. 

(Reco:rmnendation by Directo::- o£ the 
Budget) 

For inc:-ease.& in appropriations under 
stated conditions. 

(Recom.menda.tion by Director o£ the 
Budget) 

For solicitation or acceptance of dona.tions, 
gifts and grants; !or usa o£ legislative 
appropriation to :na.tch Federal aid pro-
gram £o::- like .,u:-poses. 

(Reco:mmendation by Director o£ the 
Budget. Director o£ Engineering and 
.Suildings to be in!orm.ed when ca.piw out-
lay funds a.re included.) 

For deficit authorizations. 
(Recom.menda.tion by Director o£ t:le 
Budget) 

For loan.& in anticipation o£ special 
:-avenues. 

For capital outlay project approva.ls. 
(Reco:mm.enda.tion by the Di:ector o£ the 
Budget a.s to funding when a. funding or 
program determination is involved --
li..-nited, for change orders, to those for 
which cost exceeds SZ, 500; and, by State 
'I':easurer when a. revenue bond project 
ia involved. ) 

A ... :.o.:·:z-:.~~~ 
?e:..·sc: .. ~s 

Directo:- oi ~e Bu:iget 
or by Directo: oi 
Perso=el :..; in con-
ionna.nce wi.:=. gene~al 
policy estao:i.oheci by 
Di::-ector oi ~a Bud~et 

Secretary oi Aci=.i;:.io;-
tra.tion 

Secretary o£ Aci.:minis-
tra.tion 

Sec::-eta.ry of Aci:ninis-
t::-ation 

Secretary of Ad:ninis-
tra.tion 

Director of ;b.a Budget 
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AuO::.orizillg 
Sec:-:.:)r. Autho::-izati.on Docutnents 

171 

172. 

(a) project U.itiation 
(Recom=encia.tior. by Director oi 
Engineering ~d Buildings for 
noniunding aspects. ) 

{b) preli.Inina.ry plana and working 
drawings; a.dvertising for bids. 

(c) award of contracts; approval for 
force account construction. 

(Recom•-nenda.tion by Director 
of Engineering and Buildings for 
noniunding a.apecta. ) 

(d) demolition of structures 
\. 

(e) change orders 

{f) purchase of equipm.ent and other 
property 

(Recom.menda.tion by :Ji.rector of 
Engineering and B\O.Udings for 
noniunding aspects. ) 

For production of motion picture .EU:n.s 

For contract for purchase of or for 
continuous use of data. p::-ocessing equip-
ment or for data. processing services. 

(Recotnm.endations by Director o£ 
Automated Data. Processing a.s to 
benefit, aiter clearance with Auditor 
of Public Accounts for any systems 
and a.ccounting a.spec:s; Director of the 
Budget a.a to iunding.) 

Au~~o:-:.z~~ 

?e::-sons 

Secretary oi Adrr..in~~­
tra.tion 

Director oi Engineer~'-~ 
a.nd Buildings 

Secretary o£ Ad:tninis-
:ration 

Director oi Z:.gineer".:.; 
~d Buildi::.g s 

jJi;-ector oi Zn~ine~ri=.; 
~d Buildings 

Se ere ta.:-y oi Ad.--ni.I:.~s­
t:-a.tion 

Secreta:-y o£ Aci.n:.i::.is-
tra.tion 
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173 

:76 

177 

178 

182 

185;165 
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For te:rm-se:-vice con~::-acts or agreements 
for :na.inteJance of mechanical o!..&j,ce 
equip7nen.t. 

(RecOI:ll'nenda.tion by Director of ::he 
Budiat a.s to general policy concerning 
exceptions) 

For purchase, or :::-a.nsfer when surplus, 
oi automobiles (including sta.ti.on wagons), 
in addition to approval of State-use licenses 
ior ~saenger-type motor vehicle pursuant 
to Section 4o.l- 57 of the Code of Virginia. 
(Eata.blial=ent of general policy by Car 
Pool CommUtee created by .::Xecutive Order 
Number lZ dated October 15, 1971) 

For t::-a.ve1 regulations. 
(Recommenda.tion by Director of the 
Eudget) 

For smdent loan fund borrowing and 
cancella.tion of student loan indebtedneaa. 

(Recom:menda.tion by State Council of 
Higher Education) 

(a.) For tra.nder of prisoner labor or 
farm commodities produced. 

(b) For establishment of unit prices of 
foods tulia or other comm"odities 
produced on fa:rm5. 

(Reconunenda.tion by Director of 
::he Division of ?urch.a.aes a.nd 
Supply) 

For dete:rmining a.mount and use oi 
parking cha.rges paid by employees in 
designated agenciu, and :or designating 
a.g encies; !o-: utili:u.tion o£ certain s ta.te 
property !or pa.rking ia.cilitiea. 

?~:.:.;;.::.-

Secretary oz A,.~-inis­
tration 

Zxecutive Sec::e~-.-:y 
of Ca.:- Pool Com-
mit~ee, purs=t ~o 
genera.l policy 

Director oi t::.e Eudget 

~irector of ::he :Suci:;:e~-

Di:ector of t::.e Budget 
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191 

272 

Authorization ::Jocuments 

(Reco=endation by Director of 
Division of Engineering and Buildings) 

For approval o£ compensation £or 
employees not subject to Virginia. 
Personnel Act (but not compensation 
of officers). 

(Reco=enda.tion by Director of 
Personnel) 

For res to ration of. certain special 
fund ba.la:lces. 

Authori.zjzg 
Persons 

Sec::-eta.ry of Aci~is :=a-
tion 

Director oi t.1..e Budge:, 
or by Di:recto::- cf 
Personnel if jz con-
fo=a.:c.ce wit;;:. generG.: 
policy es ta!Jlisb.ed by 
Director of the Budge: 

Director oi the Budge: 

:";othing in this Exec-.1tive Order sha.ll be construed to limit the autho::'i::y 
of the Director of. the Budget, as provided by Section 187, to prepa.l"e a.nd 
a.ct upon quarterly a.llotments from approved appropria.tions. This a.utho~;y 
sha.ll a.lso apply to allot:lents from approved appropriations for capizal 
outlay projects £ollowing (l) authoriza.tion for initiating such projects, 
(Z) approval of cont::act awards or force account construction a.pprova:.;; 
!c:: such projects a.nd (3) other authoriza.tions for capita.l outlay equipinei:.t 
pu::chaaes. 

In a.ddition to the authorizing persons n&med above, the listed authoriza;:.on 
documents :nay be signed in my name by any one of the following: the 
person holding a.ppoincnent as deputy to the authorizing person or the 
Secretary or Asa.istant Sec::-et.a.ry of Administration or the Governor. 
Further, the Sec::-etary of Achninist::ation may approve signature in my 
name by additional authorizing persons designated by those listed above. 
Where approval by the Governor is required upon the designated docum.:mts, 
my facsimile signature shall be entered, followed by the written initials 
o! the person deaign.a.ted herein. 

?a::-t E 

':1le entry of. this Order does not in a.nywise limit the Governor's author:. ;yo 
:o a.ct on any or a.ll of these matters at a.ny ti:ne. 
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Given uncie:- my hand 6llci the Seal oi the Co=m.onwealth o£ Virgii:.i;a. 
thi.s ewenty-eighth day o! July, 1972. 

.....,/',.''*'""'"· ..... ~;' '"'~..,~ 
-· ''1 .,.. ~ 

~ .. 
... 7 

.. .... 
.... ~ ... .. ...,..,..,""" 

Atteated: 

,. 
:~ 
·~ 

lo 

~ ... .. 

Governo:- oi Vi:ginia 
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GOVERNOR MILLS E. GODWIN, JR. 

EXECUTIVE ORDER NUMBER NINE: 

Powers and Duties of the Secretary of Education 

May 22, 1974 

Office of Secretary of the Commonwealth 

Richmond, Virginia 
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COMMONWEAI.TI< 0" VIJIOINIA 

01"1"1CE 01" THE 00VEI'INOI'I 

IIIICI<,.ONO Z.lliiS 

Mu.,L.a C. GODWIN, .Jilt. 
Govc••o• 

EXECUTIVE ORDER NUMBER NINE 

Pursuant to the authority vested in me by the provisions o£ 
Chapter 641, 19iZ Acts o£ Ass~mbly, a.s codified in Chapter 5. 1, 
Title Z. 1, Code oi. Virginia a.nd by the provisions of Subsection b, 
Section 206, Chapter 681, 19i4 Acts o£ Assem.bly, a.nd subject always 
to my continuing, ult:Ur..ate authority a.nd responsibility to a.ct in such 
matters, I hereby delegate to the Secretary of Zcuca.tior. the following 
powers and d".J.ties: 

l. General authority a.nd responsibility !or the review 
of the proposed budgets of the a.dntinistrative unit.! assigned 
to him., a.nd the responsibility to reccm:nend to the Governor 
a. com.prehensive budget for the Comm.onwealth. for education. 

Z. Authority a.nd responsibility to hold the head of ea.cil. a.d=inis-
trative unit assigned to him. accountable for the a.d:m.inistrative, 
fiscal, a.nd program. per£onna.nce of such administ:-ative unit. 

3. Authority a.nd responsibility to develop major state poEcies 
a.nd program.s to efiect comprehensive, long -range and 
coordinated planning a.nd policy fo::"!nulation for education. 

4. Authority a.nd responsibility to coo rdir.a.te the policies, 
program.s, a.nd activities oi the administrative ".J.nits 
a.s signed to him.. 

5. Authority a.nd responsibility for approving :he solicitation 
or acceptance by or on behalf of any administrative unit 
assigned to him, o! any donation, giit or ~'!'a;c.t, whether or 
not entailing conu:Ut:rnents as :o t!le expe::tdi:u.re or subseque::tt 
requests for appropriation or expenditure :'rom t!le Ge::teral 
Fund, such responsibility to inclucie ~he approval of such 
state plans as are required by federal legislation a.nd regu-
Lations, a..:::e::- consid~ra.:ion by the OL:ice oi Ad=i.n.istra;ion 
:'or fiscal and pla=ing concurrence. 



276 

6. Responsibility to e:nploy such personnel iLnd contract 
for such consulting services a.s may be required to 
perform the duties assigned to him, limited only by 
tho~~ funds availa.ble for the operation of his ofiice iLnd 
by the Virginia Personnel Act. Further, he is a.utho-
rized to require te:nporary a.s sist.a.nce from iLny a.cim.i.ui..s-
trative 1.U1it a.ssigned to him or request such assistance 
!:rom the O££ice of Achnimstration. 

7. Authority to s~n doC".une.:c.ta .subject to hi• a.ction in the 
form.: 

-------------------------------------· Governor 
by __________________________________ ___ 

Secretary of Education 

The Secretary shall be responsible for carrying out the foregoing 
powers iLnd duties with rsspect to the following a.chnimstra.tive 1.U1its 
except as to the appointment o£ the hea.ds of such a.cimimstra.tive 1.U1its: 

Department of Education 
State Council on Higher Education for Virginia 
George Mason College 
Longwood College 
Madison College 
Ma.ry Washington College 
Noriolk State College 
Old Domicion College 
Radford College 
Umversity of Virgima. 
Virgima. Commonwea.lth Umversity 
Virginia Military Institute 
Virginia. Polytechnic: Institute iLnd State University 
Virginia State College 
College of Willia.m iLnd Mary in Virginia. 
Depa.rtm.ent of CommuDity Colleges 
Virginia. Commission on Higher Education Facilities 
Virgima. Truck and Or:c.a.:nenta.ls Research Station 
Virginia. Commission on the Arts iLnd Huma.:c.ities 
Vi.rgima. Museu= of Fine Arts 
The Science Museum of Vi:gi.ma 
Virginia. School for the Deaf iLnd Blind 
Virginia. School at Hampton 
Gu:c.•ton Hall 
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Junestown Fo=da.tion 
Virginia. State Library 

Given under my hand and the Seal of the Conunonwea.lth of Virginia., this 
2Z::~.d day of May, 1974. 

Attested: 

Secretary of the Commonwealth 
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CHAPTER 5.4. 

SECRETARY OF EDUCATION. 

Sec. 
2.1·51.19. Position established; appointment; 

t.enn; oath. 
2.1-51.20. Subject to supervision by Governor; 

powers and duties. 
2.1·51.21. Agencies for which responsible. 

§ 2.1-51.19. Position established; appointment; term; oath. -.The position 
of Secretary of Education is hereby created. He shall be .a~pomte~ by the 
Governor, subject to confinnati~n by t~e Gen~ral Assembly tf m sess10n w~en 
the appointment is made, and tf not m sess10n, then at tts next suc_ceE;dmg 
session. He shall hold office at the pleasure of the Governor _for. a term comctdent 
with that of the Governor making the appointment or_unttl hts suc~esso~ shall 
be arpointed and qualified. Before entermg upon the dts~harge of hts ~uttes, he 
shal take an oath that he will faithfully execute the duttes of the offtce. (1976, 
c. 733.) 

The numbera of 11112.1·51.19 to 2.1·51.21 were numbers in the 1976 act having been 2.1·51.13 to 
assigned by the Virginia Code Commission, the 2.1·51.15. 

§ 2.1-51.20. Subject to supervision by Governor; powers and duties.- The 
Secretary of Education shall be subject to direction and supervision by the 
Governor. Unless the Governor expressly reserves such a J?Ower to himself, the 
Secretary is empowered to resolve .administrative, jurtsdictional or policy 
conflicts between any agencies or officers for which he is responsible and to 
provide policy direction for programs involving more than a single agency. He 
ts authorized to direct the preparation of alternative policies, plans and budgets 
for education for the Governor and, to that end, mav require the assistance of 
the agencies for which he is responsible. He shall direct the formulation of a 
comprehensive program budget for cultural affairs encompassing the programs 
and activities of the agencies involved in cultural affairs. (1976, c. 733.) 

§ 2.1-51.21. Agencies for which responsible.- The Secretary of Education 
shall be responsible to the Governor for the following agencies: bepartment of 
Education, Virginia Public School Authority, State Council of Higher Education, 
·Education Loan Authority, Virginia College Building Authority, State Education 
Assistance Authority, Virginia School for the Deaf and Blind, Virginia School at 
Hampton, Commission for the .4.rts, Virginia Museum of Fine Arts, The Science 
Museum of Virginia, Virginia State Library and Truck and Ornamental 
Research Station. The Governor may, bv executive order, assign any other State 
executive agency to the Secretary of ~ducation, or reassign any agency listed 
above to another secretary. (1976, c. 733; 1977, c. 413; 1979, c. 314.) 

The 1979 amendment substituted the Arts and Humanities" and deleted "Art 
"Commission for the Arts" for "Commission of Commission" in the first sentence. 
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•Secretary of Commerce and Resources 

CODE OF VIRGINIA, SECTION 2.1-51.8:1; 
ACTS OF ASSEMBLY, 1976, CHAPTER 730; 
SENATEBILL 310 

•Secretary of Human Resources 

CODE OF VIRGINIA, SECTION 2.1-51.14; 
ACTS OF ASSEMBLY, 1976, Chapter 729; 
SENATEBILL 308 

•Secretary of Public Safety 

CODE OF VIRGINIA, SECTION 2.1-51.17; 
ACTS OF ASSEMBLY, 1976, Cr~TER 732; 
SENATEBILL 314 

•Secretary of Education 

CODE OF VIRGINIA, SECTION 2.1-51.20; 
ACTS OF ASSEMBLY, 1976, CHAPTER 733 
SENATE BILL 315 

•Secretary of Transportation 

CODE OF VIRGINIA, SECTION 2.1-51.23; 
ACTS OF ASSEMBLY, 1976, CHAPTER 734; 
SENATE BILL 317 

•Secretary of Administration and Finance 

CODE OF VIRGINIA, SECTION 2.1-51.26; 
ACTS OF ASSEMBLY, 1976, CHAPTER 743; 
SENATEBILL 316 

The Legislation Which Strengthened the 

Statutory Powers of the Six Secretarial Positions 
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CHAPTER 5.1. 

SECRETARY OF COMMERCE AND RESOURCES. 

§ 2.1-51.7. Positions established; appointment; term: oath.- There are [i~J 
hereby created in the Governor's office the following positions [position]: 
Seeretarv of Commerce and Resources. 

Each s'ecretary shall he appointed by the Governor, subject to confirmation by 
the General AssrrulJly if in session when the appointment is made, and if not in 
session then at iL<> uext succeeding session. He shall hold office at the pleasure 
of the Governor for a term coincrdent with that of the Governor making the 
appointment or unLil his successor shall be appointed and qualified. Before 
ernering upori the discharge of his duties, he shall take an oath that he will 
faithfullv execute th0 duties of his office. (1972, c. 641; 1975, c. 390; 1976, cc. 729, 
732, 733~ 734, 7 43.) 

§ .2.1-51.8: Repealed hy Act.c; 1976, c. 730. 

CroMM rrferencl'. - For present provisions 
covering the subject matwr of the repealed 
section, sf;!e § 2.1-51.8:1. 

§ 2.1-51.8:1. Subject to supcn·ision by Governor; powers and du'ties. -
Each secretary shall be subject to direction and supervision by the Governor. The 
ageucics assigned to the secretaries shall exercise their respective powers and 
duties in ac~ordance with th~ general policy established by the Governor or by 
the approprrate secretary actmg on behalf of the Governor. Unless the Governor 
expressly reserve~. such a power to himself, each secretary is emJ!owered to 
resolve administrative, jurisdictional or policy conflicts between any agencies or 
officers assig-ned to hrm and to direct the formulation of a comprehensive 
program budget for his office encompassing the programs and activrties of the 
agencies assigned to such office. All reports to the Governor from the head of 
any ag-encv assigned to any secretary shall be made through such secretarv. 
(1976, c. 730.) • 
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CHAPTER 5.2. 

SECRETARY OF HUMAN RESOUJ\CES. 

§ 2.1-51.13. Po::ition established; appointment: term; oath.- The position 
of Secretary of Human Resources is hereby created. He shall be appointed by 
the Governor, suujt~cl to confirmation by the General Assembly if in session 
when the appointm1~nt is made, and if not in session, then at its next succeeding 
session. He shall hold office at the pleasure of the Governor for a term coincident 
with that of th~:: Go\·ernor making the appointment or until his successor shall 
be appointed and qu:1.lified. Before entermg upon the discharge of his duties, he 
shall take an oath that he will faithfully execute the duties of the office. (1976. 
c. 729.) 

§ 2.1-51.1-1. Suhjcct to sup"!rvision by Governor; powers and duties.- The 
Secretary of Human H.esources shall be subject to direction and supervision by 
the Governor. The ar;encics assigned to the Secretary shall exercise their 
respective powers anJ duties in accordance with the general policy established 
by the Governor or by lhe Secretary acting on behalf of the Governor. Unless 
the Governor expressly reserves such a power to himself, the Secretary is 
empowered to resolve administrative, jurisdictional or policy conflicts between 
any agencies or officers assig-ned to nis office to direct the formulation of a 
comprehensin' program budget for his office encompassing the programs and 
activities of tht~ aJ:cncies assigned to such office. All report.<> to the Governor 
from the head of any agency assigned to the Secretary of Human Resources 
shall be made through such Secretary. (1976, c. 729.) 
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CHAPTER 5.3. 

SECRETARY OF PUBLIC SAFEn'. 

§ 2.1-51.16. Position established; appointment: term: oath.- The [Josi~ion 
of Secretary of Public Safety is herebv created. He shall be appuinter by the 
Governor, subject to confirmation by the General Assembh· if m session when 
the appointment is made, and if not in session. then at Its next succeeding 
session. He shall hold office at the pleasure of the Governor for a term coinci<ient 
with that of the Governor making the appointment or until hiF succ~ssur shall 
be arpointed and qualified. Before entermg upon the discharge of his duties. he 
shal take an oath that he will faithfully execute the duties of the office. (1976. 
c. 732.) 

The numbers of§§ 2.1·51.16 to 2.1·51.18 were numbers in the 1976 act haYin~ hcPu2.1·5l.J:l ~c' 
assigned by the Virginia Code Commission, the 2.1-51.15. • 

§ 2.1-51.17. Subject to supervision by Governor; powers and duties.- The 
Secretary of Public Safety shall be subject to direction and supervision by the 
Governor. The a~encies assigned to the Secretary shall exercise their respectiYe 
powers and dut1es in accordance with the general policv establishc<i by the 
Governor or by the Secretary acting on behalf of the Governor. Unless the 
Governor expressly reserves such a power to himself. the SecreLary is 
empowered to resolve administrative, jurisdictional or J>olicy confliets between 
any agencies or officers assigned to h1s office and to direct the formulation of 
a comprehensive program budget for his office encomrassing the programs aJJd 
activities of the agencies assigned to such office. AI reporls to the Governor 
from the head of any agency assigned to the Secretary of Public Safety shall be 
made through such Secretary. (1976, c. 732.) 
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CHAPTER 5.4. 

SECnETARY OF EDUCATION. 

§ 2.1-51.19. Position established; appointment: term: oath.- The position 
of Secret!lry of Education is hereby created. He shall be apoointed bv the 
Governor, subject to confirmation by the General Assemblv if il1 se~~ion \vhen 
the ~ppointment is made, and if not in session, then at Its next succeeding 
sesston. He shall hold office at the pleasure of the Governor for a term coincident 
with th~t of the Governor making the appointment or until his successor shall 
be appomled and qualified. Before entermg upon the discharge of his duties, he 
$klll take :m oath that he will faithfullv execute the duties of the office. (1976 c. 733.) • , 

The numlwn•of!l!! 2.1-51.19 tu2.1-51.21 were numher~ in the 197G act having bl:'cn:!.l-51.13 to 
assigned by the VirKmia Code Comrni::sion, tlw 21-51.15. 

§ 2.1-51.:!0. Suhj~ct to supervision by Governor: powers and duties._- The 
Secretary of Education shall be subject to direction and supervision by the 
Governor. Unless the Governor expressly reserves such a power to himself, the 
Secretary is empowered to resolve administrati\'e, junsdictional or policy 
confiict.." between any agencies or officer~ for which he is responsible and to 
provide policy direction for programs involving more than a sing-le agency. He 
is authorized to direct the preparation of alternative policies, plans and budgets 
for education for the Governor and. to that end, mav require the assistance of 
the agencies for which he i~ responsihle. He shall <lirect the formulation of a 
comprehensive program budget for cultural affairs encompa~sing the .P.rograms 
and acti\·ities of the agencies involved in cultural affairs. (1976, c. 7.:l3.) 
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CHAPTER 5.5. 

SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION. 

~ 2.1-51.:!2. Position established: appointment: term: oath.- The fosition 
of Secretary of Transportation is hereoy created. He shall be appointe< by the 
Governor, subject to confirmation by the General Assembly if m session when 
the appointment is made, and if not in session, then at its next succeeding 
session. He shall hold office at the pleasure of the Governor for a term coincident 
with that of the Governor making the apiJointment or until his successor shall 
be aflpointed and qualified. Before entermg upon the discharge of his duties. he 
shal take an oath that he will faithfully execute the duties of the office. (1976, 
c. 734.) 

The numhrr~ of~~ 2.J.;)l.:!2to 2.1·51.2·1 were number~ in the l!J7G act havinJ: been 2.1·51.1:3 to 
assigned by the V1rginia Code Commission, the 2.1·51.15. 

§ 2.1-51.23. Subject to supervision hy Governor: powers and duties; 
construction of chapt<~r.- The Secretary of TranslJortaLion shall be Slll,ject to 
direct.ion and supen·i:;ion by the Governor. The· ar~··t.cies assigiJ(_'U to the 
Secretary shall exercise their respective powers and duties in accordance with 
the general policy established by the Go\'ernor or by the Secretary acting on 
behalf of the Governor. To the extent the Governor expressly authorizes, the 
Secretary is empowered to resolve administrative. jurisdictional or policy 
conflicts between any agencies or officers assigned to his office and to direct the 
formulation "Of budget.s for his office encomrassing the programs and activities 
of the agencies assigned to such office. AI reports to the r~o\'ernor from the 
head of any agency assigned to the Secretary of Transportation shall be made 
through such Secretary. The Secretary of Transportation shall also be 
responsible w the Governor for the coordination and presentation of the 
Statewide Transportation Plan. Nothing in this chapter shall be construed to 
alter any existing formulas or methods of allocating funds. Further, nothing in 
this chapter shall be construed to abrogate the existin~ statutory prerogatives 
and duties of the commissions, authorities and officials of the agencies 
enumerated in§ 2.l·Gl.24 or of local governing bodies. including airport and port 
authorities, tran!'port..'ILion district commissions, planning district commissions, 
the Transportation Planning Board of the Metropolitan \Vashington Councii of 
Governments, and the State Corporation Commission, as the regulatory agency. 
(1976, c. 734; 1978, c. 6GO.) 



286 

CHAPTER 5.G. 

SECHETARY OF AD:-.tiNISTRATlON A~D FI:-iA:--;CE. 

§ 2.1-:il.2:i. Po!'ition estnblishcd; appointment; term; oath.- The position 
of Secret.<try of Administration and Finance is herebv created. He shall be 
appointed by the Governor, subject to confirmation b)' tl1e General Assembly if 
in session when the appointment is made, and if not m session, then at its next 
succeeding- session. He shall hold office at the pleasure of the Governor for a 
term coincident with that of the Governor making the appointment or until his 
successor shall be apl>ointed and qualified. Before entermg upon the discharge 
of his duties, he shal take an· oath that he will faithfuliy execute the duties of 
the office. . · 

Anv refercucc in this Code to the Commissioner of Administration or 
Secrcwry of Admiuistration shall be deemed a reference to the Secretary of 
Administration and Finance. (197G, c. 743.) 

The n11mbt"~ of§ll2.1-51.25 to 2.1-G1.28 were numbers in the 1976 act hnvin~ been 2.1·f." .. 13 w 
ar.signed I.Jy the Virginia Code Commission, the 2.1-51.16. 

§ 2.1-;'11.26. Subject to supen·ision by Governor; powers and duties.- The 
Secretary of Administration and Finance shall be subject to direction and 
supervis1on by the Governor. The agencies assigned to the Secretary shall 
exer~sc tlwir respective powers and dulles in accordance with the genera1 policy 
e:>t.'lblished bv the Governor or by the Secretary acting 011 behalf of the 
Governor. Unless the Governor expressly reserves such a power to himself. the 
Secretary is empowered to resolve administrative, junsdictional or policy 
conflicts between any agencies or officers assigned to his office and to direct the 
formulation of a comprehensive program budget for his office encompassing the 
programs and activities of the agencies assigned to such office. All reports to 
the Governor from the head of any agency assigned to the Secretarv of 
Administration and Finance shall be made through such Secretary. (197G, c. 743.) 
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COMMONwEALTH of VIRGINIA 
Offia of tht GOTJunar 

Richmond 2.3219 

EXECUTIVE ORDER NUMBER THIRTY-SIX (76) 

AUTHORITY AND RESPONSIBn.ITY OF 
SECRETARY OF :::DUC.ATION 

Pursuant to Section 2. 1-39. 1. Code of V"u-gi.ni.a, and subject always to 
my continuing ultiznate authority and re.spou.sibllity to a.ct in such matters, 
a.nd to reserve powers, I hereby delegate to the Sec:re~ry of Education the 
following power with respect to the S~te progranu and agencies a.asigned 
here~ · 

1. To direct the formulation of a. comprehensive progrun budget 
encompassing progra=s and activities, for the education 
function including cultural a.ffairs progra=s, subject to guide-
lines es~blished under my direction. 

2. To hold assigned agency b.ead( s) accoun~ble !or the adzninis-
trative, fiac.a.l, a.nd progrun performa.nce of such agency in 
order to effect the Secre~' s responsibility to me. 

3. To designate policy priorities and guidelines to effect compre-
hensive long- range and coordinated pl.a.lming and policy formu-
lation involving more than a si:§ile ~geney 'c:- for the education 
function. 

4. To resolve administrative, jurisdiction.a.l, policy, progra=, or 
operational conflicts among any of the aslligned agencies or 
officers. 

5. To solicit or accept on behal! of the Office of the Secre~ry of 
Education any donation, gift or grant, whether or not entailing 
commitments as to the expenditure or subeequent requests for 
appropriation or expenditure from the General Fund, subject 
to approval of the Of.."'ice of Administration and Finance for 
pl.a.lming a.nd budgeting c:oncurTence. 
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6. To direct the preparation of uternative policies, pl.&ns, a.nd 
budgets !or education. 

7. To receive, review, a.nd forward reports to the Governor from 
assigned State agencies. 

8. To employ suc:h perso:anel a.nd contract !or suc:h consulting ser-
vices as may be required to execute the sta.tu.tory and delegated 
powers subject to the funds ava.Uable !or the operation o! the 
office and to State la.w and regulations pursuant thereto; further, 
to require te:nporary assistance from the assigned a11enc:ies and 
to request suc:h assistance from the Office of Administration a.nd 
Finane: e. 

9. To sign doc1.m1ents related to delegated powers and duties in the 
form: 

------------------------------------------------------------------------· Governor 

~------------------------~------------~~----~-------------------Secretary of Education 

10. To effect the foregoing actions with respect to the following a.uigned 
State programs operating in the Executive Depart:nent: 

Elementary and Secondary Instruction, Sut)ervision a.nd Assistance 

Education As sist&nce a.nd Cu.rriculum Development 
Education Research, Plan.niD.g, 'I'estin& a.nd Evaluation 
Instruction 
Professional a.nd Ed1!catioD&l Su.pport Services 

Flna..D.cial Assistance to Local Elementary Seconda.rv Education 

Financial Assi.sta.nce !or Inat::-~c:tiona.l Assistance - Ca.tegorial 
Financ:ia.l Auistance !or I.nstruc:tioa&.l Assistance - Standards 

of Quality 
Financial Auista.nc:e !or Profenional a.nd Educational Support 

Services 
Special State Revenue Sharing 

Higher Education 

Hi&he:r Education Academic, Fiscal, a.nd Facility Pl..a.mli.ng 
a.nd Coordination 

Hi&.il.er Education Academic: Support 
Higher Education Auxiliary Enterprises 
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Higher Education Federal ?rogruns Coordination 
Higher Education Institutional Support 
Higher Education Instruction 
Higher Education Public Services 
Higher Education Physical Pant 
Higher Education Research 
Higher Education Student Financial Assistance 
Higher Education Student Services 

Cultural.and Scienc~ Education 

Archives Management 
Financial Assistance !or Libraries and the Arts 
Museum. and G.Uery Services 
Performing Arts 
Science Presentations, Education and Promotion 
Statewide Library Services 
Static: Arts 

11. To eifect the foregoing actions with respect to the following 
a.genc:iea, but not to appoint the heads (inc:ll!ding c:olleiia.l 
body members) of the agencies: 

Chriatopher Newport College 
Depa.rcnent of Community Colleges 
Department of Education 
Education Loan Authority 
George Mason College 
Longwood College 
Madison College 
Mary Washington College 
Norfolk State College 
Old Dominion University 
Radford College 
State Co:~unc:il on Highe:- Ec-.lc:atil:ln !or Virginia 
State Education Assistance Authority 
The College of WUlia.m and Mary in Virginia 
The Science Museum. of Virginia. 
The Virginia School !or the Dea.£ and Blind 
University of Virginia 
Virginia College Building Authority 
Virginia Commission on the Arts and Humanitiu 
Virginia Commonwealth University 
Virginia. Military Institute 
Virginia Museum. o£ Fine Arta 
Virginia Polytechnic: Institute and Sta.te University 
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Virginia Public School Authority 
Virginia School a.t Hampton 
Virginia State College 
Virginia. State Library 
Virginia. '!ruck and Orna.=entals Researeh Station 

1 Z. To maintain liaison with and among the following collegial 
bodies and Virginia interstate eompact representatives: 

A a i•a•; Suc:mittee au COIWliWliC) coneg-e=s 
Advisory Committee on Education for Health Professions 

and Occupation. 
Advisory Committee on Fire Service Training 
Advisory Research Committee on Plana a.nd Specifications 

for School Building~ 
» hz • Rid:ec euz .. :a::w:iCJ College Bo:rd 
Board of Commissioners Vir~ Public School 

Authority 
Board of Community Colleges 
Board of Directors of the Virginia Truck and Orua.m.ental• 

Research Station 
Board of Directors Virginia College Building Authority 
Board of Directors Virginia Education Loan Authority 
Board of Education 
Board of Trustees Miller School of Albem&rle· 
Board of Trustees Museum of Fine Art3 
Board of Trustees Science Museum of Virginia 
Board of Visitors Christopher Newport College 
Board of Visitors Cieorge Mason University 
Board of Visitors Loncwooe College 
Board of Viaitors Madison College 
Board of Visitors Mary Wa.ahington College 
Board of Visitors Norfolk State College 
Board of Visitors Old Dominion University 
:aoa.rd of Visitors Ra.d£ord College 
Board of Visitors The College of William. and Mary 

in Virginia 
Board of Visitors University of Virginia 
Board of Visitors Virginia Commonwealth University 
Board of Visitors Virginia. Military Institute 
Board of Visitors Virginia. Polytechnic Institute and 

State University 
Board of Visitors Virginia. School at Hampton 
Board of Visitors Virginia. School !or the Deaf and 

Blind 
Board of Visitors Virginia State College 
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Co=ission on the Arts a.nd Humanities 
Compact for Education 
Education Co=ission of the States 
Eastern Virginia. Medical Authority 
Institute for Higher Educational Opportunity in the South 
Interstate Aireement on Qualification of Educational 

Personnel 
Interstate Library Compact 
Private College Advisory Committee 
Southern Regional Education Board 
State Councll of Higher Education for Virginia 
The Library Board 

This Executive Order super:~edes Executive Orders Number N'l.!1e issued 
May 22, 1974, Number Twettty•Two &nd Number Twenty·Three isiiUed 
July 1, 1975. 

Given under my hand &nd the Seal of the Commoawealth of Virgi.Dia., this 
ninth day of July, 1976. 

Attested: 

, 

Secretary of the Commoawealth 
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CO?vL"'YfONW'EALTH of VIR-GINIA 
Offia of tht Gwmtar 

RidrmtJml 232!9 

Pursuant ta See'"..ians 2 .• l-J9.l., 2.1-Sl.ll, and 2.1-51.20, 
Cede af Vi=,i:iA, an~ sabject always ta my canein~g, ~l~ate 
ac~arit? ~ respcns~il.ity ta act in such matters and ta res~1e 
powe..~, ! here.by del~z.ts ta the Sec:-eta..""Y af ~uc:at.ion the follo\-r.::l9' 
EJOWe::'S a::.d duties: 

tl) Tc prov:.::!• gene:a.l policy ciuee*....ion, ac:"':inq in .my behal.:, 
tc ·~·~~ias subject to the Sec:-eta--y's j~i~diction. 

(2) 'rc c!.i:•= ~. preparation af alte..--native pclicia.s, pl.!.:s 
4Dd b~;e~ far the ~ccational. ~gencies ~jec~ to the 
Sec:et:u.r• s jl:.:'i.sdic:tion. 

(3) Ta d.i:sc:.:tr !ar :::ry consideration, us !o.z::::ula.tion of 
cc=p:-·~-~~ve pc~cies, plans and bud~ets enc~assin~ 
t!:1e EJr:lq:a:RS and a.e'"....ivities of ue c:ult=al u!ai:s 
ag-anciu subject t::l the Sec::eta:-.1' s ju:is~i=-~on. 

(4) 'rc resolve admi:ist--ative, ju:isCicticnal, policy, 
prcc;rz:: o:- aperational. con!l.icts among any o! the 
avenc.ies ar of:!ices su.bjec"': to the Sec:-et&:J' s ju:i.s-
clic:-..icn. 

(5) Tc bcld usi~ed a.~e.ncy haa.ds ac::oanta.ble !or the 
a.C:inistrat.ive, !iscal and pro~am per:a:=ance o£ 
their ag-encies. 

(6) To coc~~te ~cations wi~ t:e Federal ~ove~­
ment and the g-over:".:ents of t:..~e ot!ler sutss, su=j ect 
to ~idel.ines es~lished under a~ direction, L~ ma~"':e:s 
rel&tad to the prov=acs ar.~ a:--i7i~es of ~e a~enc~es 
subject ta tll• S•cret:.L.-y' s ju:i.sc!ic-...i.o!l. 
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To L~~ ~~e or~aci:a~on o! a~enc~~s s~jec~ t~ 
the s~c=eta_-y's ju:ise~c~on an~ reco~e~d c:an~es 
necess~I to ?=omote ~e :era a!!e~~ve ~d ef!icien~ 
operation o:f s ~ts qove_-:c.e.n:. 

To sign do~:::ert.s =e~a.~ to ~e~ec-a.':eC. o:owe:s su.':j e~ 
tc ~.ud.e.li.nes u~l.is.b.e<! ur.<!a: ~ ~i.:aC..-=..on. 

To ac;l~oy s-.:c!:l ?e:sonnel an<! coct:=a.~ !or such ccn-
su.lt:i..o.q se_-v-ices u :n.a.y oe =et;:ui:.r-. to e.xacu-::e iti.s 
statut:r=? aJl.C! <!uegative powe:s s-.:!:j ec~ -;o t.!le !u:.d.s 
a.vti~&.b~e !or e.b.a opera::!on oi ~a o!!i::e u:ti to 
St.ats l.a.w a.ed re-;-..:J.a.tions :u=sua=.~ ":.::lereto. 

To &i:fe~ t!le !oreqoi.:1q a.~ions ;.ri:.!:l res;:e~ ':o ~e 
fol~o~q a.qe:cias a.n<! th~i: r~s;:ec~ive co~lec-ia~ 
bodies, =~t aot ~ AP?C~t ~. he~~s or =~ll~q!~ 
oG<!y ~-==ers of ~. a.ssi;ned agen::ias: 

Chris~~her Ne~ort College 
Oep~e:t or !.:!uca.tion 
Gecr;e ~son crciversi:y 
I.ongvocC. C:llleqe 
J'a::as ~<!.ison ua..i·.re:si':•l 
Ma--y ~~s~g-::on c~:lege" 
5o:!o~< s-=a~e ~l!e-;e 
Old Dc:ni.nio:t Onive:si!:y 
~or:. ~ll~a 
S~ta Cc;:cil of ~;ta: ~ucaticn fo= 7i=;~a 
Se&te ~~:&tion A5sistaace A~~ori!:y 
'l'he Coll~e of 'iiUJ.im. a.:1<! M.L-y in Vi-~i:.ia 
'the Scia::::a M-.ue!::ll of Vi:gi.:l.ia. 
~e v:...-:--....:U.a SC::.Cols !or t.!le uu.f c.C. t.!:.e 3l.i:ld 
Onive--s£ty of v;~~a 
Vi:q~ C~llege a~~q AU~ori:Y 
Vi:qUia ~:=i.ssicn cf ~· A=":s ~ E~i :..ie.s 
Vi=c,;~.a Cc:::=Qnweu :!:1 0:1i ve:si :y 
V~i.ll.ia C::::::u:lity ~llege S~stem 
Vi:q"-:U.a ::c.uc:ation :.ca.n .r..llt:::.ori t'f 
Vi--goi:l.ia. :1i.l.i ~! =.:sti t~-:e 
Vi..~i.::Ua !!useu::1 of ='i:e Ar-...s 
Virqi.nia. ?oly~-ci:.:Uc !.:l.s~t:".:.t:~ a.nd Sta-te O:l.ive:sity 
v~~ ?u!:ll.ic Sc:!:c:ol ~llt!:lc=i::Y 
Vi...~i.ll.ia St::.a1:a Colle<;e 
V~i.n.i£ St::.ate !.~r~I 
Vir'3'i.::Ua. T:-::c:.!< &:l<! O::::IG~en -:a.l.s a.e.saa:::=. S ~ t.ioc 

(lll To ma..io.t:'li.:: l.ia.iscn •.ti:!:. ~c. among ":.::le tcllowinr; 
e=ll~ial coc:..ias, ncn-S~t:e age:cies c:c Vi=~i.~ia. 
il:.te:s-ez te c::m::ac:t :e~=esenta :..i 're.s c 
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Compact for ZCucation 
Council on Vcl~~~ee:ism ~ ?ublic Sc.~ools 
Education C~ssion of the States 
Eastern Vi:q~ Medical Authority 
G~rqe C. Ma:shaJ.l. Research Center 
I.nsti.t".J.ta for :iiqher Educz.tior..al Oppo:'=U:l.ity· i;l ~e Sout.b. 
Interstate Agree!:e:-t. on Quz..li..!ica.tion of ;:c.uca.t.iona.l 

Pe:sonnel 
Inters-tate I..i.::l=~-y Compact 
~ler School of Alb~le 
Pe.:ti.nsuJ.a Nz.-:u.re a.:d Scie::c2 Ce.~ter 
P:i~ate College Advisory C:~ttee 
Science Muse~ of Rcz.noke Valley 
Sou~e_~ Regional Educatipn 3oa:d 
The Cbrysler Museum 
Vi=qi .. • a Naval :·ll:.5a!.m Al.lt!:.ori t.y 
Vi...-g-i.aia. Oceano~ph.ic Museum 

'I'!l.is ~acutive Order stall ~ec:::::.e e!!ective on the fi:st day of 
~~y, nL~eteen hund.:e~ seve:ty-eiq!l.t and remz.~ L~ !ull force ~~d ef!ect 
an .. .;, ----::.=. o: :asc::..C.Ce=. by '!u:--b.e: E:xe~.:.t:..ve o:=.e:. 

'!:his ::Xecutive C~er s-.J.;:ersedes =:xec-.J.tiva Order N•·-.be: :!6 (i6) 
USUR-:i ~9 :U..~th d.a.y Of .;~y 1 ::i..::etet!!l ht!.::Ced $;:•;t!!lt:y-si.x. 

Given ...... ,:a: ::~ 7-·-d and under t!le Seal of ~e Co:r:::onweal~ of 
VL.~iilia, at :Uc!:::ton~ ~s t:!l.i:--ieth day of June, tli.!lete~ hu:l.d.=ed. 
se.ve:ty-eiq!l.t. 

Governor 



APPENDIX H 

GOVERNOR JOHN N. DALTON 

•EXECUTIVE ORDER NUMBER ELEVEN (78): 

Authority and Responsibility of the 
Secretary of Administration and Finance 

•EXECUTIVE ORDER NUMBER TWELVE (78): 

Authority and Responsibility of the 
Secretary of Commerce and Resources 

•EXECUTIVE ORDER NUMBER THIRTEEN (78): 

Authority and Responsibility of the 
Secretary of Education 

•EXECUTIVE ORDER NUMBER FOURTEEN (78): 

Authority and Responsibility of the 
Secretary of Human Resources 

•EXECUTIVE ORDER NUMBER FIFTEEN (78): 

Authority and Responsibility of the 
Secretary of Public Safety 

•EXECUTIVE ORDER NUMBER SIXTEEN (78): 

Authority and Responsibility of the 
Secretary of Transportation 

Executive Orders Issued for the 

Six Secretarial Positions 

June 30, 1978 

297 



298 

' .,. -......... G"r'\ ""T ·I ,-, -r . t ""'C,' ~_.~.._ '1 I -
- ) y ·- • -· -- -

... ann 'll. :.&teen 
:;c ... ~ .. :l! 

C.Ffict of tlu GOT1m:or 
R.idm11nui 2J;!; 

~C"J'!':vE ORDER NUMBER E:..:.-vt:N ( 7 81 

AU'!'ROR!TY ~~D RE:SPONS!3!LI'!'Y OF THE 

Pursuant to Sections 2.1-39.1, 2.1-31.11, anc 2.1-31.26, 
Code of Vir~inia, an: subjec~ always to ~Y con~inu~n~, ul~~te 
au~~ority and respons~iliey to act in such ~atters and ~o 
reserve powers, I here~y delegate to ~e Secretary of ~nis­
~a~on anc Finance the followin~ powers anc duties: 

(1) To di:ece, as the deputy p1&:nin; and budget 
officer, the a~istration of e~e State 
gove~~ent p1~~inq and budget process, axcep~ 
as to the responsibilities enumerated below, 
which are reta~ed by me: 

a. su.=;.ssion o:: ~e budget and accompanyi:1~ 
C:oc:o.Jm.ents tc the General ;.ssem.bly; 

b. Final review and deter.nina.tion of a.ll :~re­
posed expenditures and of est~ted revenues 
and bor:owings to be included i.~ t-'le 
Executive Budget for eac~ Sta.te depa._~en~, 
division, o!!ice, boa.rd, co~ssion, i:lsti~u­
ticn, or ot.'ler agency or underta.ki:1g; anc 

c. Appoi."lt:llent o! ':!le Oi:ector of the Oepa.rt:nen~ 
of ~la.n:i."lg and Budget. 

(2) To di:ect, as the deputy personnel officer, the 
~~is~ation of ':!le Sta.te government persor~el 
system, except as to t-'le responsi~ili~ies enumeratsd 
below, whic~ a:e reta.i:1ed by me: 

a.. Fina.l deter.ni."laticn wi~'l respect eo employee 
ecmpensation p1a.ns; 
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S~ss~:n o! =epc:~s ~~ ~~e ~ne:~l ~seo=ly =: 
~e C-ove.= or a.s =e«~ee ~y l.a:,..; 

!ssuanca, a.cenC:en~ o: sus;~sion o! ~~e ?~es 
fer ~ ;d-"nist:a~on o! ~ v~;~£ ?erson:el 
Ac~ o! 1.942; 

d. ?~ a.c--ion on &~pe£ls !=em ~ppo~~q ~u~=~~es 
tO ~ GovL""nO:'; a.:d 

•. Appoi.:l'Qent o! ':.!!e O~ec~== o! U1e Oep&:t::len~ of 
Personnel &nd ':':"~'1; • 

( 3 l ':o gave lot:~ :'e'Tenue !o:eca.s~s; a.nd to 2rov:.ce ad•r;,:e on 
~t~a:s o~ !~a~ea ~= ~ ~C -~a o•be- S•b;~~ias, 
~~•; ad·.r~=• a.s ~= ?2.-:e .... ~~.:.·re :~:::..:.:.·; =.ec.:.£.::..:.~. 

( 4 j ~o ='roviC.e ge:'e.,.al -==ol.icv :. .; -ec-:.icr.., a.c-:.i.~~ :..::. :y !:::eha..l.!, 
to agencies subjec~ t:: ~e Sec:s~£r!'S ju:~sd.:.c~on. 

(5) ~~ ~=•c~, !cr my ccr.si:a:a~ion, ~· ~~==~4~ic~ o: c;m-
?=a.o.iii'lsi •te :o l.i:;.as , :: l.a:.s . a.=+;, :t.eC;ets a!':.c:~a.ss ~ ~S' :.~e 
;:::r:=~s •-C •c-.;, • .;_.;•s ,..,.: -•· ,:.;e-.-;.es s-..;.;~e-:-: -:.: ~e 
See=e-:a:v's jt:.;!..sc:,.:.--:.:..;t!. 

(6) !o =•solve &~'l.:.st:a~ve, ju:isdic~on£1, ~clicy, ~=:q=a.c, 
or o~era~onal c~~l~:~s a:cng ar.y c! ~· aqe~cies o: 
o!!ices s~jec~ t: ~e Sec:e~a_-y's ju:~sdic--io~. 

Cil 'l'o ~ld a.ssiqneC. agency h.a4ds a.cc:ou:.~le !or ~· a~s­
;:a-:i.ve, !iscal &nd. i2roc;=am pe:fo=a:tca e: ~~•.i: agencies. 

(9) To c::o:-"-i.:la.~a :::m::nmiations W:..-:!1 ~e :&e:a.l ;ovar-..men~ 
a.nc th.a ;ova~~~ o! ~ o~: sta.~as, ~~jec~ ~o ~~~·­
l~•es es~lished ~-= ~Y ~ectior., ~ ~~~e:s :alA~ec 
to :.=.a ;::"Qg=z.ms a.nd a.c-::.i v~ ties o! ~· &ge:~c.:.as sU,:,j •=~ e; 
~"l.e Sec:eta...-y' s JU:i.st!ic-::.ior.. •. 

(9) ~o exzm•ne ~ or;a:.:.:~~=n o! agencies su=jec~ ~= ~e 
Sec:eta...-y's ju:~sC..:.c~io: ~ rec=mmend c~~es ~ecess~! 
to ~=omo~a ~ mere •=!ac~ve anC e!!~c~an~ ope=a~o~ o! 
S t& ~· ;t:IVL-:mlen t. 

(lOl To aet:JrQVA, wi-=.: :esrec-:. t:: ~:..e c=ec:;;:em•n- &-:,c:i ;=v•s•c;r 
c; a.~~==a~eC. ~ata. ~rocess~s •~-;~~ ~ sa_~r~ces: 
a.. ila<;"._:ests :y S~~a a.qanc::.es ~c. ;,.sti -:;;::...:.,., ... s ---

e.on-:ac-; !o; ~e 1''·--ba •• ;~ or ::r :;:.. eon~~l:Ct!S 
usa of a.::~, i-::am :: a.t:~=.a~sc. C.a.-:3. ::r~c:ass~ ~..;:.t'­
~~~ c: ~o cor.~&c~ !o= &~~oma~ac da~ ~r:ces•~~ 
SL~~=•s !~-= & :o:s~~· a~enC?i iUld 
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b. Sta~e ~ an !or the provis~on cf au~oma~ed data 
~rocessinq se~•~ces y one _ea~e agency eo ar.c~e:. 

(l:) ~o s~~ documents related to delegated powers s~ject tc 
guideli;es esta~lished under my ~ection. 

(l2l To employ such personnel and contract for such consul~nc; 
services as may be requ.i:ed eo execute ru.s statutory and 
delegative powers ~ject to the funds available for ~e 
operation of the office and to State law and regulations 
pursuant thereto. 

(13) To af!ect the foregoing actions wi~~ respect to the fol-
lowing agencies and thai: respective collegial bodies, 
~ut not to appoint the heads or collegial body ~embers 
of ~. assigned agencies: 

Compensation Board 
Oepa.r~er.t of Accounts 
Oepa.r~ent of Compu~u Se--rices 
Department of General Services 
Oepa.r~ent of Interc;ovarnmen'tal ~fairs 
Oepa.r~ent of Management Analysis and Systems Development 
Department of Personnel and ':':a.i!ling 
uepa:~nt of Plann~ng and Budget 
Oepa~ent of Taxation 
Oepar-::nent of ~'le tea.sury 
Office of ~loyee Relations Counselor 
Seate Board of Elect~ons 
Virc;inia Public Telacommur~ca~ons Council 
Virqillia Supplemental Retirement System 

(14) To ~ta,j.~ liaison with and amcng the followi-~q collegial 
bcd~es, non-State agencies ar~ Virc;inia. L~tersta.te compact 
representatives: 

Advisory Board on Revenue Estimates 
Advisory C~ssion on Intarc;overr~ntal Relations 
Oefe::ed Compensation Commission 
Governor's ECiUAl E:nployme.."lt Oppcr':'.L"l~ty Committee 
Local Government AdvisorJ Committee 
Personnel Advisory Committee 
State Commission on Local Debt 
teasury Board 

':'he follo~-~q agencies shall report to the Sec:etary of 
Ad:ni..'ti.s'1:::'a~ion and E'inance on administrative mat~e.rs, bu-e slla.~~ repo:-t 
C.:.rectly to the Gover:lor on exec".!tive pol.i.cy mattes: 

Secreta--y of ~e Commonweal~, ~ivision of Reco:-ds 
V'rqinia. Liaison Office 
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·:=..:.s !:cec-.:~~;e ~=:.a: s~ =~=e e!!ac-=..:."r~ c~ -:=..e ::.=:s~ =.a:: ::: -.. , .. -.. -·~e.::. '•u-...:- • ...: se~r.::-·:--" _ ... _ a.:- -•,-.. 2 ... - !.=. :·.:..:..: ===:!! 
a.::.C. ... ~!~c;-;-:.:_;. ~~~-c: :es~~;J··;? !-": - ~e: ~~ac·.:~~re :::.e.:. 

':!::..s ~e~-:-:.:..ve C::ie= S\:.i'tt:S~a_, !.:cee..:~ve O~e: !ic:!:a:: J~ (i6) 
i..ss-..1ee -:=e =-i.,:.:,: ~y Q! .:l:.ly, ~-~i!:l ::.~c.C. seve:l.~?-s=..:t. 

~ivc. =.d.e: -:Irf •a-~ a.::C u:l.d.e: t.!:.e SeC o:: ~ :..=:::ac:::.·,..,e&.l-=.::. c! 
~7:._-;:.:.:..a, a.-; ?.:..c=.QnC. ~.s ~~-~ C.a:r o: J'~e, :.i!le-t:.a~::. ~t:::.==~ 
S41V&::;y-.i.;::-:. 

.-/ •.-/ 



..:onn N. :lancn 

302 

rT'\ 
~ 

en"!' -:·\. r n-:"- ""T\."'1:' ·' r 'T"1 -,.r .: '"'TR· r:T"'\ "'~ ~ v ~ Y -- ,_ \_...,;. ~ I r --~-- - • C j Y • ~ .J..., '1 .... -:.. 

Off.:t of tJ..: GOTJmrcn-
R;drmorui 2.3119 

~OTEOR!TY AND RESPONSIB~ITY OF SECRETARY OF CO~CE AND RESOURCES 

Pu:s~ant to Sections 2.1-39.1, 2.1-Sl.ll, L~~ 2.1-51.8:1, 
Code of Vir;inia, and subject always to my continuing, ultimate 
authority and responsi~ility to a~ L~ such matters an~ to rese=ve 
powers, I hereby delegate to the Secretary o! Commerce and Resources 
the following powers and ~uties: 

(ll To provi~e general policy direc~on, acting in my 
behal!, to agL~cies subject to the Secreta--y's 
jurisdiction. 

(2) To ~irect, !or my consideration, the formulation 
of comprehensive policies, plans, and bu~gets 
encompassing the programs and activities of ~~e 
agencies subject to the Secreta:y's juris~iction. 

(3) To resolve a~~istrative, juris~ietional, policy, 
program or operational con!licts among L~Y of the 
agencies or of!ices subject to the Secretary's 
jurisdiction. 

(4) To hold assiqne~ agency hea~s accountable !or the 
aCmir.istrative, fiscal and program perfo~ce o! 
their agencies. 

(51 To coor~inate communications with ~~e Federal govern-
ment an~ ~~e gove..""nments of the ot.~er states, subject 
to guidelines established ~~er my direction, ~~ 
matters related to the programs and activities of 
the agencies s~ject to ~~e Secret~f's jurisdiction. 

(6) To ~e the organization of agencies sub:ect to 
the Secreta--y's jurisdict~on L~d recommend changes 
necessa_-y to prcmote ~~e ~re effective and ef!i:ien~ 
operation o! State gover--ment. 
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s~~ ~o~~er.~s =ela~sc ~= ~el~ga~e~ ~owe:s 
~~:el~~es as~:~s~ec ~~~e= :y ~~ec~~=~. 

(3) ~= ~~1cy sue~ ~e:scr~e: ar.: e=~~ac~ =~= s~== c:~­
s~l~q sa~r~:es as ~Y =e =·~~~e~ ~= exec~~e ~~s 
s~a~~~or1 ~~ ~alaga~ve ?cwe:s s~je~~ ~= ~e =~~~s 
avaJ..:.~le !::: ~'"le opera~.:.on c! ~e o::!:!ice a.-:.~ ·~~ 
s:a~e ~aw an~ =·~~a~or.s ;~sua:~ ~e:e~=· 

(9) ~o &!::!ec~ ~· !cregoL~g ac~icr.s w~~ =•spec~ ~= ~~e 
!ollow~g ag~cies ~c ~'"lei: raspec~ive collegial 
~o~es, cu~ ~c~ ~o A??OL~~ ~'"le heads or collegial 
cody members o! ~~e assi~ed agencies: 

c==m.:.ssion c! Game a.~d ~l~d !isheries 
Comm.:.ssicn c! Ou~oor Re~rea~ion 
Cc~~eil c~ ~~~ ~vi:=~·~~ 
:lepa--:1en~ o! ;.gri::ul ~~a a.~d C::ns~er Se:"ri:es 

Vir~i:.:.a Sea~e A??le Cc~ss~:n 
VirgL-:.ia 3ri;~~ !l~e-C~e~ !ocacco Co~ssion 
Virginia Oa:k-Fired !ocaccc C~ssion 
v:.=~:....~ia Pea..::.t.:.t C~3s~:::. 
~T:.:qL~ia ?or!< =~=:~:s-=-;' ====~s s i:::. 
tfi:;i::.ia. ?en:..:.:.:-: ?=oC.:..:.::-:s ====..i.!s.:..::: 
Sta~e Se~ :~~a~= :~ss~~r. 
Vi:;~~~a Soy=e~~ :c=:~ss~c~ 
V~;~~~ Swee~ ?o~a~:: Cc~ssion 

Oeca_~e:~ o! C:.:me=ce 
Oeca:"::!len~ o! ~nserva.ticn a.."ld ~conc:mi.: Oe•lal:=e~~ 
Oepa:"::!lent o! EousL~q and Comm~~:..;y ~evalo~e~~ 
Division o! Incus~ial Oevelocmen~ 
Oepa_~er.~ o! ~or 4n~ I~us~J 
Guns-eon Ea.!.l 
Eeal~ anc SA!atv Codes Commission 
James-eown-York~o~ ~ounda.t:..or. 
O!!ice o! o~~ar Con~L"l~l Sael! 
~~e Resoureas C~ssion 
~Llt C::::mz.:.ss ion 
State Ai: ?oll~~~~ Co~:=~l aoa:: 
State O!!:..ce o! l't.!..:cri~v 31!SL"less :::.-:.-:er;:rise 
S~-ee Wa-:ar Ccn-erol 3oa:: 
Vir;~ia Appren~iceship C::~~=il 
Vir;i:.:.a .;gri~~l~~ti !:ll!r.da.-:icn 
Virginia E.:.s~cric ~d:a:ks C~ssicn 
Virg~a. ~dependance S~cer.te~i~l C~ssic~ 
v:..=;:.=..ia :.::s"!=.. -:..:-:~ ='! Ma.==.:e Sci~<:~ 
Vir;i:.:.a Ou~ccrs :o~da.~cr. 
t;:.=;-:..=..:..a Soil ~.nc! Wa~•= Cor.se~a~o::. C~ss:..:r: 
Vir;in:..a ~c:l: ~a: :: Memcr:..~: c~ss~on 
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( lO) '!'o ma.i.::~a.i.'l liaison w:!. tb a..'ld among the ~ol:...ow:!.ng 
collegial bodies, non-State agencies and Vi:;i.::ia 
i=ters~te compact representatives: 

Appalachian Regional Commission 
Atla..'ltic Rural ~osition Board 
Atlantic States ~ine Fisheries Commission 
Board of T:ustees of the White Bouse of the Confederacy: 

Lee Bouse 
Board of Visitors, Mount Varnon 
Boating Advisory Committee 
Breaks Interstate Park Commission 
Chippokes ~la.ntation Fa-~ Foundation, Board of T:usteas 
Coastal Plains Regional Commission 
Commission on Solid Wastes 
De~a~ra Aevisory Council 
Governor's Manpower Services Council (subject to 

completion of a study on State ~'lpower sa--vices) 
Sousing Study Commission 
Interstate Commission on ~~e Potomac ~ver Basin 
Interstate Mining Compact Commission 
Middle Atlantic !nters~ate Forest Fire Protec~ion Compac~ 
National Cacital Interstate ~= Qual~ty Pla..'lning 

committee 
Ohio River Basin Commission 
Ohio River Valley Water Sanitation Commission 
?a:-:..'lers of the Americas 
?est Cont:ol Compact 
Potomac River Basin Commission of Vi:ginia 
Potomac River Fisheries Commission 
Potomac River Sanitation Comcact 
Potomac Valley Pollution and-Conservation Compact 
Southe--r. Grow--~ Policies Board 
Virginia Beach ~osier. Commission 
Vi:q~~a Thanksgiving Festival, !nco~orated 

This ~ecutive Order shall become effective on the ~irst day of 
July, n~'leteen h~dred seventy-eight and r~L'l ~'l !ull force ~d e!!ect 
until amended or resc.i.'lded by ~urther ExeC".l t.i ve Order. 

This Executive Order supersedes txecutive Order Nucber 35 (76) 
issued the ::.L"l tb day of July, nineteen hundred seventy-s~. 
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COlvflvfONWEALTH of VIRGTI\'7 A 
Offia of thz Govmtor 

F.idrmomi ZJ1.19 

Pursuant to SeC""...ions 2_.1-39.1, 2.l-Sl.ll, and 2.1-51.20, 
Cede o! Vi=;~, and ~jec~ ~ways to my continuing, ul~ate 
authority and respcns~ility to act in such ~tte:s and to rese:ve 
po~.re_-oos, : lle:eby del~a.ts to t.he Sec::-eta...-y of Education the !ollotr~•S' 
powers a::.=. duties: 

(!) To prOT-:~ gene:al ?Olic:y di:ection, actir.c; in rn~· be."lal! 1 
to a;e~=~es s~ject to ~~ Sec::-et~j'S jurisdiction. 

(2) To <U:se: ':!le preparation of alte::1at.ive pol!ci.es, plL:s 
and buC7a~ for the educational a;e:1cies s-o.Uljec-: eo the 
Sec:eta.:.r• s ju::'isdiction. 

(3) To di:~t~ !or~ ccnsidaraticn, ~ !o~ulatio~ of 
ccmp=•~•~a.ive po~cies, plans and budgets enc:cpassing 
the proqram.s a.nd aC""...i.vities o:f t!le ~-lt=al c=a.i:s 
aqenC:::.~ ~ject t.o the Sec:e~J' s ju:isdi::~on. 

(4) To resolve a~st--at.ive, ju:isdict.ional, policy, 
proo;ra::t o::- OE~erationc.l con.!l.icts among any of t.ll.e 
agencies or of~ices subject to the Sec::-e~a...-y's ju=is-
dic-...i.cn. 

(5) To llcld a.ssi;ned a;enc:y b.eads a.c:ollnta.ble !or ':he 
a~s~ative, !isca: and pro;=~ per:fo::Anca of 
thai.r aqe.ncies • 

(6) To cco~~te cc~cations ~i~ ~e :ederal govern-
ment anc the qover..::ents cf the ot!le::- states, subject 
to ~~e,:ftes establ~shed ~der ~y di::-ection, i~ ~at':e:s 

relatad to t!le i'r=;=a:cs ar.d a.::--ivities of ~e a~anc:ies 
~jec-t '=c tl:e Secretz_-y• s. ju:i.sliic:-:.ion. 
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To ~"'Ca:i!la ~e or~~=~~on of a.;er:.c:i.as s\!!:j ec:-: to 
the S•c=~ta--y's ju:iseic:~on ar:.~ reco~en~ c::ar:..;es 
necess~~ ~ ~=emcte ~~e core ai!ec-~ve ~d e::ici~t 
operation o:! S tau CJOVL-::::ll!.."l.t. 

To si;u doc::'.::et:.b ral.a.~ t:o celeqa.1;ae ;:owe:s s\!!:j e~ 
to ~~e~es estabLish~ ur.C.~r ~ ci=ec:--ion. 

To ~lo~ ~ch ?e:sonnel ar:.d c:on~ac:-: for suc:h c:o~­
s~':.inq se_-vic:es as may be requi=i!ci eo exec::J-:a C.is 
statut::~ry and C.elegative powers s-~jec:<;; -:o l;.'l.e fu:.C.s 
a.vz..W.&:Qle !or ~e ooera.~on of t:e o!:!ice ant! ':Q 
Sta1;e lAw 4Cd requlitions :u:sua:-: ~eret::~. 

To u:!ec:t t:!le !oreqoi.:lg a.~ions ;oi~ res?ec:t ':0 ~e 
follo~q a.ge:c:ies and their res~ective c:olleqiLl 
bodies, :~t ~ct ;o a~~c~t tbe haa~s or c~lle7i~~ 
~:· :ne=ers of t!le a..ssi~ed a.;e:::ies : 

ChriAt:?he: ~ewport Colle.;e 
Oep~~ or ~uc:ation 
Gecr;e ~son uaiversit~ 
Lor:.g-.Joc:~ ~llege 
J.c1as ~~son uni..·.re=sit•r 
~-:" \ias~g-:::~r:. Cc:l..le.;e • 
Nor-ol.'< S2te C::lllega 
OW uc::aini.on Onive:sity 
~o==. C::.!.lege 
State C~~c:il ·Of £igcer ~uc:ztioa fo= Vi:;iAi~ 
State ~~:a.t.ion Assistar:.c:e ~~~ori~ 
The Colle;-a o: iii.J.l.iam C1d :-1a--y in Vi:gin.ia. 
'the Scie::c:e ~.lSat::ll o: Vi:gi.ni<!. 
T!le v:_., ::..:l.ia SC::.Ocls :or t!:.e Oea..f c.C. t!:.e :U~C. 
C%ti.ve..-si.~~ of Vi..-ginia. 
Virginia C::llle;e aui1c;nq ~~~cri:Y 
Virgi.:U..!. C::c:!li3.sicn ot t!:.e ~s c.C. !:::=:ani ':ies 
Vi:;.i:.ia C=onweut.::l. Or:.ive:si~y 
Vi.rqi:U.a ~~y Colle<;~ S:-s~~ 
Virg-inia. ~UC<!.tioa :.Can ;.at."l.cri t:y 
Vir;i=lia. ~ ':.3:'! !.:ls"d ~-=-:e 
V~:in.ia. Mu.se~ c£ Fine .u-.s 
Vi..rl:inia. i'clyt~.::.n.ic: !.:l.s~ t~ ta ar:.C. S t:..!.te O'ni ve:si '=Y 
Virqi.Aia. ~ll::: SC:.Ccl ;.u":.hc=i:y 
Vi-.-ginia Stats Colleqe 
V~in.i..a State L.illr~! 
Vi:gi=lia. T::-.:tc:!~: &:lC. Or::Zl:le.'l ~s aesa.a.:O:::.. s 1:..!. ~cc 

To ~~ lL.!.is~n wi~ ~~ amen; the tcllowLng 
c:oll~ia.l ':::ct!.i~s, non-State t!.;e:c:ies a.:d Vi:;i.-:ia 
i..o.ta.r:sta -=.:e c::::ms:a.c-:. re,.:=esant.a. ~ 'Tes' 
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Cam?act for ~uca:ion 
Council on Volu.:'l-:ee:i.sm iJ:l ?ublic Sc.."'lcols 
Education ~ssion of the States 
~aste:n Vi:q~ Medical ~u~ori:y 
Georqe C. Ma.::shall. Resea:ch Ce:1te.r 
I!lstit".lte !or :iighe.r ~d:w:atio.c.a.J. Oppcrtn-; ty · .. the Souc 
Inte.rstate Aqree:e:~ en Qual..i!icat.icn o! ~ducat.ional 

Pe:sonnel 
Interstate ~a...ry Compact 
M.il.le.r School of Al.l::Ena:le 
?eni.nsu.l.a Na~e a.::d Scie:ce Ce."'lter 
Private College Advisory C:mmittee 
Science Muse~ of RoL.c.oke Valley 
South&-~ Regional Educatipn 3oa:d 
The Chrysler Museum 
Virqinia Naval Musa~ Au~ority 
Virqi.c.ia. Oceanoq::a;:hic ~luseum 

~; s ~ecut.ive Orde: shall ::ec::::1e e:!!ective on the !i=:st:. day of 
July, nL"'leteen hunC:e~ sev~tv-eich-: and =em~ i~ !ull force ~~~ e:!:!ect 
unti~ ·-·-:ed o: rssc~ed by·~~e: ~e~~~ve O=~e:. 

'nl.is E:xecutiv~ c:-:e.r S';.l;:e::seees ::.Xec-.:t.iT...·e Or:!e:: N••-":le:: ~6 (i6) 
issue~ t:e :U.nth day of July, :lbete!!!l. hunC:e~ s:•;en~y-si.x. 

Givan =:!er :.·r :-·-C. &nd u.c.de: the Seal of 'tl:e C:temOr.·,.;eal'th of 
VL.-a-iilia, at ?.ic"-or.~ ~s ... ..., i ...-...ietl:l day of June, n.i:l.ete~ hunC:ed. 
seve:::ty-eiqht. 

Gove:nor 

.d.ttested: ;d-_.l !-L. 



309 

COMMOrrVv~ALTH of VIRGINIA 
Office of the Gwernar 

R.Wrmmui ZJ 2!9 

~C'J':!V!: ORDER NUMBER F'OUR~-,r (iS ) 

A~OR!TY AND RESPONSIBILITY OF SECRETARY OF ~~ RESOORCES 

Pursuant to Sections 2.1-39.1, 2.1-Sl.ll, anci 2.1-51.14, 
Code of Virgini~. and subject ~ways to my continuing, ultimate 
au~~ority and respons~ili~y to act in such matters and to reserve 
powers, I hereby delegate to the Secreta_-y of Ruman Resources ~~e 
followi:g powers and duties: 

tll To provide general poli~J direction, acting in my 
behalf, to agencies subject to ~e Secreta--y's ju:is-
diction. 

(2) To direct, for my consideration, the for.zulation 
of comprehensive policies, pl~~s, and budgets 
encompassing the proqr~ and activities of the 
agencies subject to ~~e Secretary's jurisdiction. 

(3) ~o resolve a~istrative, jurisdictional, policy, program 
or operational con!licts among ~~y of ~e agencies or 
offices subject to the Secreta--y's jurisdiction. 

(4) To hold assignee agency heads accountable for the a~is­
erative, fiscal ~~d program performance of their agencies. 

(5) :o coordinate communications wi~~ ~~e F'ederal gove~ent 
and ':he governme.~ts of the other states, subjec-: to 
guidelines established under my direction, in ~tters 
related to the proqrams and activities of the agencies 
subject to ~~· Secret&--y's jurisdiction. 

(6) To e~amine the organi%ation of agencies subjec-: to ~~e 
Secreta.-y's jurisdiction and recommend changes necess~; 
to promote the more e!!ective L~d eff~cient operation 
of State gove_~ent. 
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s~~ :cc~~~s =~la~ec ~= :e~e~a~e~ ?owe=s 
~:el~~es es~~:~s~e~ ~=e= ~y C~=~c~~=~· 

~3; ~= e=;lcy sue: ?e:sc~~el ~~ coc~a=~ :o: s~c: c:::.-
s~l~~~ se~r~::as as ~y be =e~~~e~ :o ~~c~~e ~s 
s~a~~~ory a:.~ de!eqae~ve 9cwe:s s~jec~ ~= ~~e =~~ds 
avail.~la !o: ~~ ooe:a~~on o! ~e o::~::e an~ :o Sea~e 
1.1.•1'1 an~ :eg\!.la:~i.ons · ?U:3Ua.:l~ t."le:eto. 

(9) To a!!e~ ~e !o:eqoL~~ actiocs wi~:. =espec~ ~= ~e 
!ollow~~ agencies an~ ~"lei: respec~ve co:la~i~l 
=ocies, bu~ no~ to appoL~~ ~e hea~s o= coll~ial. 
bocy membe:s ::: t.':e assi~e~ agencies: 

(lOl 

Commission on ~e S~tus of Women 
Depa:~en~ o: Eea.l~ 
~epa:~e=~ c: Eea..l~': ?..e<;>~1a~:::;: 3oa::s 
Oepart:len~ o: ~en':a..l Eeal~~ a.~c M~~al ?.eta:=.a~~== 
Depa_~nt o: Reh~ili~a~ive Se:vices 
Oeca:"::::ent c! Wel!a:e 
Division :o: c:.:..l::.:en 
o~~:.cs o:! .. ~;-:..::.; 
Sta~~ C!!i:e === ~~; Vi=;~~~a Oeve:~;=e~~~l 

Ois~il.i:.~!!S ?::::-:ac-:~:n anC. AJ:·,rocacy Sys~c 
'li:;i~ia COI!ll:tissic::. :c: ~~o! Vis~a.llv Ea..~~ica::eC. 
Vi:;~a Co~•cil !o: ~"1e Oea! - ·· 
Vi:qinia Oevelopmen~&l Oisa=~lit~es ?l~~q Co~~=i: 
Vi:~~a ~ployment Cccmiss~on 
Vi:;~~ia aeal~ Sa--vices Cos~ ?.eview C~ssicn 

To maint:A..i.: liaison wi ~ a.cC. a.mc::~ t.:e :o:lowi.:lc; 
collegial. bc~~es, non-Sea~s a~~~c£es ar.~ Vi:;~la 
~~e:sta~e CQmPAC~ rep:ase:tatives: 

GclVL""nc=' s ~~powe: ::? lan.~.l.;l~ Ccu..~ci: 
aome !or ~e.Cy Con!ece:ate Wc~en 
!n~ers~a~• Ccmpac~ on ~"1e ?lacemen~ o: C~ild:er. 
:i.i;=U!-: an~ Seasonal. :'&-'":! >ic:J(e:s C::mmiss::.or. 
OVerall ~visory Co1.1-~c.:..: on ~e Ne~s c! Ea.r..C:.ica;:;~ 

C!lild:en an~ Adu.l ~ 
Sta~ewide EeA.l~ Coc:~~atL~~ Co~c.:..: 

':'~s ~ecu-:.=.ve or:.e: sl:.a..!.l !2ec:me ef!ec-:ive ~n ~e ::.:s.o:. :.ay c: 
:u!y, ~~~e~~en ~u:C:.C sev~~~y~i~~~ ~~~ =~~ i~ :~:: ~=~ce ~~: ~!!ec~ 
'.!..~~~.:. Ulencied o: :esc~~~ l:y !-.:=ee: ~"Cect:.~ive cr::.e:. 

:':.is !xec-~ ti ve or:. a: su';)e:secies !.:cec-.l ti ·re O:~e: N~e: .: : '- 5; 
issuec ~"1e =.ir.~~ C.ay o! J~y, ~etee: b.~d:.C se•ren-::r-si."<. 
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Given unde: my hand a.nd :=de: e!le Sea.1 c:: t:."le Commcnwea.1':.:: o: 
lii:';i;l;:.a., a.t :U.c!l:ncnd ~s e..U--..iee.."l da.y o: June, n.:...;eteen =.unceC. 
seventy-eight. 

~~/,J_~ 
./ _, . ve::1o: · -

;,.::-:.est~: 

~~-
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QJ 
"--r:;.,.,... • ,..,...... - , ... --....... G n...,. ~ 

C00-f:\i0~" ('f .::..~l.t:. o; '/ lr .. :J. ... ....... :.. 
0/fic! of the Gwmtor 

Ridunond :.; :!!9 

ACTBORITY A.~D ~SPONSIB!L!TY OF SECRETARY OF POBLIC SAFETY 

Pursuant to Sections 2.1-39, 2.1-Sl.ll, and 2.1-Sl.li, 
Code ot Virginia, and subject always to ~y continuin~, ult~ate 
au~~ority and responsibility to act in such matters and to reser7e 
powers, I hereby delegate to the Secreta--y of Public Safety ene 
followL~q powers and duties: 

(l) To provide general policy direction, actinq L~ ~ 
behalf, to agencies subject to the Secreta--y's 
jurisdiction. 

(2) To direct, for my consideration, ~~e fcr.nulatior. 
of comprehensive policies, plans, and budgets 
encompassing the programs and act~vities of the a~~~cies 
subject to ~~e Secretary's jurisdiction. 

(3) To resolve a~~istrative, jurisdictional, policy, 
program or operational conflicts amen~ any of the 
agencies or offices subject to ~he Secreta_-y's juris-
diction. 

(4) To hold assiqned aqency heads acoo~~t~le !or the 
a~~i.st=ative, fiscal and proq=am per:o~ce c: their 
agencies. 

(5) To coordinate communications wi~~ ~~e Federal qove~­
men<: &.~d ~~e governments of t.~e other states, su.bjec': 
to guidelines established under my direction, 
mat<:e=s related to the proo;:ams a.~d acti"~.""ities of 
~~e aqencies subject to t.~e Secreta.-y's jurisdiction. 

(6) ~= ex~~e the or;ani:ation of a~encies sU:ject to 
the Secre<:~f'S jurisdiction a.~d recommend changes 
necessa:y ~o p:omo~e ~~e ~ore ef!ec~~ve ar.C e:=i:~e~~ 
operat~or. o! Seate ;ove-~er.t. 
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(i} To :ev~ew ~~ &~~=~ve ;~ar.s a:.~ s;ec~=~=~~~=~s ::= 
c::s~~=~ior. c! ~e~=~~~o~ ~c.oes, ;=:~;homes c= o~~e: 
=asi:e~~al ca:e :~c~~i~ies ;=~~r ~= ~~e =e~~s~en~ 
c: local~~ies ;c=s~a:.~ ~= Sec~== 15.:-313 ~ o: ~= 
Co~e of Vi:;~~a. 

( 8 l ':o s~q:: ~OC".l:1L'l~ rela:~ed :.c ~eleqata~ powers sOl!:ject 
~o qu~~el~es est~lished ~~de: my ~~:ect~=~· 

(lO) 

(l.:.) 

To e=ploy sue: ;ersor~el L~~ cor.~a.ct !or sue~ cor.su:~i~; 
services as may be =·~~ire~ to execute :is statuto:y 
and delec;a~ve powers subject to ~~e =~~~s avail~le 
for the ope:ation of the office an~ to State law an~ 
requla.~on.s :;:JU:Sua...'lt thereto. 

To &!!ect ~e !oreqo~c; actions ~=-~ respect to ~· 
!cllowillq &<;er.c~es an~ t!lei: res;ec-:.i .... oollac;ia: 
bo~~es, but not -:.o appo~t ~e hea~s or oollec;ial 
body members of ~e assic;ne~ ac;encies: 

Capitol Police 
Cammor.weal~·s ~~~~~eys ~=~L~~ ~~ Aev~SO=Y Co~~c~: 
C:~al ~~Stice Services Co~ssion 
Dep~er.t c! ~cohol~c 3everaqe Co~~=: 
Depa-~e~t c: Corrections 
Oep&rtze~t o: State Police 
Divis~or. of Justice an~ CriMe P:eve~tio~ 
Office of !ire Services Tr~i~c 
Raha=ilita~ve Se:ool ~u~ority. 
Vir;i~ia State Fire Se-~ices Cc~ssic~ 

To =~ta.~~ liaison wit: ~~ ~nc; ~e !cl.:.ow~~c; 
ccl.:.eqial =c~ies, non-State ac;encies L~~ Vir;~~ia 
~terstate e=mp&et rep::esen~&~7es: 

Ac;ree:ent on i:let&.:.ners 
:."1-:.e:s~-:.e Com;lac:-: !o:- St.:i)er:-:..sio~ c! ?a.:clees ar.c; 

?::oba~one:s 
:~tersta.ts Com~ae~ on J~veniles 
Ve~cle !C'1.:.i::ment Sa.:!etv ::c:n':la.e-: 
Virqi~a Sta~e C:~e C~sslon 

~:~s !xeC"~ti7e or:e: sha.:.l ~ee::me e!!ective on ~e =~=~~ ~a? 
:: =~:"-:·, :l~ete•n h.t:.:lc:!=ec! seven~y-.re.i-;::.-:. a.::ci =mna.:.:. ::...~ :".;.~.:. !::::e a.::.=. 
e!!ec-:. !.!.~~.:. ~enced or :escincec by !:;.rt.::.er !.."tec".!tive o:::.er. 

~s ::::tec-.;-:i •J'e 0::-!er su':lerse<:.es !xeC".:ti 7e Or:!e: ;.;~.::.:er 3 S ( 7:; 
iss~;~ ":.!le ::.~~ :.:::. ~ay o! J~;ly, · ~ • ... eae~ b.u:~& seve..'l-:.y-s~"!:. 
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Giver. :.mde: my !li! .. l'lC. and unde: ~e Seal c: :.b.e Cocmonwea.~~ c: 
Vi:g.:.:ia.. a::. Ri.c!mlonC: t!:..is ~-.~u.et!l da.y c: J'l.!!le, :'U.!leteen h~ci:ee 
se•renty-.iq=:-:.. 

Attested: 



...;:1"1" :\l. C~1on 

:l:,r...-"0' 
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0/fict of rht Gcrom~ar 
Ridrmorui .ZJ 219 

A~ORITY AND RESPONSiaiLI~ OF SECR-~A-~Y OF TRANSPORTATION 

Pursuant ~o Sections 2.1-39.1, 2.l-Sl.ll, and 2.l-Sl.23, 
Code of Vir;L~ia, and subject always to my continuin;, ul~imate 
au~~ority and :espons~ility to ac~ in such mat~ers and to reserve 
powers, I heraby dele<; ate to the Secretary of Transportation the 
followi~q powers and duties: 

(ll To provide qeneral policy direction, actin; in my 
benal!, to aqencias subject to the Secretar-J'S 
jurisdiction. 

(2) To direct, !or my consideration, ~~e formulation of 
comprehensive policies, plans and budqets encompassL~; 
~~e pro;=ams and activities of the aqencies subject ~= 
the Secretary's jurisdiction. 

(3) To resolve a~ist=ative, jurisdictional, policy, 
proc;ram or operational conflicts amonq any of the 
aqencies or offices subject to the Secreta-~'s juris-
diction. 

(4) To hold assiqned aqency heads accountable for ~~e 
a~~ist=ative, fiscal and proqram performance of 
their aqencies. 

(5) To coordinate communications wi~~ the Federal ;ove~­
ment and the qove:nments of ~~e other states subject 
to ~delines established under my direction, L~ 
matters related to the proqrams and ac~vitias of 
the aqL~cies subject to~~· Secre~~J's ju:isdic~ion. 

(6) To examine ~~e or;ani:ation of aqencies subject to ~~e 
Secreta.-y's jurisdiction and recommend ch~>qes necess~J 
to promo~e ~~e mere effec~ive and efficient operation 
of Sta~e qov~ent. 



(7) 

( 3) 

( 9) 

(lOJ 

316 

Tc siqn doc~en~s =ela~ac 
~o ~~e~~es es~~l~she~ 

~elega~ve ~ewers S ....... ~..--_-' __ _ 

'::'o emolov suc:h ~erso!!r.el a.::.~ c::nt:ac-: !::;: s;;::l: ==~­
s~<:bg ser.rices a.s :nay ~· =e~~ ~0 axec-.l<:e h.~s 
s~t..:-:orv a.n~ ~eleaative oowers s~iec-: ~o ':.he !·.l..~~s 
avai:able ~or ~e ocera~on of e=e o!!ice ~~ to St~-:e 
law ar.~ :e~a.~ions.pursuant ~~•=•~=-

To a!!~ ~e !oreco~q a.c:-:ions ~~~ =esoec-: -- ~e 
following agencies·L~~ ~eir res?ec-:ive collegial 
Qo~ies, eut no~ to a.~poin-: ~~· nea~s c: colleq~al :o~y 
members o! ':..'le a.ssiqnel:! aqe..~c:ies: 

Oepa_~en~ c! Riqnways ~~ TrL~S?Or~aticr. 
Oepa--:=en~ of ~li~-v A!!ai:s 
Oepa_~ent o! Transpor~~tion Sa!ety 
Oivision of ~oto: Vehicles 
S~te O!!ice o! ~erqeney Services 
'lirqi:l.ia FUrpor-..s All~crity 
Virqinia 9or-: Au~ri<:y 

To ~~~ liLison wi~ an~ among -:=e !ollow~g collegial 
bo~ies, ncn-Seate agencies an~ Virqi:ia ir.terst~te cc~­
pac:-: represen-:atives: 

C&pit&l Region ~-pc:t C~ssion 
Civil Air Pat:ol 
Driver License Ccmpac:t 
CU:les !~t&-~~ona.l Ai--port ~evelo~en-: C~ssior. 
Interstate Civil Oe!ensa ar.~ Oisas~•= Comcac-: 
Ma..ryl.a.nc-Virq'i.-:ia C.::mpac:-: or. Tra!!ic 11~ola~ons 
Natio~ Gua.r~ ~utU&l ~sis~ce Compact 
Non-Rasi~ant Viol~tors Com?ac-: 
Nor~~ Vi--q~ia. Tr&nspc=ta-:~on Ccmcissior. 
Raci~roc~~y 3oa:: 
Ri:hmc~ ~e-:ropol~~an Au~c:~ty 
Sou~._~ Se£tes ~e:gy aoa.r~ 
::ans?o:--a~on ~v~sO~f Counc~l 
~as~gton ~etropcl~~ Area ~rL~s~~ ~~~c=~~y 
Was~q-:on Metropol~tan Area ~=~si~ Regula~~=~ ~=~pac-: 

~~s ~ec.;~ve Or~er sna.l.:. become e.f!ec:-:i7e or. t!:.e !:.rst ~z.v o:: 
:1.:..l.y, n.:.~e-.:aen b.unC::ed se1ren-:y-ei;b::. a.::.C. =ema..:.=. ~ :"..l..:..:. ~o:ee a.r..C ~!!eo::-: 
~~l &men~ed or =•sci~de~ by ~.:e: ~ec-.l~ive cr:er. 

':'!l~s ~ec-.lti ve c:;er s-~:lersedes E:xec-.:~ 7e O:~er ~ll::lber J 9 
~ssuec ~~e :U~ ~": cay o~ J'uly, · ~•tee.~ lll.:!'!C:ed sev~-:y-s.:.X. 

.--:::' 
"' ... I 
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Given und.e: :ny ~and. and. u.:d.e: the Sea.:. o: -:..."le C~mmcnweal ~ --
Vi=~i~ia, a~ Richmond. ~s ~~ie~ d.ay o! June, ~~etee~ hund.:ad. ~~d. 
seven-:y-eiqht. 

.?' / = Gove:nc: ._., 
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STATE GOVERNMENT AND HIGHER EDUCATION IN VIRGINIA: 
THE SECRETARY OF EDUCATION 

by 

Carol L. Ritchie 

(ABSTRACT) 

The nature of the relationship between state govern-

ment and higher education is problematic for both policy 

makers and students of higher education governance. The 

purpose of this study was to provide a better understanding 

of the position of Secretary of Education, one facet of the 

multi-faceted relationship between state government and 

higher education in the Commonwealth of Virginia. The 

problem of this research effort, therefore, was to describe 

the historical context of the cabinet-level position and 

the authority and major areas of responsibility of the 

Secretary of Education in Virginia. 

The research methodology used to execute the study was 

that of an exploratory field study. The investigation was 

conducted in five phases, with the data collected by means 

of: (1) reviewing legal and historical documents, and (2) 

conducting focused interviews. 

Within the context of the historical development of the 

Virginia cabinet system, including the position of Secretary 

of Education, and the intention of the incumbent Governor to 

test the recommendations of the Hopkins Commission, it was 



not surprising that the area of budget emerged as the major 

responsibility of the Secretary of Education in the Dalton 

Administration. The assignment of budget targets was 

designated as the primary area of responsibility for the 

Secretary of Education in order to accomplish the intent of 

promoting effectiveness and efficiency in state government, 

including higher education, and controlling its growth. 

The creation and subsequent development of the position of 

Secretary of Education, with its attendent oversight and 

budgetary responsibilities in relation to higher education, 

modified the "self-denying ordinance" relationship between 

state government and higher education in Virginia. 

The cabinet-level education position will remain inthe 

higher education governance structure without significant 

alteration of its statutory authority, including budget 

authority which is formally less than that granted to other 

functional area Secretaries. The probable future role of 

the position of Secretary of Education will include develop-

ing and implementing policy, especially in the area of bud-

get, and providing executive oversight of the total educa-

tion function in the Commonwealth of Virginia. 
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