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By the 1930s scholars like Luther
Gulick were identifying the states not
only as dying but for the most part
already dead so far as being effective
partners in the federal system was
concerned. Other knowledgeable
observers, while not so severe in their
criticisms, continued as late as the 1960s
to question the viability and will of the
states.

Cited most often by these observers as
causes of the difficulties of the states
were inflexible and detailed constitutions
which did not permit rapid responses to
changing cond it ions, administrative
structures characterized by functional
fragmentation and an unwieldy span of
control, inadequate financial resources,
and a plethora of impediments to the
governor's ability to act as a vigorous
chief executive. Perhaps the most visible
manifestation of the depressed state role
occurred during the 1960s when the
federal government tended increasingly to
bypass the states and channel funds
directly to local governments.

Despite this rather bleak picture of the
role and willingness of the states to
become engaged in the search for
solutions to the problems facing them,
the states during recent years have begun
to modernize their structures and assume
expanded responsibilities. During the past
four years alone, for example, more than
thirty states have conducted studies of
the organization of their executive
branches and substantial reorganization

has taken place in twelve states.' In the
quest for more effective management, the
states are pursuing a number of basic
themes. Among these, the most
important are strengthened
accountability to the public, more
effective gubernatorial control over the
pol icies which the state pursues, increased
respo n siveness to citizen needs, and
improved effectiveness and efficiency in
the delivery of services. Moreover, the
experience of the 1960s demonstrated
that the federal system is the weaker for
the abdication of any level of
government, federal, state, or local, from
its proper role and responsibilities.
Decisions made in Washington and
programs administered from there have
proved unsatisfactory as the vehicle for
attacking domestic problems. With the
coming of revenue sharing, both special
and general, the states must now put their
houses in order.

ESTABLISHMENT OF THE CABINET

A new concept of government
organization, the Governor's Cabinet, was
introduced in the Commonwealth in
1972 with the creation of six positions of
secretaries to the governor. The
recommendations for a secretarial
structure were presented in a report of
the Governor's Management Study, Inc.,
in 1970 wh ich found that in the decade

,. Co uncil of State Governments, The
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of the sixties the number of state
employees had increased five times faster
than the population while state
ex pen d it u res had t rip Ied. The
proliferation of agencies in the executive
branch, the study group stated, had not
been conducive to economy and
efficiency, and the great number of
agencies reporting to the governor placed
too many demands upon his time. To
alleviate this situation, the report
recommended the creation of five top
ex ecu ti ve pos it ion s, t it led deputy
governors, to report directly to the
governor with the commissioner of
administration and budget being the main
staff executive. The deputy governors,
the report proposed, wou Id serve at the
pleasure of the governor and would not
be subject to confirmation by the General
Assembly.

In response to this proposal, the 1972
General Assembly created six secretaries
and assigned them to the fields of
administration, commerce and resources,
education, finances, human affairs, and
transportation and public safety?
Holding office at the pleasure of the
governor, the secretaries are subject to
the confirmation of the General
Assembly. Each secretary may exercise

2. Virginia was following a nationwide

trend as shown by a 1969 su rvey wh ich

reported that some form of executive Cabinet

existed in twenty-six of the forty-five states

that responded to the question. Council of
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Government (Lexington, Kentucky, 1969), p.
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such powers as may be delegated to him
by the governor, and is vested with the
powers of the governor if so authorized,

The approximately ninety-five agencies
were assigned to the secretaries in the
legislation but the governor was given
the power to reassign those agencies as
he sees fit.

I n early Cabinet meetings the governor
exercised the power delegated to him by
the act by reach ing an agreement that the
secretaries were to:

• coordinate agency activities and
programs;

• promote comprehensive planning in
state government operations;

• coordinate the development and
recommendation of legislative
proposa\s;

• promote efficiency, effectiveness,
and economy in state operations
through the improvement of agency
procedures and practices; and

• provide agency liaison with the
governor.

To accomplish these objectives, the
governor by Executive Order in late July
1972 empowered the secretaries to:

• employ personnel needed to per
form the duties assigned and to re
quest temporary assistance from
any state agency;

• effect program coordination, both
intraoffice and interoffice, in order
to insure consistent and effective
state action (this power includes the
ability to approve "State Plans"
after consideration by the Division
of the Budget and the Division of
State Planning and Community
Affairs) ;

• prepare and recommend to the
governor program proposals for
\egis\ative action, including priority
recommendations for each office;
and

• establish a procedure for each office
to provide direct, expeditious
decisions on behalf of the governor
(recognizing the responsibility of
each agency head to the governor).

THE CABINET IN ACTION

The Virginia Cabinet has two principal
dimensions. First, there is the dimension
of each Cabinet Secretary as a direct
extension of the Governor's Office in the
performance of the fu nctions assigned to
him. Second, there is the activity of the
Cabinet meeting as a body to discuss state
problems.
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THE SECRETARY'S INDIVIDUAL

ROLE

The legislation which created the
Cabi net gave to each secretary the power
to "perform such duties as may be
delegated to him by the Governor to
execute the management functions of the
Governor with regard to those agencies
for which the Secretary is responsible."
Nowhere in the statutes, however, is there

a detailed delineation of the governor's
management responsibilities. It has been
necessary, therefore, for the governor and
the secretaries to define the parameters of
their management role through practice
and agreement. From the beginning that
role has excluded a detailed involvement
in the day-to-day operations and activities
of the agencies for which the secretary is
responsible.

The secretaries have provided a
communications link by means of which
agency concerns can be made known to
the governor for his decision. To make
th is Iink an effective one the secretaries
have made themselves completely
accessible to all agency heads. This has
allowed the agencies to move issues "off
the back burner" and readily seek clear
decisions when needed. In comparison
with the pre-Cabinet days the governor
has been enabled to devote more of his
time to the policy and political
considerations for wh ich he alone is
responsible.

Similarly, the presence of the
secretaries has enabled the governor to
state his concerns and policy decisions
through a reduced number of
communication points and has expanded
his capacity to follow up on the
implementation of policy decisions
without an excessive demand upon his
time. One specific example of such an
accomplishment is the implementation of
Executive Order 29 which established the
Commonwealth's Equal Opportunity
Employment Plan. Each secretary has
been active in overseeing the agency
activities to assure compliance with the
Executive Order.

Under the governor's gu idance and
general direction, the secretaries have
been actively involved in setting policy
directions for their agencies. Specifically,
they have been concerned with
coordinating policy and developing, with
the agency heads, sound management
approaches to the problems of their
respective offices. While the degree of
involvement varies with each secretary, all
of them have been engaged in the goal

setting and program planning processes of
the agencies to assure that the objectives
of each agency will interrelate and not be
in confl ict. Thus, the secretaries have
been moving to eliminate conflicting
positions on issues of concern to more
than one state agency.

Much use has been made of the task
force mechanism to develop agreements
on how to handle problems which affect
more than one agency. Such an approach
has been used with success in such
disparate areas as the

• development of state policy and
activities to cope with
environmental problems;

• development of services for the
mu Iti-handicapped ch i\d;

• coordination of support services in
the transportation and publ ic safety
agencies;

• development of programs involving
community mental health workers
in several departments; and

• coord ination of specific missions
and roles for the institutions of'
higher education.

This coordinative role has two aspects.
Within their jurisdictions, the secretaries
have identified overlaps in program
efforts and have brought together state
resources, wherever they may ex ist, to
consider more effective means of
achieving the same goals. Similarly, they
have identified brood issue areas where
the state needs to develop a position and
have drawn together the resources of the
agencies to consider the possible
alternatives. Thus, the secretaries have
served as catalysts for both innovation
and the improvement of methods for
handling existing problems.

It would be unrealistic to assume,
however, that in the brief year and a half
of its ex istence the Cabinet has resolved
all the issues of coordination and program
integration facing the state. Indeed, there
is a backlog of such issues. Of necessity
much of the secretaries' effort in this
short time has been focused on the pol icy
areas in need of the most immediate
attention. As the system evolves, the
secretaries must begin to move from a
crisis orientation to a long-term, planned
strategy of overlap identification, pol icy
initiation, and conflict resolution.

Looking to the future, the secretaries
have been considering further
reorganization alternatives for the state
government, especially in the areas of
transportation and environment. It is
possible that as the state moves more into
this complex area the governor's powers



to reorganize programs and functions
within the secretarial offices may need to
be strengthened. The secretaries have
become fu lIy aware of the need to tie
reorganization powers to a continuing
process of policy planning and program
evaluation so that when a need arises to
restructure programs within an office it
may be expeditiously accomplished.

Perhaps the most crucial area in which
the coordinative responsibilities of the
secretaries find expression is in the
preparation of the biennial budget. The
involvement of the secretaries in the
budget process has only occurred in the
past few months in the preparation of the
1974-1976 biennial budget. It is clearly
\mposs\b\e to predict at this early time
what the future role will be in budget
preparation, but at least in the one
experience to date the secretaries have
been involved with their agency heads in
the setting of priorities and the shaping of
the budgets to reflect those priorities.
After assisting the agencies in the
preparation of their budgets, the
secretaries serve as the advocates of the
budgets of their offices to the governor,
attempting to explain their program and
policy interrelationships. Once the
governor has made h is budget decisions, it
is then necessary for the secretaries to
explain the budget to the agencies to
insure their active concurrence in its
implementation. Thus, secretarial
involvement in budget preparation is not
so much one of detailed decisions
regarding specific items as it is an attempt
to develop the budget as a financial
expression of the policy planning and
program priorities of each secretarial
office.

I n addition to the internal roles of
policy direction, gubernatorial
communications, program planning, and
evaluation, the members of the Cabinet
have developed external relationships. In
this role they have provided information
and served as a communications link
explaining the governor's policies to the
general public and to the General
Assembly. Each has served as a focal
point for answering queries about state
policies and programs within his specific
areas of responsibility in recognition of
the fact that government must not on Iy
be responsive but must be seen to be
responsive.

Similarly, where problems have been
intergovernmental in nature, and this is
becoming an increasingly more important
aspect of state government activities, the
secretaries have been the focal point for
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coordinating the state's responses. They
have served increasingly as the point of
contact for federal relations and for
dealing with other state governments and
with local governments. The secretary of
finance, for example, with the support of
the other secretaries is serving as the
primary contact for the state's response
to local governments and federal agencies
in all matters relating to revenue sharing.
The devising of strategies and tactics to
meet the requirements of changes in
federal policy is a primary area in which
state top management must be heavily
engaged.

THE CABINET MEETING

The second dimension of the Cabinet,
its role as a collective and del iberative
body, is crucial to an understanding of
the current practice of the Cabinet. From
an early time the members of the Cabinet
met with the governor and developed
their own statements of roles and
responsibilities. In the process the
secretaries sought the advice of members
of the General Assembly and officials
from other states with similar ongoing
systems. In such meetings, the initiation
of reorganization, the development of
major policy papers, and the
consideration of management
improvement were adopted as proper
roles for the Cabinet members. If the
state is to speak as one on the major
issues before it today, the Cabinet's role
as a forum for a collective exchange of
ideas and the development of joint policy
statements is an essential part of the
process.

Throughout the Cabinet's existence
the terms coordination, improvement,
management, efficiency, policy
development, and communications bridge
have been brought up constantly. From
these discussions there emerged, with the
governor's approval, a statement of the
Cabinet's mission as follows:

• to provide a coordinating role in
state government, insuring the
highest level of governmental
services that can be obtained;

• to develop and evaluate policies of
concern to the state and serve as a
collective adviser to the governor on
pol icy decisions;

• to seek to im prove, as an extension
of the Governor's Office, the
administration and management of
state government;

• to communicate with the governor
and to serve as a bridge between the

governor and members of the
General Assembly, state boards and
commissions, the general public,
federal and local governments, and
special interest groups, on the roles,
missions, objectives, goals, and
po Iicies of state government;

• to provide a forum for change in
state government with the goal of
improving the quality of life in the
Commonwealth; and

• to provide a forum in which the
concerns, priorities, and positions of
the individual areas represented by
each of the secretaries are discussed
and evaluated; and where decisions
are reached and positions advocated
at the highest level of state
government.

In their coordinating role, the
secretaries have focused on problems that
cut across the various Iines of secretarial
responsibilities. Concerns such as the
energy crisis, automated data processing,
management development, state office
space availability, and the proposed
Department of Conservation,
Development, and Natural Resources,
have come under the Cabinet's purview.
In some instances, subcommittees have
been formed as in the case of the energy
crisis and the proposed reorganization of
the natural resources agencies. In other
cases the secretaries have discussed and
resolved issues among themselves at
individual meetings of the Cabinet.

Cabinet meetings have also been the
forum for developing strategies for
implementing portions of the Governor's
Management Study. The area of support
services, those services that cut across
secretarial lines, has been singled out and
given a high priority. Task forces
representing the various agencies have
been created to consider the problems of
printing, mail delivery, public affairs and
communications, and the need for a state
ombudsman. The reports of these task
forces, some of which have been
accepted, have considered in detail the
cost effectiveness of various alternatives
for either centralizing or improving the
ex isting systems. For example, the
reorganization of the current mail
del ivery system in the State Capitol area
will, it is estimated, result in a savings of
over two hundred thousand dollars
annually.

The Cabinet members have felt a
responsibility to be available to the public
at large in meetings throughout the state.
Six such meetings were held during 1972
and demonstrated the desire of the state



government to be responsive to the needs
and interests of its citizenry. Many of the
issues raised in these meetings have later
appeared on the agenda of a Cabinet
meeting.

A FORUM FOR CHANGE

What can be said about the Virginia
Cabinet after it has been in ex istence for
a year and a half? Wh ile any evaluation
must be tentative, some comments are in
order. One approach to such an
evaluation would be to document, over
time, what would not have happened
without the existence of the secretarial
offices. Another approach would be to
measure the new structure against an
absolute ideal or model of what Virginia's

---og"'o"v""'ernment snoulCl be. The test of any
institutional mechanism of government is
its ability to be responsive to the
problems that gave rise to its creation.
The degree to which the individual
secretaries are able to meet that test will
determine ultimately how effective this
managerial innovation has been.

It is possible to identify areas in which
there have been some significant
accomplishments. As might be expected
these accomplishments are both tangible
and intangible. Indeed there are areas
where the Cabinet to date has not been
able to ach ieve the desired resu Its.
Nevertheless, the Cabinet has brought
about a spirit of cooperation in state
government and has encouraged greater
involvement of state agencies in problems
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that cut across agency or secretarial lines.
The Cabinet has provided a mechanism,
where none existed before, for the
exchange of information and for the
discussion of problems and solutions of
joint concern. It has been a forum for
change.

More specific accomplishments can be
cited. Recommendations concerning the
planned development of the state's
management personnel will be
forthcom ing because of the collective
interest of the secretaries. The efforts of
the Cabinet members to prepare a sou nd
automated data processing system has
sparked the development of a state policy
calling for a centralized system. Agency
involvement in the process has been
encourageo ana-tne plan is a result of that
involvement. Implementation of this plan
is estimated to result in a savings of more
than two million dollars annually.

The Cabinet has been effective in
varying degrees, depending upon the
urgency of the problem or policy area. It
has been able to deal with certain specific
problems. As a group the secretaries have
considered those matters that have been
brought before them and have initiated
some issues that they felt to be
important. It is clear, however, that the
secretaries need to become more heavily
involved in the broader policy issues of
Virginia's government. There needs to be
further collaboration in the identification
of priorities and in the structuring of
activities in order that the development

of policy and policy alternatives may
occur in a timely fashion. The Cabinet
members alone cannot identify all the
issues nor pose all the alternatives on
matters brought before them. Data must
be developed, needs identified, and
alternatives posed. The agencies under
each of the secretaries provide some of
the support as well as the staff agencies of
the Office of Administration. More
attention must be given to supporting the
secretaries in this area.

As they move into new areas, the
secretaries and the Cabinet in
collaboration with the General Assembly
will define more sharply the governor's
management functions which can be
delegated. It is clear that as the state is
cafTea- upon to-perform an ever gr-e-a"""'t-e-r--
range of services and to be involved with
ever more complex issues, the managerial
role will need to be thought out in more
detail. In that determ ination one must
consider what kinds of powers and what
kinds of changes within state agencies and
within the legislature are needed to
enable the institutions of government,
both state and local, to be responsive in
an effective and efficient manner. The
Cabinet possesses the potential for a more
effective management of the state
government. It offers the promise of
bringi ng together the best resources of
the state wherever they may be to
stimulate innovation, to identify
problems, to exchange concerns, and to
judge performance.

Note: With this issue the News Letter begins operation under its new automated mailing system. Undoubtedly some errors will have been made in names

and addresses as a result of the transition. The patience of our readers in calling my attention to any errors will help to make the period of transition a

brief one.
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