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During the last decade, many state
governments have been confronted with
the problem of reorganizing their
executive branches. Governmental
services have expanded over the years
with a resulting growth of administrative
structures. Unfortunately, this
organ izational growth has not followed
an orderly pattern; the new services have
often been assigned in such a way as to
create an abundance of fragmented and
uncoordinated units. This has greatly
hampered state governors in their
management of the executive branch and
in their provision of the central direction
necessary for effective coordination of
state programs and activities.

During the 1960s and 1970s, more
than twenty states either partially or
totally reorganized their executive
branches. The motivation behind these
restructurings was basically the same,
namely, to improve governmental
efficiency and effectiveness. To achieve
this aim, state officials clarified lines of
authority, improved the span of control
by reducing the number of units
reporting directly to the governor, and
grouped units along functional lines for
which unified policies could be drawn up.

The Commonwealth of Virginia has
been aware of the need to modify its
governmental structure. In 1972 the units
of Virginia's executive branch were
divided along functional lines and placed
under the general coordination of the six
secretaries of Administration, Finance,
Education, Human Affairs, Commerce
and Resources, and Transportation and
Public Safety. The secretaries were
located in the Office of the Governor.
Since then, the Secretary of

Administration has been assigned the
responsibilities of the Secretary of
Finance.

The establishment of the cabinet
system did not bring an end to efforts to
improve the efficiency and effectiveness
of the state government. In 1973, the
General Assembly set up the Commission
on State Governmental Management to
rev iew the activ ities of the secretaries and
to study the existing executive branch
structure in terms of reducing duplication
and other inefficiencies and firmly
determining where duties should be
assigned. There are fifteen members of
the commission, seven selected by the
Speaker of the House of Delegates, four
by the Senate Committee on Privileges
and Elections, and four by the governor. l

The chairman is Senator William B.
Hopkins from Roanoke.

The Commission on State
Governmental Management in 1974
issued three interim reports. The first
report summarized the areas on which
efforts would be concentrated and noted
the establishment of Subcommittees on
the Lieutenant Governor, Government
Operations, Executive Management, and
Budget and Management Systems. Also
contained in this first report were some
preliminary findings on the cabinet in
which the absence of clear explanations
of the role of each secretary was noted as
a matter requiring correction. However,
the commission did emphasize that the
secretaries have had a beneficial effect
upon the executive branch.

The second interim report continued
the discussion of the secretaries. The
commission proposed that the governor
issue executive orders defining the

1Va. Acts, 1973, c. 432.

positions of each of the five secretaries so
they may truly serve as a source of
"management assistance" to him.
However, this is seen as a transitory
measure probably to be followed by
legislative action.

The third interim report concentrated
on Virginia's executive budgeting system.
A shift of the budget to a more
"programmatic basis" stressing "goals and
objectives" was advised. The budget
would remain on a biennial basis, but
calendar changes would be introduced.
Included in the commission's
recommendations is the use of policy
issue papers to examine programs to be
initiated, expanded, or reduced.
Furthermore, the need is seen for a
greater involvement of the secretaries in
drawing up the budget and a clarification
of the "management relationships"
between the Secretary of Administration
and his colleagues and between all five
secretaries and the heads of the units
under their jurisdiction.

The Commission on State
Governmental Management has yet to
decide on many matters related to
improving the performance of the
executive branch. Relevant to such
decisions are the reorganization efforts
of other states. This newsletter will
discuss the experiences in Massachusetts,
Maryland, Colorado, California, and
Kentucky.

THE FORCES SURROUNDING

REORGANIZATION

The initiative and the momentum
behind executive branch reorganizations
usually stem from the governor and his
staff, although the legislative branch has
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played the leading role in several states,
including Colorado. Study groups may
also become involved in the planning
stages. Moreover, severa I states,
Massachusetts among them, have used
section 701 funds from the Department
of Housing and Urban Development to
help finance their reorganization studies.

While the motivation behind changes is
an important element, the legal ability to
do so must also exist. Authorization for
restructuring in most instances comes
either from a constitutional amendment
limiting the number of executive
departments or from the state legislature.
Although the executive branch has
tended to take the lead in formulating
modifications, the support of the
legislature is usually a prerequisite_!~r_t_~e

imple-mentatio-nHofany changes; -in every
instance studied, approval by the state
legislature was required.

THE SECRETARY-COORDINATOR TYPE

As indicated earlier, more than twenty
states have attempted some type of
reorganization since 1965. George Bell of
the Council of State Governments has
classified these efforts into the three
general types of traditional, cabinet, and
secreta ry- coo rd in ato r. California's
restructuring falls into Bell's
secretary-coordinator category "in which
the structure and authority of agencies is
unchanged and the Secretaries have
primarily a coordinat!ng function."2 In
1968, Governor Reagan sent to the
California legislature his Reorganization
Plan No. 1 which loosely grouped
together along functional Iines the
existing units of the executive branch
under the four super agencies of Business
and Transportation, Agriculture and
Services, Resources, and Human
Relations. The Department of Finance .
was not transferred to one of the agencies
but remained a distinct entity with its
director having the same cabinet standing
as the secretaries of the agencies. In
addition, the superintendent of public
instruction, secretary of state, attorney
general, controller, and treasurer and
their agencies and the Public Utilities
Commission were not included in the
reorganization due to restrictions in the

2George A. Bell, "State Administrative

Organization Activities, 1972-73," in The

Book of the States 1974-75 (Lexington,

Kentucky: Council of State Governments,

1974), p. 139.
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state constitution. Each of the affected
agencies in California is under the
supervision of a secretary who serves as a
program and policy adviser, a
representative of the governor to carry
out his decisions and to integrate his
programs, and a member of the cabinet.
He does not handle day-to-day
administrative matters. Even after the
reorganization, the fundamental units
have continued to be the departments
and other units assigned to the four super
agencies. The departments have retained
the powers and authority granted to them
by statute and are managed accordingly
by their heads, who have full
responsibility for administrative tasks.

---~---~-_. - -
-THE-CABINEt-TYPE-

The cabinet type of reorganization
which ~ccurred in Maryland and
Massachusetts is described by Bell as one
"whereby heads of reorgan ized
departments are all appointed by and
responsible to the Governor."3 Following
passage of a constitutional amendment
authorizing the governor to undertake a
reorganization subject to legislative
disapproval, approximately 200 units of
Maryland's executive branch were merged
into 11 principal departments. The
departments of Natura I Resources, State
Planning, Budget and Fiscal Planning, and
Health and Mental Hygiene were created
in 1969. The departments of Personnel,
General Services, Transportation,
Employment and Social Services, Public
Safety and Correctional Services,
Licensing and Regulation, and Economic
and Community Development were
established in 1970. Not included were
the areas of education,--higher education,
and the agencies headed by the attorney
general, comptroller, and treasurer.

Each of the eleven departments in
Maryland is headed by a secretary, a
gubernatorial appointee approved by the
state senate. The secretaries of the
departments, plus the secretary of state
and the Iieutenant governor, form the
Governor's Executive Council. This
cabinet system enables the governor to
communicate with and integrate the
departments' activities. The secretaries'
duties usually include advising the
governor, setting rules for the
department's efficient running, overseeing
the departmental budget, and managing
internal matters. They may also modify
the internal structure of their
departments.

A second state illustrating the cabinet
type is Massachusetts. In August 1969,
the executive offices of Administration
and Finance, Communities and
Development, Consumer Affairs,
Educational Affairs, Environmental
Affairs, Human Services, Manpower
Affairs, Public Safety, and Transportation
and Construction were created in
Massachusetts when the governor signed a
reorganization bill passed by the state
legislature. In 1970, the Executive Office
of Elderly Affairs was added to the
original nine. The steps which produced
these changes began in 1966 with the
passage of a constitutional amendment
authorizing the governor to present
reorganization plans to the state
leg isl·ature-!or---t-he-ir--approval. -T he imtiaJ
ideas were formulated by the Office of
Planning and Program Coordination
supported in part by section 701 funds
from the federal Department of Housing
and Urban Development. The office's
report, which was issued in December
1968, called for reshuffling the existing
structure into a cabinet system by a two
phased process.

Phase I regrouped all existing units
along functional lines into the executive
offices previously mentioned. The units
assigned to these offices remained
essentially unchanged as to functions and
internal organization but were under the
general management of secretaries
appointed by the governor. During Phase
I the secretaries have had few direct
~owers over the member units in their
executive offices. They do have the
authority to hire their own personnel, to
select with the consent of the governor
the heads of some of the major
departments, and to draft budgets for
their offices during which process they
rev iew the budget req uests of the member
units.

Phase II was to be initiated by the
presentation to the state legislature of
proposals of the ten secretaries
consolidating the units under their
jurisd iction into ten departments. Such
plans have been suggested but have not
yet been passed. Under Phase II, the
secretaries are supposed to have control
over policy (with the exception of the
Department of Educational and Cultural
Affa irs), to have direct powers over the
activities of the units of their
departments, and to have the authority to
select and replace the administrators of
the major agencies in their departments.

THE TRADITIONAL TYPE

The traditional reorganization, defined
by Bell as one "in which the reduction of
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AN ANALYSIS OF THE THREE TYPES

responsibility for operations, while the
secretaries of the cabinets review and
coordinate program and financial plans.
All policy positions such as secretaries
and division heads are filled by the
governor.

In a two phased implementation of
reorganization plans, problems with
making the transition from the first to
the second phase are likely to arise.
During the first stage of a phased
implementation, units of the executive
branch are realigned; and during the
second stage, internal changes are made in
these units through consolidating and

The grouping of agencies into larger
coordinating units does not necessarily
lead to gre'ater governmental efficiency
and effectiveness. The traditional
reorganization, which uses existing units
as the basis for the new, often leaves the
powers of more established boards and
commissions substantially unchanged.
This may hinder the initiation of reforms
in the executive branch and may (essen
the degree of gubernatorial control.

However, the traditional type in
comparison to the other two includes at
least superficially all areas of the state
executive branch in the reorganization.

The secretary-coordinator type, by
reshuffling existing units without making
internal changes, may result in less
resistance to the reorganization than with
the other two types. But this same fact
may increase the difficulty of detecting
duplication and inefficiency. Moreover,
coordination over a large grouping of
units may be difficult to achieve if the
secretary has little administrative
authority. As do the traditional and
secretary-coordinator forms, the cabinet
type reduces the number of units
reporting directly to the governor; but it
is more notable for the fact that the
creation of its secretariats involves a
widespread modification of the structure
and authority of existing units. If the
purpose of state executive branch
reorganization is to create stronger
executive control, promote coordination,
and avoid duplication, the cabinet type at
least theoretically appears to hold a slight
advantage over the others. However,
actual circumstances in an individual state
may result in anyone of the three types
being the most suitable.

INAREASPOSSIBLE PROBLEM

IMPLEMENTATION

The first executive order called for the
creation on a functional basis of the six
program cabinets of Human Resources,
Consumer Protection and Regulation,
Safety and Justice, Development,
Transportation, and Education and the
Arts. Besides these program cabinets, the
Executive Department of Finance and
Administration was formed. In January
1973, the Department for Natural
Resources and Environmental Protection
was established and given the same status
as the six program cabinets.

The Governor's Cabinet, whose
traditional membership had been the
co n st i tutional and statutory
administrative department heads, was also
continued. It was to be composed of the

heads of the departments of Finance,
Personnel, Revenue, Public Information,
and Nat u r a IResou r c esand
Environmental Protection, the chief
officer of the State Employees'
Retirement System, and the heads of the
state program agencies.

In the new major departments such as
Human Resources, the secretary is given
total authority and decides upon the
delegation of responsibi Iities among the
divisions and bureaus. In the case of the
program cabinets, th~ commissioners who
head the member units keep the principal

of the cabinet and secretary-coordinator
types defined by Bell. In 1962, legislation
was passed in Kentucky authorizing the
governor to reorganize the executive
branch at any time 'subject to
confirmation by the next legislative
session. However, not until 1972 did a
governor choose to do so. Starting in
October 1972 and continuing throughout
1973, a series of executive orders were
issued to the state legislature detailing the
governor's plans. These were then subject
to the confirmation of the 1974
legislative session, which did approve the
orders.

When created, the program cabinets
were ordered to recommend internal
organizational changes. Consequently, the
departments and other administrative
units within the Human Resources
Program Cabinet were consolidated into
the Department of Human Resources,
those within the Transportation Cabinet
into the Department of Transportation,
and those with in the Safety and Justice
Cabinet into the Department of Justice.
The two program cabinets of
Development and Education and the Arts
will not be transformed into departments
because of restrictions imposed by the
state constitution and various statutes.

A SPECIAL CASE

5Colorado Revised Statutes, 1963, sec.

3-28-5.

Kentucky's reorganization during
1973 and 1974 represents a combination

Originally, the governor of Colorado
was allowed to appoint only six of the
department heads. As a resu It of a 1970
constitutional amendment which ended
the selection of department heads
through the civil service, the governor
now appoints thirteen of the directors.
Those departments for which he does not
are state, treasury, law, higher education,
and education.

The reorganization legislation defined
three transfer types by which the existing
units were to be assigned to the new
departments. Under a type 1 transfer a
unit retained its IIprescribed statutory
powers, duties, and functions" but the
department assumed control for
"bugeting, purchasing and related
management functions." Type 2 involved
the transferral (partially or co.'.lpletely)
of a unit and the yielding of its statutory
as well as budget and management
functions to the direction of the
department. Type 3 resulted in the

disbanding of a unit and the assumption
of its responsibilities by the department. 5

4Ibid., p. 138.

the number of agencies is accomplished
to some degree within the existing
pattern of agencies headed by elected
officers and boards and commissions," is
exemplified by the recent changes in
Colorado.4 The process of reorganization
there began in 1966 when a consitutional
amend ment was passed by the voters
limiting the number of executive
departments to no more than twenty by
no later than June 30, 1968. Unlike many
other states, the major work came from
the Legislative Committee on
Reorganization of State Government
rather than the governor's office. In
1968, the Administrative Organization
Act was passed regrouping the existing
structures into the seventeen departments
of State, Treasury, Law, Higher
Education, Education, Administration,
Revenue, Institutions, Military Affairs,
Health, Social Services, Labor and
Employment, Regulatory Agencies,
Agriculture, Natural Resources, Local
Affairs, and Highways. In 1970, the
Department of Personnel was added.



shifting authority and functions. The
reorganization in Massachusetts is a good
example of the problems which may arise
during such a process.

In Massachusetts, the original plans
called for Phase I of the reorganization to
last from 1969 to 1971. The secretaries
were then to have two years to draw up
plans consolidating the executive offices
into departments. The internal changes
would be Phase II. However, the selection
of the secretaries did not end until the
final days of December 1971. Moreover,
they had only a year and a half to draw
up internal modifications because the
governor wished to send the plans to the
General Court during the 1973 session.
Thus, the Phase II plans were received by
the state legislature in March 1973 with
the proposed date for their
commencement to be July 1, 1973.

~~----,-,r-o-w-ever, they were not passed. In fact,
the state legislature would not approve
the governor's proposed budget for the
fiscal year 1974-75 because it contained
appropriations assuming Phase II changes,
and the legislature ended up passing its
own budget. Therefore, the fate of the
Phase II plans lies in the hands of future
legislative sessions.

During the period from 1969 to 1974,
the factors surrounding the
reorganization effort changed. Robert C.
Casselman, who was involved in the
planning, has written that one of the
reasons for the failure so far of
Massachusetts to make the transition to
Phase II has been that the people involved
did not try to understand the
undertaking. Problems began as early as
1971 when the governor asked in March
for legislative approval of monies to begin
the secretariat system as of the last day in
April. Connected with this budget request
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were the positions of seventy employees
who were trained in the program-based
management system (PMS) which was
supposed to be initiated along with the
structural reorganization of the executive
branch. The issue of these seventy
employees in the appropriations for the
secretariat system turned into a fight
along personal as well as party Iines. In
the end, the House removed from the
budget all monies for PMS. Without this
staff, the executive branch was without a
group who thoroughly understood the
extent of the modifications needed and
the amount of work involved in securing
these changes. Thus, the end result was
not only a state legislature which did not
comprehend the nature of Phase II but
also an uninformed gubernatorial staff.
This fact combined with the political
disputes over the reorganization has led
to the stalling of Massachusetts' efforts.6

Virginians should take note of the
experiences in Massachusetts, for our
state is now at the point of considering
internal organizational changes. The
reorganization will require a considerable
degree of managerial talent. Moreover,
many people including legislators,
administrators in the executive branch,
and citizens groups must be educated as
to the principles behind the
reorganization.

State government officials should also
be aware of another problem area which
appears during reorganizations. This is an
initial resistance to the changes by
employees of the state and by previously
independent officials and boards who

6Robert C. Casselman, "Massachusetts

Revisited: Chronology of a Failure," 33 Public

Administration Review, 129-135 (March/April

1973).

may be required to yield their authority
to new departments. This resistance could
perhaps be alleviated by involving
mid-level management more in the
planning process and by discussing with
the working level staff the proposed
modifications. Problems may also arise
with units which are transferred to a new
department but sti II retain some elements
of their statutory freedom.

CONCLUSION

In the five states discussed, the
reorganizations at least theoretically have
led to clearer lines of authority, an
improved span of control, and a more
efficient government. All have established
functional areas for which integrated long
and short term policies are to be made.
HoweYJll., how well the reorganization
will work in practice will depend in part
on the manner in which the governors
utilize the cabinets and on the abilities of
the heads of the principal departments.
The managerial sk ills of these people and
their understanding of the reorganization
and its principles are important.
Moreover, the success of a reorganization
is affected not only by the extent to
which authority over transferred units is
granted to the department heads but also
the manner in which they exercise this
power.

While problems may arise and
reorganization efforts may not succeed in
achieving all of their goals, it is
commendable that state governments are
attempting to make themselves more
efficient and effective in the performance
of their duties. The citizens of Virginia
are fortunate that their state officials are
aware of the need to initiate such
changes.
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