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Such reorganizations are fraught with risk, how-
ever, partly because past reforms create their own
sediment of administrative inertia in the form of im-
plementing rules, agencies, and new personnel, and
partly because an increasingly active Congress often
imposes its own preferences on the organizational
chart. The Department of Homeland Security has
struggled to integrate the customized administrative
systems that its 22 agencies brought into the merger,
and the Transportation Security Administration has
operated under persistent hiring and spending caps
imposed by congressional appropriators who opposed
the creation of a federal screener workforce. Both the
TSA and DHS have also struggled to implement the
new personnel systems that many in Congress hoped
would accelerate the hiring and disciplinary process
and that some also expected to weaken employee bar-
gaining rights.

It is too early to predict whether reorganization
will become fashionable for other government en-
deavors such as food safety, job training, and child-
hood education, all of which have been the subject of
recent congressional hearings on possible structural
reform. What is clear is that today’s reorganizations
are markedly different from the reorganizations of
the 1950s and 1960s, which created a host of new
agencies such as the U.S. Departments of Health,
Education, and Welfare, Housing and Urban Devel-
opment, and Transportation, the National Aeronau-
tics and Space Administration, the National Science
Foundation, and the Environmental Protection
Agency.

First, the newly created organizations have been
far more narrowly specified in terms of what they
will look like and how they will work. The Airport
Security Act was loaded with deadlines on everything
from the choice of logos and uniforms to the instal-
lation of baggage-screening equipment, and the
Homeland Security Act carried a long list of instruc-
tions on how the new department would operate. All
three statutes also contained precise language naming
officers, duties, and chains of command. Because all
three statutes originated in Congress, they also carried
instructions from a host of committees and subcom-
mittees, all of which were designed to ensure timely
service to the many constituencies involved while
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protecting congressional turf through spending for-
mulas and oversight schedules.

Second, the new organizations carried all the
accoutrements of the war on waste and watchful eye,
including offices of inspector generals, long lists of
required studies and reports, and repeated language
about spending priorities. The Transportation Security
Administration was to spend as little as possible on
the new federal screener workforce, and the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security was to be neutral on rev-
enue and personnel by using expected economies of
scale to reduce budget demand. As a result, the
statutes gave the president relatively little authority to
design the new agencies.

Thus, even if reorganization is back (as California
governor Arnold Schwarzenegger might say), it is
back in a very different form. Because the Bush ad-
ministration resisted all three new agencies created in
the war on terrorism, Congress was very much the de-
signer, producing a mix of reform philosophies that
has required a much greater focus on congressional
politics than the reorganizations that came through the
first Hoover Commission of the late 1940s.

The Market for Reform

The broad patterns in the tides of reform reflect deep
shifts in the market for administrative reform that are
rooted in changing public attitudes, rising congres-
sional involvement in administrative reform, and de-
clining presidential engagement in either generating
legislative initiatives or resisting Congress. The fol-
lowing section describes this marketplace for reform.

The Rhetoric of Reform

There is little doubt that the war on waste and watch-
ful eye rose in tandem with increasing public distrust
of government. In 1945-54, for example, 59 percent
of statutes carried a trusting view of government,
meaning that legislative text or history conveyed a
sense of confidence in the ability of government to
achieve its mission. Watergate and Nixon’s resigna-
tion marked a significant change in tone. In 1975-84,
73 percent of statutes were wrapped in retrenchment
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