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THE POTENTIAL FOR POLICY ROLE CONFLICT: 
POLICY ROLE ATTITUDES OF OFFICIALS 

IN COUNCIL-MANAGSR GOVERNMENTS

CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION; THE RESEARCH ARENA

This study is  an analysis  of the p o ten tia l fo r  policy-making 

and p o l i t i c a l  ro le  c o n flic t among those o f f ic ia ls  making policy  deci

sions in  council-manager municipal governments. I t  i s  concerned w ith  

the  perceptions of c i ty  managers, council members and se lec ted  depart

ment heads in  severa l Southcentral American c i t ie s  of the  policy-making 

ro le s  to  be exercised by themselves and th e i r  colleagues. This study 

a lso  examines the  perceptions of these o f f ic ia ls  toward (1) ro le s  f o r  

themselves in  the lo c a l  e lectioneering  or "po litick ing" process, and 

(2) the ro les in te re s t  groups in  the  community should be allowed to  

play in  shaping public po licy .

Two fundamental presuppositions underlie  th is  study. The 

f i r s t  i s  th a t p o l i t ic a l  system v a riab les—o f f ic ia l  decisions, c it iz e n  

demands, in te re s t  group p ressures—are strong influences on the  sub

stance of po licy . The second i s  th a t the influence of these p o l i t ic a l  

va riab les  i s  interdependent with and sometimes independent of the



influence on po licy  substance emanating from the socio-economic environ

ment*

In recen t years, co n flic tin g  conclusions in  th e  urban public

policy  l i t e r a tu r e  about the  extent of the "impact" of p o l i t ic a l  system

variab les on the  outcome of c i ty  po lic ies have occupied the a tten tio n

of po licy  sch o lars . Many of these analysts have argued th a t even

though environmental and other input fac to rs  g re a tly  influence the

nature of policy  outputs, the  p o l i t ic a l  system in  which policy  decisions

are  made should not be regarded as ir re le v a n t when considering e ith e r

the  types or the substance of oolicy  ou tpu ts,^  The influence of

p o l i t i c a l  system fa c to rs  on po licy  has been tre a te d  extensively  in  the

policy  analysis  l i t e r a tu r e .  This influence has been examined in  regard

to : the  c e n tra l ro le  of c i ty  governmental forms and o ther system
2

c h a ra c te r is t ic s , the  ro le  of formal p o l i t ic a l  power in  determining
3

c ity  p o lic ie s , the ro le  o f system c h a ra c te r is tic s  in  determining the 

types of po licy  goals pursued by c ity  o f f ic ia l s ,^  and th e  perceptions 

of c i ty  o f f ic ia ls  as to  th e ir  problems, needs, and goa ls .^  As a re s u lt  

of th is  recogn ition  th a t the  decisions of c i ty  o f f ic ia ls  do indeed make 

a d ifference in  the  outcomes of public policy , the need to  examine 

aspects of decision-making a t  the urban le v e l th a t  con tribu te  to  policy 

outcomes i s  s t i l l  w ith u s. An examination of the c o n flic t  among these 

o f f ic ia ls  as to  who i s  to  play what ro le  in  naking po licy  decisions is  

highly relevan t to  th is  continuing ta sk .

In examining the e ffe c ts  of the lo c a l  p o l i t i c a l  system on c i ty  

p o lic ie s , however, one cannot ignore the socioeconomic environment in  

which each c i ty 's  o f f ic ia ls  must operate. The general so c ia l and



economic c h a ra c te r is tic s  of any given community,^ as w ell as the  

influence of community e l i te s ?  and o ther c it iz e n s  organized fo r the 

purpose of influencing c i ty  p o licy ,& must be taken in to  account. In 

th is  an a ly s is , community background c h a ra c te r is tic s  and the personal 

and professional a tt r ib u te s  of council-manager o f f ic ia ls  w ill  be 

examined fo r  th e ir  impacts on policy ro le  c o n f l ic ts  and in te re s t  group 

o rien ta tions among these c ity  o f f ic ia l s .  The remainder of th is  chapter, 

however, (1) presents a b r ie f  review of the th ru s t  o f much of the 

l i te ra tu r e  about the policy  ro le  perceptions and in te re s t  group orien

ta tio n s  of council-manager o f f ic ia ls ,  and (2) explains the  th e o re tic a l 

foundation and research techniques used in  the remaining chap ters.

Urban Policy Role Research

The Range o f Research

The impetus fo r  much o f  the research in to  policy-making ro le

o rien ta tio n s of c i ty  o f f ic ia ls  during the  1960*8 was provided by the

use of ro le  analysis by John C, Wahlke and h is  a ssoc ia tes in  th e ir

examination of ro le  perceptions among s ta te  le g is la to r s ,^  For Wahlke,

the  le g is la to r 's  ro le  "concept"—his owi conception of h is  various

ro le s—was th e  c ru c ia l  element in  examining le g is la t iv e  behavior,

Role c o n flic t was thought to  re s u lt  from con trad ic to ry  expectations

among the  ro le s  as the le g is la to r  saw them and as seen by those w ith

whom he in te rac ted  in  d iffe re n t ro le  " s e c t o r s , I t  was from the

elements of th is  approach, and a growing in te r e s t  in  ro le  analysis in  
12general, th a t o ther scholars in  the 1960*8 began to  draw paradigms 

fo r  ro le  c o n flic t studies of urban le g is la to rs  and adm in istra to rs.



U nfortunately, the  idea th a t c i ty  o f f ic ia ls  play d if fe re n t 

"ro les" in  the  making of public policy  has been used ra th e r  loosely  in  

much of the l i te r a tu r e  of c ity  p o l i t ic s .  Indeed, the  notion of ro le  

has often  been merged in to  or assumed to  be a p a rt of the more general 

categories of "decision-making" and " leadersh ip ,"  S tudies of urban 

leadersh ip  focusing on the r i s e  and f a l l  of p o l i t ic a l  bosses in  Ameri

can c i t i e s  were produced in  the 1930's by Merriam, Zink, and Gosnell, 

and more recen tly  by Royko and S te inberg .13 More recent studies o f 

urban leadersh ip  by Cunningham, and Crain and Rosenthal focused on the  

degree of innovation, controversy, or "success" found in  the  adminis

tra t io n s  of urban ch ief execu tives.!^  Other scholars such as Hunter 

and Dahl focused on the  making of decisions by c i ty  o f f ic ia ls  w ithin 

the context of community e l i t e  p o l i t i c s . S t i l l  o ther analysts 

combined th e ir  concerns by examining policy  making by c i ty  o f f ic ia ls  

in  the  l ig h t  of leadersh ip  q u a lit ie s  as well as socioeconomic phenomena. 

This was done in  order to  judge the  q u a lity  of decisions made, to  

illum inate  the  d i f f ic u l t ie s  in  operating modern municipal governments, 

or to compare the p o l i t ic a l  "cu ltu res" in  which decisions were made.!* 

F in a lly , o ther teams of researchers attem pted system atic ca tegoriza tions 

of c i ty  councils as singu lar u n its  of an a ly sis . Williams and Adrian, 

fo r  example, developed a typology of fo u r d if fe re n t ro le s  of government 

th a t re su lte d  when c ity  councils had d iffe re n t goals in  mind to  be 

pursued by municipal g o v e r n m e n t . T h e  range of l i te r a tu r e  c ite d  here 

ind ica tes th e  degree to  which policy  leadersh ip  and decision-naking 

ro le s  have been subsumed under o ther an a ly tica l construc ts .



In add ition  to  subsuming policy  ro le  concepts under o ther 

co n stru c ts , there  a lso  e x is ts  the  problem o f a lack  of study of th e  

ro les  of bureaucratic  sub-leaders in  policy  form ulation. Although a 

number of e a r l ie r  s tu d ies  examined the  ro le  o f urban governmental 

bureaucracies in  policy  making w ithin  the general context of the  e n tir e  

urban leadersh ip  system,^® today th e re  i s  a paucity  of analyses 

focusing exclusively  on the  d irec t involvement of urban bureaucracies 

below the  manager le v e l in  municipal po licy  naking. Robert Alford*s 

study of four Wisconsin c i t i e s ,  fo r example, pointed out th a t  increasing  

bu reaucra tiza tion  a ffec ted  the  dispersion of policy-making a u th o rity  

among both e lec ted  and appointed o f f i c i a l s . H e  did no t, however, 

examine po licy  ro le  c o n flic ts  among these o f f ic ia ls  or the involvement 

of sp ec ific  members of the  bureaucracy in  d ra ftin g  policy  p r o p o s a l s .^0 

Two recen t examples of urban bureaucracy research were Lipsky*s study 

of " s tre e t- le v e l"  bureaucrats and an analysis by Blank, Immerman, and 

Rydell of th e  New York C ity  L ibrary  system. Both were attem pts to  

is o la te  re levan t v a riab le s  fo r fu rth e r  a n a ly s is . The Lipsky study 

examined the fac to rs  explaining how po lice  o f f ic e rs , so c ia l workers, 

and classroom teachers responded to  conditions o f s tre s s  imposed by 

th e i r  work environments « ̂  The New York L ibrary  study was concerned 

with developing measurements fo r  comparing public bureaucracies a t  the  

urban l e v e l , O t h e r  examples of research concerned with policy  making 

by bureaucratic  agencies might be c ite d , but th e i r  concern fo r  policy  

"ro les" was not framed w ithin the  paradigms of the contemporary notion 

of " ro le  a n a ly s is ."



Policy-Making Roles in  Council Manager Government

The key to  understanding the p o te n tia l fo r  policy  ro le  c o n flic t 

w ithin the conceptual framework of ro le  analysis i s  to  examine the 

extent to  which council-manager o f f ic ia ls  hold a tt i tu d e s  th a t d if fe r  from 

those expected under the "pure model" of council-manager government.

Those a tt i tu d e s  d ic ta ted  by or "expected" under council-manager s tru c tu re  

are defined below as ro le  anchors since they are  fun c tio n a lly  prescribed  

and s tru c tu ra lly  c as t standards of behavior th a t provide the foundation 

upon which policy  ro les a re  to  be exercised. I f  a tt i tu d e s  held by 

council-manager o f f ic ia ls  do not s tra y  from those prescribed by the system, 

no p o ten tia l fo r  c o n flic t  ex is ts  since a l l  o f f ic ia ls  are in  f u l l  agree

ment w ith the  ro les as p rescribed . I f ,  however, the a tt i tu d e s  of 

o f f ic ia ls  do not match those p rescribed , the p o ten tia l fo r  c o n flic t  is  

c rea ted . There may be, fo r example, c o n flic t between o f f ic ia ls  

adhering to  the ro le  anchors and those who do n o t, between o f f ic ia ls  

who s tra y  but whose degree of "stray ing ,"  so to  speak, d i f f e r s ,  or 

some other combination of o f f ic ia ls  whose policy  ro le  a tt i tu d e s  do not 

match.

An example of how the p o te n tia l fo r  policy ro le  co n flic t can 

come about i s  the concern over the demise of the  tr a d i t io n a l  p o l i t ic s -  

versus-adm inistration  dichotomy in  council-manager government. The ro le  

anchors of the o rig in a l schema fo r  council-manager government provide 

th a t an e lected  council i n i t i a t e ,  shape, and decide questions of po licy  

while a council appointed manager i s  to  adm inister and implement those 

policy  decisions. ’<Vith the exception of co u n c il's  general oversight of 

a l l  c i ty  operations, n e ith e r council nor manager i s  to  "meddle" in  one



a n o th e r 's opera tional sphere of au th o rity . The extent to  which a t t i 

tude d ifferences re s u lt  in  meddling by council o r manager determines 

the  degree of policy  ro le  c o n flic t .

The nager*s Policy Role, The extent to  which the a tt i tu d e s  

of managers and council members—espec ia lly  in  regard to  the manager's 

policy-making ro le —stra y  from those t ra d itio n a l  anchors became the 

sub ject of scho larly  inquiry  beginning in  the  la te  1950's .  The body 

of research coming out of th is  inqu iry  u t i l iz e d  the concept of ro le  in  

more th e o re tic a lly  exact and opera tionally  u se fu l ways than were found 

in  the general leadersh ip  and decision-naking l i t e r a tu r e .  This research  

was la rg e ly  concerned with examining the perceptions of managers, 

mayors, and other council members as to  the proper policy-naking ro le  

of the  manager.

I s  the  c i ty  manager an adm inistrator or policy leader 

According to  Clarence R idley, the  question i s  not "vdiether” but " in  

what manner" the manager i s  to  take  p a rt in  po licy  making. The 

p o litic s -ad m in is tra tio n  dichotomy is  u n re a lis tic  since by the very 

nature of h is  job , the manager is  a policymaker,^^

Legally i t  is  the  co u n c il's  re sp o n s ib ility  to  decide 
th e  po licy  questions. But in  operation i t  i s  imprac
t i c a l  to  pinpoint policy form ulation exclusively  a t  
any one le v e l, since wherever there  i s  action  
a ffe c tin g  the public there  i s  policy  nak ing ,^ '

The vast m ajority  of managers questioned in  R id ley 's n a tio n a l sanç>le

appeared to  agree with th a t view. Of the  88 managers included in  h is

study, 77 s ta te d  th a t they  were in i t ia to r s  of policy  as a m atter o f

course,



other scholars in  the  1960's were in  basic agreement with 

Ridley th a t the  manager had an a c tiv e  ro le  to play in  policy formula

t io n . Jeptha Carrell* s 1962 study of s ix  council-manager c i t i e s  

concluded th a t council members adhered more to  the c la ss ic a l view of 

the  nanager as a n o n -p o litic a l adm in istrator than  d id  the  managers 

them selves.^7 Robert Wood found th a t the suburban nanager's ro le  was 

in ev itab ly  "p o litic a l"  since more and more government functions were 

regarded as adm in istrative  and p rofessional and req u ired  the  manager's 

e x p e r tis e .28 Gladys Kammerer, in  her 1962 study of F lo r id a 's  c ity  

managers, found th a t a l l  of the  managers in  her ten case-study c i t i e s  

were involved in  "the naking, shaping, or vetoing of policy proposalsj' 29 

Of the seventy-six  managers irtio answered her i n i t i a l  questionnaire , 75 

percent were found to  have some kind of special ro le  in  policy  i n i t i a 

tio n —alone, w ith the council, o r with the m ayor.^

These scholars found, however, th a t the  manager's a c t iv i ty  in  

po licy  naking was usua lly  viewed by manager and council member a lik e  as 

a form of partnersh ip  between the council and th e i r  nanager, Janas 

Kweder's study of 21 North Carolina c i t i e s  found th a t  councils placed 

heavy re lian ce  on managers not only fo r  suggested a lte rn a tiv e  so lu tions, 

but recommendations as to  the best a lte rn a tiv e s  as well as to  what 

policy  issues the  council should c o n s i d e r . W i l l i a m s  and Adrian, how

ever, found th a t p ic tu re  of council dependence on the  manager to  be 

incomplete. Their study of four c i t i e s  concluded th a t  in  th ree  of th e  

fo u r, managers usually  took the public position  of policy  leadersh ip  

but they a ttr ib u te d  the  in i t ia t io n  of policy  to  techn ical experts and 

c itiz e n  g r o u p s . ^2 Councils, th e re fo re , had m ultiple sources of policy
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guidance. Booth's study of a n a tio n a l sangple o f sm all council-manager 

c i t i e s  ( le s s  than 10,000 res id en ts) concluded th a t while the  manager 

was In f lu e n tia l  in  policy form ulation a t  a l l  tim es, he shared th a t  role# 

When policy  issues were highly se n s itiv e , the issue  was usua lly  

s e t t le d  by public referendum. Non-controversial issues were s e t t le d  

by the council w ith the nanager* s recommendations assuming importance 

in  the de libera tions ,^^  Of the  managers responding to  Booth’ s ques

t io n n a ire , 21.6 percent sa id  they in i t ia te d  policy alone while $4.7 

percent reported sharing policy in i t ia t io n  with e ith e r  the council or 

the  mayor.34

Other, more recent s tu d ie s , however, have ind icated  th a t 

managers o ften  take policy ro le  views th a t go beyond a council led  

policy  partnersh ip , S ti l ln a n ’s 1974 study of a n a tio n a l sample of c i ty  

managers, fo r example, found th a t  managers were nearly  unanimous in  

th e i r  view of themselves as "community" as well as policy  lea d e rs . In 

f a c t ,  only 16 percent f e l t  th e ir  exercise of leadersh ip  should be 

"confined . . .  to  w ithin the c ity  adm in istration ," vihile only 14 per

cent f e l t  th a t leadership  should be confined only to policy  is su e s .

There i s ,  however, a l im it to  th e  manager's freedom of move

ment in  policy  m atters, and i t  usually  cen ters on th e  e lected  council’ s 

views on the  sub ject. Loveridge’s 1971 study of councilmanic o f f ic ia ls  

in  the  San Francisco Bay area , fo r example, pointed to  an a c tiv e  r iv a lry  

between council and manager as to  the manager’ s policy  ro le s . Actual 

c o n flic t surfaced over the extent of the manager's ro le ,  however, and 

not whether he i s  to  take any part in  shaping policy . For example, 81 

percent o f the manager-respondents and 82 percent of the council member
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respondents agreed th a t th e  manager should advocate major po licy  

changes, and 80 percent of the council members f e l t  th a t the manager 

should work inform ally w ith them to prepare po licy  proposals. D irect 

disagreement, however, surfaced over po licy  "leadership" ro le s . Bay 

area  managers saw themselves prim arily  as leaders in  shaping policy  and 

not as adm in istra to rs. Bay area council members, however, perceived 

th a t  managers were adm in istrato rs (and policy  advisors) and not policy  

lead ers . 36

City managers la rg e ly  hold the  policy values of the 
p o l i t ic a l  executive—they are  in te re s ted  in  formu
la tin g  and defining th e  purpose of c i ty  government.
C ity  councilmen, fo r  the  most p a r t , regard  the  c i ty  
manager as th e ir  man in  c i ty  h a ll  who adm inisters 
the  c ity  and who is  on tap fo r  advice, inform ation,
and recommendations.37

Role Anchors as C onstra in ts. The research c ited  above po in ts 

to  an ac tive  policy  ro le  fo r  the manager th a t i s  a t le a s t  p a r t ia l ly  

constrained when h is  council e le c ts  to  curb th e  extent of h is  po licy  

ro le . Additional fac to rs  have been c ited  by scholars as co n stra in ts  

on the manager's freedom of movement in  both adm in istrative  and po licy  

arenas.

For example, C a rre l l 's  study found th a t  c i ty  managers regarded 

the  co u n c il's  concern with adm in istra tive  m atters as n a tu ra l, in e v ita b le , 

and h e a l t h y . A l l  f in a l  decisions were to  be made by the  peop le 's  

e lected  rep resen ta tives regard less of the  manager's po licy  o r leadership  

ro le s . In  other words, managers recognized le g is la t iv e  oversight by 

the  e lec ted  council as fundamental to  anchoring the council-manager 

system in  democratic decision making.

10



The p o te n tia l fo r  c o n flic t may occur in regard to  th e  policy  

and community ro les exercised by the  manager, but fundamental agreement 

between manager and council e x is ts  in  regard to  p roh ib iting  any ro le  fo r  

the  manager in  e le c to ra l p o l i t ic s .  For example, Loveridge found strong 

opposition by council members in  the  Bay area to  candidate re c ru itin g  

and e le c tio n  campaign a c t iv i t ie s  by the  c i ty  manager. Managers in  th a t 

study tended to  agree to  the  taboo—although agreement was stronger in  

regard to  p o l i t ic a l  campaign a c t iv i t ie s  than in  regard to  rec ru itin g  

a c t iv i t ie s .  While 83 percent of the  council members opposed a 

rec ru itin g  ro le  fo r the manager, only a bare m ajority  (56 percent) of 

th e  managers eschewed such a ro le  fo r  t h e m s e l v e s , T h e  manager as an 

appointed o f f ic ia l  has no ro le  to  play in  e lec tio n  campaigns. But 

managers m y have been more l ik e ly  than council members to  recognize 

th a t the  manager as p riv a te  c itiz e n  has a r ig h t to  encourage people he 

rexpects to  become candidates fo r  public o ff ic e ,

Mayor-Manager Relations as C onstra in ts, Much of the  research 

c ite d  above e ith e r  im p lic itly  or e x p lic i t ly  concludes th a t  the manager 

often  assumed a po licy  m king ro le  because he was the only o f f ic ia l  

with the  necessary tra in in g  and experience. His professionalism  was 

needed to  ra is e  the  proper policy  questions, i n i t i a t e  a c tio n , and 

recommend options. I f  so, the leg a l d iv is ion  of labor in  council-manager 

government was rendered "technologically-' obsolete unless an e lected  

o f f ic ia l  with both adm inistrative  and policy  expertise  could be found 

to  provide the  necessary professionalism ,

A number of scholars have pinpointed the mayor as the  manager’s 

policy  p a rtne r or com petitor in  council-manager government. More
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sp e c if ic a lly , scholars such as Gladys Kanimerer, David Booth, Deil 

Wright and Robert Boynton have examined whether or not the separate 

e lec tio n  of the mayor, or granting him powers beyond those given other 

council members, constrained  the  policy  leadersh ip  ro le  of the  manager.

Separate stud ies by Kammerer and Booth resu lted  in  opposite 

conclusions regarding the impact of a popularly e lec ted  mayor on the  

manager's po licy  leadersh ip  ro le s . Kammerer's study was an empirical 

analysis of " in s t i tu t io n a l- s t ru c tu ra l” fac to rs a ffec tin g  the range of 

the  manager's powers in  performing h is ta sk s . She concluded that 

managers were more constrained  in  th e i r  powers (and enjoyed shorte r 

tenure) in  c i t i e s  where mayors were popularly e lec ted  than in  c i t ie s  

where mayors were appointed. Indeed, a " ro le  c o llis io n  of s ig n ifican t 

proportions" was said  to  e x is t between managers and popularly elected  

m a y o r s . D a v i d  Booth, however, found no assoc ia tion  whatsoever 

between m ayor-elected and mayor-appointed council-manager c i t ie s  and 

(1) in te rfe ren ce  by the council in  adm in istrative  m atters, (2) the 

streng th  of th e  manager's policy  ro le , (3) the manager's view of h is 

po licy  ro le ,  o r (l+) the  manager's tenure ,^^

Research conducted by Boynton and Wright in  1971, however, 

concluded th a t a d ire c t  ro le  c lash  between a popularly e lec ted  mayor 

and the manager in  which one y ie ld s  policy-making position  to  the 

o ther was too s im p lis tic  an explanation of th e i r  re la tio n sh ip . Indeed, 

the  re la tio n sh ip  depended upon the a c tiv ity  arena (or regime) and th e  

policy  f i e ld  in  which i t  took p lace. More often than n o t, the leader

sh ip  p a tte rn  in  council-manager c i t ie s  having "strong" mayors—mayors 

u sua lly  enjoying extragovemmental p o l i t ic a l  resources—was one of a
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policy-making team consisting  of both mayor and manager. Under such a

leadersh ip  p a tte rn , mayor and manager shared adm in istra tive , public

re la tio n s , and policy  leadership  regimes. Or, one partner dominated in

one regime while the other partner contro lled  another a c tiv i ty  arena.

In t ra d i t io n a l  policy  f ie ld s  such as public u t i l i t i e s ,  s t r e e ts ,  and

parks, not much leeway was afforded the manager in  in i t ia t in g  changes

in  already estab lished  "goods and services" p o l i t ic s .  The mayor

tended to  dominate the team under th is  circumstance. In economic and

so c ia l a reas, however, "where the public in te re s ts  were e ith e r  not

well represented w ithin  the government or not w ell a r tic u la te d  in  the
/  Pcommunity," the manager had more freedom to  in i t i a t e  policy.

While the d iffe r in g  methodologies and research arenas chosen 

fo r  the  th ree  stud ies c ite d  above may have affected  th e ir  find ings, two 

conclusions can be reached. F i r s t ,  the focal point of policy leadership 

in  council-manager government usually  re s ts  in  a partnership  in  some form 

between the manager and the strongest fac tion  or element (often  the 

mayor) on the council. The partnership  i t s e l f  operates as a constrain t 

on the manager’s freedom of movement. Second, a l l  constra in ts  on the 

manager’s policy ro le  discussed above—council a tt i tu d e s , adm inistrative 

oversigh t, p o l i t ic a l  a c t iv i ty  taboos, and a raayor-manager policy p a rt

nership—are constra in ts  la rg e ly  imposed by the ro le  anchors of council- 

manager government. More sp e c if ic a lly , the  manager i s  constrained a t  a l l  

times by the council-manager p rescrip tion  th a t a l l  f in a l  decisions are to  

be made by the e lected  rep resen ta tives of the  people.
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In te re s t  Group Policy Roles 

Review of Previous Research. Policy leadersh ip  and policy  

decision making do not occur in  council-manager government without a t 

le a s t  minimal input from in te re s t  groups w ithin the community being 

governed. I t  has become axiomatic in  American p o lit ic s  a t  a l l  govern

mental lev e ls  th a t organized in te re s t  groups influence the  d ire c tio n , 

scope, substance, and implementation of policy decisions nade by the  

peoples' rep resen ta tiv es , A g rea t deal of l i te ra tu r e  has been w ritten  

about in te re s t  groups and th e ir  a c t iv i t ie s  in  American p o l i t ic s .

In te re s t groups have been c ited  as the  fundamental building blocks of 

the Group Theory of p o l i t i c s , O t h e r  studies have examined the 

ideology of " in te re s t  group liberalism " and i t s  alleged acquiescence to  

the  p rivate  appropriation of governmental pow er.^  Others have 

explored the character of in te re s t  groups; th e i r  h is to ry , in te rn a l 

dynamics, ideo log ica l o rien ta tio n s , methods of c o a litio n  build ing , and 

lobbying techniques and p r a c t i c e s , I n t e r e s t  groups have been regarded 

a lso  as fundamental to  the  P lu ra lis t  school of community power theo ries . 

In  fa c t ,  the concept of group p o li t ic s  has been c en tra l not only to  the 

p lu ra lis te  and th e ir  Group Theory predecessors, but also  to  the  E lite  

th e o r is ts  who u t i l i z e  the group concept as a major component of th e i r  

c ritiq u e  of the P lu ra lis t  school,^^

In the 1960' s ,  lobbying and influence-peddling by organized 

groups a t  the s ta te  and lo c a l leve ls occupied the a tten tio n  of scholars 

concerned with measuring the impact of p o l i t ic a l  influence in  sub

national p o l i t ic a l  arenas. Scholars such as Patterson, Z eigler and Baer, 

Francis, Wahlke, and Teune examined lobbying in  s ta te  legislatures,^*^
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o ther scholars explored the a c t iv i t ie s  of organized lab o r, and the  

co u rts , and the  media as mediators and supporters of the  a u th o rita tiv e  

and symbolic in te re s ts  of lo c a l  government.^®

S t i l l  o ther scholars examined lo c a l  in te re s t  group a c t iv i ty  

through more or le s s  systematic paradigms. Banfield and Wilson spent 

severa l chapters in  th e i r  book C ity P o li t ic s  examining the p o l i t ic a l  

"ro les" of the  na jo r organized and unorganized in te re s ts  in  c i ty - le v e l  

p o l i t ic s —businessmen, organized lab o r, th e  p re s s , r a c ia l  m in o ritie s , 

and c i ty  e m p l o y e e s . ^9 Robert Salisbury  found tiro major in te re s t  group 

c lu s te rs  in  S t. Louis, each ta rg e tin g  i t s  a tte n tio n  on d iffe ren t s e ts  

of urban o f f ic ia ls .  One c lu s te r  was o rien ted  toward bread and b u tte r  

issues and focused i t s  a tte n tio n  on county o f f ic ia ls .  Another c lu s te r  

was in te re s te d  in  broader po licy  considerations and focused i t s  a tte n 

t io n  on the mayor's o f f i c e . C h a r l e s  Liebraan dichotomized the  lo c a l 

in te re s t  group configuration in to  "personal oriented" and "policy 

oriented" ca tego ries . Personal o rien ted  groups were mainly ethnic and 

re lig io u s  groups whose a tte n tio n s  were focused on lo c a l e le c tio n s .

Policy groups were p rim arily  economic groups whose in te re s ts  were geared 

toward p o st-e lec tio n  stages of po licy  m a k i n g .5 1

In  more recen t years, scholars a lso  turned th e i r  a tte n tio n  to  

the  " la ten t"  in te re s ts  in  lo c a l communities—those unorganized and/or 

powerless in te re s t  groupings whose influence tra d itio n a lly  has been 

neg lig ib le  in  City H all. The research focus of these scholars has often  

been the  re la tio n sh ip  between the poor and/or m inorities and urban-level 

government bureaucracy. S tudies by Davies, Peterson and Kloman have 

examined c it iz e n  access, p a r tic ip a tio n , and influence in  fed era lly
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sponsored urban programs.52 Harold Savltch examined educational issues 

in  a school d i s t r i c t  where low-income blacks were regu lar lo se rs  to  

middle c lass  whites in  t h e i r  access to  educational decision makers,53 

Research on Group Role O rien ta tions. A common bias has run 

through much of the  l i te r a tu r e  c ite d  above—i t s  approach has been from 

the perspective of the  in te re s t  group, i t s  members, a sp iran ts  to  mem

bership  in  the pressure group system, or the  degree of influence exer

cised  by the group. Only a few serious attem pts have been made to  

examine the process of in te res t-g ro u p  influence from the perspective 

of the  primary ta rg e ts  of lobbying—the o f f ic ia ls  themselves. At the 

s ta te  le v e l, Teune, F rancis , Z eig le r and Baer, and Wahlke have examined 

s ta te  le g is la to r s ' perceptions of in te re s t  group i n f l u e n c e . W a h l k e * s  

study of four s ta te  le g is la tu re s  examining le g is la t iv e  ro le  perceptions 

a lso  included the  le g is la to r s ' o rien ta tio n s toward the ro le  of pressure 

groups in  the  le g is la t iv e  system .55 Wahlke and h is  assoc ia tes discovered 

th a t  "any given le g i s la to r 's  behavior with respec t to  groups w il l  depend 

la rg e ly  upon h is  general a ffe c tiv e  o rien ta tio n s  toward pressure p o lit ic s  

and h is  awareness of such a c t iv i ty  when i t  occurs around him,"5^

Legislators* reactions to  pressure groups as leg itim ate  p a rtie s  

to  po licy  making, then , varied  according to  (1) th e i r  degree of know

ledge or awareness of group a c t iv i ty ,  and (2) the degree to  which they 

accepted pressure p o l i t ic s  as leg itim ate  p o l i t ic a l  a c t iv i ty .  The Wahlke 

study constructed a typology of group o rien ta tions based upon these 

two fa c to rs . Group " f a c i l i ta to r s "  were aware of group a c tiv ity  and 

favorable to  i t s  ex erc ise . L eg isla to rs holding h o s ti le  a tt i tu d e s  

toward group a c t iv i ty  and/or who were la rg e ly  ignorant of the  existence
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of pressure groups and th e i r  actions were lab e lled  as " re s is te r s ,"

Those fa l l in g  between these two ends of the  continuum were regarded as

" n e u tra ls ."57

Scholars such as Teune, and Z eigler and Baer took the a n a ly ti

c a l to o ls  of ro le  theory  sev era l steps fu r th e r  by examining the  " in te r 

action" between le g is la to r  and pressure group ra th e r  than only the 

l e g i s la to r 's  perception of group ro le s . Teune's an a ly sis  of the 

Indiana le g is la tu re  re l ie d  heavily  on the perceptions of le g is la t iv e  

cand idates, but h is  research hypothesis c le a r ly  t ie d  the  cand idate 's  

perceptions to  ac tu a l group a c t iv i ty .  Teune discovered th a t a favorable 

a tt i tu d e  toward pressure group a c t iv i ty  was a function of what groups 

could con tribu te  to  the cand idate 's  success. Those candidates favor

ably  disposed to  groups were constan tly  in  contact with a v a rie ty  of 

groups in  th e ir  co n stitu en c ies . In f a c t ,  th e  importance of the group 

to  the constituency overshadowed most other considera tions,58

What in te r e s t  groups do in  the le g is la t iv e  h a l ls ,  
ho te l rooms, and in  committee hearings seems to  be 
of le s s  sign ificance  in  shaping a tt i tu d e s  [toward 
groups] than a c t iv i ty  in  the  constituency which the 
le g is la to r  or th e  candidate i s  going to  r e p r e s e n t , 59

Teune's research  pointed to  the importance of viewing pressure p o lit ic s  

as in te ra c tio n —a contact between le g is la to rs  and groups important to  

h is  e le c ta b i l i ty ,

Z eig le r and Baer viewed lobbying as a to ta l  in te ra c tio n  of 

a tt i tu d e s  and behaviors among a l l  p a rtic ip a n ts  in  the le g is la t iv e  

process. As a soc ia l re la tio n sh ip , lobbying was sa id  to  involve orien

ta t io n s ,  communications, and ac tu a l in te rac tio n  a c t iv i ty .  The presump

tio n  was th a t the actions of each person a ffe c t  o th e r s .^  Z eig ler and
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Baer u t i l iz e d  these elements o f role theory to  examine th e  a ttitu d e s  and 

reported  actions of both le g is la to rs  and lobbyists in  th e ir  quest to  

examine a l l  re levant variab les of the lobbyist-governor in te rac tio n .^ ^

A few contemporary stud ies have borrowed the  approaches des

cribed above and have applied them to  loca l government» Two recent 

stud ies of San Francisco Bay Area councilnanic o f f ic ia ls  by Zisk, and 

Eulau and Prew itt have examined the group o rien ta tio n s of these o f f ic ia ls  

as a t  le a s t  p o ten tia l fac to rs of and re su lts  from in te rac tio n s  between 

o f f ic ia ls  and lo c a l in te re s t  groups,

Both stud ies had roughly the  same research concerns, but th^ r 

d iffe red  somewhat in  approach. Eulau and Prew itt took the  council as 

th e i r  u n it of an a ly sis , while Z isk 's  a n a ly tic a l base was the individual 

council member. Eulau and Prew itt examined nany of the  "linkages" in  

th e  democratic governing process and focused on in te re s t  group l i f e  in  

c i t ie s  as part of th e  process of pe tition ing  the council fo r  ac tion , 

Z isk’s focus was e n tire ly  on the in te re s t  group p red ispositions of the 

Bay area council members.

Both studies viewed the  government o f f ic ia l - in te r e s t  group 

re la tio n sh ip  as a so c ia l  in te rac tio n  in  which the a t t i tu d e s  and behavior 

of both p a rtie s  to  the  in te rac tio n  had to  be accounted fo r . Eulau and 

P rew itt, fo r example, recognized the  in te rac tiv e  nature  of the re la tio n 

ship  be iden tify ing  in te re s t  groups as one of th ree  channels of contact 

"linking" the council and i t s  p u b l i c , T h e y  found th a t  groups qu ite  

o ften  became active  because the council or i t s  members drew them in to  

the  p o l i t ic a l  process—often as too ls in  skirmishes among council mem

b e r s , T h i s  ind ica tes a two-way a c t iv i ty  in i t ia t io n  which is  contrary
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to  the  usual notion th a t groups a c tiv a te  and in i t i a t e  while o f f ic ia ls  

are the passive receptors of p o l i t ic a l  influence, Zisk recognized th a t  

" ,  . , any attempt to  analyze influence must take in to  account the 

behavior and b iases of a l l  major p a rtie s  to  the transac tions o b s e r v e d ,

Both s tu d ies , however, focused on the a tt i tu d e s  and behavior of govern

ment o f f ic ia ls  ra th e r than in te re s t  group leaders or members. Z isk 's  

working hypothesis re f le c ted  th is  approach:

The predispositions of e lec ted  o f f ic ia ls  w ill  ac t as 
a f i l t e r  through which group e ffo r ts  to  influence 
public policy must pass. How accessib le  o f f ic ia ls
are to  groups w ill  depend in  part on these pred is
p o sitio n s .

Both Bay area stud ies a lso  examined the in c lin a tio n  of councils 

and council members to  hold a tt i tu d e s  favorable to  groups and group 

a c t iv i ty .  The re la tio n sh ip  between favorable a tt i tu d e s  and c e rta in  

antecedents in  the Eulau and P rew itt Study was discussed above, Eulau 

and Prew itt a lso  examined the reasons fo r group streng th  in  re la tio n  to  

the  fa v o ra b ility  of councils toward groups. They discovered th a t 

councils d istinguished  between "pressure" and "infornation" groups, 

reacted  favorably when groups provided them with in fo rnation  and expert 

advice, and were favorably inclined  toward groups whose streng th  lay  in  

th e i r  stake in  the  community or the  respect earned by the group in  the 

eyes of the  council. As often as n o t, raw p o l i t ic a l  resources such as 

money, vo tes , o r organizational zea l did not bring about a favorable 

in c lin a tio n  by the c o u n c i l . E u l a u  and Prew itt a lso  discovered, however, 

th a t raw p o l i t ic a l  resources became important to  the c o u n c il's  inc lina 

tio n s  toward groups when the  arena of a c t iv i ty  sh if ted  from policy

making to  campaign electioneering,^®
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The basic th ru s t of Z isk 's  research ■was to  construct a typol

ogy of the  in te re s t  group o rien ta tio n s  of council members and to  com

pare these o rien ta tio n s  w ith the council members' rep resen ta tio n a l 

s ty le s  and th e i r  purposive ro le s . In constructing  her typology of ro le  

o rien ta tio n s , Zisk borrowed from the c r i te r ia  se t by Wahlke's le g is 

la t iv e  study. Her typology was based on council members' perception of 

the  presence and a c t iv i ty  of groups, th e i r  "esteem" fo r  groups as use

fu l  to  the po licy  process, and th e i r  "group so p h istica tio n "—the degree 

of th e ir  understanding of the pressure group fu n c tio n ,^9 P lu ra lis t  

council members were those vrfio esteemed groups, who perceived the exis

tence of many groups, and who were soph istica ted  in  th e ir  knowledge of 

the group function  in  policy-making. Antagonists were those o f f ic ia ls  

who were perceptive of group a c t iv i t ie s  and understood th e ir  policy  

functions, bu t who re je c ted  the usefulness and/or legitim acy of group 

a c t iv i ty  in  th e  policy  process. Tolérants were those  council members 

not f i t t in g  the c r i te r ia  of e i th e r  of the two o ther c a teg o ries , and 

whose c h a ra c te r is tic s  did not place them firm ly in  e ith e r  the pro or 

an ti-group camps.

Zisk also borrowed or constmicted two a d d itio n a l typologies of 

council members. Z isk 's  typology of rep resen ta tio n a l s ty le s ,  borrowed 

from Wahlke, included Delegates, T rustees, and P o lit ic o s . Delegates 

used constituen t in s tru c tio n s  as the basis fo r  th e ir  votes on the 

council. Trustees voted th e i r  am  convictions, and P o litico s  a ttenpted  

to  balance co n stitu en t wishes with personal conscience.7^ Z isk 's  

typology of purposive ro le s  was constructed to  measure th e  council 

member's conception of the nature of h is  job as a le g is la to r  and i t
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contained n eg o tia to rs , advocates, and ad m in istra to rs . N egotiators 

sought out the  views of o thers and attem pted to  nego tia te  agreements 

between those holding c o n flic tin g  views. A c tiv is t council members con

cerned with rev is ing  and advocating programs and se llin g  them to  th e i r  

colleagues were c la s s if ie d  as Advocates. Adm inistrators were council 

members p rim arily  in te re s te d  in  choosing from po licy  a lte rn a tiv e s  

in i t ia te d  by the  c i ty  manager and h is  s ta f f  o r o ther po licy  o r ig in a to rs . 

Other sub-types of purposive ro le  holders were a lso  id e n tif ie d .

Zisk discovered th a t council members with P lu ra lis t  group 

o rien ta tio n s were l ik e ly  to  take N egotiator views of th e ir  council ro le s  

and adopt th e  Delegate or P o litic o  rep re sen ta tio n a l s ty le s . Antagonists 

were most l ik e ly  to  take the  Adm inistrative view of t h e i r  purposive ro le  

and adopt th e  Trustee rep re sen ta tio n a l s ty le .  F in a lly , Tolérants were 

l ik e ly  to  see th e i r  purposive ro le  as council members as one o f N egotiator 

of c o n flic tin g  in te re s ts  and th e i r  rep re sen ta tio n a l s ty le s  as Trustee 

o rie n te d ,73

The Eulau and P rew itt, and Zisk s tu d ies  were concerned a lso  

with the  re la tio n sh ip  between in te re s t  group o rien ta tio n s and c e r ta in  

"antecedents" to  a tt i tu d e s  and behavior such as personal c h a ra c te r is tic s  

and community environmental v a ria b le s , Eulau and Prew itt found th a t 

c i ty  s iz e  was strongly  re la te d  to  group a c t iv i ty  le v e ls . Group a c t iv i ty  

in  la rg e r  c i t i e s  was not only much l iv e l ie r  and more in tense than  e lse 

where but also served as an interm ediary l in k  between council and 

c i t iz e n ry ,7^ The degree to  wiiich councils were favorable to  group ac

t i v i t y  was a lso  found to  c o rre la te  with group contact and c i ty  s iz e .  

Councils were more l ik e ly  to  come in to  contact with groups iirfien they
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were favorably in c lin ed  to m rd  t h e m . 75 And, as c i t i e s  grew, group l i f e

became more varied  and in ten se , and councils became more favorably

in c lin ed  toward group p o l i t ic s .? ^

I f  there  i s  an ac tiv e  group l i f e  in  the  s n a ile r  
p o l i t i c a l  u n it ,  i t  more o ften  produces an adversary 
re la tio n sh ip  than a co llab o ra tiv e , cooperative one.
In sharp c o n tra s t, councils in  large  c i t i e s  are  
much more l ik e ly  to  form a co llabo ra tive  than an 
adversary re la tio n sh ip  w ith groups,77

Zisk a lso  examined environmental antecedents in  r e la tio n  to  

group ro le  o rie n ta tio n s . Examination o f community c h a ra c te r is tic s  

revealed th a t groups were more l ik e ly  to  be a c tiv e  in  la rg e , so c ia lly  

diverse c i t i e s ,  and council members in  these c i t i e s  were more l ik e ly  to  

be P lu r a l is te ,73 Her analy sis  of such personal c h a ra c te r is t ic s  as age, 

income, education, occupation, leng th  of residence and party  id e n t i f i 

cation  revealed  some modest tren d s . P lu ra lis te  were l ik e ly  to  be young, 

w ell-educated, and /or in  low s ta tu s  occupations, n o n p artisan , and from 

" in te re s t-o rien te d "  p o l i t i c a l  backgrounds, T olérants were l ik e ly  to  have 

the opposite c h a ra c te r is t ic s  while Antagonists came from a l l  walks of 

l ife .7 9

F in a lly , Z isk 's  study pointed up the  con tinual existence of a 

major soc ia l more of council-manager government. She concluded th a t 

although P lu ra lis te  were favorably  disposed toward groups and the general 

concept of in te re s t  a r t ic u la tio n , the  m ajority  of council menters in  

the  Bay area ta rg e t c i t ie s  were not P lu ra l is ts ,  The m ajority  of them 

took a "managerial" ra th e r  than " p o lit ic a l"  view o f  th e  governing pro

cess , Governing the  m unicipality , to  them, was simply a m atter of 

applying so lu tions to  problems—a mechanical process in  which bargaining
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and group struggle played no part» These council members did not 

regard groups e ith e r  as a lie n  or indispensable and, therefo re , d id  not 

modify th e i r  behavior to  accomodate groups in  the governing process.

Z isk concluded, th ere fo re , th a t the in te rac tio n  between groups and 

governors took place . . on a one-way street,"®®

Research Design

A Itodel of the  Urban Policy Process 

The policy ro le  research  described above is  part of a much 

la rg e r  body of l i te ra tu re  on po licy  making in  American p o l i t ic s .  The 

urban p o l i t ic a l  arena, l ik e  i t s  counterparts a t the s ta te  and n a tio n a l 

le v e ls , i s  a complex system of decision-making. I t  i s  a system of 

in p u ts , conversion processes and outputs in  which th e  demands and needs 

o f the populace and c a p a b ili tie s  of the socio-economic environment a re  

tra n s la te d  or converted by governmental and private  s tru c tu re s  in to  

p o lic ie s  and programs. This study is  concerned with one of the  th ree  

major steps in  th is  decision system—the conversion process. The 

"ro les"  played by the p a rtic ip a n ts  in  th is  process co n stitu te  some o f 

th e  fac to rs  th a t determine how the conversion process operates and how 

e ffe c tiv e ly  demands are  converted in to  policy and program responses. 

Figure 1 ,1  depicts how the conversion process f i t s  in to  the  la rg e r  

decision system.

In  e ffe c t, ro le  playing is  c ru c ia l to  making the conversion 

process dynamic ra th e r  than s t a t i c .  The a tt i tu d e s  and behavior of those 

who a ffe c t and shape po licy , in  regard to  how they behave as p a rtic ip an ts  

in  the  policy  process, are  major components of a governing system’ s
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FIGURE 1.1

A PARTIAL MODEL OF THE URBAN POLICY PROCESS

P o lic ie s  and Programs

OUTPUTS

Public Demands, Perceived 
Needs, Ehvironmental Factors

INPUTS

S truc t’o ra l Anchors; o rganizational framework, formal 
ru le s , organizational soc ia l-functional mores,
( e .g . ,  e lection  systems, c h a rte rs , leg a l au th o rity , 
leg  i s l a t  ive-a  dminis t r a t  ive separation of powers, 
t r a d i t io n a l  standards of operating procedure, e tc)

P o l i t ic a l  C ulture; a ttitu d e s  and behavior, norms, 
precedents, t r a d i t io n s , customs, taboos, e tc .
( e .g . ,  o rien ta tio n s and expectations of: o f f ic ia l  
a c to rs—mayors, council members, managers; and 
u n o ff ic ia l a c to rs—e l i t e s ,  community groups, e tc .

CONVERSION PROCESS
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p o l i t i c a l  c u l tu re .  The opera tion  of th i s  c u l tu re  i s  determ ined by the  

in te rp la y  of t r a d i t io n s ,  customs, p reced en ts , norms, and th e  su b stan tiv e  

and p o licy  ro le  o r ie n ta tio n s  of government o f f i c i a l s ,  u n o f f ic ia l  p o li

t i c a l  a c t i v i s t s ,  and the la y  p u b lic .

The concept o f "governmental ro le "  has two meanings p e r tin e n t 

to  th e  p resen t a n a ly s is .  As W illiams and Adrian o p e ra tio n a liz e  i t ,  the  

concept r e fe r s  to  images held by governing o f f i c i a l s  of the proper ro le  

to  be played by m unicipal governments in  o u tp u ttin g  p o lic y . These 

au thors ex p la in  th a t  p o licy  outputs and th e  n a tu re  of urban governmen

t a l  systems a re  p a r t ly  determ ined by s e v e ra l kinds of th e se  images o f 

th e  ro le  of government. This i s  a macro-view of th e  concept o f 

governmental ro le ,

A more m icro-view of the ro le  concept i s  taken by Eulau and 

Eyestone, Recognizing th e  im portance of a c to r  p ercep tio n s in  d e te r

mining ro le  behav io r, th ese  au thors  a ttem pt t o  d i r e c t ly  connect th e  

n o tio n  of ro le  o r ie n ta tio n s  to  p o licy  o u tp u ts . They hypothesize th a t  

th e  "p o licy  maps" th a t council members (and o th e r  o f f ic ia l s )  b rin g

to  th e  council chambers help  to  determine th e  substance of p o licy  and 
82programs. I f  an a c t o r 's  conception o f  what h is  ro le  should be a f fe c ts  

how he p lays th a t  r o le ,  then th e  p o licy  m aker's p o in t of view toward a 

g iven p o lic y  problem c le a r ly  a f fe c ts  h is  d ec is io n  as to  how to  approach 

and so lve i t .  These au thors argue th a t  p o licy  maps include th re e  kinds 

o f concep tions; percep tions of th e  problems or environmental challenges 

faced  by th e  c i ty ,  p references th e  p o licy  maker b rin g s  to  the  p o lic y  

s i tu a t io n  or develops during th e  process of dec is ion  making, and h is  

values o r ends th e  p o licy  decis ions a re  supposed to  b ring  a b o u t , I f
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t h i s  l i s t  exhausted a l l  o f th e  p o ss ib le  determ inants of an ac to r*a  

p o licy  maps, we might be led  to  conclude th e  p o l i t ic ia n s  a re  com pletely 

is s u e -o r ie n te d  and a re  never in flu en ced  by p o s it io n , s ta tu s ,  o r  power. 

R e a l is t ic a l ly ,  we a re  led to  b e liev e  t h a t  an  im portant f a c to r  i s  

m issing from th e  l i s t —th e  percep tions o f  the  policy-m aker a s  to  what 

should be decided and by whom. Such a p e rcep tio n  o ften  a f f e c ts  th e  

outcome of p o licy , as  when a c i ty  c o u n c il re fu ses  to  pass a strong  

m ayor's program because i t  might t i p  th e  balance of policy-making power 

too  heav ily  in  th e  mayor's fav o r. How o f f i c i a l s  and u n o f f ic ia l  com

munity a c t i v i s t s  a re  p redisposed  to  view  t h e i r  own and each o th e r 's  

r o le s ,  th en , becomes c r i t i c a l  to  how p o lic y  i s  handled during th e  con

v ers io n  p rocess . I t  i s  t h i s  aspect o f  th e  p o l i t i c a l  c u ltu re  o f th e  

conversion process th a t  forms th e  c e n tr a l  concern in  th i s  s tu d y .

The Concept o f Roles 

The focus o f th i s  study  i s  on p o te n tia l  ro le  c o n f l ic ts  among 

c i t y  o f f i c i a l s  a r is in g  out of d if fe r in g  conceptions held  by th e se  

decision-m akers. These d if f e r in g  conceptions a re  of th e i r  own and 

th e i r  co lleag u es ' policy-m aking r o le s ,  and o f th e  ro le  of community 

in te r e s t s  in  th e  policy-m aking p ro cess . Im p lic it in  t h i s  in q u iry  i s  the  

idea  th a t  c o n f l ic ts  stem in  p a r t  from d iffe re n c e s  in  a t t i tu d e s  which, in  

tu rn ,  o r ig in a te  in  th e  o f f i c i a l s ' " p re d is p o s i t io n s ," "concep tions,"  and 

" d e f in it io n s  of the s i tu a t io n ,"

In d iv id u a ls  perceive s tim u li d ire c te d  a t  them by o th ers  in  

accordance w ith a psychological f i l t e r  o r " se t"  comprised of a v a r ie ty  

o f in te r r e la te d  environm ental and p ersonal f a c to rs  th a t  a re  physio log i

c a l ,  p sy cho log ica l, s o c ia l ,  and c u l tu ra l  in  n a tu re . This " se t"
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determ ines th e  in d iv id u a l 's  s u s c e p t ib i l i ty  to  e x te rn a l 's t im u li ;  i . e . ,  

he becomes "predisposed" to  accept c e r ta in  s tim u li ,  r e je c t  o th e rs , and 

remain n e u tra l toward s t i l l  o th e rs . How th e  in d iv id u a l perceives and 

in te rp r e ts  any given grouping of s tim u li sen t by any given  in d iv id u a l 

o r  group a t  any one tim e i s  h is  " d e f in i t io n  of th e  s i tu a t io n ."  These 

p re d isp o s itio n s  and d e f in it io n s  a re  components of h is  po in ts  o f view o r  

o r ie n ta tio n s  toward the e n t i r e  complex o f ro le s  he p lays as an in d iv i

dual in te ra c t in g  w ith  o th e rs  in  a s o c ia l  s e t t in g .  And, h is  d e f in i t io n ,  

o r ie n ta tio n , o r se lf-co n cep tio n  of any one o f h is  ro le s  w il l  p lay  a 

la rg e  p a r t  in  determ ining how he a c ts  out th a t  ro le .^ ^

The importance to  ro le  theory of the  government o f f i c i a l 's  

o r ie n ta tio n s  o r  se lf-co n cep tio n s  o f how h is  po licy-naking  ta sk s  a re  to  

be defined , a s  w ell as how he a c ts  them ou t, cannot be o v ers ta ted . I t  

i s  alm ost axiom atic to  argue th a t  o r ie n ta tio n s  a f f e c t  a t t i tu d e s  which, 

in  tu rn ,  a f fe c t  behav io r. Any decision  to  a c t  or no t to  a c t i s  i t s e l f  

" . . .  preceded by a d e f in it io n  of a s i tu a t io n ,  th a t  i s  to  say , an 

In te rp re ta t io n , or po in t of view, and ev en tu a lly  (is  followed by] a 

p o licy  and a behavior p a t t e r n . Y e t ,  th e  so c ia l observer must be 

cautioned  ag a in s t assuming th a t  ro le s  a re  e n t i r e ly  comprised of s e l f 

conceptions o r the ro le -p la y e r 's  o r ie n ta tio n s .  The no tion  o f " ro le"  i s  

b u i l t  on two assum ptions. F i r s t ,  ro le s  a re  s o c ia l—they  presuppose an 

in te ra c t io n  between two o r  more in d iv id u a ls . In d iv id u a ls  do not a c t  out 

ro le s  in  a vacuum. A r o le  i s  defined not only by the  person o r a c to r  

p laying  i t ,  b u t a lso  by an a l t e r —th e  in d iv id u a l w ith  whom the ro le  i s  

being played. A ro le  i s  defined , th e n , by th e  o r ie n ta tio n s  o f th e  

a c to r  and th e  expecta tions o f th e  a l t e r  toward th e  a c to r 's  ro le .  Second,
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ro le s  a re  t i e d  to  so c ia l p o s itio n s , and p o s itio n s  w ith in  o rgan izations 

a re  s t r u c tu r a l ly  and fu n c tio n a lly  defined» Thus, ro le s  are  s t r u c tu r a l ly  

"anchored"—they tak e  th e i r  d e f in it io n s , in  p a r t ,  from th e  d ic ta te s  o f 

th e  o rg an iza tio n  ir re s p e c tiv e  of the o r ie n ta tio n s  and expectations o f 

th e  r o le s ' a c to rs  and a l t e r s .

When considering  the dimensions o f ro le s  s t i l l  another word o f 

cau tio n  i s  in  o rd e r. Although ro le s  a re  comprised of both a t t i t u d in a l  

and behav io ra l dim ensions, t o t a l  congmience between a t t i tu d e s  and 

behavior cannot be assumed. In both  c a se s , th e  r e la t io n s  of both 

a c to rs  and a l t e r s  toward p rescribed  versus a c tu a l  a t t i tu d e s  and behavior 

may d i f f e r .  For example, th e  a c to r 's  a t t i tu d e  toward the p rescrib ed  

behavior o f h is  r o le  may d i f f e r  s u b s ta n tia l ly  from how he d e lib e ra te ly  

o r  u n w ittin g ly  c a r r ie s  out th a t r o le .  Or, th e  a c to r  may perceive h is  

ro le  p re sc r ip tio n s  and a c tu a l behavior as congruent, while h is  a l t e r ( s )  

may perceive the a c to r ’ s ro le  p re sc rip tio n s  and ac tu a l behavior as 

incongruen t. The p o ssib le  combinations in d ic a tin g  incongruence are  

q u ite  numerous. The p resen t s tudy , however, i s  lim ited  to  examining 

th e  a t t i t u d in a l  dimension in  regard to  c o n f l ic ts  a r is in g  out of the  

d if fe r in g  conceptions of o f f ic ia l s  as to  what should be the  p rescrib ed  

behavior of any given r o le .  In  e f f e c t ,  th i s  i s  a study o f th e  p o te n tia l  

f o r  ro le  c o n f l ic t  a r is in g  out of d if fe r in g  conceptions of what standards 

a re  p rescrib ed  fo r  a r o le .  At th e  same tim e, however, i t  i s  assumed 

th a t  p o l i t i c a l  a c to rs  w i l l  make a t  le a s t  a minimal e f fo r t  to  bring 

a t t i tu d e s  and behavior in to  some kind of harmony.®*^ Since knowledge of 

a t t i tu d e s  can go a long way toward explain ing  behavior, behavior i s  

assumed to  be a f fe c te d  when o r ie n ta tio n s  d i f f e r .
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The concepts and terminology of ro le  analysis—keys to  under

standing the  dimensions of ro les  and ro le  theory—tend to  su ffe r from 

over-generalization  and ambiguity in  meaning. In the l i te ra tu re  of 

ro le  an a ly sis  i t  i s  often d i f f ic u l t  to  t e l l  whether the  researcher i s  

defining h is  concepts in  terms of a tt i tu d e s  or behavior, in  regard to 

the actor* s or the a lte r* s  point of view, or in  regard to  normative 

p resc rip tio n s  or ac tu a l behavior. This often  re su lts  in  the use of 

s im ila r terminology to  mean quite d iffe ren t th ings. For example. Gross 

and h is associates define ro le  "co n flic t"  as "any s itu a tio n  in  which 

the  incumbent of a position  perceives th a t he is  confronted with incom

p a tib le  expectations."^® Biddle and Thomas define ro le  c o n flic t as  

" in co n sis ten t p rescrip tions . . . held fo r a person by himself or by 

one or more others."®^ Both d efin itio n s  conceive of "co n flic t"  a t t i -  

tu d in a lly , but while the f i r s t  i s  unclear as to  the source of the 

incom patible defin itions (ac to r or a l t e r ) ,  the second defines the term 

in  regard to  the perceptions of both. Biddle and Thomas a lso  include 

"fee lings of unease re su ltin g  from the existence or assumption of incon

s is te n t  prescriptions", as part of th e ir  d e fin itio n  of ro le  "conflict."^®  

Yet, th is  notion of u n se ttlin g  "feelings" i s  a lso  part of Goode's 

d e fin itio n  of ro le  "s tra in "  as the " f e l t  d if f ic u lty  in  f u l f i l l in g  ro le  

o b l i g a t i o n s . " 9 1  S ige l and Pindur take Goode*s d e fin itio n  to  mean "the 

fru s tra tio n s  a ro le  occupant fe e ls  when he cannot conduct himself as he 

th inks h is  ro le  demands."9^ I t  appears th a t fo r  Biddle and Thorns, ro le  

"s tra in "  is  a component of the la rg e r a t t i tu d in a l ly  defined phenomenon 

of ro le  " c o n flic t."  For Goode, however, ro le  s tra in  seems to  be e ith e r  

a separate concept to  be defined in  regard to  inconsistency between
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a tt i tu d e  and behavior, or ro le  c o n flic t i s  what he means to  be subsumed 

under the term  " s tr a in ."  What is  apparent here is  the amount of 

d e fin itio n a l overlap between concepts such as "co n flic t"  and " s tra in ."

The same conceptual ambiguity occurs w ith regard to  the term

"congruency." For example. Gross, e t a l . ,  define ro le  congruency as a

s itu a tio n  in  which the  acto r "perceives th a t  the  same or highly sim ila r
Q2expectations are held fo r h im ." ' Thus, congruency is  defined a t t i tu d 

in a lly  and re s u lts  when several a l te r s  expect the same behavior from an 

a c to r . S igel and Pindur, however, define ro le  congruence to  mean simi

l a r i t y  between an a c to r’s perception of an o rien ta tio n  toward his ro le  

and h is  a c tu a l ro le  behavior as perceived by o th e rs .9^ While Gross 

sees congruency as s im ila r ity  o f a l t e r s ' perceptions of what the a c to r ’s 

ro le  should be, S ige l and Pindur focus on a s im ila r ity  between the 

a c to r’s perception of what h is role should be and the perceptions of 

a l te r s  of how the a c to r  ac tu a lly  behaves. Not only a re  the  a t t i tu d in a l  

and behavioral dimensions of congruence used d if fe re n tly , b u t the 

question of normative p resc rip tio n  versus a c tu a l behavior i s  also  

confused.

Additional confusion re s u lts  when we f a i l  to  c la r ify  what i s  

meant by an " in te rac tio n "  between a c to rs . Of which in te rac tin g  ac to rs  

do we speak? Are we re fe rr in g  to  only those ac to rs whose in te rac tio n  

is  d ire c t  and constan t, such as government o f f ic ia ls  in  the same muni

c ip a l organization? Or does in te rac tio n  a lso  re fe r  to  acto rs whose 

contact with each other is  in te rm itten t and ind irec t?  Municipal o f f i 

c ia ls  from d iffe ren t c i t i e s  may share sim ilar o rien ta tio n s and expec

ta tio n s  even though th e ir  in te rac tions are  lim ited  to  occasional
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gatherings of p rofessional organizations such as the ICUA or shared- 

in te re s t  organizations l ik e  the  United S ta tes Conference of Mayors. The 

p resc rip tio n s of the  council-manager system of municipal government, the 

p o l i t ic a l  mores of the la rg e r  soc ie ty , and the po licy  stances of pro

fe ss io n a l and sh a red -in te re s t organizations may serve as in d ire c t 

determinants of ro le  a tt i tu d e s  th a t cut across c i ty  boundaries. These 

a t t i tu d e s ,  in  tu rn , may have an impact on the  operation of norms w ithin 

sp e c if ic  c i t i e s .  In  o ther words, in te r - c i ty  a t t i tu d e s  may help to  

re in fo rce  in tr a - c i ty  norms, or they  may c o n flic t w ith these norms.

D efin itio n s

lAich of the d if f ic u lty  in  accura tely  delineating  the parameters 

of ro le  concepts r e s u l ts  from th e  n ecessity  of having to  include both 

the  a t t i tu d in a l  and behavioral dimensions of ro le  playing by both 

ac to rs  and a l t e r s ,  d if fe re n tia t in g  between nornative p rescrip tions and 

a c tu a l behavior, and ascerta in in g  the  kinds and degrees of in te ra c tio n  

among p o l i t ic a l  a c to rs . What i s  needed a re  more manageable and c le a r ly  

demarcated d e fin itio n s  th a t  can be opera tionalized  along separate  

dimensions. Since we are concerned here with the  a t t i tu d in a l  dimension 

as i t  con tribu tes to  th e  p o ten tia l fo r  ro le  c o n f l ic t ,  and assuming th a t 

a t t i tu d e s  generally  precede ac tio n , the d e fin itio n s  of ro le  concepts 

used in  th is  study w ill  be narrowed to  include o rien ta tio n s and expec

ta t io n s , while excluding ro le  behavior (the enactment of ro le s ) .  An 

attem pt w ill  be made, however, to  examine in tr a - c i ty  as w ell as in te r 

c i ty  ro le  a t t i tu d e s .  The d efin itio n s used in  th is  study are  as f o l l o w s , 95
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ACTOR o r OCCUPANT; An a c to r  or occupant i s  a person engaged in  p a r t i 

c u la r  in te ra c t io n s  w ith  o th e r  persons because he occupies a sp e c if ic  

ro le  p o s itio n  (o r sev e ra l p o s itio n s )  in  a system  of s o c ia l  r e la t io n s ,

i . e . ,  in  th e  system of council-manager urban government.

ALTER: An a l t e r  i s  a person fu n c tio n a lly  an d /o r s t r u c tu r a l ly  re la te d

to  th e  a c to r  and in te ra c t in g  w ith  him, and who occupies a sep a ra te  ro le  

p o s itio n  in  th e  s tru c tu re  or s o c ia l  system. The re la t io n s h ip  i s  re c ip ro 

c a l ;  th e  c i ty  manager as  a c to r  has co u n c il members, and department heads 

as a l t e r s ,  vriiile th e se  a l t e r s  as occupants o f t h e i r  own ro le s  have the 

c i ty  manager a s  an a l t e r ,

ROLE ORIENTATION: A ro le  o r ie n ta tio n  i s  a  view o r conception of an

acto r/o ccu p an t a s  to  how he should conduct h im self in  h is  r o le ,

ROLE EXPECTATION: A ro le  expec ta tio n  i s  an a l te r * s  conception of what 

th e  a c to r ’s ro le  should be . For example, a ro le  ex p ec ta tio n  i s  an 

a n tic ip a tio n  by a council member th a t  the  c i ty  nanager should conceive 

of and behave tow ard the m anagerial ro le  in  accord  w ith  standards pre

sc rib ed  by th e  council member o r in  accord w ith r o le  anchors (such as 

s p e c if ic  requirem ents in  th e  c i ty  c h a r te r ) ,  Tîhile th e  actor-m anager*s 

view o f h is  m anagerial ro le  i s  a r o le  o r ie n ta tio n , th e  a l te r -c o u n c il  

member's view of th a t  r o le  i s  a ro le  ex p ec ta tio n ,

NORM: A norm i s  a group expecta tion  of behavior w ith in  th a t group. I t

i s  a s e t  of ex p ec ta tio n s  held  by groups of in te ra c t in g  ac to rs  regard ing  

ap p ro p ria te  o r proper behavior by them, where th e  group members a re  

be lieved  to  share  th ese  e x p ec ta tio n s , and where group mechanisms a re
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used to  encourage conformity.96 This study i s  prim arily  an in te r - c i ty  

an a ly s is ; th a t  i s ,  i t  focuses on expectations of groups of urban o f f i 

c ia ls  occupying sim ila r ro le  positions in  d iffe ren t c i t i e s .  In  chapters 

2 and 4 , however, lim ited  in tr a - c i ty  analyses are  attem pted. The ro le  

a t t i tu d e s  of d ire c tly  in te rac tin g  ac to rs occupying s im ila r and d iffe re n t 

ro le  positions w ithin the same c ity  governments are examined. This 

in t r a - c i ty  an a ly sis , however, i s  only a p a r t ia l  opera tiona liza tion  of 

the  norm concept, since the mechanisms used to  secure conformity to  

shared expectations a re  not examined here. Thus, the in t r a - c i ty  

a t t i tu d e s  examined here w ill  be re fe rred  to as "norm expectations,"

STRUCTURAL ROLE ANCHORS: Role anchors are the s tru c tu ra l and functional

standards of behavior form ally prescribed for the ro le  occupant by the 

a u th o rita tiv e  base of th e  ro le  system (e .g . ,  the  c i ty  charter and/or 

the  intended divisions of labor inherent in  the council-nanager form 

of municipal government). They operate la rg e ly  as in d ire c t guides to  

ro le  behavior in  th a t the  streng th  of ro le  anchors in  helping to  pre

sc rib e  ro le  behavior depends on the extent to  which a l t e r 's  expectations 

f i t  with the ro le  anchors. The primary policy  ro le  anchors in  council- 

manager government fo r  the ro le  positions of council member, c i ty  

manager, and department head a re  po licy  making, t r a n s la t iv e , and imple

ment a t ive in  n a tu re . Inherent in  the  council-manager plan is  the notion 

th a t the  policy-making ro le —th a t of in i t ia t in g ,  advocating, and deciding 

po licy—is  anchored to  the council member ro le  position . The tra n s la tiv e  

ro le  in  policy making—tra n s la tin g  and coordinating council-made policy  

decisions—is  anchored to  th e  ro le  position  of c i ty  manager. The
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iraplem entative ro le —th e  carry in g  out o f council-made dec isions as 

t r a n s la te d  and coordinated  by th e  c i ty  manager—is  anchored to  th e  ro le  

p o s itio n  of department head. The prim ary community group ro le  anchors 

a re  based on th e  assumption th a t  the council-m anager form of government 

i s  designed to  r e je c t  any sp ec ia l ro le  fo r  community groups in  the  

p o l i t i c a l  p rocess. In s te a d , th e  demands of community groups and in d i

v id u a l c i t iz e n s  a re  t re a te d  as  equal in  v a lu e . Thus, th e  ro le  anchor 

fo r  co u n c il member-community group re la t io n s  recognizes an ac tiv e  but 

n o n -p re fe re n tia l in te ra c t io n  between them as  le g itim a te . In  assuming, 

however, th a t  a major purpose fo r  designing council-manager forms was 

to  sep ara te  a d m in is tra tio n  from " p o l i t ic s ,"  the ro le  anchors fo r  c i t y  

manager-community group and department head-community group re la t io n s  

p re sc rib es  a la rg e ly  n o -c6 n tac t, n o - in te ra c tio n  re la tio n sh ip  between 

n o n -e lec ted  c i ty  o f f i c i a l s  and p r iv a te  community in te r e s t s ,

SIGNIFICANT OTHER; A s ig n if ic a n t o th e r i s  a person in  th e  ro le  system 

who, as a ro le  occupant, is  no t th e  focus of in q u iry , but whose r e la t io n s  

w ith e i th e r  a c to r  o r a l t e r  a re  a f fe c te d  by and /or a f fe c t  a c to r - a l t e r  

ro le  r e la t io n s ,  th e  a c to r 's  ex p ecta tio n s of the  o th e r 's  r o le ,  and th e  

a l te r * s  expectations of a c to r-o th e r  r e la t io n s .  For example, "C 's" ( in 

t e r e s t  group 'o th e r ')  r e la t io n s  w ith "A" ( c i ty  manager 'a c t o r ')  a re  

co lo red  by "A 's" o r ie n ta tio n s  toward "C," and by "B 's" (council member 

' a l t e r ' )  expecta tions of "A 's" o r ie n ta tio n s  to  "C," "C" becomes a 

s ig n if ic a n t  o th er because he a f f e c ts  and i s  a ffe c te d  by re la t io n s  

between "A" and "B*"
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ROLE: A ro le  is  a s tru c tu ra l and functional position  or loca tion  with

in  a system of so c ia l in te rac tio n s  occupied by an ac to r having a se t  

of ac to r o rie n ta tio n s , a l t e r  expectations, and ro le  anchors which 

p rescribe  the re lev an t behavior of the ro le  occupant. For example, an 

ind iv idual occupying the  position  of c i ty  manager in  council-manager 

government w ill  fin d  h is ro le  as c i ty  manager defined by his own 

o rien ta tio n s , th e  expectations o f a l te r s  with whom he in te ra c ts ,  and 

p rescrip tions of the s tru c tu re  i t s e l f  fo r how he i s  to  act out h is  ro le ,

ROLE CONFLICT: Role c o n flic t re s u lts  from any s itu a tio n  in  which an

actor-occupant i s  confronted (knowingly or not) w ith incompatible ex

pectations about h is  behavior in  tha t ro le . C onflic ts a r ise  in  the f i r s t  

place when a c to r’ s and a l t e r 's  conceptions of a c to r ’s ro le (s)  are  incom

p a tib le , Vilhen the actor-nanager perceives h is ro le  to  be one of policy  

leadersh ip  while th e  a lte r-c o u n c il member does no t, ro le  c o n flic t e x is ts . 

C onflic ts a lso  a r is e  when several a l te r s  hold co n flic tin g  expectations 

fo r an a c to r 's  ro le  behavior. The c ity  manager finds h is effectiveness 

c u rta ile d  when confronted by a council whose members cannot agree on 

h is proper ro le s . Then to o , c o n flic t a r is e s  when the ac to r perceives 

inconsistencies among h is  ro le s . The manager nay f e e l  h is ro le  as a 

p o l i t ic a l ly  va lue-free  budget o f f ic ia l  is  incompatible with h is ro le  as 

a policy  innovator. The conscientious po lice  ch ie f may be caught 

between h is p rofessional ro le —as guardian of a m erit system as the best 

way to  insure an honest and professional po lice  fo rce , and h is  ro le  as 

a public servant—h is  desire  to  insure th a t the  police force i s  re s 

ponsive in  i t s  actions to  the council and th e  community i t  serves.

Other ro le  pa tte rn s nay a lso  produce ro le  c o n f l ic t .  Regardless of the
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p a tte rn , the in co m p atib ilitie s  or s tra in s  inheren t in  ro le  c o n flic t may 

be d if f ic u l t  to  e ra se ,9?

ROLE CONSONANCE: Role consonance, as the opposite of ro le  c o n f l ic t ,

occurs when a l l  a c to r 's  o r ie n ta tio n s , a l t e r s ’ expectations, and ro le  

anchors in  reference to  a p a r tic u la r  ro le  a re  co n sis ten t or in  harmony, 

VYhen a l l  members of a given ro le  se t agree about the  proper a t t i tu d in a l  

and behavioral standards fo r  an a c to r’ s playing of h is  or her ro le , ro le  

c o n flic t does not occur. The coalescence of norm expectations, examined 

in  the in tr a - c i ty  analyses of chapters 2 and 4 , i s  an example of ro le  

consonance.

The Scope of This Study 

This study i s  concerned with policy  making ro le  c o n flic ts  and 

urban in te re s t  groupé® o rien ta tions among c i ty  managers, council members, 

and se lec ted  department heads (police and f i r e  ch ie fs) in  the 56 council- 

manager c i t i e s  having a population of 25,000 or g rea te r in  Kansas, 

Oklahom, and T e x a s , T h i s  in v es tig a tio n  includes two types of da ta .

The f i r s t  type involves environmental c h a ra c te r is tic s  of the  56 c i t i e s  

gleaned from the  Ü, S, Census Bureau’s County and C ity Data Book (1972), 

The nain body of data i s  taken from questionm ires mailed to  530 o f f ic ia ls  

(56 c ity  nanagers, 360 council members, and 114 po lice  and f i r e  c h ie fs )  

in  the ta rg e t c i t i e s  during March and A pril of 1974.^®^ The findings of 

th is  study are  based on re tu rns from 42 c i ty  nanagers (a 75 percent 

response r a te ) ,  189 council members (a 52,5 percent response r a te ) ,  and 

69 po lice  and f i r e  ch ie fs  (a 60.5 percent response r a t e ) .  Since the  

respondents examined here do not co n s titu te  a random sampling of c i ty
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o f f ic ia ls  in  the th ree  s ta te s ,  no attem pt i s  made to  in fe r  th a t the  

findings of th is  study are  rep resen ta tive  of o f f i c ia l s ' a tt i tu d e s  in  

any la rg e r  population.

In e f fe c t ,  th is  study combines the  research  fo c i of the Zisk 

and Loveridge stud ies of th e  San Francisco Bay area by examining policy

making ro le  o rien ta tio n s  and community o r " in te re s t"  group o rien ta tio n s 

of c i ty  o f f ic ia l s .  This in v es tig a tio n , then , i s  addressed to  four 

major research  questions.

F i r s t . what p o ten tia l policy-making ro le  c o n flic ts  e x is t among 

c ity  managers, council members, and department heads as a r e s u l t  of 

d iffe rin g  conceptions of th e ir  own and th e i r  co lleagues' proper po licy - 

nmking ro les?

Second, what p o te n tia l  po licy  ro le  c o n flic ts  e x is t among these 

o f f ic ia ls  as a r e s u l t  of th e ir  community group p red ispositions; th a t i s ,  

th e ir  conceptions of the  proper re la tio n s  between themselves and com

munity groups, and th e i r  a l t e r s  and such groups, in  the urban policy

making process?

Third, to  wlmt ex ten t are policy-making ro le  o rien ta tio n s  and 

expectations, and community group p red isp o sitio n s, re la te d  to  such 

antecedent fac to rs  as c i ty  envircnmental v a ria b le s , p o l i t ic a l  philoso

ph ies , and personal and professional background c h a ra c te ris tic s?

Fourth, how do the  policy-making ro le  o rien ta tio n s  and expec

ta tio n s  of these  o f f ic ia ls  re la te  to  th e ir  community group predisposi

tions?

In Chapter H , th e  f i r s t  research question i s  examined w ithin 

the  framework of a typology of policy-making ro le  o rien ta tio n s , a l t e r
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expectations, role anchors, and in  regard to  norm a tt i tu d e s . The impact 

of background variab les o f a c i ty  environmental, ph ilosophical, personal 

and professional nature on policy-making ro le  o rien ta tio n s and expec

ta tio n s  i s  analyzed in  Chapter HI. In Chapter W, a second categorization  

i s  developed—a typology of community group predispositions among 

nanagers, council members, and department heads. These p red ispositions 

a re  also examined in  the l ig h t  of ac to r o rien ta tio n s , a l te r  expectations, 

norm a tt i tu d e s ,  and ro le  anchors. A general descrip tion , provided by 

th e  o f f ic ia ls  questioned, of community groups operating in  the 56 ta rg e t 

c i t i e s  is  provided in  Chapter V, along with an analysis of the  impact 

of background variab les on community group p red ispositions. In Chapter 

VI, the  in te rre la tio n sh ip s  between policy-making ro le  o rien ta tio n s and 

expectations and community group predispositions are  analyzed. The 

purpose here is  to  de linea te  pa tte rn s  of re la tio n sh ip s between the  ten 

dency of a c i ty  o f f ic ia l  to  take a given stance toward h is own and h is  

colleagues’ proper policy-naking ro le s , and his p red ispositions towards 

the  ro le  of community groups in  the  municipal policy-making process.

A S ta t i s t i c a l  Note 

Four s t a t i s t i c a l  measures are  u t i l iz e d  in  th is  study as a id s to  

id en tify ing  and analyzing re la tio n sh ip s between v a ria b le s . Y ule's Q and 

Chi-Square (X^), measures of a sso c ia tio n , are  used to  id e n tify  re la tio n 

ships between nom inal-level v a riab le s . Yule's Q i s  applied  here where 

both variab les are dichotomous. Chi-Square i s  used in  those few cases 

where a t le a s t  one v a riab le  i s  trichotomous. In th is  study, Q and 

a re  used to  id e n tify  re la tio n sh ip s  between (1) acto r a tt i tu d e s  and



environmental c h a ra c te r is t ic s , and (2) between a tt i tu d in a l  o rien ta tions 

and a t t i tu d in a l  expectations.

S ta t i s t ic a l ly  re la ted  variab les are id e n tif ie d  in  the tab les  

of th is  d isse rta tio n  by the Q or value and the le t te r s  "ps" which 

in d ica te  th a t the value shown is  s t a t i s t i c a l ly  s ig n if ic a n t a t  the 95 

percent confidence In te rv a l (p ro b ab ility  = .05).

(Eg. Q = .65, ps) .

The l e t t e r s  "ns" are  used to  id en tify  those re la tionsh ips f a i l in g  to  

meet the .05 sign ificance  lev e l t e s t .  In Chapters I I I  and V, however, 

the  "ns" in d ica to r is  omitted in  Tables 3 .6—3.13 and Tables 5.4—5 .H  

in  order to  avoid obscuring the data p resen ta tion . F ina lly , Arithmetic 

Means (X) and Standard Deviations (S) are  used in  Chapters I I  and IV to  

compare the coalescence of norm expectations among o f f ic ia ls  in  one 

c i ty  with norm coalescence in  o ther c i t i e s .  The uses of the l a t t e r  two 

s t a t i s t i c a l  too ls are  described in  Chapter I I .

As mentioned above, no attem pt i s  nade in  th is  study to  in fe r  

th a t  the data a re  a random ssimple of a la rg e r  population. Measuring 

the  p ro b ab ility  th a t a re la tio n sh ip  id e n tif ie d  in  the sample i s  tru e  of 

the  sample's population, th e re fo re , i s  an irre le v a n t exercise. Yet, 

some ra tio n a l means fo r determining the meaningfulness of th e  s t a t i s t i c a l  

values generated must be constructed. At what po in t, fo r  example, does 

a sp ec ific  Q value cease to  measure the existence of a re la tio n sh ip  

between two variab les in  the sample and begin to  ind icate  th a t no 

re la tio n sh ip  e x is ts . Such a "threshold" can be measured by te s tin g  fo r  

p ro b ab ility  as though the sample data were not se riously  biased.
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Randoratiess in  the  data used in  th is  study, th e re fo re , i s  assumed here 

fo r  the a n a ly tic a l purpose of estab lish in g  a threshold  or break-point. 

Although findings generated by analy sis  in  th is  study can be in ferred  

to  be tru e  fo r  a l l  managers, department heads, and council members in  

the 56 ta rg e t c i t i e s ,  no inferences can be dravm fo r  any la rg e r  universe 

of municipal o f f ic ia l s .  P robab ility  lev e ls  fo r  Chi-Square are  calcu

la te d  by using standard p ro b ab ility  tab le s  found in  most s t a t i s t i c s  

t e x t b o o k s , P r o b a b i l i t y  fo r  Y ule's Q is  calcu lated  by u til iz in g  a 

formula developed by G, Udney Yule, the  c re a to r  of Q, as a measure of 

a sso c ia tio n ,103
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CHAPTER I I

THE POTENTIAL FOR POLICY ROLE CONFLICT; 
ORIENTATIONS AND EXPECTATIONS

The Nature of Policy-l!aking Roles 

The f i r s t  se r ie s  of major questions to  be asked in  th is  study- 

cen ter around policy  and other p o l i t ic a l  ro les th a t o f f ic ia l  actors in  

c i ty  government fe e l  they and th e i r  colleagues should be carrying out. 

Who i s  to  mke policy , who is  to  implement policy , and who is  to  advise 

on po licy  and supervise i t s  implementation? These questions can be 

m isleading unless there  i s  a c lea r understanding th a t  (1) a given ro le 

may co n sis t of other ro le s , and (2) an ac to r may occupy more than one

ro le  o r , conversely, a ro le  may be occupied by more than one a c to r . The

s tru c tu ra l  ro le  of c i ty  nanager, fo r example, may be made up of policy , 

adm in istrative  and implementative functions. These functions, in  e f fe c t ,  

a re  ro le s  since they  and others are defined by and have a position  in

th e  council-manager system. I t  i s  tru e  th a t s tru c tu ra l ro les are  a lso

functional because functional a c t iv i t ie s  have been charged to  them—the 

manager is  charged with adm inistering c i ty  government. However, i t  is  

e a s ie r  to  th ink  of the ro le  of manager as "s tru c tu ra l"  and the ro le  of 

adm in istrato r as "functional,"  and th is  usage w ill  be re ta ined  here fo r  

convenience,
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Secondly, a c to rs  may occupy more th an  one r o le ,  and v ice -v e rsa . 

As a r e s u l t ,  s t r u c tu r a l  and fu n c tio n a l ro le s  a lso  overlap  on occasion .

For example, c o u n c il members may be sharing  p o licy  shaping and p o lic y  

in i t i a t in g  a c t i v i t i e s  w ith the manager. The manager becomes, in  p a r t ,  

a co u n c il member—even though ro le  anchors fo r  council-m anager government 

do not recognize t h i s  type of s tru c tu ra l  r o le  as a u th o r i ta t iv e .  Con

v e rse ly , more than one ro le  occupant may be ex e rc is in g  one r o le  fu n c tio n , 

as  when the  fu n c tio n a l r o le  of a d m in is tra to r  i s  in  fa c t exerc ised  

jo in t ly  by th e  manager and th e  irayor. The perm utations of th i s  poten

t i a l  f o r  ro le  overlap  are  q u ite  numerous.

The c ru c ia l  q uestion  f o r  a n a ly s is , th en , i s  to  what ex ten t a re  

fu n c tio n a l ro le s  c a r r ie d  out by th e  occupants of more than one s tru c 

tu r a l  ro le ?  For purposes of a n a ly s is , th e  s tr u c tu r a l  ro le s  examined 

here a re  th a t o f  co u n c il member, manager, and department head. Func

t io n a l  ro le s  a re  those p o licy  process ro le s  described  below.

The p re su p p o sitio n  th a t  th e  t r a d i t io n a l  p o licy -versus-adm in is- 

t r a t io n  fu n c tio n a l ro le  dichotomy e i th e r  should be or i s  o p e ra tio n a l 

stems from the s tru c tu ra l- fu n c t io n a l  d ic ta te s  of th e  t r a d i t io n a l  schema 

f o r  council-m anager government. The ro le  anchors provided in  th e  

o r ig in a l  Model C ity  C harter^  (and found in  most council-m anager c h a r te rs  

operating  today) c le a r ly  placed th e  policy-m aking ro le ,  the ro le  of 

ad m in is tra tiv e  o v e rs ig h t, and the " p o litic k in g ' ro le s  of promoting p o licy  

to  the p u b lic , e le c to ra l  cam m igning, and candidate  recru itm en t in  th e  

hands of council members as w ell as th e  public  a t - la r g e .  Purely  adm inis

t r a t iv e  and im plem entative m atters  were th e  concern of the c i ty  manager 

(with a minimum of in te rfe re n c e  from the  co u n cil) and l in e  department
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heads appointed by him. Under no circumstances were adm in istrative  

personnel to  become involved in  the p o l i t ic a l  side of the dichotomy. 

Evidence th a t the dichotomy is  fa r  too s im p lis tic  and th a t  

some adm inistrative o f f ic ia ls —esp ec ia lly  c ity  managers—are involved 

in  policy making in  some fashion has been gathered elsewhere. Indeed, 

the  nature of public decisions may make the dichotomy fa ls e  on i t s  face ,^  

A more soph istica ted  view of th e  policy  making process in  council- 

manager government night cen ter around a continuum of functional ro le s  

th a t  help determine th e  shape of po licy . This i s  a continuum in  which 

po licy  adv ising , policy  shaping and po litick ing  (re c ru itin g , campaigning 

and policy  promoting) c o n s titu te  d iffe re n t degrees of involvement fo r  

non-elected o f f ic ia ls  in  other than  purely adm in istra tive  ro le s .  The 

amount of involvement by non-elected o f f ic ia ls  in  policy-making th a t is  

acceptable to  various prime ac to rs  in  the  policy process, th en , becomes 

th e  prime measurement in d ic a to r .

Sight func tiona l po licy  ro les  to  be played w ithin  the s tru c tu re  

of council-manager municipal government by o f f ic ia l  ac to rs can be 

id e n tif ie d  and linked  to  sp ec ific  ac to rs  by ro le  anchors,^ The ca tegories 

of these ro les and th e  ex ten t to  which they overlap are shown in  Figure
i

2 ,1 , The f i r s t  of the "po litick ing" ro le s , campaigning, involves an 

ac to r ac tiv e ly  supporting through e lectioneering  those persons attem pting 

to  re ta in  or obtain positions of policy-making a u th o rity  in  the govern

mental s tru c tu re  (council p o s ts ) . The bureaucratic counterpart to  th is  

i s  the  lending of support to  an adm inistrative o f f ic ia l  whose tenure i s  

in  jeopardy. R ecruiting re fe rs  to  searching fo r new members to  co-opt 

in to  the o f f ic ia l  governmental e l i t e  (finding "good" people to  run fo r
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FIGURE 2.1

THE TRADITIONAL MODEL OF POLICY PROCESS ROLES AND ROLE ANCHORS 
FOR OFFICIAL ACTORS IN COUNCIL-MANAGER MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT
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the council). Promoting involves "se lling" policy proposals or programs 

to  the public e ith e r  to  gain public support fo r an tic ip a ted  proposals 

or to  quiet public opposition to  actions the council has taken o r is  

contemplating. Of the policy-making ro le s , shaping po lic ies involves 

determining the substance of policy  and authorizing i t s  implementation 

through m ajority vote on the  council. Policy advising re fe rs  to  a id ing  

in  the  determination of policy  th a t i s  f in a lly  authorized by o thers 

through lending one's experience and expertise  to  th e  d e lib e ra tio n s . 

Policy tra n s la tin g  involves tu rn ing  council nan dated p o lic ies  and pro

grams in to  tasks and a c t iv i t ie s  designed to  carry out. those p o lic ie s . 

Implementing re fe rs  to  carrying out p o lic ies  and programs as d irec te d  

and determined by o thers. F ina lly , maintaining re fe rs  to  conducting 

a c t iv i t ie s  th a t maintain the s tru c tu re  th a t serves as the prime veh ic le  

fo r policy delivery—the c i ty 's  government.

The ro les  l is te d  in  Figure 2,1 are ro les mandated by t r a d i t io n a l

ro le  anchors fo r  various ac to rs in  the  policy  process. The public i s

involved to  some degree in  a l l  of these ro le s , regard less of which s id a

of the po litics-ad ra in is tra tio n  dichotomy these ro le s  happen to  f a l l .

The degree to  which o f f ic ia l  ac to rs  are  w illing  to  to le ra te  such ro le
¥

playing by community in te re s ts  i s  a subject fo r a l a te r  chapter. The 

ro le  anchors fo r council-manager government la rg e ly  d ic ta te  th a t  th e  

public be excluded from adm in istrative  ro les  while adm in istrato rs are  

excluded from policy and p o litick in g  ro le s . The purpose o f th i s  chapter 

is  to  examine the ro le  o rien ta tio n s and expectations of three se ts  of 

actors^—council members, c ity  managers, and police and f i r e  ch ie fs—in  

order to  ascerta in  the  degree of involvement in  the po licy  process to le r 

ated by each of them fo r  each of them.
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Policy and P o litick in g  Role Conceptions 

The evidence gathered in  th is  study unmistakably poin ts to  

some kind of policy role fo r  a l l  ta rg e t a c to rs , but disagreement among 

these ac to rs  as to  the nature of the  po licy  ro le  they are to  play points 

to  the po ten tia l fo r  ro le  c o n f l ic t .  Substantial agreement appears to  

e x is t among these acto rs th a t council members are  to  predominate in  the 

making of policy, while adm in istrative  m atters are to  be l e f t  to  the 

c i ty  manager. This is  ind icated  in  the pa ttern  of responses of council 

members, managers and department heads to  id e n tic a l statem ents l i s te d  

in  Table 2 ,1 . But the ro le  of policy  maker i s  not exclusively  th e  

council member's. Council member respondents overwhelmingly agree th a t 

they should cooperate with the c i ty  manager in  m atters of po licy . This 

agreement holds true  fo r both mayors and other council meirbers (Table 

2 ,2 ) , leading us to  conclude th a t Boynton and Wright, and S a ltz s te in  

are correct in  th e i r  asse rtio n s th a t co llabo ra tive  re la tionsh ip s a re  

not infrequent pa tterns of myor-manager or manager-council in te ra c tio n  

in  council-manager c i t ie s ,^

City Manager Policy  Roles 

Whether "cooperation" means a sharing of policy-making preroga

tiv e s  or only the giving of policy advice appears to  be a point o f 

p o ten tia l co n flic t between nanagers and council members (Table 2.3)#

The responses of council members in d ica te  th e i r  strong desire  f o r  th e  

manager to  concentrate on the  adm in istra tive  m atters of municipal govern

ment, to  re fra in  from policy promotion, to  remain n e u tra l in  council 

c o n flic ts , to  consult with the  council on budgetary m atters, and yet to
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TABLE 2.1
COUNCIL MElffiERS» POLICY ROLES; ORIENTATIONS AND EXPECTATIONS 

OF COUNCIL MEMBERS, CITY MANAGERS AND DEPARTMENT HEADS

Council
Members

C ity
Managers

Department
Heads

P o licy  Roles* P ercen t
Agree (D iffe re n ce )^

Percent
Agree (D iffe ren ce)^

Percen t
Agree

(NS189) (N=42) (Ns 69)

A. P o licy  
I n i t i a t o r 97.9 (2 .7) 95.2 (21.1) 76.8

B, P o licy  
Promoter 84.7 (12.9) 97.6 (12.4) 97.1

C, P o licy  P a r tn e r 82.0 (8 .5 ) 90.5 (16.6) 98.6

D. P o licy
N on-A dm inistrator 90.5 (2 .4 ) 92.9 (0.6) 89.9

NOTE: The questionnaire  statem ents fo r  each of th e  p o licy  ro le s  a re  as fo llow s:



TABLE 2.1-Continued

vn

Rôle A: Council members should  take th e  i n i t i a t i v e  in  shaping and advocating  m jo r  changes
in  c i t y  p o l ic ie s .

Role B; C ouncil members, r a th e r  than th e  c i t y  manager, should t r y  to  g a th e r  public  support 
f o r  co u n c il p ro p o sa ls  and a c t io n s .

Role C; A co u n c il member should  cooperate  w ith  th e  c i t y  manager in  p o licy  making m atte rs  as  
much a s  p o s s ib le .

Role D: C ouncil members should leave  th e  a d m in is tra tio n  o f c i t y  government to  th e  c i t y
manager,

*These ro le s  have been adapted in  p a rt from Ronald 0 , Loveridge, C ity  Managers in  L eg is la tiv e  
P o li t ic s  (Ind ianapo lis: Bobbs-M errill, 1971).

^ h e  d iffe re n c e  i s  between th e  a c to r ’s  percen tage and th a t  of c o u n c il members.



TABLE 2.2
COUNCIL MEMBERS' POLICY ROLES; ORIENTATIONS 

OF MAYORS AND OTHER COUNCIL MEMBERS

»

Mayors

Other
Council
Members

Policy Roles* Percent
Apiree (D ifference)

Percent
Aeree

(N«31) (N sl58 )

A. Policy I n i t i a to r 100,0 (2.5) 97.5

B. Policy Promoter 93.5 (9.5) 84.0

C. Policy P artner 90.3 (8 .4) 81.9

D. Policy Non-Administrator 93.5 (3.1) 90.4

%ee Table 2 .1  for statements corresponding to these policy r o le s .



TABLE 2.3

vn
>o

CITY ili\NAGERS» POLICY ROLES: ORIENTATIONS AND EXPECTATIONS
OF CITY MANAGERS, COUNCIL IffiMBERS, AND DEPARTMENT HEADS

C ity
Managers

Council
Members

Department
Heads

Policy  Roles* Percent
Agree (D ifference)^

Percent
Agree (D ifference)^

Percent
Agree

A. Policy 
I n i t i a to r

(N = 42) 

92.9 (36.8)

(N=5 189) 

56.1 (3.0)

(N=69)

89.9

B. Policy
Adm inistrator 31.0 (52.6) 83.6 (9 .6) 40.6

C, Policy  
Promoter 2 .4 (2.4) 4 .8 (8.1) 15.9

D. Policy
Non-Disputant 45.2 (25.2) 70.4 (1.7) 43.5

E, Budget
Consultant 50^0 (24.1) 74.1 (3.6) 53.6

NOTE: The questionnaire  statem ents fo r  each of th e  po licy  ro le s  a re  as fo llow s:



TABLE 2.3-Continued

Role A: A c i t y  manager should tak e  the  i n i t i a t i v e  in  shap ing  and advocating  m ajor changes
in  c i t y  p o l ic ie s .

Role B; A c i t y  manager should a c t  as  an a d m in is tra to r  and leav e  p o licy  n a t te r s  to  th e  c o u n c il.

Role C; A c i t y  manager should ap p ea l to  th e  community a t  la rg e  f o r  support o f p o lic y
p roposals he b e liev e s  a re  sound, even when they  a re  opposed by th e  c o u n c il.

Role D: A c i t y  manager should  m ain tain  a n e u tra l  s tan d  on is s u e s  over which the  c o u n c il i s
d iv id ed ,

g  Role E: A c i t y  manager should  co n su lt w ith the  co u n c il b e fo re  d ra f tin g  h is  own budget,

^Adapted in  p a r t  from  Loveridge. C ity  Managers,

^D ifference compared t o  c i t y  manager p e rcen tag es .



be a p o lic y  i n i t i a t o r .  Taking s id e s  in  council d isp u te s , monopolizing 

th e  budgetary  p ro cess , and competing w ith  the co u n c il in  pub lic  on 

m atters of p o lic y  would in d ic a te  a d e s ire  f o r  a manager who i s  a v ig o r

ous p o lic y  p a r tn e r . C lea rly , council members a re  w illin g  to  " l e t  th e  

m nager in" on m atters  of p o lic y , to  allow  him to  help  shape the  sub

s tance o f p o lic y , and even advocate p o lic y  befo re  th e  co u n c il. But, 

they  a lso  expect him to  r e f r a in  from becoming a "shadow" council member. 

Managers agree th a t  t h e i r  ro le  in  p o licy  making i s  to  be 

lim ite d . Managers a re  d iv ided  on whether or not they  should take s id e s  

in  council d isp u tes  or consu lt ivith co u n c il before  d ra f t in g  budgets, 

and they  f e e l  s tro n g ly  th a t  going over th e  heads of th e  co u n c il to  the 

pub lic  on p o licy  m atters i s  s t r i c t l y  taboo . Y et, managers a lso  f e e l  

s tro n g ly  (and department heads agree) th a t  t h e i r  ro le  i s  composed of 

more than ju s t  ad m in is tra tiv e  ta sk s , and th a t  th ey  too  should be i n i t i a 

to r s  of p o lic y .6 The c ru c ia l  po in t of c o n f l ic t  between nanagers and 

council members i s  not th e  q uestion  o f who has th e  u ltim a te  resp o n si

b i l i t y  fo r  p o lic y  making and p o lic y  promotion—a l l  th e  ta rg e t  a c to rs  

agree th a t  th e  co u n c il does. The key qu estio n  i s  to  what degree does 

th e  m anager's ro le  as p o lic y  ad v iso r c o n s t i tu te  a policy-m aking p a r tn e r

sh ip  w ith  th e  council?  Both co u n c il members and managers agree w ith  

th e  d is t in c t io n  between po licy  making and a d m in is tra tio n , and thus 

th e  t r a d i t io n a l  r o le  anchor remains i n t a c t .  That ro le  anchor must be 

m odified, however, in  l ig h t  of th e  evidence p resen ted  here th a t  co u n c il 

members, managers, and department heads agree on a po licy  ro le  f o r  th e  

manager th a t  l i e s  somewhere between th a t  .of te c h n ic a l adv iso r and f u l l  

p o licy  p a r tn e r . The p o te n tia l f o r  c o n f l ic t  a r is e s  when managers—
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supported by department heads—p u ll in  the d irec tio n  of policy  partne r 

and council members p u ll in  the  d irec tio n  o f techn ica l adv iso r. I t  i s  

th a t gap th a t produces dynamic c re a tiv e  tensions in  council-raanager 

government.

For purposes of analysis throughout th is  s tudy , those managers 

who f e e l  they a re  not merely adm in istrative  tech n ic ian s , bu t a lso  have 

a strong ro le  in  determining po licy , are c la s s if ie d  as having Policy 

Partner o rien ta tio n s . In co n tra s t, nanagers who see a c le a r  boundary 

lin e  between adm in istra tion  and policy  itaking th a t  they  must not c ross 

a re  c la s s if ie d  as Policy Administrators.*^ Policy P artners comprise 69 

percent of the ta rg e t  c i ty  managers.

The evidence presented in  Table 2 ,4  suggests th a t managers 

holding Policy Partner o rien ta tio n s  tend not to  regard  themselves as 

policy  equals to  council members. The percentage p a tte rn s  of Table 2 ,4  

reveal an ind ica tion  th a t Policy  Partners a re  w illin g  to  take sides in  

council disputes while Policy  A dm inistrators shy away from such conduct. 

This re la tio n sh ip , however, f a i le d  the te s t  of s t a t i s t i c a l  s ig n ifican ce . 

There i s  evidence too th a t Policy P artner council members—those 56,1 

percent of the  council member respondents who would allow  the manager
y

some in i t i a t iv e  in  the policy  arena—are not only w illin g  to  accept the  

manager as a po licy  p a rtn e r, but a lso  to  allow  him to  operate as some

what of a shadow council member by taking sides in  council disputes 

(Table 2 ,5 ) , Most council members, however, fe e l  th a t the  council should 

take the in i t ia t iv e  in  po licy  making (Table 2 ,1 ) ,
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TABLE 2.4

Sj

SECONDARY POLICY ROLES OF CITY MANAGERS, BY CITY 
MANAGERS' MAIN POLICY ROLES

O ther 
P o licy  Roles

Main P o licy  Roles
P o licy

A dm inistra to r
P o licy
P a rtn e r

percen t percen t
Budget C onsultant ns*

Consult 53.8 ■ 48.3

Do Not Consult 46.2 51.7

100.0 (13)b 100.0 (29)

P o lic y  Non-Disputant ns

Remain N eutral 61.5 37.9

Take Sides 38.5 62.1

100.0 (13) 100.0 (29)

^ns s  n o t s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ig n i f ic a n t .  

^Number o f c a se s .



TABLE 2.5
COUNCIL ÎÆ2.ÎBERS» EXPECTATIONS FOR CITY MANAGERS' POLICY ROLES, 

BY COUNCIL MEMBERS' POLICY SHARING ORIENTATIONS

Council Member Council Member Policy Sharing O rien ta tions
Expectations fo r  C ity 
Manager Policy  Roles

Policy
Partner

Policy
R etainer

C ity Manager as a 
Po licy  Partner

percent
Q s  .74,ps®

percent

Policy  P artner 25.5 4.8

Policy  A dm inistrator 74.5 95.2

100.0 (106) 100.0 (83)

C ity Manager as a 
Policy  Non-Disputant

Q = .35 ,ps

Remain N eutral 65.4 79.3

Take Sides 34.6 20.7

100.0 (106) 100.0 (83)

^ps = s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ig n if ic a n t ,  see Chapter I  f o r  an explanation of
Q.



Department Head Policy Rolea 

The tr a d i t io n a l  ro le  anchors of council-manager government 

d ic ta te  th a t the  l in e  department head i s  not to  be a member of a policy

making team. His ro le  i s  confined to  th a t of implementing policy  made 

by others and to  make tech n ica l recommendations to  h is immediate 

superio r—the c i ty  manager. As the responses in  Table 2,6  in d ic a te , 

however, department heads take quite a d iffe ren t view of th e ir  ro le s  in  

the  policy  process. Department heads f e e l  th e ir  ro le  goes beyond mere 

implementation of policy to  include the giving of advice d ire c tly  to  

the  council on m atters of personnel, departmental operations, and even 

m atters unrela ted  to  th e ir  functions w ithin the governmental s tru c tu re . 

Yet, department heads do recognize th a t th e ir  policy  ro le  i s  lim ited  to  

one of advisement. They eschew any ro le  in  the promotion of policy and 

a re  divided on the question of whether or not council members should 

a c tiv e ly  seek the views of department heads on m atters of policy,.^

In te re s tin g ly , police ch iefs appear more w illing  to  assume an 

ac tive  policy  advisement ro le  than f i r e  ch iefs (Table 2 ,7 ) , As the  

head of a bureau containing the  most v is ib le  of " s tre e t- le v e l  bureau

c ra ts"^  a t  the  loca l le v e l, the police  ch ief i s  probably in  contact w ith 

and under fa r  more pressure from p o lit ic ia n s  and the public than any 

o ther municipal adm in istra to r, save the  c i ty  manager. Although no d irec t 

evidence i s  generated in  th is  study to  "prove" th a t police departments 

a re  probably more p o lit ic iz e d  than other l in e  departments of c ity  govern

ment, constant c itize n  contact and pressure force a l l  police departments 

to  be extremely se n s itiv e  to  public o p i n i o n , S u c h  se n s it iv i ty  probably 

generates a strong desire  to  have a g rea ter role than acting  merely as
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TABLE 2.6
DEPARTMENT HEADS' POLICY ROLES: ORIENTATIONS AND EXPECTATIONS

OF DEPARTMENT HEADS, CITY Î.WNAGERS, AND COUNCIL MEMBERS

g:

Department
Heads

C ity
Managers

Council
Members

P o licy  Roles* P ercent
Agree (D iffe ren ce)^

P ercent
Agree (D iffe ren ce)^

P ercent
Agree

A. P o licy
Implementor

(N s69)

44.9 (24.1)

(Ns 42) 

69.0 (43.5)

(N sl8 9 )

88.4

B, Personnel 
Advisor 68.1 (53.8) 14.3 (25.8) 42.3

C. Dept, Op. 
Advisor 71.0 (54.3) 16.7 (28.1) 42.9

D, P o licy  
Promoter 15.9 (11.1) 4 .8 (13.3) 2 .6

E. P o licy  
G e n e ra lis t 58.0 (13.4) 71.4 (7 .6) 65.6

F. P o licy  
Advisor 52.2 (35.5) 16.7 (2.8) 55.0

NOTE: The questionnaire statements for each of the policy  ro le s  are as fo llow s:



TABLE 2,6-Contlnued

Role A; A departm ent head should  s t i c k  to  implementing p o lic y  and leav e  p o lic y  making and 
dec is io n s  as to  how to  implement p o licy  to  th e  c i t y  manager o r  th e  c o u n c il.

Role B; A departm ent head should assume le a d e rsh ip  in  making recommendations t o  th e  co u n c il 
about changes in  personnel p o licy .

Role C: A departm ent head should assume lead e rsh ip  in  making p o licy  recommendations to  th e
co u n c il about changes in  departm ental o p e ra tio n s .

Role D: A departm ent head should appeal to  th e  community a t  la rg e  fo r  support of h is
recommendations when opposed by th e  c i t y  manager.

Role E: A departm ent head should be f r e e  to  make recommendations to  th e  manager about
m atters  o u ts id e  h is  departm ent.

Role F: A co u n c il member should a c t iv e ly  seek th e  views o f  departm ent heads b e fo re  proposing
p o lic ie s  to  th e  c o u n c il.

^Adapted in  p a r t  from Loveridge, C ity  Managers.

^D ifference compared to  departm ent head p e rcen tag es.
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TABLE'2.7

DEPARTMENT HEADS» POLICY ROLES; ORIENTATIONS OF POLICE AND FIRE CHIEFS

P o licy  Roles*

P o lice
C hiefs

F ire
C hiefs

P erço it
Agree (D ifference)

P ercen t
Agree

(N = 32) (N=37)

A. P o licy  Implementor 28.1 (31.4) 59.5

B. P ersonnel L eadership 84.4 (30.3) 54.1

C. Dept. Op. Leadership 84.4 (24.9) 59.5

D, P o licy  Promoter 15.6 (0.6) 16.2

E. P o licy  G e n e ra lis t 59.4 (2 .6) 56.8

F. P o licy  Advisor 50.0 (4.1) 54.1

^See Table 2 .6  f o r  statem ents corresponding to  th ese  po licy  ro le s .



a conduit fo r p o lic ie s  se t by o thers. When we c la s s ify  department 

heads according to  policy naking o rien ta tio n s (based on the disagree

ment response to  Role A of Table 2 ,6 ; 100 -  44,9 p e rcen t), 55,1 percent

of a l l  department heads chose the  Policy Partner o r ie n ta t io n ,^  Police 

ch ie fs  a re  more l ik e ly  than f i r e  ch ie fs  to  be orien ted  toward po licy  

partnersh ip  (Table 2 ,8 ) , The responses ind ica te  th a t police ch iefs are  

s ig n if ic a n tly  more l ik e ly  to  want to  assume policy  leadersh ip  over 

m atters of personnel and departmental operations than f i r e  ch iefs whose 

departmental functions are comparatively le s s  con troversia l and thus 

le s s  p o lit ic iz e d .

The p o ten tia l fo r  ro le  c o n flic t begins to  appear, however, 

when we examine the responses of council members and managers to  the 

policy  ro les of department heads. As the  responses in  Table 2,6 

in d ic a te , both council members and managers oppose policy-making and 

policy-promotion ro les  fo r  department heads. Both se ts  of ac to rs  fe e l  

th a t department heads should concentrate th e i r  e f fo r ts  on policy  imple

mentation and leave policy  making to  o th e rs , and th a t they should not 

attempt to  exercise leadership  in  n a tte rs  of personnel policy  or depart

mental operations.
i

Yet, the rou te  to  some kind of policy ro le  fo r department heads 

i s  not completely cut o ff . Both council members and managers fe e l th a t  

po licy  recommendations from department heads are  welcome, even on m atters 

outside th a t  o f f i c i a l 's  professional expertise . Also, those managers 

c la s s if ie d  as Policy Adm inistrators are a lso  more lik e ly  to  favor a ro le  

fo r department heads in  the policy  process than are  managers with a 

policy  partner o rien ta tio n  (Table 2 ,9 ) . This p a tte rn  may appear to  be
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TABLE,2,8
DEPARTMENT HEAD POLICY ROLE TYPES, BY ORIENTATIONS 

OF POLICE AND FIRE CHIEFS

Policy Role
Police
Chiefs

F ire
Chiefs

O rien tations Percent Percent

Main Policy  Role 

Policy  Partner 71.8
Q 5  ,57 ,ps

40,5

Policy Implementer 28.1 59.5
100,0 (32) 100.0 (37)

Personnel Leadership 

Assume Leadership 84.4
Q a ,6 4 ,ps

54,1

R eject Leadership 15.6 45,9
100,0 (32) 100.0 (37)

Dept, Operations Leadership 

Assume Leadership 84.4
Q = .57,ps

59.5

Reject Leadership 15,6 40.5
100,0 (32) 100,0 (37)



TABLE 2.9
CITY MANAGERS' EXPECTATIONS OF DEPARTMENT HEADS' MIN POLICY ROLES, 

BY CITY MANAGERS' MAIN POLICY ROLE ORIENTATIONS

H

C ity  Managers' 
Expectations fo r  
Department Head 

Policy  Roles

Policy  P artner 

Policy  Implementer

Policy  
A dm inistrator

C ity Managers' Policy Roles

percent

92.3

7.7

Qa .78 ,ps

Policy
P artner
percent 

58.6 

 41.4

100.0 (13) 100.0 (29)



incongruous u n ti l  we understand th a t the po licy  o rien ted  manager may not 

wish to  share those policy  a c t iv i t ie s  in  which he i s  perm itted to  p a r t i 

c ipa te  with anyone except th e  council. As was t ru e  fo r raanager-council 

member policy  re la tio n s , there  e x is ts  some f l e x ib i l i ty  in  defining the  

policy ro le  f o r  department heads, although th e i r  inclusion  in  the po licy 

making process w ill be as jun io r partners*

I t  i s  the nature of the advisory process th a t becomes c ru c ia l  

fo r  the degree of involvement in  po licy  determ ination to  be exercised  

by department heads. The evidence presented in  Table 2.10 in d ica te s  a 

rec ip roca l support re la tio n sh ip  between managers and department heads 

on m atters of policy—a re la tio n sh ip  supported by council members*

While the c i ty  manager i s  expected to  l i s te n  to  the  views of h is sub

ord inates p rio r to  making policy recommendations to  the council, th e  

department head is  expected to  support the manager's proposals, even, 

when these proposals are opposed by the council. A second re la tio n sh ip  

between department heads and council members involves council members 

lis te n in g  to  and seeking out the  views o f department heads on m atters 

of po licy . This re la tio n sh ip  i s  supported by both council members and 

department heads but not by nanagers. The c ity  manager, then , appears
y

to  believe in  a sharing of views between himself and h is subordinates 

but frowns on any s im ila r re la tio n sh ip  between h is  subordinates and ment- 

bers of the  council. The reason fo r  th is  nay be the  fe a r  th a t such a 

re la tio n sh ip  may by-pass him, reduce h is ro le  as t ra n s la to r  of po licy , 

and usurp h is policy  re la tio n sh ip  with the council. As ind icated  in  

Table 2 ,10, however, those fears may be unfounded since going over th e  

manager's head is  a kind of behavior th a t a l l  th ree  ta rg e t  ac to rs  re jec t*
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TABLE 2.10
DEPARTMENT HEADS' POLICY RELATIONS iV ITH  CITY MANAGERS AND COUNCIL MEMBERS

Department
Heads

C ity
Managers

Council
Members

Policy  R elations Statements
Percent
Agree (D ifference)^

Percent
Agree (D ifference)^

Percent
Agree

1. The views of department heads should be 
considered by the  c i ty  manager before he 
recommends po licy  to  the council.

(Ns 69) 

98.6 (0.2)

(N= 42) 

98.4 (3 .4)

(N = 189) 

95.2

2 . A department head should support a c i ty  
manager he respec ts  when th a t manager's 
proposals are  opposed by the  council. 79.7 (8 .3) 71.4 (8 .4) 88.1

3 . A councilman should l i s t e n  to  th e  views 
of department heads even when those views 
d if fe r  from the c i ty  manager's views. 50.7 (15.0) 35.7 (12.3) 63.0

4 . A councilman should a c tiv e ly  seek the 
views of department heads before 
proposing p o lic ie s  to  th e  council. 52.2 (35.5) 16.7 (2.8) 55.0

5. A department head should appeal to  the  
council f o r  support of h is  recommendations 
when opposed by the  c i ty  manager. 21.7 (7 .4) 14.3 (14.6) 7 .1

^D ifference compared to  department head percentages.



The department head’ s primary ro le  as defined by the  expecta

tio n s of h is a l t e r s ,  then , i s  to  engage in  the  policy-advisement process 

with the c i ty  nanager, but as a subordinate member of the manager's team 

and not as a co-equal partner in  face-to -face  contact w ith th e  council# 

Given the o rien ta tio n s of department heads, and e sp ec ia lly  ch iefs of 

p o lice , in  th is  study, the  p o ten tia l fo r c o n f l ic t  i s  great#

Tenure P o litick ing  Roles 

Policy making i s  but one form of p o l i t i c a l  a c t iv i ty  in  which 

adm inistrative members of c i ty  government might become involved. Another 

form i s  tha t of providing encouragement and support fo r  those ac to rs  who 

wish to  gain entrance to  or re ta in  th e ir  p o sitio n s  in  the governmental 

s tru c tu re . These a c t iv i t ie s ,  commonly re fe rred  to  as the recruitm ent 

of p o l i t ic a l  leaders and campaigning, are t r a d i t io n a l ly  not within, the 

acceptable realm of behavior fo r non-elected bureaucrats. The h is to ry  

of the merit p rin c ip le  and the development of such le g a l p roh ib itions 

as the Hatch Act demonstrate the  p u b lic 's  d esire  th a t  c iv i l  servants not 

be allowed to  engage in  e lec to ra l p o l i t ic s .  Yet, th is  ro le  anchor i s  

occasionally  v io la ted —openly, c landestine ly , or unw ittingly . Depart

ments, government unions, and individual employees may su rre p tit io u s ly  

give of th e ir  time and services in  support of e le c to ra l candidates#

What a re  often known as "flower funds" nay abound. Some c iv i l  servants 

may engage in  partisan  e le c to ra l a c t iv i ty  sim ply because they a re  not 

fam ilia r with which a c t iv i t ie s  are  or are not p e rm itte d .^  P o litic iz ed  

c iv i l  servants today, however, a re  increasing ly  more l ik e ly  to  engage

in  policy-orien ted  p o litick in g  ra th e r  than tr a d i t io n a l  e le c to ra l p o l l-  
13t i c s .  Yet, policy-oriented  p o li t ic a l  a c t iv i ty  by public employees may
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have an e ffe c t on e le c to ra l outcomes. For example, pressure by c iv i l  

servants against a p a r tic u la r  policy may have negative consequences 

whether intended o r not fo r  the public Liage of a p o lit ic ia n  associated  

with th a t  policy and perhaps even h is continuation in  o ff ic e . Although 

cases in  which c iv i l  servants manage to  drive p o lit ic ia n s  from o ffice  

are  apparently  ra re , policy  p o litick in g  and tenure p o litick in g  are 

re la te d  a c t iv i t ie s .

The question here is  to  what extent are  the  ta rg e t a c to rs 'in  

council-manager government w illing  to  leg itim ize  an ac tive  ro le  fo r  

managers and department heads in  the tenure p o litick in g  process? 

According to  Table 2,11, a considerable amount of ro le  consonance ex is ts  

among these a c to rs . Although encouraging c itize n s  to  run fo r  council 

posts appears to  be not q u ite  the dastard ly  deed as helping favored 

incumbent council members in  th e ir  e ffo r ts  a t  re e le c tio n , a l l  ta rg e t 

ac to rs agree th a t e lectioneering  is  la rg e ly  a forbidden a c tiv ity  fo r  

appointed c i ty  o f f ic ia ls .  Although giving one's support to  a manager 

whose job i s  in  jeopardy i s  not e lectioneering  in  the  t r a d i t io n a l  sense, 

i t  is  the n a tu ra l adm inistrative counterpart to  supporting favored incum

bent council members in  th e i r  e f fo r ts  a t  re e le c tio n . As Table 2,11 

in d ic a te s , the ta rg e t ac to rs agree th a t department heads should remain 

loya l to  managers they re sp ec t.

The e lectioneering  dimension of the p o litic s -ad m in is tra tio n  

dichotomy appears to  take on one q u a lif ic a tio n . Crossing the lin e  from 

n e u tra l adm inistration to  e lec tioneering  is  taboo, but p o litick in g  within 

one 's own backyard i s  not n ecessa rily  regarded as ille g itim a te  p o l i t ic a l  

a c t iv i ty .
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TABLE 2.11
TENURE POLITICKING ROLES OF APPOINTED OFFICIALS: 0RI5NTATI0NS AND EXPECTATIONS

OF COUNCIL MEMBERS, CITY MANAGERS AND DEPARTMENT HEADS

o

Council
Members

City
Managers

Department
Heads

Tenure P o litic k in g  
Roles*

Percent
Agree (D ifference

Percent
Agree (D ifference)^

Percent
Agree

City Manager Roles
(N=189) (N s42) (Na 69)

R ecru ite r 24.9 (6.1) 31.0 (12.8) 37.7

Campaigner 13.8 (10.0) 23.8 (9.4) 23.2

Department Head Roles

R ecru ite r 28.6 (9.6) 19.0 (6 .2) 34.8

Campaigner 18.0 (3.4) 21.4 (3.5) 14.5

Tenure Supporter 65.6 (3.7) 61.9 (2.5) 68.1

follow s:
NOTE: Tenure p o litick in g  ro le  statem ents fo r both managers and department heads a re  as



TABLE 2.11-Continued

R ecru ite r; A c i t y  manager (department head) should encourage people he resp ec ts  to  run fo r  
the  c i ty  council.

Campaigner: A c ity  manager (department head) should give a helping hand to  good councilraen
who a re  up fo r  re -e le c tio n .

Tenure Supporter: A department head should support a c i ty  manager he resp ec ts  when th e  council
becomes d is s a t is f ie d  with the manager's job performance,

^Adapted in  p a rt from Loveridge, City Managers,

^D ifference from council member percentages.



Since both policy making and e lectioneering  are  p o l i t i c a l ly  

o rien ted  a c t iv i t ie s ,  we might assume th a t those non-elected o f f ic ia l s  

desiring  an ac tiv e  ro le  in  policy  determ ination would a lso  sanction 

th e ir  own involvement in  rec ru itin g  council candidates and campaigning 

for incumbents. The evidence gathered here, however, in d ica te s  th a t 

policy-naking ambition bears no re la tio n sh ip  to e lec tioneering  a c t iv i ty  

(Table 2 ,12 ), Neither managers nor department heads who can be c la s s i 

f ie d  as Policy Partners a re  any more l ik e ly  than th e i r  ad m in is tra tiv e ly  

o rien ted  counterparts to  hold pro-electioneering  a t t i tu d e s .

There does e x is t, however, th a t  m inority of non-elected  o f f i 

c ia ls  who approve of playing e lectioneering  ro le s . Managers who allow 

themselves to  re c ru it candidates fo r  public o ffice  are  a lso  le s s  l ik e ly  

than non-politick ing  managers to  oppose an active  campaigning ro le  fo r  

themselves (Table 2 ,1 3 ), Also nanagers c la s s if ie d  as R ecru ite rs  to le r 

a te  such behavior among department heads (Table 2 ,13 ), and department 

heads re tu rn  the favor (Table 2 .14), Of the  department heads questioned, 

police ch iefs were no more l ik e ly  to  engage in  e lec tio n eerin g  than f i r e  

ch ie fs , but po lice  ch iefs were s ig n if ic a n tly  more l ik e ly  to  to le ra te  

rec ru itin g  a c t iv i ty  by nanagers than were f i r e  ch iefs (Table 2 ,1$ ). 

F in a lly , although council menbers were strongly  opposed to  an e le c 

tioneering  ro le  fo r  non-elected o f f ic ia ls ,  those council members who 

would to le ra te  such conduct by managers were a lso  w illin g  to  to le ra te  

i t  by department heads (Table 2 .16 ).
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TABLE 2.12
ELECTIONEERING ROLE ORIENTATIONS OF CITY MANAGERS AND DEPARTMENT HEADS, 

BY THEIR MAIN POLICY HOLE ORIENTATIONS

Department Heads' 
R ecru iting  Role

R ecru ite r

N eutral

Policy Role O rien ta tions
E lectioneering  Role 

O rien ta tions
Policy

A dm inistrator/
Implementer

Policy
Partner

percent percent

C ity  Managers'
(C ity  Manager O rien ta tions)

R ecru iting  Role ns

R ecru iter 23.7 34.5

N eutral 76.3 65.5

100.0 (29) 100.0 (13)

(Department Head O rien tations) 
ns

35.5 35.1

64 . 5_____________________________ 64.9

100.0 (38) 100.0 (31)



TABLE 2.13
CITY MANAGERS' EXPECTATIONS OF DEPARTMENT HEADS' RECRUITING ROLES 

AND CITY MANAGERS' CAMPAIGNING ROLES, BY CITY MANAGERS' 
RECRUITING ROLE ORIENTATIONS

8

Manager R ec ru itin g  Role O rien ta tio n s
Manager A ttitudes R ecru iter N eutral

Expectations of Department 
Head R ecruiting Roles

percent
Q a .94,ps

percent

R ecru ite r 53.8 3 .4

N eutral 46.2 96.6

100.0 (13) 100.0 (29)

O rien ta tions Toward Own 
Campaigning Roles

Q s  .68 ,ps

Campaigner 46.2 13.8

N eutral 53.8 86.2

100.0 (13) 100.0 (29)



TABLE 2.14
DEPARTMENT HEADS* TENURE POLITICKING CONCEPTIONS BY 

DEPARTMENT HEADS' RECRUITING ROLE ORIENTATIONS

0»

Tenure P o li t ic k in g
Roles R ecru iter N eutral

Department Heads' Support 
fo r  Managers' Jobs

percent
Qzr .6 5 ,P3

percent

Supporter 87.5 59.1

N eutral 12.5 40.9

100.0 (24) 100.0 (44)

Department Heads' 
Expectations fo r  
Managers' R ecruiting  Roles

Q= .7 7 ,ps

R ecru iter 66.7 20.5

N eutral 33.3 79.5

100.0 (24) 100.0 (44)



TABLE 2.15
ELECTIONEERING ROLES OF APPOINTED OFFICIALS: EXPECTATIONS

OF POLICE AND FIRE CHIEFS TOWARD CITY MANAGER 
ELECTIONEERING ROLES

E lec tio n e e rin g  Roles 
o f Managers

P o lice
C hiefs

F ire
Chiefs

P ercen t
Agree (D ifference)

Percent
Agree

(Na32) (Na 37)

R e c ru ite rs 53.1 (28.8) 24.3

Campaigners 28.1 (9.2) 18.9



TABLE 2.16
COUNCIL ’ffîMBËRS' EXPECTATIONS FOR DEPARTMENT HEADS' RECRUITING ROLES, 
BY COUNCIL MEMBERS' EXPECTATIONS FOR CITY MANAGERS' RECRUITING ROLES

<s

Department Heads' 
R ecruiting Roles

Managers
as

E lection
R ecru iters

Managers
as

E lection
N eutrals

percent
Q= .94 ,ps

percent

Department Heads
as R ecru iters 78.7 12.1

Department Heads
as N eutrals 21.3 87.9

100.0 (47) 100.0 (141)



In tra -C ity  Role Conceptions and Norm Expectations 

The preceding in te r - c i ty  analysis  has illum inated  the p o ten tia l 

fo r  ro le  c o n flic t  between managers, council members, and department 

heads throughout 56 communities over the sharing of policy-making ro le s . 

Actual c o n flic t is  more l ik e ly  to  occur, however, among ac to rs and 

a l te r s  in te rac tin g  d ire c tly  and constan tly  w ithin the  same organiza

t io n a l  s tru c tu re . The existence of major d ifferences in  policy  ro le  

a tt i tu d e s  among o f f ic ia ls  in  the  same municipal organization , then , is  

a more complete in d ica to r of the presence of p o te n tia l ro le  c o n f l ic t .  

Conversely, the f i r s t  step in  build ing policy ro le  norms is  taken when 

there  e x is ts  a sharing of s im ila r policy ro le  a tt i tu d e s  by o f f ic ia ls  in  

the  same c ity  government,^ Adding an " in tra -c ity "  analysis to  the 

in te r - c i ty  in v es tig a tio n , then , brings us a step  c lo ser to  accura te ly  

measuring both policy  ro le  norms and the  p o te n tia l fo r  ro le  c o n f l ic t .

The in tr a - c i ty  analysis is  operationalized  here by examining 

the degree of agreement or disagreement exhib ited  by council members, 

the  manager, and police and f i r e  ch iefs in  the  same c ity  to  key policy 

ro le  statem ents. I f  the responses a re  su b s ta n tia lly  th e  same, norm 

expectations can be sa id  to  e x is t .  I f  the responses vary widely, however,
i

we can conclude th a t  norm expectations do not e x is t and th a t the poten

t i a l  fo r ro le  c o n flic t is  g re a t. Of the o r ig in a l 56 ta rg e t c i t i e s ,  the 

21 c i t ie s  se lected  fo r  analysis here are  those c i t i e s  in  which a t le a s t  

a m ajority of the  council members and the  c i ty  manager responded to  

four key po licy  and p o litick in g  ro le  statem ents. In 14 of the  se lec ted  

c i t i e s ,  the response of both po lice  and f i r e  ch ie fs  a lso  could be 

included,
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Shared Role Conceptions 

One of the th ree  methods of in tr a - c i ty  analysis used here 

measures shared ro le  conceptions. This method assumes th a t council 

members are the a u th o rita tiv e  ac to rs fo r  enforcing conformity to  norms 

in  accordance with the ro le  anchors of council-manager government. The 

responses of council members to  the four key statem ents are compared 

with those of th e ir  own managers and department heads, A s im ila r ity  o f 

responses ind icates a sharing of ro le  d efin itio n s  and, thus, the poten

t i a l  fo r  norm expectations,

A comparison of council member responses with those of non

e lec ted  o f f ic ia ls  in  the same c ity  reveals a lack of response s im ila r ity  

in  regard to  policy-making ro le s  (Table 2 ,17 ), C ity nanagers wish to  

be Policy Partners regard less of whether or not the members of th e ir  

own councils share th is  view. Seventy-five percent of the council mem

bers who see th e ir  managers as Adm inistrators have managers who see 

themselves as Policy P artners, Likewise, 94 percent of the council 

members who see th e ir  managers as Policy Partners a lso  have managers 

who see themselves as Policy P artners,

S im ilarly , there  ex is ts  no sharing of ro le  d efin itio n s between 

council members and th e ir  own department heads over policy  making ro le s , 

A vast m ajority  of the council members find  th e i r  department heads 

e ith e r  divided in  th e ir  policy  ro le  o rien ta tions or taking an opposite 

viewpoint. Of the council members who regard the department head's ro le  

as one of policy  implementation, 96 percent find  th a t th e i r  department 

heads are e ith e r  divided on the issue or take the opposite view. Con

v e rse ly , of the  council members who would allow the department head a
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TABLE 2,17
POLICY ROLE ORIENTATICNS OF CITY MANAGERS AND DEPARTMENT HEADS, 

BY THE POLICY ROLE EXPECTATIONS OF THEIR COUNCIL KSLffiERS

Council Member Expectations
O rien ta tions of Council 
Members' Own City Manager*

Manager as 
A dm inistrator

Manager as 
Policy  P artner

percent percent
Manager as Adm inistrator* 24.3 6.2

Manager as Po licy  Partner 75.7 ' 93.8

100.0 (70) 100.0 (16)

O rien ta tions o f  Council Department Head Department Head
Members' Own Department Heads® as Implementer as Policy  P artner

percent percent
Department Head as 

Implementer® 4.0 9.1

Department Heads Divided^ 64.0 63.6

Department Head as Policy  
P artner 32.0 27.3

100.0 (50) 100.0 (11)

NOTE: Measures of association  are not calculated for  th is  table*



TABLE 2.17-Continued

^Based on Policy  Role Statement b . Table 2 .3 .

^Based on Policy  Role Statement a .  Table 2 .6 .

^Department heads a re  d ivided in  th e i r  po licy  ro le  o r ie n ta tio n s . In  th e  
o ther t w  c a teg o rie s , both department heads agree.

^Based on respondents in  21 ta rg e t c i t i e s .

'Based on respondents in  14 ta rg e t  c i t i e s .



p o licy  p a r tn e r  r o le ,  72.7 percen t have department heads who a re  e i th e r  

divided on the  issu e  o r perceive  t h e i r  ro le  to  be im plem entative r a th e r  

than p o lic y  sh a rin g . A s im ila r  p a tte rn  of responses in  re g a rd  to  p o li

t ic k in g  ro le  a t t i tu d e s  i s  d isp layed  in  Table 2.18. The m a jo rity  of 

managers w ish to  r e f r a in  from e le c tio n  r e c ru i t in g ,  re g a rd le s s  of w hether 

o r not th e i r  own co u n c il members would allow  them such a r o le .  At th e  

same tim e, o f th e  52 co u n c il members whose managers share  t h e i r  p o lic y  

views (the  number of respondents found in  the u p p e r - le f t  and lo w e r-r ig h t 

c e l l s  a t  th e  top  of Table 2 .1 8 ), 45 share  th e  view th a t  managers should  

s ta y  out o f e le c tio n  r e c ru i t in g .

Nor i s  there  any r e a l  ro le  agreement between council members ■ 

and department heads’ p o litick in g  a c t iv i t ie s  (Table 2 .1 8 ) . A su b s ta n tia l 

m ajority  of department heads e ith e r  divided on or take th e  opposite 

view from th e i r  council members. Of the council members vdio would allow 

th e ir  department heads a re c ru itin g  ro le , 90 percent have department 

heads who are  e i th e r  divided on the issue or vho don’ t  wish to  engage in  

re c ru itin g . Likewise, of the council members who would not allow th e i r  

department heads to  engage in  re c ru itin g  a c t iv i t ie s ,  61,9 percent of 

them were faced w ith department heads taking the opposite view or who
i

were divided on the su b je c t.  F in a lly , no r e la t io n s h ip  e x is ts  between 

th e  views of co u n cil members and t h e i r  department heads over th e  is su e  

of department head support fo r  th e  manager when h is  job i s  in  jeopardy. 

Regardless of th e  co u n c il members’ view s, th e i r  departm ent heads f e e l  

th ey  should provide ten u re  p o lit ic k in g  support to  th e  managers. (The 

data a re  not ex h ib ited  h e re ,)
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TABLE 2.18
POLITICKING ROLE ORIENTATIONS OF CITY MANAGERS AND DEPARDmT HEADS, 

BY THE POLITICKING ROLE EXPECTATIONS OF THEIR COUNCIL MEMBERS

Council Member Expectations
O rien ta tions of Council 
Members' Own City Manager°

Manager as 
E lection  R ecru ite r

Manager as 
E lection  N eutral

percent percent
Manager as E lection  R ecruiter* 41.2 34.8

Manager as E lection  N eutral 58.8 65.2

100.0 (17) 100.0 (69)

O rien ta tions of Council 
Members' Own Department 
Heads*

Department Head as 
E lection  R ecru ite r

Department Head 
as

E lec tion  N eutral
percent percent

Department Head as E lection  
R ecruiter* 10.5 7.1

Department Heads Divided^ 42.1 54.8

Department Head as E lection  
N eutral 47.4 38.1

100.0 (19) 100.0 (42)

NOTE: Measures of a sso c ia tio n  a re  no t c a lcu la ted  fo r  th is  ta b le .



TABLE 2.IB-Continued

aBased on R ecruiting Role Statem ent, Table 2 .11.

^Department heads s p l i t  over th e ir  o r ie n ta tio n s . In the  o ther two 
c a te g o rie s , both department heads agree on th e i r  o r ie n ta tio n s .

°Based on respondents in  21 ta rg e t  c i t i e s .

^Based on respondents in  14 ta rg e t  c i t i e s .



P o ten tia l Role C onflict Between 
A Manager and His Council

The most important area of p o ten tia l ro le  c o n f l ic t  i s  between 

the  manager and h is council. An analysis of th a t p o te n tia l  was conduc

ted  by comparing each manager's response-score to th e  key questions 

with the average response score fo r  h is council. The d ifference  between 

scores i s  an in d ica to r of whether or not a sharing of ro le  d e fin itio n s  

e x is ts  between them. Since the  council is  the ro le  enforcing body In  

council-manager government, th i s  analysis also  measures the  independent 

influence of the  council on the  manager's a tt i tu d e s  (and p o te n tia l  

behavior),

The find ings are  presented in  Tables 2,19 and 2,20, For ana

ly t i c a l  purposes a d ifference  of 1.00 or g rea te r ind ica tes a p o te n tia l 

fo r  policy ro le  c o n flic t . The p o ten tia l fo r  c o n flic t between the mana

g e r 's  view of h is policy ro le  and the view of h is  council e x is ts  in  13 

of the 21 c i t i e s  examined (Table 2 ,1 9 ), In a l l  13 c i t i e s ,  th e  council 

sees the manager as an adm in istrator while the manager conceives o f h is  

ro le  as a partner in  policy-making. The p o te n tia l fo r  c o n flic t  i s  

reduced, however, w ith respect to  the department head's policy  ro le .  An 

important s t a t i s t i c a l  d ifference  in  regard to  the  department^ head 's ro le  

is  found in  only 8 of the 21 c i t i e s .  In 2 of these  c i t i e s ,  both  manager 

and council members agree th a t department heads should be inplem enters— 

the  difference i s  merely a m atter of degree. In  6 of the  8 c i t i e s ,  

managers are w illing  to  embrace policy partner s ta tu s  f o r  department 

heads while th e i r  councils are no t.

P o ten tia l c o n flic t with regard to p o litick in g  ro les  was a lso  

examined. As ind icated  in  Table 2,20, an important d ifference  fo r
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TABLE 2.19

POLICY MAKING ROLE "KEY QUESTION" SCORE DIFFERENCES 
BETWEEN CITY MANAGERS AND TUEIR COUNCILS

City

Conceptions o f Policy  
Making Roles fo r

Conceptions of Policy 
Making Roles for

No. Council 
Position  

(X) .

Manager
P osition
(Score) D ifference"

Council
Position

(X)

Manager
Position
(Score) Différé!

1 1.66 3 1.34 2.00 2 0.00
2 2.00 h 2.00 2.33 2 .33
3 1.66 4 2.34 2.00 2 0.00
4 1.75 3 1.25 1.75 1 .75
5 1.40 4 2.60 1.00 4 3.00
6 1.20 4 2.80 1.80 2 .20
7 2.00 4 2.00 1.75 3 1.25
8 2.16 3 .84 1.83 1 .83
9 2.20 4 1.80 1.40 4 2.60

10 2.40 3 .60 2.00 3 1.00
11 3.00 3 0.00 1.50 1 .50
12 1.25 3 1.75 1.25 2 .75
13 1.80 2 .20 1.80 2 .20
14 2.00 3 1.00 0.75 2 .25
15 1.33 2 .67 1.00 2 1.00
16 1.33 3 .67 1.66 1 .66
17 1.00 4 3.00 1.00 1 0.00
18 1.40 2 .60 1.60 3 1.40
19 1.66 3 1.34 1.33 1 .33
20 1.75 2 .25 2.00 1 1.00
21 1.50 3 1.50 1.00 3 2.00

^A low score in  a range of 1-4 ind ica tes opposition to  a 
po licy  partne r ro le  fo r  the manager or department head.

^A p o ten tia l fo r c o n flic t  i s  ind icated  by a score d ifference 
of 1.00 or g re a te r .
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C ity

TABLE 2.20

CANDIDATE RECRUITING ROLE "KEY QUESTION" SCORE DIFFERENCES 
BETi'ffiEN CITY ïiANAGERS AND THEIR COUNCILS

Conceptions o f R ecru iting  
Roles fo r

/ n •  I  1  ^

Conceptions o f R ecru iting  
Roles fo r

No. Council
Position

..(X)

Manager
P osition
(Score) Difference^

Council 
Position 

. .(X) _

Manager
Position
(Score) Difference

1 2.66 3 .34 3.33 3 .33
2 3.00 4 1.00 3.33 1 2.33
3 3.00 3 0.00 3.33 4 .67
4 2.75 4 1.25 2.75 4 1.25
5 4.00 1 3.00 3.80 4 .20
6 2.80 2 .80 3.20 3 .20
7 3.50 2 1.50 3.00 3 0.00
B 3.50 1 2.50 3.33 1 2.33
9 2.40 4 1.60 2.60 4 1.40

10 3.80 1 2.80 3.40 1 2.40
11 4.00 4 0.00 3.25 4 .75
12 3.50 3 .50 2.50 4 1.50
13 2.40 4 1.60 2.60 4 1.40
14 4.00 2 2.00 3.50 4 .50
15 3.33 3 .33 3.00 3 0.00
16 3.00 . 1 2.00 3.33 4 .67
17 4.00 3 1.00 4.00 3 1.00
18 3.20 4 .80 3.60 4 .40
19 3.33 3 .33 3.33 4 .67
20 3.25 4 .75 3.00 4 1.00
21 3.50 2 1.50 2.75 2 .75

^A low score  in  a range of 1-4 in d ic a te s  opposition  to  a 
candidate r e c ru i t in g  ro le  fo r  the manager o r  department head,

^A p o te n tia l  fo r  c o n f l ic t  i s  in d ica ted  by a sco re  d iffe ren ce  
of 1.00 or g re a te r .
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manager rec ru itin g  ro les  e x is ts  in  12 of the  21 c i t i e s .  In 8 of the  12 

c i t i e s ,  the manager accepts a re c ru itin g  ro le  fo r  himself while the 

council does n o t. In 1 c i ty  the p a tte rn  is  reversed , and in  3 of the 

12 c i t i e s  the d ifference is  one of degree w ith n e ith e r  manager nor 

council accepting a rec ru itin g  ro le  fo r  the manager. The p o te n tia l  fo r  

c o n flic t i s  again reduced, however, with respec t to  department head 

p o litick in g  ro le s . In 9 of 21 c i t i e s  a d ifference  of 1.00 or g rea te r 

was noted. In only 3 of the 9 c i t i e s ,  however, i s  th a t  d ifference a 

m atter of substance between a nmnager favoring a department head re 

c ru itin g  ro le  and a council th a t does no t. In  the  remaining 6 c i t i e s ,  

the d ifference i s  a m atter of degree with both managers and th e i r  

councils re je c tin g  department head re c ru itin g  ro le s .

The findings here in d ica te  su b s ta n tia l ro le  disagreement sim i

l a r  to  th a t documented e a r l ie r  in  th is  study. The p o te n tia l fo r  d isa 

greement i s  g rea te r fo r managers playing policy-making ro les  than fo r  

department heads playing those ro le s .  S ubstan tia l agreement appears to  

e x is t th a t department heads should take the more tr a d i t io n a l  implemen

ta t iv e  ro le . The p o ten tia l fo r  p o litick in g  ro le  disagreement i s  le s s ,  

however, fo r both managers and department heads. Both managers and
y

th e ir  councils la rg e ly  appear to  agree th a t appointed o f f ic ia ls  should 

s ta y  out of municipal e le c to ra l p o l i t ic s .

Norm Expectations

The evidence presented above ind ica tes th a t the  views of 

council members o ften  do not independently influence the po licy  or p o li

tick ing  ro le  conceptions of t h e i r  ovn managers or department heads
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The preceding analyses allow us to  measure shared ro le  defin itio n s and 

to  determine i f  council member a tt i tu d e s  are determinants of the a t t i 

tudes of appointed o f f ic ia ls  in  th e i r  o;vn c i t i e s .  These methods of 

an a ly sis , however, a re  not the most accurate means fo r detecting the 

existence of norm expectations since the  u n it of analysis remains, in  

p a rt, the  ind iv idual ac to r ra th e r than the m unicipality (the co llec tiv e  

opinion of a l l  relevant acto rs in  the  same c i ty ) .

A more accurate method is  to  measure norm "expectations" (see

Chapter I)  by calcu lating  an arithm etic  mean (X) fo r each key statement
17fo r the aggregate of respondents in  each c i ty .  A standard deviation 

(S) value is  then calcu lated  fo r  each c i ty  as the  f i r s t  step in  d e te r

mining the degree to  which coalescence occurs around the c i ty ’s mean 

response, A high degree of coalescence in d ica tes  a high likelihood of 

the existence of a norm expectation. High and low values of S may 

ind icate  low and high coalescence, resp ec tiv e ly , fo r each c ity .^ 8  

U tiliz in g  S to  detect the presence of a norm expectation, and comparing 

i t  with the X to determine the substance of th a t expectation, is  an 

e ffec tiv e  and accurate method of examining policy  and po litick ing  norm 

expectations.

The data displayed in  Table 2.21 in d ica te  a t le a s t  a p a r t ia l  

attachment of council-manager o f f ic ia ls  to  conceiving of an Administrative 

or Implementative ro le  fo r  managers and department heads as p o ten tia l 

norms. A glance a t the mean scores fo r both policy ro le  conceptions 

ind ica tes a f a i r ly  widespread substantive attachment to  these tra d i

tio n a l ro le  concepts.
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TABLE 2,21
COEFFICIENTS OF VARIATION AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR INTRA-CITY 

POLICY ROLE RESPONSES OF TARGET ACTORS IN FOURTEEN CITIES

City®

C ity Manager's 
Po licy  leaking Role*

s®

Department Head's 
Policy  Making Role^

X S
C ity  1 2,16 1,22 2,16 1.17
C ity 2 2.50 .95 2,83 .91
C ity  3 2,00 1,00 2,16 .70
C ity 4 2,14 ,84 2,14 1.13
C ity  5 1,88 1.00 1.88 1.30
C ity 6 2,12 1,27 2,12 ,93
C ity  7 2,57 1.04 2.28 1.04
City 8 2,00 .81 1,88 ,76
City 9 2,50 1.11 2,00 1,22
C ity 10 2,62 1,22 2,12 1,17
City 11 3.14 ,84 1.57 .73
C ity 12 2.00 1.06 1.71 1.03
City 13 1.55 ,50 2,22 1,14
C ity  14 2,70 1,30 2.00 .75

*Based on Policy  Role Statement B, Table 2 ,3 .
bSased on Policy Role Statement A, Table 2 .8 ,
°Only the 14 c i t i e s  were included in  which the manager, both 

department heads, and a t  le a s t  a m ajority  o f th e  council members 
responded to  the statem ents,

^The lower the  mean value in  a score range of 1 -4 , the  g rea te r 
the acceptance of the  A dm inistrative or Implementative ro le  conceptions,

®A score of le s s  than  1,00 in d ic a te s  a tendency toward high 
coalescence, while a score of 1,00 o r h igher in d ic a te s  a tendency toward 
low coalescence.



As ind ica ted  by the  S scores in  Table 2 .21 , however, coalescence 

around the mean does not appear to  be very high in  many of th e  14 c i t i e s  

examined. The S score i s  le ss  than 1,00 (high coalescence) in 5 c i t i e s  

and 1,00 or g rea te r  (low coalescence) in  9 of the  14 c i t i e s .  Coalescence 

is  somewhat more apparent with regard  to  department head po licy  ro le s .

An S score of 1,00 or g rea te r i s  found in  8 of the 14 c i t i e s ,  while high 

coalescence i s  found in  6 c i t i e s .  We must conclude, th e re fo re , th a t 

while widespread substan tive  acceptance of the A dm inistrative and 

Implementative ro le  concepts e x is ts ,  these concepts tend  to  c o n s titu te  

norm expectations in  le s s  than a m ajority  of the  ta rg e t  c i t i e s ,

A somewhat d if fe re n t conclusion, however, can be drawn in  

regard to  p o litick in g  ro le  norms. As ind icated  by the  X values of 

Table 2 ,22, su b s ta n tia l agreement e x is ts  th a t n e ith e r manager nor 

department head should engage in  e le c to ra l re c ru itin g , A high le v e l of 

coalescence is  found in  7 of the 14 c i t i e s  fo r  managers' p o litic k in g  

ro le s , and in  8 of the 14 c i t i e s  fo r  department heads' ro le s . Therefore, 

both substan tive  agreement and norm expectations appear to  e x is t  fo r  

rec ru itin g  ro le s  in  a la rge  number of the ta rg e t  c i t i e s .

Summary

The find ings presented in  th is  chapter, and diagrammed in  

Figure 2 ,2 , in d ica te  th a t the po licy  ro le  anchors fo r  council-manager 

government remain la rg e ly  in ta c t  fo r  th is  universe of municipal 

o f f ic ia ls .  Non-elected o f f ic ia ls  have not adopted a tt i tu d e s  which 

would allow them to  usurp the  c o u n c il's  a u th o rity  to  make and promote 

public po licy . Bureaucrats, however, are desirous of some kind of ro le
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TABLE 2.22
COEFFICIENTS OF VARIATION AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR INTRA-CITY 

POLITICKING ROLE RESPONSES OF TARGET ACTORS IN FOURTEEN CITIES

City Manager's Department Head's

Cityb _ S X S
C ity  1 2.83 .70 2.83 .91
C ity  2 3.66 .78 3.00 1.15
City 3 2.66 .96 3.16 .72
City 4 3.60 1.19 3.16 1.23
C ity  5 3.44 .96 3.44 .96
C ity  6 3.00 1.11 3.12 .94
City 7 2.85 1.01 3.14 .84
C ity  8 3.22 .88 3.11 1.10
C ity 9 3.00 1.11 2.87 1.17
City 10 3.00 1.11 2.87 1.06
C ity  11 4.00 0.00 3.57 1.05
C ity  12 3.14 1.03 3.00 1.30
C ity  13 2.55 1.17 2.55 1.01
C ity 14 3.71 .72 3.71 .72

®Based on R ecruiting Role Statem ent, Table 2 .14 .
^Only the 14 c i t i e s  were used in  which th e  manager, both 

department heads, and a t  le a s t  a m ajority  of council members responded 
to  the statem ent.

®The lower the mean value in  a score range of 1-4 , th e  g re a te r  
the  acceptance of a re c ru itin g  ro le  fo r  nanagers and department heads.

score of le s s  than 1.00 in d ica te s  a tendency toward high 
coalescence, while a score of 1.00 o r h igher in d ica te s  a tendency 
toward low coalescence.



FIGURE 2.2
POLICY PROCESS ROLES PERCEIVED BY OFFICIAL ACTORS 

IN COUNCIL-iiANAGtR MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENTS

P o licy  

P rocess Category

F u n c tio n a l

P o licy  Roles

S tru c tu r a l

A ctors

’Campaigning

^Council Members■RecruitingP o lit ic k in g

^Promoting

-Shaping
P o licy  Determining

C ity  Manager

'Implementing

-M aintaining

Department HeadsA dm inistering

NOTE: Roles p erce ived  a s  le g it im a te

*The d o tted  l in e s  in d ic a te  th e  a c c e p ta b i l i ty  o f te n u re  p o l i t ic k in g  by 
a d m in is tra to rs  f o r  fe llo w  a d m in is tra to rs ,  which i s  a  s p e c ia l  case  o f cam paigning.



in  the policy-making process—a ro le  th a t centers around providing 

advice to  members of the council. The point of p o ten tia l c o n flic t 

among the ta rg e t ac to rs  i s  the nature of th a t advisory ro le , i . e . ,  to  

what degree should i t  move in  the d irec tion  of g rea te r equality  w ith 

council members in  the  shaping of policy substance?

In th is  contex t, the p o ten tia l fo r  c o n flic t appears to be 

g rea te s t in respect to  two re la tio n sh ip s: (1) between managers and

department heads in  regard to  how equal these two actors ought to  be in  

approaching the  council as policy  advisors ; and (2) between managers 

and council members in  regard to  the degree of policy-shaping a c tiv ity  

to  be exercised by the  manager, Policy Partner orien ted  managers and 

department heads appear to  want to  s tre tc h  the d e fin itio n  of th e ir  

policy  ro les while Administrator managers and department heads hold more 

to  the tra d itio n a l ro le  anchors. The d ifference in  policy ro le  orien

ta tio n s  found here fo r both managers and department heads c losely  

approximates those found by Loveridge fo r c i ty  managers in  the San 

Francisco Bay area. Both stud ies reveal (1) the sharp separation between 

policy  making and tenure po litick ing  as permissable p o lit ic a l  a c t iv i t ie s ,  

and (2) the ro le  expanding views of Policy Partners (Loveridge*s 

P o li t ic a l  Leaders and Executives) versus the ro le  maintaining perspec

tiv e s  of Policy Adm inistrators (Loveridge*s Adm inistrative D irectors

and Technicians).

The p o ten tia l fo r ro le  c o n flic t among th e  relevant acto rs in  

council-manager government i s  a lso  uncovered in  the preceding in tra 

c ity  an a ly sis . A s im ila r ity  of ro le conceptions can be said to  e x is t ,  

but the expectations of council members do not appear to  be independent
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influences on the o rien ta tio n s of t h e i r  own managers or department 

heads. Likewise, policy ro le  a tt i tu d e s  held by actors in  the same 

c i t ie s  do not appear to  coalesce s u f f ic ie n tly  in  order to  c o n s titu te  

norm expectations, While the  same i s  p a rtly  true  for po litick in g  ro le  

a t t i tu d e s ,  high coalescence in  a number of c i t i e s  in  regard to  manager 

and department head rec ru itin g  ro le s  may ind ica te  some degree of norm 

expectation.
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Notes

1. Model C ity C harter, 6th  ed, (New York: N ational Municipal League, 
1964) .  See e sp e c ia lly , sec tions 2.03, 2 .04, 3*01-3.04.

2. See Chapter 1 , page 7 fo r  a quote from Clarence E, R idley, The Role 
of the  C ity  Manager in  P o licy  Form ulation (Chicago: In te rn a tio n a l
C ity  Ivlanagers A sso c ia tio n , 1958), p. 11. Also see the s tu d ies  by 
Loveridge, C a rre ll, Euechner and others c ite d  in  Chapter 1 ,

3 . These ro les a re  not meant to  be m irrors of o r replacements fo r  th e
ind ica to rs used W s tru c tu ra l- fu n c tio n a lis ts  fo r  asce rta in in g  the  
functions of goylwment c a rr ie d  out by non-governmental so c ia l  
s tru c tu re s  in  developing co u n tries . Instead , these  are  ro le s  
played by o f f ic ia l  ac to rs  w ith in  already e s ta b lish e d  p o l i t ic a l  
s tru c tu re s . They i l l u s t r a t e  the degree to  which these o f f ic ia ls  
are  involved in  the la rg e r  functions of ru le -m k in g , ru le  app lica
tio n , in te re s t  a r t ic u la t io n , and in te re s t  aggregation  so thorough
ly  explored by Almond, Coleman, Apter, Powell, and o th e rs . See, 
fo r  example: G abriel A. Almond and James S. Coleman, e d s .. The
P o lit ic s  of Developing Areas (Princeton, N. J . : Princeton Univer-
s i ty  Press', I960); David E. Apter, The P o li t ic s  of Modernization
(Chicago: U niversity  of Chicago Press, 1965); and Gabriel A.
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^  . p ra isa l of Fractionated  P o li t ic a l  Organization (Davis~ U niversity
of C alifornia In s t i tu te  of Governmental A ffa irs , 1966); and Harold 
Kaplan, Urban P o li t ic a l  Systems: A Functional Analysis of Metro
Toronto (New York: Columbia U niversity  P re ss , 1967).

4. ViTien re fe rred  to  in  the aggregate in  th is  paper, these  th ree  s e ts  
of ac to rs  w ill  be designated as " ta rg e t"  a c to r s .

5. Robert P. Boynton and D eil S. V/right, "lîayor-î?a.nager R elationships 
in  Large Council-Manager C itie s :  A R e in te rp re ta tio n ,"  Public
Administration Review 31 (January-February 1971): 3 3 .' See a lso
Alan L. S a ltz s te in , "C ity  Managers and City C ouncils; Perceptions 
of the  Divisions of A uthority ," V.'estern P o l i t ic a l  Q uarterly  2?
(June 1974) :  275-288.

6. Ronald 0 , Loveridge, C ity  Managers in  L eg is la tiv e  P o li t ic s  
(Indianapolis: Bobbs-M errill, 1971), p. 96. This is  in  essence 
what Loveridge found to  be the  p a tte rn  among c i ty  managers in  the 
San Francisco Bay a re a .

7. This typology c la s s if ie s  respondents according to  th e i r  responses 
to  the statement keying the  Policy Adm inistrator ro le  in  Table 2 .3 . 
Those respondents agreeing vfith the statement were c la s s i f ie d  as 
Policy A dm inistrators, and those disagreeing as P o licy  P a rtn ers .
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The methodology fo r  c la s s if ic a t io n  used here i s  based upon responses 
to  single statem ents by nanagers and department heads th a t the  
author fee ls  are c ru c ia l in d ica to rs  of the respondents' policy  ro le  
o rien ta tio n s . For another method of c la s s if ic a t io n  see Loveridge, 
City Managers, p , 52 and Appendix C. His method i s  to  sum scores 
based on responses to  nine po licy  questions. He a lso  divides the 
Policy (P o litic a l)  and A dm inistrative o rien ta tio n s  in to  sub-types.

S. The nature of th a t  policy  ro le  i s  a lso  somewhat obscured by the  
statem ent behind the Policy Implementer ro le  in  Table 2 ,6 . The 
anti-im plem entative responses nay be ju s t  as in d ica tiv e  of an 
o rien ta tio n  toward a ro le  in  determining programs fo r  implementation 
as i t  i s  of an o rien ta tio n  toward po licy  partnersh ip ,

9. Seq,Michael Lipsky, "S tree t Level Bureaucracy and the Analysis of 
Urban Reform," Urban A ffairs Q uarterly  6 (June 1971): 391-409»

10. An excellen t study of th a t  s e n s i t iv i ty  i s  James Q. V.^ilson, Varie
t i e s  of Police Behavior: The Management of Law and Order in  Sight
Communities (Cambridge; Harvard U niversity  P ress , 1968).

11. The typology is  based upon responses to  the  statem ent: "A depart
ment head should s tic k  to  implementing po licy  and leave policy 
making and decisions as to  how to  implement policy  to  the c i ty  
manager or the council."  The method of c la s s if ic a tio n  i s  the same 
as th a t used fo r  manager policy  ro le  o r ie n ta tio n s .

12. See^ Gary W alter, "The E ffec ts  of th e  Hatch Act on the P o l i t ic a l  
P a rtic ip a tio n  of Federal Employees," Midwest Journal of P o li t ic a l  
Science 16 (December 1972): 723-729.

13. A jo u rn a lis tic  account of the p o lit ic iz in g  o f employees in  the 
Department of Health, Education and Welfare is  found in : "HEW:
The Department th a t Lost i t s  Head," Science, June 19, 1970, p. 1432.

14. See the discussion of the nature of " in te rac tio n "  as i t  a ffe c ts
ro le  c o n flic t  (and the development of norms) on page 26 of Chapter
1. .

15. This i s  one of the methods used by Loveridge, C ity Managers, p . 96,

16. Loveridge found the same to  be t ru e  among San Francisco Bay
o f f ic ia l s .  I b id . ,  p . 97.

17. The range of possib le  responses to  th e  key statem ents and the 
numerical values assigned to  each possib le  response a re : S trongly 
Agree (1 ), Somewhat Agree (2 ), Somewhat Disagree (3 ), and Strongly 
Disagree (4 ),

18. Under a symmetrical (normal) d is tr ib u tio n  curve, about tw o-th irds 
of the values d is tr ib u te d  about th e  mean w ill  f a l l  w ithin 1 S of
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the mean. See Hubert M, Blalock, J r . , Social S ta t i s t i c s , 2nd ed, 
(New York: McGraw-Hill, 1972), p. 100, Given th is  p a tte rn , we
can sa fe ly  assume th a t an increase in  the value-size  or "width" 
of 1 S in d ica te s  a wider d ispersion  in  one or both d irec tions of 
the vast m ajority  of the d is tr ib u ted  values. Thus, the wider the 
S (or the higher the  S va lue), the  g rea ter i s  the dispersion of 
a tt i tu d e  positions among the relevan t ac to rs ,

19, Loveridge, City Managers, pp. 49-57,
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CHAPTSR n i

COTAIUNITY AND PERSONAL BACKGROUNDS AS 
SOURCES OF POLICY ROLE ATTITUDES

In recent years policy analysts have become increasing ly  

in te re s te d  in  examining the  degree to  which policy outputs a re  de te r

mined by environmental input variab les th a t a re  e x te rn a l to  th e  p o l i t i 

ca l conversion process. A g reat deal of controversy has been generated 

about whether environmental fac to rs  have a g rea te r impact on policy  

outputs than p o l i t ic a l  system v a ria b le s . Although the controversy 

does not d ire c tly  concern us here since policy  outputs are not a p a rt 

of th is  an a ly sis , i t  does serve to  remind us th a t environmental communi

ty  c h a ra c te r is tic s  and the personal and p ro fessiona l c h a ra c te r is tic s  of 

p o l it ic a l  ac to rs  have an impact on both the substance of po licy  and the 

biases of those making po licy . Thus, these antecedents m y  have an

impact on not only the policy maps of decision makers—th e ir  "percep-
1

tions of problems, policy  positions, and policy i m a g e s , but a lso  on 

how these  actors view th e i r  respective policy  ro le s .  The question con

cerning us in  th is  chap ter, then, i s  to  what extent a re  policy ro le  

o rien ta tions and expectations re la te d  to  such fac to rs  as community 

environment, personal and p rofessional c h a ra c te r is t ic s , and the ph ilo 

sophical b iases of the  actors?
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Community and Actor P ro file s

Community P ro file  

I t  has become conventional wisdom th a t the  nature  of a c i t y 's  

so c ia l and economic base a ffe c ts  the  s ty le  of p o l i t ic s  p racticed  by 

actors in  the local p o l i t ic a l  arena,^ For th a t reason, a composite 

p ic tu re  is  needed of the environment of the c i t ie s  from which interviews 

for th is  study were drawn. The 56 council-manager c i t i e s  with popu

la tio n s  of g rea ter than  25>000 exhibited the environmental character

i s t ic s  shoTivn in  Table 3 ,1 ,^  The f i r s t  se rie s  of v a riab le s  (population 

s ize , density , and ra te  of change) are in d ica to rs  of th e  physical a t t r i 

butes of a c i ty 's  population. These in d ica to rs  reveal th a t  the ta rg e t 

c i t ie s  are e s se n tia lly  small to  medium-sized urban p laces of re la tiv e ly  

loiv population density  and f a i r ly  steady population growth since I960, . . 

As indicated  in  Table 3 ,2 , the  ra te  of growth fo r  these  c i t i e s  is  

somewhat g rea te r than the average fo r a l l  U, S, Urbanized Areas,

A second se t of variab les serve as in d ica to rs  fo r the degree 

of c u ltu ra l  (at le a s t ethnic and ra c ia l)  d iv e rs ity  to  be found in  the 

ta rg e t c i t i e s .  As the data in  Tables 3.1 and 3.2 in d ic a te , the black 

population is  somewhat le s s  than the average fo r  the  t o t a l  U, S, urban 

population, with le ss  than 10 percent of the  population black in  over 

10 percent of the ta rg e t c i t i e s .  The proportion of the population of 

foreign stock found in  the ta rg e t c i t i e s ,  however, i s  considerably 

sm aller than the average fo r  a l l  U, S, Urbanized Areas, Since re la t iv e ly  

large numbers of Spanish Americans (including firs t-g e n e ra tio n ) reside  

in  the  c i t ie s  of the.Southwest, and since the  Census Bureau c la s s if ie s
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TABLE 3.1
COIMJNITY CHARACTERISTICS OF FIFTY-SIX COUNCIL-MANAGER CITIES 

IN KANSAS, OKLAHOMA AND TEXAS HAVING POPULATIONS 
OF 25,000 OR GREATER

Variables
C h a rac te ris tic s  

(Expressed in  Percentages)
1 . Population Size 25.000-49,999 50,000- 99,999 100,000 and over

(N=57) 50.0 30.4 19.6
2 . Population Density O-2249/sq . mile 2250 and over/sq . mile

CN = 57) 62.5 37.5
3 . Population Change Lost Population Under 15% gain 15% & over gain

(N= 55) 25.5 29.1 45.4
4* Proportion Foreign Stock Under 5% 5-9.9% 10% and over

(N= 57) 33.9 50.0 16.1

5. Proportion Negro Population Under 10% 10-19.9% 20% and over
(Ns 57) 64.4 17.8 17.8

6. Proportion College Graduates Under 10% 10- 14. 9% 15% and over
(N= 57) 25.0 50.0 25.0

7 . Proportion High School Grads Under 50% 50- 59. 9% 60% and over
(N= 57) 25.0 37.5 37.5

8. Proportion White C o lla r
Workers in  Work Force Less than 50% 50% or more

(N= 57) 32.1 67.9
9 . Median Family Income Under &8.000 $8,000 and over

(N»57) 32.1 67.9
Under $10,000 $10,000 and more

78.8 21.2

SOURCE: U. 8 . Department o f Commerce, Bureau o f th e  Census, Country and C ity  Data Book. 1972.



TABLE 3.2
STATISTICS AVERAGES OF COVI-ÎUNITY CH.\R.\CTERISTICS FOR FIFTY-SIX 

TARGET CITIES AND THE URBAN POPULATION OF THE UNITED STATES

Community
Environment
Variables

Populations of 
Target C itie s  

X

U. S. Urban 
Populations* 

X

1. Population Size 100,197 447,607^

2. Population Density 2125/ s q .  mile 3375/sq. mile

3. Population Change 27. 8^ gain 23.62 gain

4. Percent Foreign Stock 9.5% 21.62

5. Percent Negro 11.12 13.52

6. Percent College Graduate 14.82 NA°

7. Percent High School Graduate 67.22 55.92

8. Percent White C ollar Workers 55.22 54.02

9. Median Family Income $8,834 NA

Data is  fo r  a l l  248 "Urbanized Areas," See; U. S. Depart
ment of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, County and C ity Data Book, 1972, 
Table 4 .

^Average population s ize  per "urban place" i s  21,145. See:
U. S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, United S ta tes Census 
of Population; 1970, v o l. 1, C harac te ris tic s  o f the Population, p t ,  1 , 
United S ta tes Sumnnry, Table 4*

°Not av a ila b le .
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v ir tu a l ly  a l l  non-Negroes as white, we can assume th a t the  low "foreign 

stock" population count somewhat d is to rte d  and underestim ated.

A th ird  se t of v a riab le s  serve as in d ica to rs  of th e  socio

economic s ta tu s  (SSS) of the  ta rg e t  c i t i e s .  Again, as Table 3 .2  

in d ic a te s , i f  the proportions of high school graduates and white c o lla r  

workers in  the  population are s ta tu s  in d ic a to rs , then th e  populations 

of these c i t i e s  re s t  somewhat higher on the s ta tu s  scale  than urbanized 

area residen ts as a whole. The data in  Table 3 .1  in d ica te  th a t over 10 

percent of th e  population of over 75 percent of the  ta rg e t c i t i e s  have 

a t le a s t  four years of co llege , over 50 percent of th e  population in  75 

percent of the ta rg e t c i t i e s  have a t le a s t  a high school dip lona, and 

over 50 percent of the population in  67.9 percent of these  c i t ie s  a re  

white c o lla r  workers.

The c h a ra c te r is tic s  discussed above allow us to  construct a 

somewhat crude "p ro file "  of the  ta rg e t c i t i e s  of th is  study. These 

c i t ie s  tend to  be medium-size m un ic ipalities experiencing considerable 

growth in  population. These populations a re  la rg e ly  white (with black 

and chicano m in o ritie s) , w ell-educated, and m icd le-c lass. These ta rg e t 

c i t i e s ,  then , exh ib it c h a ra c te r is tic s  of many of the  r e la t iv e ly  new and 

growing Sunbelt c i t i e s  of the Southwest. '

Actor P ro file

Personal and P rofessional C h a rac te ris tic s . Another "p ro file "  

important to  th is  analy sis  i s  th a t  of the personal and p ro fessional 

c h a ra c te r is tic s  of the  respondents. Are the managers and department 

heads professionals chosen fo r  th e i r  competence and e x p e rtise , or a re
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they amateurs appointed fo r  p a rtisan  p o l i t ic a l  purposes? Are council 

members rep resen ta tive  of the e n tire  community, or do they represen t 

c e rta in  segments of so c ia l, economic or p o l i t ic a l  e l i te s ?  These a t t r i 

butes help determine the pa tterns of decision making in  municipal 

government.

The c ity  managers of th is  study co n stitu te  a highly educated

professional group with a good deal of career experience in  municipal

a f f a i r s .  As exhibited in  Table 3 .3 , an overwhelming m ajo rity  of managers

have college degrees in  p rofessional or business f ie ld s  of study .

Nearly 60 percent of them have been involved in  municipal government fo r

more than 15 years, and over th ree-fou rths have gained th e i r  experience

through general adm inistrative d u tie s . A s lig h t m ajority  of these

managers were appointed to  th e ir  posts from outside th e i r  present c i ty - -

a considerably sm aller proportion than th a t  found by Loveridge among
5

managers in  the San Francisco Bay a rea . Yet, the managers here a re  not 

immune to  the high turnover ra te s  th a t  have a f f l ic te d  managers across 

the nation fo r many years.^  F in a lly , a s lig h t m ajority  of managers 

indicated  a nonpartisan stance in  th e ir  personal p o l i t i c a l  p references.

The department head respondents of th is  study a lso  bring  many 

years of government serv ice to  th e i r  jobs. As ind icated  in 'T ab le  3 .4 , 

department heads are older than c i ty  managers and somewhat le s s  l ik e ly  

to  have college experience (although most of them do). A m ajority  have 

experience in  f ie ld s  of study th a t are non-technical in  na tu re . The 

re la tiv e  lack of the formal a ttr ib u te s  of professionalism , however, a re  

o ffse t by many years of government "apprenticeship” p rio r  to  becoming 

department heads. F o u r-fifth s  of the respondents have had p r io r  serv ice
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TABLE 3.3
PERSONAL AND PROFESSIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

OF CITY MANAGER RESPONDENTS

Respondent D istribu tion
Ind icators

1. Age 21-40 Years 41-50 Years Over 50 Years
(N=39) 35.9 38.5 25.6

2. Education Level No College Bachelor's Graduate Degree
(N = 42) 11.9 47.6 40.5

3. Education F ield Professional Business Other
(N=42) 52.4 28.6 19.0

4 . Municipal Government 15 Years 16-20 Over 20
Experience (in  years) or le s s Years Years

(N=42) 40.5 31.0 28.6

5. C ity Manager 10 Years Over 10
Experience (in  years) or le ss Years

(N= 41) 56.1 43.9

6. C ity Manager of Present 5 Years Over 5
City (in  years) or le ss Years

(N=41) 61.0 39.0

7. Type of Appointment From Outside From
To Present Position This City City Ranks

(N= 42) 54.8 45.2

8. Career Experience General Public Specialized
Administration or Technical

(N=42) 78,6 21.4 ¥

9. Partisansh ip Partisan^ Non-Partisan
(N«41) 46.3 53.7

^16 Democrats and 3 Republicans.
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TABLE 3.4
PERSCNAL AND PROFESSIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

OF DEPARTÎ.ÎENT HEAD RESPONDENTS

Ind ica to rs
Resoondent D istribu tion  

(Expressed in  Percentages)

1. Age 21-40 Years 41-50 Years Over 50 Ye;
(N = 66) 12.2 43.9 43.9

2. Education Level No College Some College
(N=67) 34.3 65.7

3. Education F ield Specialized
or Technical Non-Technical

(N= 56) 44.6 55.4

4. Municipal Government 15 Years 16-20 Over 20
Experience (in  years) or le ss Years Years

(N = 66) 15.2 21.2 63.6

5. ■ Department Head 5 Years 6-10 Over 10
Experience (in  years) or le ss Years Years

(N = 69) 50.7 24.6 24.6

6. Type of Appointment From Outside From
to  Present P osition This City City Ranks

(N a 68) 20.6 79.4

7. P rio r Government 
Service .

(N=67)

8. Partisansh ip
(N = 68)

Yes
79.1

Partisan^
75.4

No
20.9

Non-Partisan
23.2

41 Democrats and 11 Republicans.
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and 63.6  percent have been in  municipal government fo r over 20 years. 

Nearly 80 percent of the respondents were appointed to  th e ir  positions 

from w ithin th e ir  present c ity ^  probably from w ithin th e i r  departments 

and, perhaps, as the re s u lt  of r is in g  through "the ranks," Unlike 

th e i r  managerial coun terparts, these department heads are  a lso  over

whelmingly p a rtisan  (and Democrat) in  th e ir  p o l i t ic a l  party  preference.

I t  i s  often  charged by e l i t i s t  th e o r is ts  among community power 

scholars th a t municipal p o l i t ic s  is  dominated e ith e r  d ire c tly  or 

in d ire c tly  by the so c ia l and economic e l i t e  of the community. Although 

th is  study i s  not designed to  e ith e r  prove or re fu te  th is  contention, 

the  data here suggest th a t  a p a r tic u la r  "type" of socioeconomic s ta tu s  

tends to  predominate among th e  council member respondents. The respon

dents tend to  be the more educated, so c ia lly  involved, and occupationally  

respectab le  members of th e i r  communities, but not overwhelmingly so . As 

ind ica ted  in  Table 3*5» nearly  60 percent of the council members.have 

m anagerial, business or professional occupations; 66 percent have co llege  

degrees, and 58 percent have degrees in  p ro fessional or business f ie ld s  

of study. Over h a lf  have had some kind of community or governmental 

serv ice  experience p r io r  to  being e lected  to  the council, over ha lf 

ind icated  th a t serving th e ir  community was the imin reason fo r  th e i r  

decision to  run fo r  o ff ic e , and fo u r - f if th s  have been res id en ts  of the  

community fo r  a t  le a s t  ten  years. Council members here, as elsewhere, 

tend to  be respec tab le , se rv ice -o rien ted , and active  long-term  residen ts 

of th e i r  communities. They tend to  be highly p artisan  but governmentally 

inexperienced—only 22 percent ind icated  a nonpartisan preference, but 

70 percent have held th e i r  council posts fo r  le ss  than fiv e  years,
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TABLE 3.5

PERSONAL AfJD PROFESSIONAL CHAR.ACTERISTICS
OF COUNCIL ÜS-'ŒER RESPONDENTS

Ind ica to rs
Respondent D istrib u tio n

(Sxoressed in  Percentages)

1. Age 21-40 Years 4.1-50 Years Over 50 Years
(N=186) 22.8 38.6 37.0

2. Education Level No College Bachelor* s Graduate Degree
(N = 186) 33.9 35.0 31.2

3. Education F ield P rofessional Business Other
(N= 180) 35.0 23.9 41.1

4. Occupation M anagerial/ C le r ic a l/
B usiness/ S a les /

(N *l?9) Professional C rafts Other
59.2 21.2 19.6

5. P rio r Community P o l i t ic a l /
Service Governmental Other None

(N= 18? 27.8 25.1 45.1

6. Council Experience 2 Years 3-4 5 Years
(in  Years) or le s s Years or more

(N = 189) 39.2 31.7 29.1

7. Length of Residence 10 Years 11-20 Over 20
in  C ity or le ss Years Years

(N=188) 13.3 28.7 58.0

8. P artisansh ip Partisan^ Non-Partisan
(N al8?) 78.1 21.9

9. V/hy Run fo r Concern w ith / Issues and
Council Post? Encouraged by Grouos D issa tis f ie d

(N=187) 9.6 17.5

Community
Service Other

57.1 15.8

90 Democrats and 56 Republicans
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Ideological C h a rac te ris tic s . One personal c h a ra c te r is t ic  of 

great importance as a determinant of the behavior of government deci

sion m kers is  the a c to r 's  personal ideology or p o l i t i c a l  philosophy.

For example, Crain and Vanecko have demonstrated th a t  school board 

lib e ra lism  was the most important fac to r producing g re a te r  school deseg

regation  among a group of e igh t la rg e  c i t i e s  in  the  northern  United 

S ta te s ,?  Assuming th a t the notion of " p o lit ic a l  philosophy" encompasses 

many dimensions, th ree  separate  philosophical indexes were used in  th is  

study. The f i r s t ,  a Conservative-Liberal Index, was adapted from

Herbert McClosky's Conservatism scale  and attem pts to  measure the  in te n -
a

s i ty  of general, n o n -p o litic a l conservative b e lie fs  among ind iv idua ls . 

Four of McClosky's o r ig in a l fourteen statem ents are  used here 

and are l is te d  in  Appendix B.? The second Index, Ideology, i s  a 

restruc tu red  adaptation of an index by Free and C a n tril and attem pts to  

measure p o l i t ic a l  a tt i tu d e s  toward the general ro le  of government in  

problem solving and the regu la tion  of economic and s o c ia l  life ,^®  The 

th ird  index, also  adapted in  p a rt from Free and C a n tr il ,  is  a Government 

Operations Index designed to  measure a tt i tu d e s  toward th e  Federal gov

ernment' s ro le  in  a ttack ing  sp ec ific  soc ia l and economic problems of 

specia l concern to  municipal o f f ic ia ls .  The statem ents comprising the  

Ideology and Government Operations indexes are a lso  found in  Appendix

As ind icated  in  F igures.3 ,1  through 3 .3 , some in te re s tin g  

commonalities and d ifferences appear among the th ree  se ts  of ac to rs  in  

th is  study, liVhile a l l  th ree  groups tend to  be s l ig h t ly  l ib e r a l  in  th e i r  

general a ttitu d e s  (as measured by comparing the mean (X) score fo r  each
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FIGURE 3.1
DISTRIBUTION OF CITY MANAGERS ON THREE IDEOLOGY INDEXES
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FIGURE 3.2
DISTRIBUTION OF DEPARTMENT HEADS ON THREE IDEOLOGY INDEXES
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FIGURE 3.3
DISTRIBUTION OF COUNCIL MEI.ÎBERS ON THREE IDEOLOGY INDEXES
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index with the th e o re tic a l midpoint of 10 fo r each scoring range), 

managers tend to  be more l ib e r a l  than th e ir  coun te rparts . In regard 

to  ideo log ica l concerns with the  ro le  of government, a l l  th ree  s e ts  of 

acto rs a re  markedly conservative (desirous of lim itin g  the  ro le  of 

government) w ith managers appearing to  be s l ig h tly  le s s  so. The re s 

ponses of the  ta rg e t a c to rs  to the sp ec ific  ro le s  of th e  Federal govern

ment in  regard to  urban problem-solving, however, in d ica te  somewhat 

le ss  (although s t i l l  conservative) opposition to  governmental " in te r 

ference" than the ideo log ical p red ispositions of the  ac to rs  would lead  

us to  expect. In th is  in stance, council members are a b i t  more l ib e r a l  

in  th e i r  a tt i tu d e s  than e ith e r  department heads or c i ty  nanagers. 

Apparently, a l l  th ree  se ts  of ac to rs  tend to  be s l ig h t ly  conservative 

Democrats whose ideo log ica l opposition to  Federal in te rfe ren ce  i s  

tempered somewhat by the tempting ca rro t of Federal a id .

Sources of Policy Role A ttitudes

City Managers as Policy Partners 

Community Background, The community background c h a ra c te r is tic s  

examined in  th is  study can be placed in  one of two general ca teg o ries . 

The f i r s t  category, c u ltu ra l complexity and d iv e rs ity , incorporates 

population s iz e , growth and density, and proportions of foreign born and 

Blacks (Negro) in  the population. This presupposes th a t  la rg e r , more 

rap id ly  growing and more densely populated c i t ie s  with higher propor

tions of foreign born and black residen ts are  more c u ltu ra lly  complex 

and so c ia lly  d iverse. The second category i s  community socioeconomic 

s ta tu s  (SES) and includes such ind ica to rs as median fam ily income, the
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proportions of high school and college re s id en ts , and the proportion of 

white c o lla r  workers in  the c i ty ’s population. The assumption here i s  

th a t higher s ta tu s  communities contain la rg e r proportions of w ealth ier 

and better-educated residen ts in  white c o lla r  occupations.

As indicated in  Table 3 .6 , a community’s degree of c u ltu ra l 

complexity and d iv e rs ity  appears to  have a lim ited  impact on po licy -ro le  

conceptions. The Policy Partner o rien ta tio n  predominates among c ity  

managers regardless of these community c h a ra c te r is tic s , with only one 

exception. Policy Partner o rien ta tio n s are more l ik e ly  to  be held by 

managers having higher proportions of foreign-born residen ts in  th e i r  

c i t i e s .  One explanation might be th a t the  g rea te r v a rie ty  of ethnic 

id e n ti t ie s  found in  these c i t i e s  opens up the normally consensus orien ted  

p o l i t ic a l  arena to  more c o n f l ic t .  Such p o lit ic iz a tio n  of nominally 

adm inistrative government hot only allows the a c t iv i s t  manager a ro le  

in  p o l i t i c a l  and policy leadersh ip , but nay require  th a t he add h is  

ta le n ts  to  the search fo r  policy  so lu tions.

S im ilarly , only one in d ica to r of community s ta tu s  appears to  

r e la te  to  manager policy  o rien ta tio n s . Policy Partner o rien ta tions 

appear to  be strong among managers from c i t ie s  with r e la t iv e ly  high 

proportions of high school graduates. This pa ttern  i s  d ire c tly  opposite 

th a t found (but o r ig in a lly  hypothesized) by Loveridge among Bay area 

m an ag ers .C o m m u n itie s  having a more educated c it iz e n ry  may be more 

perceptive of the r e a l i t i e s  of policy-making in  council-manager govern

ments.

Analysis of department head expectations fo r the manager’s ro le  

revealed one re la tio n sh ip  between expectations and community d iv e rs ity
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TABLE 3.6
CITY MANGERS' MAIN POLICY ROLE ORIENTATIONS AND ALTERS» EXPECTATIONS 

FOR THAT ROLE, BY COMMUNITY ENVIRONMENTAL CHARACTERISTICS

;

Community C h a rac te ris tic s
Population Size Population Density^ Population Change

Actor A ttitudes
25,000-
49.999

50,000 
& over

Less than 
2250

2250 
& over

Under 
15% gain

15% gain 
o r more

Managers » O rien tations :
percent percent percent percent percent percent

A dm inistrator 31.6 30.4 36.0 23.5 28.0 35.3
Policy Partner 68.4 69.6 64.0 76.5 72.0 64.7

100.0 (19)° 100.0 (23) 100.0 (25) 100.0 (17) 100.0 (25) 100.0 (17)

Department Heads' Q = .56 , ps®
Expectations :

Adm inistrator 37.0 47.8 31.3 61.9 46.0 35.5
Policy  Partner 63.0 52.2 68.8 38.1 54.0 64.5

100.0 (46)4 100.0 (23)4 100.0 (48) 100.0 (21) 100.0 (37) 100.0 (31)
Council Members' O sr.39. DS
Expectations :

Policy  I n i t i a to r 65.3 45.5 57.0 54.4 55.2 58.3
N o n -In itia to r 34,.7._........ 54.5 43.0 45.6 44.8 41.7

100.0 (101) 100.0 (88) 100.0 (121) 100.0 (68) 100.0 (96) 100.0 (84)



TABLE 3»6-Continued

Community C h a rac te ris tic s  (Continued)
Proportion of 
Foreign Stock Proportion Negro

Median 
Family Income

Actor A ttitudes 
(Continued)

Less 
than 5%

5%
more

Less 
than 10%

10% 
or more

Less than 
$8,000

$8,000 
or more

percent percent percent percent percent percent
Managers' O rien ta tions: Q=.53 ,  ps

Adm inistrator 50.0 23.3 29.2 33.3 23.1 34.5
Policy Partner 50.0 76.7 70.8 66.7 76.9 65.5

100.0 (12) 100.0 (30) 100.0 (24) 100.0 (18) 100.0 (13) 100.0 (29)

Department Heads’ 
Expectations:

Q =.:58, ps

A dm inistrator 42.3 39.5 38.6 44.0 20.0 49.0

Policy  P artner 57.7 60.5 61.4 56.0 80.0 51.0
100.0 (26) 100.0 (43) 100.0 (44) 100.0 (25) 100.0 (20) 100.0 (49)

Council Members' 
Expectations :

Policy I n i t i a to r 59.4 54.4 58.9 50.8 59.6 54.7
N o n -In itia to r 40.6 45.6 41.1 49.2 40.4 45.3

100.0 (64) 100.0 (125) 100.0 (124) 100.0 (65) 100.0 (52) 100.0 (137)
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TABLE 3 » 6-Continued

Community C h a rac te ris tic s  (Continued)
Proportion of 

College Graduates
Proportion of 

High School Graduates
Proportion of White 

C ollar Workers
Actor A ttitudes 

(Continued)
Less 

than 15%
15% or
more

Less 
than 50%

50% or 
more

Less 
than 50%

50% or 
more

percent percent percent percent percent percent
Ifanagers’ O rien ta tions: Q= .53 , ps

A dm inistrator 34.A 20.0 50.0 23.3 • 43.8 23.1
Policy  Partner 65.6 80.0 50.0 76.7 56.3 76.9

100.0 (32) 100.0 (10) 100.0 (12) 100.0 (30) 100.0 (16) 100.0 (26)

Department Heads' 
Expectations: Q= .59 , ps Q = . 57, ps

Adm inistrator 36.0 52.6 18.8 47.2 21.7 50.0

Policy P artner 6k.O 47.4 81.2 52.8 78.3 50.0

100.0 (50) 100.0 (19) 100.0 (16) 100.0 (53) 100.0 (23) 100.0 (46)

Council Members' 
Expectations:

P o licy  I n i t i a to r 59.3 48.1 56.5 55.9 61.2 53.3
N o n -In itia to r 40.7 51.9 43.5 44.1 38.8 46.7

100.0 (135) 100.0 i5U) 100.0 (46) 100.0 (143) 100.0 (67) 100.0 (122)



TABLE 3«6-Continued

^Population per square m ile,

^Including c i t i e s  having lo s t  population.
Q
Number of cases,

C a teg o ry  breaks a t  75,000 population, 

*Sea Chapter 1 fo r  an explanation of Q.



and three re la tio n sh ip s  between expectations and community s ta tu s . 

Department heads expecting nanagers to  be Policy Partners a re  found in  

c i t i e s  of lower population density . Department heads expecting Policy 

Partner behavior from managers are a lso  very l ik e ly  to  be found in  

lower s ta tu s  communities. Department heads in  c i t ie s  having lower 

fam ily incomes, fewer high school graduates and fewer white c o lla r  

workers may tend to  look to  the  manager to  f i l l  a leadersh ip  vacuum 

th a t re s u lts  from a perceived lack of su ff ic ie n t leadersh ip  p o ten tia l 

in  the community.

F in a lly , community s ta tu s  appears to  be unrela ted  to  council 

members’ expectations of the manager’s ro le , while only one in d ica to r 

of community d iv e rs ity  i s  re la te d  to  council members’ expectations. 

Council members in  la rg e r  c i t ie s  are more l ik e ly  to  see policy  m atters 

l e f t  to  the  council. This is  possibly because of a conception th a t an 

adequate pool of policy-making ta le n t ex is ts  among council members in  

la rg e r  communities. As a r e s u l t ,  th ere  m y be no need fo r  the  m nager 

or department head to  f i l l  a po licy  leadership  vacuum.

Personal and P rofessional Background, The degree of "pro

fessionalism " exhibited  by c i ty  managers m y be re la te d  to  th e i r  policy
i

ro le  o rien ta tio n s . Since the  concept of professionalism  encompasses 

both formal c red en tia ls  and experience in  the job , th is  study u t i l iz e s  

a number of both c red en tia l and experience in d ica to rs  to  explore the 

re la tio n sh ip  between professionalism  and policy ro le  a t t i tu d e s . In 

Table 3 ,7 , education lev e l and f ie ld ,  and the type of adm in istra tive  

experience accrued by m nagers are u t i l iz e d  as in d ica to rs  of formal 

c re d en tia ls , Ifenagers with "professional" c reden tia ls  are  those with
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TABLE 3.7
CITY MANAGERS' MAIN POLICY ROLE ORIENTATIONS, BY CITY MANAGERS'

personal, professional and ideological characteristics

C ity Managers' C h a rac te ris tic s

C ity Managers' Education Level Education F ield Career Experience
Policy Role 
O rientations

No
College

College
Degree

Professional 
or Business Other

General 
Pub. Admin

Specialized 
I. Technical

percent percent percent

Q= •

percent 
58, ps

percent percent

Policy  Adm inistrator 60.0 37.0 35.3 12.5 27.3 44.4
Policy Partner 40.0 63.3 64.7 87.5 72.7 55.6

100.0 (5) 100.0 (37) 100.0 (34) 100.0 (8) 100.0 (33) 100.0 (9)
City Manager 
Experience Present Tenure

Government
Experience

10 years 
or le s s

over 10 
years

5 years 
or le s s

over 5 
years

15 years 
or le s s

16-20 over 20 
years years

Policy  Adm inistrator 26.1 33.3 28.0 37.5 35.3 23.1 33.3

Policy P artner 73.9 66.7 72.0 62.5 64.7 78.9 66.7
100.0 (23) 100.0 (18) 100.0 (25) 100.0 (16) 100.0 

. (17)
100.0 100.0 

(13) (12)
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TABLE 3»7-Contlnued

C ity Managers' 
Policy Role 
O rien tations

C ity Managers' C h a rac te ris tic s  (Continued)
Appointment Type Age P artisansh ip

(Continued) From outside  From, 
c i ty  c i ty  ranks

21-50 
• years

Over 50 
years P artisan

Non-
P artisan

percent percent percent percent percent percent

Policy A dm inistrator 21.7 42.1 24.1
65, ps 

60.0 31.6 31.8
P o licy  P artner 78.3 57.9 75.9 40.0 68.4 68.2 ■

100.0 (23) 100.0 (19) 100.0 (29) 100.0 (10) 100.0 (19) 100.0 (22)

C onservative-L iberal
Index^

Ideology
Index

Government Operations 
Index

- Conservative L ib e ra l Limited A c tiv is t Active Passive

Q s .58 j ps Q = . 53, ps
Policy A dm inistrator 42.9 16.7 40.9 15.8 23.8 35.0

Policy  P artner 57.1 83.3 59.1 84.2 76.2 65.0

100.0 (21) 100.0 (18) 100.0 (22) 100.0 (19) 100.0 (21) 100.0 (20)

^ h e  d iv is io n s fo r  th ese  indexes a re  based on the mean (%) fo r  each index as shown in  Figure
3 .1 .



college degrees in  p ro fessional or business f ie ld s  and whose experience 

and the type of appointment to  manager positions are  ind ica to rs  of pro

fess io n a l experience. Managers with wide experience in  more than one 

c i ty  ( i . e . ,  appointed from outside  th is  c i ty ) ,  and those with many years 

of governmental and managerial experience and tenure  can be thought of 

as having accrued "professional" experience. As ind icated  in  Table 3 .7 , 

two of the professionalism  in d ica to rs  appear to  be re la te d  to  policy 

ro le  o rie n ta tio n s , but in  a con trad ic to ry  fash ion . The expected re la 

tio n sh ip  i s  th a t "outside" managers with professional or business back

grounds are more l ik e ly  to  adopt policy  partner o rien ta tio n s . However, 

while managers appointed from outside the  c i ty  are more oriented  toward 

policy  partnersh ip , managers w ith  p rofessional or business educations 

are  more l ik e ly  to  adopt an adm in istrative  o rien ta tio n  than managers 

tra in ed  in  other f ie ld s .  This may ind ica te  th a t while the  "outside" 

manager i s  more confident of h is  experience and a b i l i t i e s  as informal 

c red en tia ls  fo r  having a ro le  in  shaping policy , h is p ro fess io n a l/ 

business tra in in g  o rie n ts  him away from policy shaping and toward admin

i s t r a t io n ,  Yet, a su b s ta n tia l m ajority  (64.7 percent) of the profession

a l/b u sin ess  respondents ind icated  a preference fo r  po licy  partnersh ip ,

A more p lausib le  explanation, th e re fo re , may be th a t while A ll managers 

are  more or le ss  orien ted  toward po licy  ro le s , the  business/p ro fessional 

i s  le s s  l ik e ly  to  be orien ted  toward overt policy  ro les  since he tends 

to  view adm in istration  i t s e l f  as a policy  o rien ted  ta sk .

Age and philosophical c h a ra c te r is tic s  of managers a lso  seem to  

a ffe c t po licy  ro le  a t t i tu d e s .  As ind icated  in  Table 3 .7 , younger, 

l ib e r a l  and ideo log ica lly  a c t iv i s t  managers are more l ik e ly  to  be Policy
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Partners than th e ir  older and conservative colleagues whose perception 

i s  th a t government ac tio n  is  to  be ra th e r  lim ited .

A s im ila r a rray  of in d ica to rs  of department head profession

alism  are  u t i l iz e d  in  th is  study. However, these ind ica to rs do not 

appear to  be re la te d  to  department head expectations fo r the policy  

ro les  of c i ty  managers. Department heads strongly  support an ac tiv e  

policy  ro le  fo r  the manager (Chapter U ), and th is  support appears to  

be la rg e ly  unaffected  by the  personal, p ro fessional, or philosophical 

backgrounds of department head respondents (Table 3 .8 ) .

The w illingness of a m ajority  of council members to  allow 

managers to  i n i t i a t e  policy  changes was documented in  Chapter I I .  The 

presence of a sizeab le  m inority of council members who oppose such a 

ro le , however, leads us to  believe th a t  th e i r  personal backgrounds have 

an e ffe c t on th e ir  policy  ro le  expectations fo r managers. U nfortunately, 

the data did not support such an hypothesis, With one exception, none 

of the ind iv idual background variab les examined here were found to  be 

associated  with po licy  ro le  expectations. The one exception is  the 

reasons c ited  by council members fo r  running fo r  a council post. As 

ind icated  in  Table 3 .9 , th e re  appears to  be a re la tio n sh ip  between a 

council member’s reasons fo r running fo r  o ffice  and h is  policy ro le  

expectations fo r  the  manager. Those council members whose reasons can 

be c la s s if ie d  as "group represen ta tive" were those whose major reason 

fo r  running fo r the council was to  represen t some so r t of group in te re s t  

or who were simply encouraged to  run by a community group. Those 

council members c it in g  sp ec ific  grievances, sp ec ific  issues or problems, 

an a b i l i ty  to  be more e ffe c tiv e  as le g is la to r s ,  or a desire  to  perform
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TABLE 3.8
DEPARTMENT HEADS’ EXPECTATIONS FOR CITY MANAGERS’ POLICY ROLES, BY DEPARTMENT HEADS’ 

PERSONAL, PROFESSIONAL AND IDEOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS

Department Heads’ C h a rac te ris tic s
Department Heads’ 
Expectations fo r  City Education Level Education F ield

Experience as 
Department Head

Managers’ Main 
Policy Roles

No
College College

Specialized-
Technical

Non-
Technical

5 years 
or le s s

6-10
years

over 10 
years

Manager should be:
percent percent percent percent percent percent percent

Policy  Adm inistrator A3.5 38.6 40.0 38.7 34.3 58.8 35.3
Policy  Partner 56.5 61.4 60.0 61.3 65.7 41.2 64.7

100.0
(23)

100.0
(44)

100.0
(25)

100.0
(31)

100.0
(35)

100.0
(17)

100.0
(17)

Appointment Type
P rio r

Government Service
Years 

Government Service
From outside 

c i ty
From

c ity  ranks Yes No
15 years 16-20 
or le s s  years

over 20 
years

Policy A dm inistrator 50.0 38.9 28.6 45.3 30.0 28.6 47.6

Policy P artner 50.0 61.1 71.4 54.7 70.0 71.4 52.4

100.0 
(14)

100.0
(54)

100.0
(14)

100.0
(53)

100.0
(10)

100.0
(14)

100.0
(42)
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TABLE 3»8-Continued

g

Department Heads' C h a rac te ris tic s (Continued)

Department Heads' Age P artisansh ip
Expectations
(Continued)

21-50
Years

Over 50 
Years

P a rtisan Non-Partisan

percent percent percent percent
Policy A dm inistrator 35.1 44.8 42.3 31.3
Policy P artner 64.9 55.2 57.7 68.7

100.0 (37) 100.0 (29) 100.0 (52) 100.0 (16)

Conservative-
Index

-L iberal Ideology
Index

Government Operations 
Index

Conservative L ib e ra l Limited A c tiv is t Active Passive

Policy  A dm inistrator 41.0 39.3 42.5 40.0 45.0 34.5

Policy Partner 59.0 60.7 57.5 60.0 55.0 65.5

100.0 (39) 100.0 (28) 100.0 (40) 100.0 (25) 100.0 (40) 100.0 (29)



TABLE 3.9
COUNCIL MEMBERS’ EXPECTATIONS FOR CITY ONAGERS' POLICY ROLES, BY COUNCIL MEMBERS’ 

PERSONAL, PROFESSIONAL AND IDEOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS

Council Members’ 
Expectations fo r

Council Members' C h a rac te ris tic s
Age Education Level Education F ie ld

C ity Managers' Main 
Policy  Roles

21-40 41-50 
Years Years

Over 50 
Years

No
College College

P ro f ./
Business Other

teuiager should be;
percent percent percent percent percent percent percent

Policy I n i t i a to r 53.5 54.8 58.6 60.3 52.8 54.7 55.4

Policy  N o n -In itia to r 46.5 45.2 41.4 39.7 47.2 45.3 44.6
100.0 100.0 

(43) (73)
100.0

(20)
100.0

(63)
100.0
(123)

100.0
(106)

100.0
(74)

Occupation
P rio r 

Community Service
Council

Experience
M anagerial, 
Business, or 
P ro fessional Other

P o l i t ic a l  
or Govt,

Other 
or none

2 years 
or le s s

3-4 Over 4 
years years

Policy  I n i t i a to r 50.9 63.0 54.5 56.6 59.5 53.3 54.5

Policy  N o n -In itia to r 49.1 37.0 45.5 43.4 40.5 46.7 45.5

100.0 100.0 
(106) (73)

100.0
(88)

100.0
(99)

100.0
(74)

100.0 100.0 
(60) (55)



TABLE 3»9-Continued

Council Members' C h a rac te ris tic s (Continued)

Council Members* Length of Residence P artisan sh ip
C onservative-L iberal

Index
Expectations
(Continued)

10 years 
or le s s

11-20
years

over 20 
years P a rtisan

Non-
P a rtisan Conservative1 L ibera l

Manager should be;
percent percent percent percent percent percent percent

Policy I n i t i a to r 64.0 53.7 56.0 55.5 56.1 59.8 52.2

Policy N o n -In itia to r 36.0 46.3 44.0 44.5 43.9 40.2 47.6

100.0
(25)

100.0
(54)

100.0
(109)

100.0
(146)

100.0
(41)

100.0
(97)

100.0
(82)

Ideology
Index

Government Operations 
Index

Reasons fo r  Running 
fo r Council Post

Limited A c tiv is t Active Passive
Represent

Group

Represent
Issu e ,

Service

Policy I n i t i a to r 57.4 56.8 60.2 51.8
Qs .44 ,

73.9

ps

56.9

Policy  N o n -In itia to r 42.6 43.2 39.8 48.2 26.1 43.1

100.0 (101) 100.0 (81) 100.0 (103) 100.0 (88) 100.0 (23) 100.0 (160)
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t h e i r  c iv ic  duty as c it iz e n -p o litic ia n s^ ^  were c la s s if ie d  as "issue  or 

service rep resen ta tiv e ,"  Group rep resen ta tive  council members were 

more l ik e ly  to  allow the  manager a policy  in i t ia t io n  ro le  than were 

council members o rien ted  toward issues or community se rv ice . Perhaps 

the  f i r s t  type of council member is  more in te re s te d  in  represen ting  an 

in te re s t  in  th e  h a lls  of government as the Delegate whose constituen ts  

determine h is  substan tive  policy  positions. The issu e-o rien ted  or 

se rv ice-o rien ted  council member, however, may be the equivalent of the 

Burkean Trustee whose conscience and se lf-perce ived  expertise  precludes 

sharing the policy  shaping ro le  with any appointed o f f ic ia l ,

Department Heads as Policy Partners 

Community Background, Department heads, lik e  c i ty  managers, 

are  oriented toward some kind o f ro le  fo r themselves in  the policy

making process. Table 3,10 i l lu s t r a te s  the re la tio n sh ip  between th is  

o rien ta tio n  and community background c h a ra c te r is t ic s . Department head 

policy o rien ta tio n s appear to be unrelated to  such community a tt r ib u te s  

as s iz e , density  or ra te  of growth. Of the four in d ica to rs  of community 

socioeconomic s ta tu s , only one appears to  have some explanatory value. 

Policy P artner oriented department heads are somewhat more l ik e ly  to  be 

found in  the b e tte r  educated communities. Perhaps po licy  ro les  fo r  

department heads are a b i t  more to le rab le  to  higher s ta tu s  communities 

having a more soph istica ted  understanding of how council-m nager govern

ments r e a l ly  operate. In  general, however, the re la tio n sh ip s  displayed 

in  Table 3»lû ind ica te  th a t d ifferences in  department head policy  ro le  

o rien ta tio n s are only s l ig h tly  re la ted  to  community c h a ra c te r is t ic s .
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TABLE 3.10
DEPARTMENT HEADS' MAIN POLICY ROLE ORIENTATIONS AND ALTERS' EXPECTATIONS 

FOR THAT ROLE, BY COmmiTY ENVIRONMENTAL CHAR.ACTERISTICS

Community C h a rac te ris tic s

Population Size^ Population Density® Population Change

Actor A ttitudes^
25,000-
49,999

50,000 
and over

Less than 
2250

2250 
and over

Under 
15% gaind

15% gain 
or more

Department Heads' 
O rien tations ;

percent percent percent percent ■percent percent

Policy  Implementer 
Policy Partner

43.5
56.5

47.8
52.2

43.8
56.3

47.6
52.4

48.7
51.3

41.9
58.1

100.0 (46) 100.0 (23) 100.0 (48) 100.0 (21) 100.0 (37) 100.0 (31)

Managers' Expectations; 
Policy Implement e r 
Policy Partner

78.9
21.1

60.9
39.1

64.0
36.0

76.5
23.5

Q= . 56,
80.0
20.0

ps
52.9
47.1

100.0 (19) 100.0 (23) 100.0 (25) 100.0 (17) 100.0 (25) 100.0 (17)
Council Members' 
Expectations :

P o licy  Implementor
Policy  Advisor

47.0
'5 3 .0

39.5
60.5

39.5
60.5

50.7
49.3

45.8
54.2

43.9
56.1

100.0 (100) 100.0 (86) 100.0 (119) 100.0 (67) 100.0 (96) 100.0 (82)
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TABLE 3«10-Conbinued

Community C h a rac te ris tic s  (Continued)
Proportion of 
Foreign Born Proportion Negro Median Family Income

Actor A ttitudes 
(Continued)

Less 
than 5%

5% or 
more

Less
than 10%

10% or 
more

Less than 
$8000

$8000 
or more

Department Heads' 
O rien tations ;

percent percent percent percent percent percent

Policy Implemente r 38.5 48.8 38.6 56.0 55.0 40.8
Policy Partner 61.5 51.2 61.4 44.0 45.0 59.2

100.0 (26) 100.0 (43) 100.0 (44) 100.0 (25) 100.0 (20) 100.0 (49)

Managers' Expectations;
Policy Implementer 75.0 66.7 70.8 66.7 84.6 62.1
Policy P artner 25.0 33.3 29.2 33.3 15.4 37.9

100.0 (12) 100.0 (30) 100.0 (24) 100.0 (18) 100.0 (13) 100.0 (29)

Council Members' 
E xpectations:

Policy Implementer A4.4 43.1 41.8 46.9 40.4 44.8
Policy  Advisor 55.6 56.9 58.2 53.1 59.6 55.2

Î00.0  (63) 100.0 (123) 100.0 (122) 100.0 (64) 100.0 (52) 100.0 (13Z0
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TABLE 3»10-Contlnued

Community C h a rac te ris tic s  (Continued
Proportion of 

College Graduates
Proportion 

HiRh School Graduates
Proportion of White 

C ollar Workers
Actor A ttitudes 
(Continued)

Less 
than 15%

15% or 
more

Less 
than 50%

50% or 
more

Less 
than 50%

50% or 
more

Department Heads' 
O rien tations ;

percent
Q— *

percent 
50, ps

percent percent percent percent

Policy Implementer 52.0 26.3 50.0 43.4 47.8 43.5
Policy Partner 48.0 73.7 50.0 56.6 52.2 56.5

100.0 (50) 100.0 (19) 100.0 (16) 100.0 (53) 100.0 (23) 100.0 (46)

Managers' Expectations:
Policy  Implementer 75.0 50.0 75.0 66.7 81.3 . 61.5
Policy  Partner 25.0 50.0 25.0 33.3 18.7 38.5

100.0 (32) 100.0 (10) 100.0 (12) 100.0 (30) 100.0 (16) 100.0 (26)

Council Members' 
Expectations :

Policy Implementer 45.9 37.7 46.7 42.6 47.0 41.7
Policy Advisor 54.1 62.3 53.3 57.4 53.0 58.3

100.0 (133) 100.0 (53) 100.0 (45) 100.0 (141) 100.0 (66) 100.0 (120)
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TABLE 3.10-Continued.

&For department head respondents, th e  ca tego ries a re : " le ss  than  75,000 popu lation ,"  and
"75,000 population or more,"

^Based on policy  ro les A and C of Table 2 ,6 .

®Per square m ile ,

^Including c i t i e s  having lo s t  population .
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A large  m ajority  of c i ty  m nagers interviewed in  th is  study were 

opposed to  a ro le  fo r  department heads in  po licy  making. This phenome

non, however, appears to  depend to  some degree upon,the nature of th e  

community in  which the nanager opera tes. The data in  Table 3,10 in d i

cate  th a t  managers in  f a s te r  growing communities are  somewhat more 

to le ra n t of Policy Partner department heads than are managers from le s s  

rap id ly  growing communities, Ifanagers facing rap id  growth and change 

may fee l the need to  re ly  more heavily  on the  expertise  of department 

heads than i s  normally the case. While c u ltu ra l and ra c ia l  d iv e r s i ty  

appear to  have no a ffe c t  on manager expectations, community s ta tu s  

appears a t  f i r s t  glance to  re la te  to  managerial a t t i tu d e s  toward depart

ment head policy  ro le s .  The p a tte rn  of responses in  Table 3,10 in d ic a te  

tha t m nagers from w ealth ier, be tter-educated  and white c o lla r  communi

t ie s  are  a b i t  more to le ran t of Policy Partner department heads. Yet, 

none of these re la tio n sh ip s  stand the t e s t  of s t a t i s t i c a l  s ig n ifican ce . 

The conclusion to  be drawn, th e re fo re , i s  th a t rap id  growth i s  the  only 

community condition examined here which re la te s  to  to le ra tio n  by managers 

of po licy-orien ted  a c t iv i t ie s  by department heads.

The overwhelming m ajority  of council members oppose a Policy  

Partner role fo r  department heads (See Table 2 ,8 ) , but they a re  divided 

on whether or not department heads should be able to mke recommendations 

to  the  council on m atters concerning departmental operations. Council 

member expectations fo r  department head policy  ro le s ,  th e re fo re , a re  

measured here on the basis of an advisory ra th e r than a partnersh ip  ro le  

to  be played by department heads. As ind icated  in  Table 3 .10 , however, 

no apparent re la tio n sh ip s e x is t between the community c h a ra c te r is t ic s
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examined here and council member expectations fo r the p o licy  advisory 

ro le  of department heads.

Personal and P rofessional Background. The personal and 

professional background c h a ra c te r is tic s  of department heads are  only 

s l ig h tly  more explanatory than community c h a ra c te r is tic s  of d ifferences 

in  department head po licy  ro le  o r ie n ta tio n s . Department heads whose 

experience and c red en tia ls  mark them as "professionals" a re  those with 

college tra in in g  in  specia lized  or technical f ie ld s  of study  and many 

years of governmental and department head experience. The da ta , however, 

ind icate  only a p a r t ia l  re la tio n sh ip  between these marks o f profession

alism  and Policy Partner role o rien ta tio n s (Table 3 ,1 1 ), Those depart

ment heads with fewer years of experience in  government and as department 

heads are  more policy ro le  o rien ted  than th e i r  o lder, more experienced 

coun terparts. This p a tte rn  i s  ind ica tive  of the t r a d i t io n a l  c lash  

between "young Turks" whose d isdain  fo r  ro le  anchors matches th e i r  

eagerness to  solve problems and the "old Guard" whose ex p ertise  comes 

with experience and whose b a tt le  wounds, su ffe red  from past policy  

clashes with the  manager or council, have become tender with age.

The explanatory power of indiv idual background c h a ra c te r is tic s
y

declines fu r th e r  upon examination of manager expectations fo r department 

head po licy  ro le s  (Table 3 .1 2 ). The only ind icato r of p ro fessional 

c red en tia ls  or experience re la tin g  to  po licy  ro le  expectations i s  years 

of nanagerial career experience. Managers with le ss  than 10 years of 

experience are less  l ik e ly  to  oppose a po licy  ro le  fo r  department heads. 

The newer manager i s  perhaps more dependent upon the ex p ertise  of h is 

department heads than i s  h is more experienced counterpart,
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TABLE 3.11
DEPARTMENT HEADS' MAIN POLICY ROLE ORIENTATIONS, BY DEPART?>ENT HEADS' 

PERSONAL, PROFESSIONAL AND IDEOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS

Department Heads' C h a rac te ris tic s
Department Heads' Department Head Experience Education Level
Policy Role 
O rien tations

5 years 
or le s s

Over 
5 years

No
College College

percent
Q= . 51,

percent
ps

percent percent

Policy Implementer 31.4 58.8 52.2 38.6
Policy P artner 63.6 41.2 47.8 61.4

100.0 (35) 100.0 (34) 100.0 (23) 100.0 (44)

Education F ie ld Appointment Type
S pecia lized -
Technical

Non-
Technical

From Outside 
C ity

From 
C ity Ranks

Policy Implementer 36.0 51.6 42.9 46.3
Policy Partner 64.0 48.4 57.1 53.7

100.0 (25) 100.0 (31) 100.0 (14) 100.0 (54)

P rio r  Government Service Years Government Service

Yes No
15 years 
or le s s

Over 15 
years

Policy Implementer 50.0 43.4
Q= .80 ,

10.0
ps

50.0

Policy P artner 50.0 56.6 90.0 50.0
100.0. (14) 100.0 (53) 100.0 (10) 100.0 ( 56)



TABLE 3.11-Continued

Department Heads’ 
Role O rien tations 
(Continued)

Department Heads’ C h a rac te ris tic s  (Continued)

Age. P artisan sh ip
50 years 
or le s s

Over 50 
years P artisan

Non-
P a rtisan

percent percent percent percent

Policy Implementer 35.1 55.2 48.1 37.5

Policy  P artner 64.9 44.8 51.9 62.5

100.0 (37) 100.0 (29) 100.0 (52) 100.0 (16)

Conservative-L iberal Ideology Government Operations
Index Index Index

Conservative L ibera l Limited A c tiv is t Active Passive

Policy Implementer 53.8 35.7 50.0 36.0 47.5 41.4

Policy P a rtn e r 46.2 64.3 50.0 64.0 52.5 58.6
100.0 (39) 100,0 (28) 100.0 (40) 100.0 (25) 100.0 (40) 100.0 (29)
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TABLE 3.12
CITY MANAGERS» EXPECTATIONS FOR DEPARTIRENT HEADS» POLICY ROLES, BY CITY MANAGERS» 

PERSONAL, PROFESSIONAL AND IDEOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS

City Managers» C h a rac te ris tic s
C ity Managers» 
Expectations of Education Level Education F ie ld Career Experience
Department Head 
Ifein Policy Role

No Bach, 
College Degree

Grad.
Degree

Prof. or 
Business Other

General 
Pub. Admin.

S pecialized
Technical

percent percent percent
Department Heads Should Be:

percent percent percent percent

Policy Implementers^ 60.0 80.0 58.8 67.6 75.0 72.7 55.6

Policy P artners 40.0 20.0 41.2 32.4 25.0 27.3 44.4

• 100.0 100.0 
(5) (20)

100.0
(17)

100.0 (34) 100.0 (8) 100.0 (33) 100.0 (9)

Government
Experience

C ity Manager 
Experience Present Tenure

15 years 16-20 
or le s s  years

Over 20 
years

10 years 
or le s s

Over 
10 years

5 years 
or le s s

Over 
5 years

Policy Implementer 76.5 53.8 75.0 56.5 72.0 62.5

Policy P artner '2 3 .5  46.2 25.0 43.5 16.7 28.0 37.5

100.0 100.0 
(17) (13)

100.0
(12)

100.0 (23) 100.0 (18) 100.0 (25) 100.0 (16)
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TABLE 3.12-Gontinued

C ity Managers* C h a rac te ris tic s  (Continued)

C ity î/anagers'
Expectations
(Continued)

Appointment Type Age P artisan sh ip
From From 

Outside C ity C ity  Ranks
21-40
Years

Over 
40 Years P artisan

Non-
P a rtis a n

percent percent percent percent percent percent
Policy Implementer 78,3 57.9 71.4 68.0 73.7 63,6

Policy P artner 21.7 42.1 28.6 32,0 26.3 36.4

100.0 (23) 100.0 (19) 100.0 (14) 100.0 (25) 100.0 (19) 100,0 (22)

C onservative-L iberal Ideology Government Operations
Index Index Index

Conservative L ibera l Limited A c tiv is t Active Passive

Policy Implementer 81,0 61.1 77.3 57.9 61,9 75.0

Policy  P artner 19.0 38.9 22.7 42,1 38.1 25,0

100.0 (21) 100.0 (18) 100,0 (22) 100,0 (19) 100,0 (21) 100,0 (20)

^Based on Policy Role A in  Table 2 ,6 ,



F in a lly , the  explanatory power of ind iv idual background 

variab les disappears upon examination of the expectations of council mem

bers (Table 3 ,13 ), As ind icated  e a r l ie r ,  municipal le g is la to rs  over

whelmingly oppose a policy  "partner" ro le  fo r  department heads, and 

v ir tu a l ly  no assoc iations can be found between policy  "advisor" ro les  

and community c h a ra c te r is tic s , A sim ila r p a tte rn  appears here. Council 

member expectations fo r  department head po licy  advisor ro les  are unre

la ted  to  a l l  o f the  council member background c h a ra c te r is tic s .

Sources of Tenure P o litick ing  A ttitudes 

Although the primary concern of th is  chapter i s  to  examine the 

impact of personal background and community c h a ra c te r is tic s  on the 

policy ro le  a t t i tu d e s  of municipal o f f ic ia ls ,  several re la tio n sh ip s 

between background fac to rs  and "politick ing" ro le  a tt i tu d e s  have been 

uncovered and are  worth noting here,

C ity Manager A ttitudes 

Community s ta tu s —as measured by proportion of vh ite  c o lla r  

workers and median fam ily income—appears to  be re la te d  to  th e  po litick in g  

ro le  a tt i tu d e s  of c ity  managers (Table 3 ,14), Managers from higher 

s ta tu s  c i t ie s  are le s s  l ik e ly  to  favor rec ru itin g  or campaigning ro les  

fo r  themselves. Managers with many years of governmental and c i ty  

manager experience tend to  accept a campaigning ro le  fo r  themselves more 

rea d ily  than do th e ir  le s s  experienced colleagues (Table 3 ,15), Exper

ienced managers are a lso  more l ik e ly  to  accept campaigning ro le s  fo r  

department heads, but not candidate recruitm ent or tenure po litick ing  

ro le s ,
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TABLE 3.13
COUNCIL MEMBERS' EXPECTATIONS FOR DEPARTMENT HEADS' POLICY ROLES, BY COUNCIL ÎŒiffiERS» 

PERSONAL, PROFESSIONAL AND IDEOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS

Council Members' C h a rac te ris tic s
Council Meirbers' 
Expectations of A^e Education Level Education F ie ld
Department Heads' 
Main Policy  Roles*

21-40 41-50 Over 50 
years years years

No
College

Some
College

P rof. or
Business Other

Department Heads 
Should Be:

percent percent percent percent percent percent percent

P olicy  Implementer 41.9  50.0 35.7 45.4 41.5 60.4 48.6

Policy Advisor 58.1 50.0 64.3 54.1 58.5 39.6 51.4

100.0 100.0 100.0 
(43) (23) (70)

100.0 (63) 100.0 (123) 100.0 (106) 100.0 (74)

Occupation
P rio r 

Community Service
Years 

Council Experience
Managerial,
Business or 
P ro fessional Other

P o l i t ic a l  
or Govt.

Other 
or none

2 years 
or le s s

3-4 Over 4 
years years

Policy Implementer ' 42.3  44.4 45.3 41.4 41.1 49.2 40.7

Policy  Advisor 57.7 55.6 54.7 58.6 58.9 50.8 59.3

100.0 (106) 100.0 (73) 100.0 (88) 100.0 (99) 100.0
(74)

100.0 100.0 
(60) (55)
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TABLE 3«13-Continued

Council Members' C h a rac te ris tic s (Continued)

Council Members' Length of Residence P artisan sh ip
Conservative-L iberal

Index
Expectations
(Continued)

10 years 11-20 Over 20 
or le ss  years years P artisan

Non-
P artisan Conservative L ibera l

percent percent percent percent percent percent percent

Policy  Implementer 52.0 47.1 39.4 42.5 46.2 39.6 49.4

Policy Advisor 48.0 52.9 60.6 57.5 53.8 60.4 50.6

100.0 100.0 100.0 
(13) (24) (43)

100.0 (146) 100.0 (41) 100.0 (97) 100.0 (82)

■ Ideology
Index

Government Operations 
Index

Reasons fo r  Running 
fo r  Council Post

Limited A c tiv is t Active Passive
Group Issue/Serv ice  

Represent. Represent.

Policy Implementer 44.0 43*8 40.8 45.7 47.1 43.1

Policy Advisor 56.0 56.3 59.2 54.3 52.9 56.9

100.0 (101) 100.0 (81) 100.0 (103) 100.0 (83) 100.0 (17) 100.0 (160)

*Based on Po licy  Role C in  Table 2 .6 .
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TABLE 3.14
CITY MANAGERS' TENURE POLITICKING ROLE ATTITUDES BY THEIR COMMUNITY

ENVIRONMENTAL CHARACTERISTICS

C ity  Managers' 
A ttitudes

Community C h a rac te ris tic s

Proportion White 
C o llar Workers

Median 
Family Income

Less 
than $0% or more

Less 
than 98000

98000 
or more

percent percent percent percent
Q = ,61 , ps

Manager as R ecruiter* 50,0 19.2 46.2 24.1
Manager as E lection  N eutral 50,0 80.8 53.8 75.9

100,0 (16) 100,0 (26) 100,0 (13) 100,0 (29) •

Q — .71;, ps
Manager as Campaigner^ 30,8 20.7 43.8 11.5
Manager as E lection  N eutral 69,2 79,3 56.3 88.5

100,0 (13) 100,0 (29) 100.0 (16) 100,0 (26)

®Based on R ecru iting  Role Statem ent, Table 2 ,11 , 

^Based on Campaigner Role Statem ent, Table 2 ,11 .



TABLE 3.15
CITY MANAGERS» TENURE POLITICKING ROLE ATTITUDES,

BY THEIR EXPERIENCE CHARACTERISTICS

City Managers' C h a rac te ris tic s

Government Experience City Llanager Experience
City îfenagers» 
A ttitudes

15 years 
or le s s

Over 
15 years

5 years Over 
or le s s  5 years

percent percent percent percent
Q a .5 9 , ps Qs .78 , ps

Manager a s  Campaigner 11.8 32.0 8 .7  44.4
Manager as E lection  N eutral 88.2 65.0 91.3 55.6

100.0 (17) 100.0 (35) 100.0 (23) 100.0 (18)

Qs .72, ps
Department Head as Campaigner^ 17.6 25.0 9 .1  38.9
Department Head as N eutral 82.4 75.0 90.9 61.1

100.0 (17) 100.0 (24) 100.0 (22) 100.0 (18)

*Based on Canpalgner Role Statem ent, Table 2 .11 .



Community s ta tu s  and governmental experience, then, appear to  

have opposite e ffe c ts  on the  p o litick in g  ro le  a tt i tu d e s  of managers.

In  higher s ta tu s  communities, p o litick in g  ro les  fo r  managers may be 

co n stric ted  by strong c itiz e n  attachments to  the  id e a l of a n o n -p o liti

ca l councilnmnic adm in istra tion , and by the a t t i tu d e  of higher s ta tu s  

res id en ts  th a t  they  are  su f f ic ie n tly  well-equipped to  se lec t th e ir  

e lected  o f f ic ia ls  without "help" from other q u a rte rs . The g rea te r 

w illingness of experienced managers, however, to  accept c e r ta in  po li

tick ing  ro les  fo r  themselves and th e i r  department heads may signa l a 

recognition th a t these  community id ea ls  o ften  do not f i t  r e a l i ty .  Ex

perience has taught them th a t  some po litick ing  by "neutral" adminis

t ra to rs  i s  in e v ita b le , possib ly  u se fu l, and perhaps even necessary.

Department Head A ttitudes 

C h arac te ris tic s  of community complexity and d iv e rs ity  (popula

tio n  density  and proportion of foreign  bom) appear to  have an inçact 

on the p o litick in g  ro le  a t t i tu d e s  of department heads (Table 3 ,16), In 

communities having higher population densities  and la rg e r proportions of 

foreign bora re s id en ts , department heads tend to  p refe r a n eu tra l ro le  

in  candidate rec ru itin g , e le c tio n  campaigning and in  tenure,support fo r 

the manager. The richness of p o l i t ic a l  l i f e  and the abundance of p o li

t i c a l  ta le n t in  these complex and so c ia lly  d iv e rs if ie d  communities may 

make i t  unnecessary and often unwise fo r  councilmanic adm inistrators to  

play p o litick in g  ro le s .

Age and p o l i t ic a l  philosophy also  appear to  a ffe c t department 

head p o litick in g  a tt i tu d e s  (Table 3 .17 ), ' Older department heads are
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TABLE 3.16
DEPARTMENT HEADS’ TENURE POLITICKING ROLE ATTITUDES,
BY THEIR COMMUNITY ENVIRONMENTAL CHARACTERISTICS

Community C h a rac te ris tic s

Population Density^ ProDortion of Foreign Bom
Department Heads' 
A ttitudes

Less than 
2250

2250
and over

Less 
than  5%

5% or 
more

percent percent percent percent
Qsr . 56, ps Qs . 41 , ps

Department Head as R ecru iter 43.8 15.0 48.0 27.9
Department Head as N eutral 56.3 85.0 52.0 72.1

100.0 C48) 100.0 (17) 100.0 (25) 100.0 (43)
Q= . 53, ps

Department Head as Campaigner . 18.7 9.5 25.0 9.3
Department Head as N eutral 8 1 .3 ............... 90.5 75.0 90.7

100.0 (48) 100.0 (21) 100.0 (24) 100.0 (33)

Qsr . 57, ps
Department Head as Manager's 

Tenure Supporter 77.1 47.6 65.4 69.8
Department Head as Tenure 

N eutral 22.9 52.4 14.6 30.2
100.0 (48) 100.0 (21) 100.0 (26) 100.0 (43)



TABLE 3.17
DEPARTMENT HEADS’ TENURE POLITICKING ROLE ATTITUDES,

BY THEIR PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS

Department Heads* C h a ra c te r is t ic s
Age Conservative -L ib e ra l Index

Department Heads' 
A ttitu d es

50 years 
o r le s s

Over 50 
years Conservative L iberal

percent percent percent percent

Manager as R ecru iter
Q= .51 ,

27.0
ps

53.3 30.8 50.0
Manager as E lection  N eutral 73.0 46.7 69.2 50.0

100.0 (37) 100.0 (30) 100.0 (39) 100.0 (28)

Department Head as Campaigner
Qa .54 ,

8.6
ps

24.1 20.5 7.7
Department Head as 

E lection  N eutral 91.4 75.9 79.5 92.3
- 100.0 (35) 100.0 (29) 100.0 (39) 100.0 (28)

Manager as Campaigner
Q= .54 ,

13.5
ps

34.5 25.6 21.4
Manager as E lection  N eutral 86.5 65.5 74.4 78-6

100.0 (37) 100.0 (29) 100.0 (39) 100.0 (28)
Department Head as Manager's 

Tenure Supporter^ 75.7 58.6
Q = .52,

59.0
ps

82.1
Department Head as Tenure 

N eutral 24.3 41.4 41.0 17.9
100.0 (37) 100.0 (29) 100.0 (39) 100.0 (28)

^Based o n  T e n u r e  S u p p o r t e r  R o le  S t a t e m e n t ,  T a b le  2 .11 .



more lik e ly  to  allow themselves and th e ir  managers to  engage in  e lec tio n  

po litick ing  than younger department heads. Age as i t  r e la te s  to  p o l i t i 

c a l awareness m y  be the c ru c ia l fac to r here . Older department heads 

may have learned over the  years th a t the makeup of the council has an 

impact on th e ir  own successes and f a i lu re s .  As a r e s u l t ,  a boost fo r  

the r ig h t candidate a t  the r ig h t time may be necessary  on occasion. 

Philosophically  l ib e r a l  department heads a re  more l ik e ly  to  allow tenure 

supporting ro le s  fo r  both themselves and managers than th e ir  conserva

tiv e  counterparts.

Council Member A ttitudes 

Although council member p o litick in g  a tt i tu d e s  do not appear to  

c lu s te r  around personal or philosophical a t t r ib u te s ,  a re la tio n sh ip  was 

uncovered fo r  community c h a ra c te r is t ic s . Population s iz e  appears to  be 

re la ted  to  e le c to ra l  p o litick in g  a tt i tu d e s  (Table 3 ,18 ), In la rg er 

c i t i e s ,  council members expected managers to  r e f ra in  from both candidate 

recruitm ent and campaign a c t iv i t ie s .  In la rg e r  c i t i e s  a more formalized 

process may p rev a il fo r  choosing candidates from an abundant pool of 

ta le n t without the  "help" of th e  manager.

Community so c ia l s ta tu s  also a f fe c ts  council members' p o li

tick ing  expectations (Table 3 ,19 ), Council members in  communities with 

la rg e r  proportions of white c o lla r  workers and high school graduates 

are more l ik e ly  to expect n eu tra l p o litick in g  behavior from department 

heads than council members in  o ther c i t i e s .  The same expectation is  

held fo r  managers in  a t  le a s t  those communities with high proportions of 

white c o lla r  workers. In higher s ta tu s  communities, however, council

153



TABLE 3.18
COUNCIL mîBERS» TENURE POLITICKING ROLE EXPECTATIONS,

BY THEIR COmiUNITY'S SIZE

Community C h a rac te ris tic s

Population Size

Council Members' Expectations
25,000 to  
49.999

50,000 
and over

Manager a s  R ecru ite r

percent
Qs . 39, ps

32.0

percent

17.0

Manager as E lection  N eutral 68.0 83.0

100.0 (100) 100.0 (88)

Manager as Campaigner
Qs .46 , ps

19.0 8.0

Manager as E lec tion  N eutral 81.0 92.0

100.0 (100) 100.0 (88)



TABL3 3.19
COUNCIL mæERS» TENURE POLITICKING ROLE EXPECTATIONS,

BY THEIR COMMUNITY'S SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS

COMMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS
Proportion of 

White C ollar Workers
Proportion of 

College Graduates
Proportion of 

High School Graduates
Council Members' 
Exoectations

Less 50% or 
than 50% more

Less 15% or 
than 15% more

Less 
than 50%

50% or 
more

percent percent 
Q= .49, ps

percent percent percent percent

Manager as Campaigner 22.7 9.0 14.6 12.2 14.0 12.3
Manager as N eutral 77.3 91.0 85.4 87.8 86.0 87.7

100.0 (66) 100.0 (122) 100.0 (97) 100.0 (82) 100.0 (101) 100.0 (81)

Department Head
Qsr . 36,  ps Qe . 46, ps Q = .38 , ps

as Campaigner 
Department Head

26.2  14.0 22.1 9.3 28.9 14.9

as N eutral 73.8 86.0 77.9 90.7 71.1 85.1
100.0 (65) 100.0 (121) 100.0 (132) 100.0 (54) 100.0 (45) 100.0 (141)

Department Head as 
Manager's Tenure

Q . 36, ps Q .38 , ps

Supporter 
Department Head as

56.3 73.3 63.6 77.4 61.2 77.9

Tenure N eutral 43.8 26.7 36.6 22.6 38.8 22.1
100,0 (64) 100,0 (120) 100.0 (131) 100.0 (53) 100,0 (116) 100.0 (68)

\J%



members a re  a lso  more w illing  to  to le ra te  department head support fo r  

the manager's tenure than in  lower s ta tu s  communities. As previously  

suggested, a more soph istica ted  c itiz e n ry  may hold to  the  n o n -p o litic a l 

adm in istra to r id e a l while recognizing the ex istence  of and perhaps the 

need fo r  p o l i t ic a l  support building within the municipal bureaucracy.

Summary Note

îteny of the  policy  ro le  o rien ta tions and expectations uncovered 

here a re  of su ff ic ie n t streng th  to  cut across any d ifferences in  back

ground v a ria b le s . Then too , the impact of background v a riab les  on policy 

a tt i tu d e s  may be too in d ire c t to  have much explanatory power. Other 

fac to rs  may intervene th a t have fa r  g rea ter a b i l i ty  to  explain why muni

c ipa l o f f ic ia ls  th ink  as they do. These intervening v a riab le s  may 

include the in te n s ity  o f the  a c to r 's  fee lings toward sp e c if ic  po licy  

issu e s , h is  assessment of the competence of fellow  o f f ic ia ls  o r h is  

immediate superio rs, or whether or not he looks to  h is immediate commu

n ity  or to  a wider and often  national p ro fessional community fo r  approval 

and s u p p o r t . O n e  such fac to r may be the degree of community group 

pressure brought to  bear on and perceived by the ac to r. The pred isposi

tions of the municipal o f f ic ia l  to  accept or re je c t  such pressure (the  

subject of the following chapter) m y be an intervening fa c to r  of 

extreme importance.
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CHAPTER IV

ATTITUDES TOWARD POLICY ROLES FOR COMMUNITY GROUPS

The primary purpose of an in te re s t  group in  the American 

p o l i t ic a l  process is  to  influence the shape of public po licy . P lu ra lis t  

and E l i t i s t  th e o r is ts  o f democracy have been debating a v a rie ty  of 

issues regarding in te re s t  or "pressure" groups: the degree to  which

group influence is  c landestine or above-board, dependent on popular 

rep resen ta tion  or on s ta tu s  and economic power, and consisting  of domi

nation of the po licy  process or a much m ilder advisory involvement in  

the po licy  arena. The purpose of th is  chap ter, however, i s  not to  

examine how in te re s t  groups become involved in  the  policy process and 

a ffe c t the  substance of po licy . Rather, the concern here i s  with the 

views of o f f ic ia l  ac to rs  in  council-raanager government of the  po licy

making influence of community groups and the exten t to  which such groups 

are perceived as leg itim ate  policy-making partners in  the gôverning 

process.

The Policy  Advising Role of Community Groups 

I f  we presume th a t  ac to rs  share ro le s  and th a t  community groups 

as " s ig n if ic a n t others" have an impact on how those ro les  are shared,
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then conamunity groups themselves become acto rs in  the  po licy  system.

They become the th ird  side  of a le g is la tiv e -a d m in is tra tiv e  po licy  formu

la t in g  tr ia n g le . The c ru c ia l elements determining the  "shape" of th a t 

t r ia n g le  are the  angles or links between th e  th ree  s id e s . In th e  con

te x t of th e  ro le  model, these lin k s  are ro le  re la tio n s  among le g is la tiv e , 

adm in istra tive , and in te res t-g roup  a c to rs . As Betty Z isk po in ts ou t, 

we can examine the  links between o f f ic ia l  actors and in te re s t  groups 

from e ith e r  the  perspective of the  a c t iv i t ie s  of in te re s t  groups or from 

the  perspective of the o f f ic ia l  ac to rs  in  the  po licy  system . This 

chapter employs th e  second approach. I t  examines the p red ispositions 

(o rien ta tio n s and expectations) o f o f f ic ia l  c ity  ac to rs  (council mem

b ers , c i ty  Managers, and department heads) toward th e  legitim acy of 

policy-shaping re la tio n sh ip s  between themselves and community groups.

Ju st as th e  policy-process ro les  played by o f f ic ia l  ac to rs  are 

linked to  ro le  anchors, so too are the re la tio n s  between these  ac to rs  

and community groups. As a reform model, council-manager government was 

designed in  part to  c u r ta i l  the "corrupting" influence of p riv a te  

in te re s ts  in  the operation of c i ty  government. The ro le  anchors of 

council-manager government attem pted to  s tru c tu re  in te re s t  group in -
i

fluences out of the  adm inistration  of c ity  government and l im it  the  

policy a c t iv i t ie s  of groups to  th a t  of giving advice in  the open public 

forum. Proponents of the  manager plan hoped th a t "p o litick in g "  could 

be taken out of the e lec tion  process by steering  candidate recru itm ent, 

campaigning and policy  promotion away from the  clutches o f p a rty  and 

p riv ileg e  and toward ra tio n a l co n tro l by the public and i t s  pub lic - 

s p ir i te d  leaders . As diagrammed in  Figure 4 ,1 , t r a d i t io n a l  councilnanic
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FIGURE 4.1
THE TRADITIONAL MODEL OF POLICY PROCESS ROLES FOR NON-OFFICIAL COMMUNITY GROUP ACTORS

IN  COUNCIL-MANAGER GOVERNMENT

Policy 

Process Category

Functional 

Policy Roles

E x tra -S tru c tu ra l

Actors

S tru c tu ra l

Actors

P o litick in g

Policy Making

Administering

■Campaigning 

R ecruiting 

^Promoting 

■Shaping 

•Advising' 

■Translating 

■Implementing

Community Groups'

'M aintaining

•Council Members

C ity  Managers

Department Heads

NOTE; Role Anchors



ro le  anchors allow fo r  only one ro le  fo r  in te re s t  groups—expressing

opinion and giving advice in public sessions of the council. Today,

however, increasing recognition  has been given to  the  r e a l i ty  of
2

in te re s t  group p a rtic ip a tio n  in  many phases of po licy  making. The 

degree of p a rtic ip a tio n  i s  to  be measured on a case by case b a s is .

The task  of th is  chapter i s  to examine th e  degree of p o litic k in g , 

policy determ ination, and adm in istrative involvement of community groups 

perceived as leg itim ate  by o f f ic ia l  actors in  councilmanic government.

The w illingness of o f f ic ia l  a c to rs  to  hear the  views of community groups 

before making fo rm l po licy  proposals co n s titu te s  a mild degree of (or 

a t  le a s t  a prelude to ) leg itim ate  policy  a c t iv i ty  by community groups,

A stronger degree of involvement would be represented by the w illingness 

of ac to rs  to  e s tab lish  frequent contact and close working re la tio n s  w ith 

groups in the community. The appeal of actors fo r  the support of com

munity groups in  backing council po lic ies represents a s t i l l  stronger 

degree of to le ra te d  involvement. The w illingness of o f f ic ia l  ac to rs  

to  allow the views of community groups to  help influence n a tte rs  of 

policy  implementation re f le c ts  an even deeper penetra tion  of group 

influence in to  the policy  process. F in a lly , th e  p ro c liv ity  of ac to rs
i

to  en ter in to  policy re la tio n s  w ith community groups in  the face of 

opposition by the nanager or the  council c o n s titu te s  the u ltim ate in  

group policy  influence. The a c to r who chooses "group" over "peer," 

perhaps to  bu ild  an independent base of policy  support, becomes c lo se ly  

a l l ie d  with in te re s t  group p o litick in g . Such an a ll ia n c e  is  generally  

frowned on (a t le a s t  form ally) in  the municipal p o l i t ic a l  arena. The 

general hypothesis to be te s te d  here, however, i s  th a t  o f f ic ia l  ac to rs
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in  council-manager government are  w illing  to  openly allow ac tiv e  com

munity group p a rtic ip a tio n  in  po licy  shaping, advising, promoting, tran s

la t in g , and implementation.

The c u ltiv a tio n  of community group support by council-manager 

o f f ic ia ls  is  a lso  of concern here . In Chapter I I ,  po litick ing  was con

ceived of as including campaigning, re c ru itin g , and policy  promotion.

For purposes of analysis here, c u ltiv a tin g  group support fo r  policy 

reasons (with or without council or managerial backing) w ill be consi

dered a form of policy p o litic k in g . Seeking the support of community 

groups fo r the  p ro tec tion  of one’s own job or the  jobs of other ac to rs , 

however, w ill  be c la s s if ie d  as forms of tenure  p o litick in g . I t  i s  

accepted p rac tice  fo r  council candidates to  c u ltiv a te  some type of com

munity and/or group support, e ith e r  fo r p o lic ie s  not cu rren tly  favored 

by council or pub lic , or fo r  an e le c to ra l bout with a challenger. Tenure 

p o litick in g  w ithin the  in te re s t  group arena by municipal adm in istra to rs, 

however, is  generally  a t  odds with t ra d i t io n a l  council-manager ro le  

anchors. The hypothesis here i s  th a t o f f ic ia l  acto rs are  not w illing  to  

leg itim ize  re la tio n s  between c i ty  managers or department heads and com

munity groups th a t give these adm in istrators a base of p o l i t ic a l  support 

(whether fo r policy  o r tenure reasons) independent of th e  council. In 

sh o rt, we wish to  determine i f  the c u ltiv a tio n  of "c lien te le "  support

is  too fa r  removed from tra d i t io n a l  manager plan ro le  anchors to  be 
3

to le ra te d .

163



Policy and P o litick ing  Role Conceptions

Policy Roles fo r  Conummity Groups 

Council Members and Community Groups. The evidence presented 

in  th is  chapter c le a r ly  poin ts to  a se rie s  of active  policy  re la tio n 

ships between o f f ic ia l  ac to rs  in  council-manager government and com

munity groups» In f a c t ,  the  dominant p a tte rn  of p red ispositions i s  one 

in  which a l l  th ree  se ts  of ta rg e t ac to rs fe e l  they and th e ir  o f f ic ia l  

a l te r s  must bring community groups in to  some kind of working policy 

partnersh ip . This s itu a tio n  p rev a ils  regard less of the  s tru c tu ra l  

positions in  which th e  ac to rs f in d  th e ir  ro le s  anchored in  the council- 

manager system.

Strong agreement e x is ts  among the  ta rg e t a c to rs  th a t council 

members should have ac tiv e  policy  re la tio n s  with community groups. As 

ind icated  in  Table 4 .1 , th e  respondents su b s ta n tia lly  agree th a t council 

members should develop close working re la tio n s  w ith community groups, 

consider the  views of groups on both substantive and implementative 

po licy  m atters, and appeal fo r  group support of council-backed p o lic ie s . 

Council members, however, p lace a lim it on th e i r  group policy re la tio n s . 

This l im it  concerns the choice a council member must make between h is  

re la tio n s  with community groups and rapport with other members of the 

council. Council members, managers, and department heads are f a r  le ss  

w illing  to  hear po licy  suggestions from groups or appeal fo r group 

support of th e i r  own proposals when these suggestions a re  opposed by 

the m ajority of the  council. And, council members are expected to  

advocate p o lic ies  even in  the face of s t i f f  opposition from powerful 

groups in  the community.
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TABLE 4.1
COUNCIL MEMBJRS» POLICY RELATIONS WITH COMMUNITY GROUPS; ORIENTATIONS AND EXPECTATIONS 

OF COUNCIL MEXffiERS, CITY MANAGERS, AND DEPARTMENT HEADS

vn

Community 
Groups a s:

Council
Members

C ity
Managers

Department
Heads

Percent 
_ Agree (D ifference)^

Percent
Agree (D ifference)^

Percent
Agree

(N= 189} (N=. 42} (N = 69)
Working Partners

R elation  A 99.5 (0.5) 100.0 (3 .8) 95.7
R elation  B 93.7 (1.5) 95.2 (0.5) 94.2

Policy Advisors

R elation  C 96.8 (3.9) 92.9 (0.3) 97.1
R elation D 96.3^ (1.1) 95.2^ (0.8) 97.1.
R ela tion  E 43. 9b (1.0) 42 . 9b (2.5) 46 .4b
R elation  F 85.7 — — 85.7 (4.5) 81.2

Policy  Supporters

R elation G 96.8 (3.2) 100.0 (1.1) 95.7
R elation  H 45.0 (5.0) 50.0 (5 .7) 50.7

NOTE: The questionnaire  statem ents f o r  each of th e  po licy  ro le s  are  as fo llow s:



TABLE 4.1-Contlnued

Community Groups as Working P artners; A ttitu d in a l Statements

R elation  A: A council member should make i t  easy fo r  community groups to  contact him.
R elation  B: A council member should e s ta b lish  good working re la tio n s  w ith  rep re sen ta tiv e s

of community groups.

Community Groups a s  Po licy  Advisors: A ttitu d in a l Statements

R ela tion  C: A council member should take  th e  views o f community groups in to  account
before proposing p o lic ie s  to  th e  council.

R elation D; The views of community groups should be taken in to  account when the council 
i s  considering how to  implement po licy .

R elation  E; A council member should r e s i s t  po licy  suggestions from groups when they 
d isagree with po licy  decisions a lready  made by the  council. 

i_j R elation  F: A council member should advocate p o lic ie s  even when th ey  draw opposition from
im portant groups in  th e  community.

Community Groups as Po licy  Supporters: A ttitu d in a l Statements

R elation G: A council member should appeal to  community groups f o r  support of po licy
proposals backed by th e  council.

R ela tion  H; A council member should appeal to  community groups f o r  support of h is  policy  
proposals when they  a re  opposed by a m ajority  o f th e  council.

^D ifference compared to  department head percentages.

^Negatively worded statem ent opposing group co n tac t.



Vi/hile few council member respondents can re a lly  be typed as 

an tagonists toward community groups playing policy  ro les  in  municipal 

p o l i t i c s ,  some council members apparently see no lim it to  t h e i r  policy  

re la tio n s  with such groups. Those council members w illing  to  consider 

group-generated policy  suggestions even in  the face of m ajority  council 

opposition (Table 4 .1 , Relation E) we w ill c la s s ify  as P lu ra lis te ,  and 

those who would r e s i s t  group recommendations under these  circumstances 

as C onsensualists, The terra "consensualist" i s  chosen to  describe those 

council members fo r  whom council s o lid a r ity  becomes more important a t  

some phase of th e  decision-making process than hearing recommendations 

from community groups th a t a re  contrary  to  the council b ia s . In these 

term s, the council member who opts fo r ignoring group viewpoints th a t 

a re  con trary  to  the  council's  decisions (made in  e ith e r  the  d is tan t or 

immediate past) fe e ls  th a t consensus on the council (and perhaps even 

unanimity) i s  of a higher p r io r i ty .  The P lu ra lis t  believes in  the 

reverse of th e  Consensualist a tt i tu d e —th a t hearing community groups i s  

more important than council so lid a r i ty  on past or present decisions.

As ind icated  in  Table 4 .1 , approximately 44 percent of the council 

member respondents can be c la s s if ie d  as Consensualists. Most Consensu

a l i s t s ,  furtherm ore, re je c t the notion th a t council members'should 

c u ltiv a te  group support fo r proposals opposed by the council m ajority  

(Table 4 .2 ) . There are  a lso  re la tio n sh ip s between the o rien ta tio n s of 

council members toward the lim it on th e ir  po licy  re la tio n s  with commu

n ity  groups and th e ir  expectations of such a l im it  fo r managers and 

department heads. The data exhibited in  Table 4 .2  ind ica te  th a t such a 

re la tio n sh ip  e x is ts  fo r  expectations of managerial o rien ta tio n s but not
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s

TABLE 4 .2

COUNCIL MMBERS» ATTITUDES TOT.ARD CULTIVATING GROUP POLICY SUPPORT, 
BY COUNCIL MEMBER ORIENTATIONS TOWARD THEIR OVJN GROUP

POLICY RELATIONS

Council Members’ 
O rien tations Toward

Council Members’ O rien tations Toward 
Policy  R elations w ith  Groups^

C ultiva ting  Group 
Support” Consensual P lu r a l is t

percent
Q= .48 , ps®

percent

Don’t  C u ltiva te  Support 
C u ltiva te  Support

67.4 •
32.1

42.6
57.4

100.0 (81)d 100.0 (101)
Council Members’ 
Expectations th a t  C ity 
Managers Should Be:®

Consensual
P lu ra lis t

79.5
20.5

Q= .56 , ps
52.4
47-6

100.0 (83) 100.0 (103)
Council Members’
Expectations th a t  ^ 
Department Heads Should Be:

Consensual
P lu ra l is t

69.5
30.5

ns8
61.2
38.8

100.0 (82) 100.0 (103)



TABLE 4 .2 - G o n t in u e d

S

®Based on Group R elation  Role E in  Table 4*1.

^Based on Group R elation  Role H in  Table 4 .1 .

°See Chapter 1 fo r  an explanation of Q. p sa  s t a t i s t i c a l l y
s ig n if ic a n t.

*%uraber of cases.

®Based on Group R elation  Role E in  Table 4*3* 

f Based on Group R elation  Role D in  Table 4*5* 

% 8 5 not s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ig n if ic a n t .



fo r  the  o rien ta tio n s  of department heads, Consensualist council mem

bers expect nanagers to  adopt sim ilar o rien ta tio n s toward th e i r  commu

n ity  group ro le  re la tio n sh ip s . The data do not support the same expec

ta tio n s  fo r  department heads, possibly  because council members do not 

see th e i r  a c t iv i t ie s  as bearing d ire c tly  on th e  process of decision

making in  the council.

City lianagers and Community Groups, The tra d i tio n a l  ro le  

anchors fo r c i ty  managers in  council-manager government c a l l  fo r  l i t t l e  

or no contact between the manager and community groups. However, the  

ro le  anchors must be modified i f  the evidence gathered here i s  ind ica tive  

of the a tt i tu d e  held  by ta rg e t ac to rs  toward the  manager's po licy  

re la tio n s  with groups. I t  i s  obvious that a l l  th ree  s e ts  of ac to rs  see 

as leg itim ate  the building of frequent contact and close working re la 

tions between the manager and community groups (Table 4 ,3 ) . Likewise, 

nanagers are expected to  consider group views before proposing p o lic ies  

to  the council, and they are expected to  help th e  council to  c u ltiv a te  

group support fo r council-backed p o lic ie s . There are  l im its ,  however, 

to  the manager's re la tio n s  with community groups. The manager i s  ex

pected to  present even those p o lic ies  th a t draw f i r e  from in f lu e n tia l  

groups ; although th e  s l ig h t ly  lower proportion of council mefebers ex

pecting th is  behavior may ind ica te  a desire on th e i r  p a rt to  be the 

primary " f la k  catchers" in  municipal p o l i t ic s .  Analysis also  reveals 

th a t manager-group re la tio n s  which th rea ten  to  come between the  manager 

and the council c re a te  uncerta in ty  in  the a tt i tu d e s  of the respondents. 

While a m ajority  of a l l  th ree  se ts  of actors agree th a t the manager 

should consider group views when implementing council decisions (Table
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TABLE 4.3
CITY MANAGERS» POLICY RELATIONS WITH COMMUNITY GROUPS: ORIENTATIONS AND EXPECTATIONS

OF CITY MANAGHiS, COUNCIL MEKffiERS, AND DEPARTMENT HEADS

g

City 
Mana ̂ ers

Council
Members

Department
Heads

Community 
Groups as:

Percent
Agree (D ifference)*

Percent
Agree (D ifference)*

Percent
Agree

(N=42) (N=189) (N= 69)
Working Partners

R elation  A 100.0 (2.6) 97.4 100.0
R elation B 95.2 (6 .8) 88.4 (0.5) 95.7

Policy Advisors

R elation  C 92.9 (0 .3) 92.6 (5.7) 98.6
R elation D 61.9. (1.6) 63.5, (4 .8) 66.7,
R elation E 47.6% (17.0) 64.6b (6.0) 53.6b
R elation F 78.6b (10.9) 67. 7b (2.6) 81.2b

Policy  Supporters

R elation G 85.7 85.7 (0.2) 85.5
R elation  H 7 .1 (3.9) 3 .2 (5.9) 13.0

NOTE) The questlonqalra  statem ents fo r  each o f the  p o licy  ro le s  a re  as follow s:



TABLE 4 .3 - C o n t in u e d

Community Groups as Working Partners

R elation  A; A c i ty  manager should make i t  easy fo r  community groups to  con tact him.
R elation B: A c i ty  nnnager should e s ta b lish  c lo se  working re la tio n s  w ith  rep re se n ta tiv e s

of community groups.

Community Groups as Policy  Advisors

R elation  C: A c i ty  manager should take th e  views of community groups in to  account before
proposing p o lic ie s  to  the council.

R elation  D; A c i ty  manager should take  the views of community groups in to  account when 
implementing council decisions.

R elation E: A c ity  manager should r e s i s t  po licy  suggestions from community groups when
they disagree vdth h is  c o u n c il 's  p o lic ie s .

R elation  F; A c i ty  manager should advocate p o lic ie s  even when they draw h o s t i l i t y  from 
M important groups in  the  community.

Community Groups as Policy  Supporters

R elation  G: A c i ty  manager should appeal to  community groups fo r  support of po licy
proposals backed by th e  council.

R elation H: A c i ty  manager should appeal to  community groups fo r  support of h is  po licy
proposals when those proposals are  opposed by the council,

^D ifference compared w ith department head percentages,

N e g a tiv e ly  worded statem ents opposing group co n ta c t.



4 .3 , Relation D), a sizeab le  m inority (a range of 33.3 to  38.1 percent) 

do no t. I f  community groups can possibly nego tia te  a change in  po licy  

when the manager i s  tra n s la tin g  or implementing po licy , the  co u n c il’ s 

dominance in  po licy  making nay be seen as th rea tened .

A p o ten tia l c o n flic t between the manager and h is a l t e r s  a lso  

appears in  regard to  re la tio n s  with community groups th a t go aga in st th e  

c o u n c il's  policy wishes. A bare m ajority  of department heads, and 

nearly  tw o-thirds of the council members, f e e l  th a t  the manager should 

r e s i s t  group policy  suggestions under those circum stances. Yet a  

m ajority  of managers do not fe e l they must "tune out" group po licy  

suggestions th a t d i f f e r  with council p o lic ie s . The manager, a s  the  

c o u n c il's  ch ie f source of policy a lte rn a tiv e s  may wish to  ga ther a l l  

possible a lte rn a tiv e s  whether they are re lev an t to  the  moment or n o t. 

Managers agree with a l t e r s ,  however, th a t they  should not appeal fo r  

group support of th e i r  own po lic ies when those p o lic ie s  are opposed by 

the council (Relation H). I t  appears th a t su b s ta n tia l agreement e x is ts  

among the ta rg e t actors fo r  (1) an ac tive  working re la tio n sh ip  between 

manager and community groups, and (2) a d e fin ite  l im it  on th a t  r e la tio n 

ship when i t  begins to  in te rfe re  with the c o u n c il 's  predominance as 

policy maker. U ncertainty appears in  the middle, however, in  regard  to  

the extent of the manager-group policy  re la tio n s . Should i t  extend to  

po licy  positions opposed by the council, or to  m atters of po licy  imple

mentation? The answers a re  not c le a r .

As was tru e  fo r council member respondents, c ity  managers may 

be typed according to  th e i r  w illingness to  accept l im its  to  t h e i r  

policy  re la tio n s  with community groups. Using the  reasoning previously

173



estab lished  fo r  c la ss ify in g  council members, we can c la s s ify  c i ty  

managers as e ith e r  Consensualists or P lu ra lis te , The Consensualist 

manager, l ik e  h is council member counterpart, decides a t  some point in  

the decision-making process th a t  consensus on the  council has become 

more important than hearing group views th a t go against the council’s 

bias or decisions (Table 4 ,3 , R elation E), He w il l  re f ra in  from in te r 

jec tin g  outside opinions or recommendations th a t  may divide the  council. 

The P lu ra l is t ,  of course, values the continued expression of community 

group in te re s ts  more highly than council s o l id a r i ty . Approximately 43 

percent of the  c i ty  managers adopted the Consensualist perspective 

(Table 4 ,3 ) , and th e re  i s  a strong re la tio n sh ip  between the manager's 

perspective and h is  expectations th a t department heads should adopt the 

same perspective (Table 4 .4 ) .

Department Heads and Community Groups, The p red ispositions of 

the th ree  se ts  of respondents in  th is  study point to  a re je c tio n  of the 

tra d i t io n a l  presumption th a t the  ro les  of l in e  department heads should 

be anchored in  iso la tio n  from community p o l i t ic s .  I t  i s  c lea r th a t 

department heads a re  expected to  nake adm inistrative recommendations 

deemed necessary regard less of the  le v e l of h o s t i l i ty  to  those sugges

tio n s  by community groups (Table 4 ,5 , R elation E ), The department head 

is  expected to be an a p o li t ic a l  p ro fessional ab le  to  withstand the heat 

of p o l i t i c a l  p ressu re . Yet, th e re  i s  also  common and su b s ta n tia l agree

ment th a t department heads a re  to  develop ac tive  policy  re la tio n s  ivith 

community groups through frequent contact and consideration of group 

views when i t ’s time to  m ke recommendations to  the  c i ty  mnager 

(Relations A and B), I f  the  bulk of the  department head 's recommendations
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TABLE 4.4
CITY managers* orientations toward groups as policy IMPLEMENTING ADVISORS, 

AND THE MANAGERS' EXPECTATIONS OF DEPARTMENT HEAD POLICY RELATIONS 
WITH (SOUPS, BY THE MANAGERS*-ORIENTATIONS TOWARD THEIR 

OM GROUP POLICY RELATIONS

-s3vn

City Managers* 
O rien tations Toward

City Managers* O rien ta tions Toward 
Policy R elations with Groups^

Policy Implementing 
R elations with Groups^

Policy
Consensual

Policy
P lu ra l is t

Implementation P lu r a l i s t  
Implementation Consensualist

percent , ns 
68.4 
31.6

percent
59.1
40.9

100.0 (19) 100.0 (22)

C ity  Managers* Expectations 
th a t  Department Heads 
Should Be;°

Policy Consensual 
Policy  P lu ra l is t

Q = . 57 » ps
64.7
35.3

33.3
66.7

100.0 (17) 100.0 (21)
C ity Managers* Expectations 
th a t  Department Heads 
Should Be;d

Implementation P lu ra l is t  
Implementation Consensualist

ns
72.2
27.8

68.2
31.8

100.0 (18) 100.0 (22)



TABLE 4 » 4 -C o n tin u e d

^ C la ss if ic a tio n  based on Group Policy R ela tion  Statement E of 
Table 4 .3 .

^Based on Group Policy R elation  D of Table 4 .3 .

^Based on Group Policy R elation  D of Table 4 .5 .

^Based on Group Po licy  R ela tion  B in  Table 4 .5 .



TABLE 4 .5

DEPARTMENT HEADS* POLICY RELATIONS %ITH COIZMUNITY GROUPS; ORIENTATIONS AND EXPECTATIONS 
OF DEPARTMENT HEADS, CITY Î4ANAGERS, AND COUNCIL MEMBERS

Department
Heads

City
Managers

Council
Members

Community 
Groups as:

Percent 
Agree . . (D ifference)^

Percent
Agree (D ifference)^

Percent
Agree

(N=69; (N = 42) (N = 189)
Working P artners

R elation  A 97.1 (6.6) 90.5 (10.9) 86.2
R elation  B 85.5 (18.8) 66.7 (15.7) 69.8

Policy Advisors

R elation  C 89.9^ (4.2) 85.7^ (9.5) 80.4r
R elation  D 7 l.0 b (28.1) 42. 9b (6.4) 64. 6b
R elation E 82.6b (3.1) 85. 7b (1.1) 81. 5b

Policy Supporters
R elation F 13.0 (13.0) (56.8) 69.8

NOTE; The questionnaire  statem ents fo r  each of the  policy  ro les  a re  as follow s:



TABLS 4 > 5 -C o n tin u e d

Community Groups as Working P artners

R elation  A; A department head should make i t  easy fo r  community groups to  con tac t him.
R elation B: A department head should e s ta b lis h  close working re la tio n s  with rep re sen ta tiv e s  

of community groups.

Community Groups as Policy Advisors

R elation  C; A department head should take the  views of community groups in to  account 
before making recommendations to  th e  c i ty  manager.

R elation  D: A department head should r e s i s t  recommendations from community groups when
they  have not been approved by the manager or council.

R ela tion  E; A department head should make adm in istra tive  recommendations even when they 
draw h o s t i l i ty  from important groups in  the  community.

^  Community Groups as Policy  Supporters

R ela tion  F: A department head should appeal to  community groups fo r  support o f h is
recommendations when those recommendations are  opposed by the council or 
the c i ty  manager.

^D ifference compared w ith department head percentages.

N e g a tiv e ly  worded statem ents opposing group co n tac t.



are  concerned w ith n a tte rs  of implementation ra th e r  than general po licy , 

then the  department head is  c le a rly  not in su la ted  from e ith e r  substan

tiv e  or implementative po licy  contact with community groups.

U ncertainty and disagreement begin to  appear, however, when 

department head-community group po licy  re la tio n s  a re  pinpointed a b i t  

more p rec ise ly . For example, large m ajo ritie s  of a l l  th ree  se ts  of 

respondents agree th a t department heads should work c lo se ly  with com

munity groups (Relation B ). T'.vo-thirds of th e  council members, however, 

want department heads to  r e s i s t  recommendations from, community groups (D) 

th a t have not been approved by the  manager or the co u n cil. One possib le  

explanation fo r th is  apparent con trad ic tion  i s  th a t council members are  

w illing  to  to le ra te  close department head-community group re la tio n s  only 

as long as those re la tio n s  follow p re -se t council g u id e lin es . Yet, 

council members appear q u ite  w illing  to  allow department heads to  es

ta b lish  independent bases of group support fo r  t h e i r  p o licy  proposals 

(R elation F). Although th is  con trad ic tion  nay seem to  defy explanation, 

i t  i s  possib le  th a t council members do not view th is  form of support 

c u ltiv a tio n  as a th re a t to  t h e i r  con tro l over policy  making. Concerned 

prim arily  with implementing po licy , the department head serves as a 

lin k  between council po licy  making and c it iz e n  feedback. The council 

member may come to  expect support build ing between department heads and 

community groups as a means by which th e  impact of p o licy  may be assessed . 

Council members may recognize the importance of such assessment to  th e i r  

a b i l i ty  to  modify po licy  in  the l ig h t  of changing community circum stances, 

e sp ec ia lly  i f  the po licy  in  question i s  h ighly  c o n tro v e rs ia l.
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The conjecture made in  Chapter I I  th a t c i ty  managers may fea r 

council-department head policy  re la tio n s  because they might usurp h is  

ro le  as t ra n s la to r  of policy  appears not to  hold tru e  fo r  policy  re la 

tions between community groups and department heads. Two-thirds of the 

managers agree th a t department heads should work c lo se ly  with community 

groups (Table 4 .5 , Relation B), and a m ajority  (57»1 percent) do not 

f e e l  i t  necessary fo r  department heads to  r e s i s t  group policy  suggestions 

not meeting with the manager's approval. Apparently, c i ty  managers do 

not regard policy  re la tio n s  between th e i r  subordinates and community 

groups as a th rea t to  th e i r  own leadersh ip  in  the  adm in istra tion  of 

municipal government. Managers, however, a re  unanimous in  th e i r  oppo

s it io n  to  allowing department heads to  e s ta b lish  independent bases of 

policy support among community groups (Relation F ) , The explanation 

probably l ie s  in the degree of involvement. For the department head 

simply to  hear the views of community groups without f i r s t  obtaining the  

approval of the council o r the  manager i s  one th in g . A ctively lin in g  

up group support as a prelude to  doing b a tt le  with th e  manager over

policy  differences is  qu ite  another m atter. Managers may wish to  draw 

the lin e  of policy  re la tio n s  between department head and community; 

group somewhere between l is te n in g  to  group recommendations and th e  out^- 

r ig h t cu ltiv a tio n  of group support.

The department head o rien ta tio n s i l lu s t r a te d  in  Table 4 .5  ind£-^ 

cate  a view of th e ir  policy  re la tio n s  with community groups th a t  1» 

even more r e s t r ic t iv e  than th a t  taken by c i ty  managers. The l in »  

cu tting  o ff department heads from group contact i s  drawn a t  the  pointk 

of considering group po licy  recommendations not approved by the manager^
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or the council (Relation D), There appears to  be, however, a difference 

of opinion between police and f i r e  ch iefs as to  how firm ly th a t l in e  

should be drawn. F ire ch iefs are  fa r  more l ik e ly  than police  chiefs to  

draw the l in e  firm ly , and a m ajority of them are  w illing  to  do so for 

c i ty  managers and even council members as w ell as fo r  themselves (Table 

4 .6 ) , Police c h ie fs , given the  more p o litic iz e d  nature of th e i r  ro le  as 

discussed in  Chapter I I ,  a re  fa r  more l ik e ly  to  draw the lin e  f lex ib ly  

fo r  themselves and even more f le x ib ly  fo r  both managers or council 

members.

By borrowing the  typology developed in  th is  chapter fo r  both 

council members and c ity  managers, we can c la ss ify  department heads as 

e ith e r  Consensualists or P lu ra lis ts .  As i l lu s t r a te d  in  Table 4*5 

(Relation D), 71 percent of the department head respondents can be 

c la s s if ie d  as Consensualists, P lu ra lis t department heads may be those 

whose desire  to  consider the views of community groups outweighs th e ir  

wish not to  upset the policy-making partnership  between manager and 

council. The Consensualists, however, adhere much more closely  to the 

t ra d i tio n a l  role anchors fo r l in e  department heads. The Consensualists* 

p r io r ity  may r e f le c t  le s s  concern fo r pro tecting  concensus p o lit ic s  on 

the  council and more concern fo r maintaining h is  ro le  as an a p o li t ic a l  

p ro fessional. For them, policy  m atters are best l e f t  to  the  council, 

and the implementation of po licy  is  not to  be ta in te d  by the influence 

of community groups. Evidence fo r th is  a tt i tu d e  i s  presented in  Table 

4 .7 . Consensualist department heads wish th a t  the  c ity  manager a lso  

be Consensualist.
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TABI.JS 4.6
POLICY RELATIONS VJITH COMMUNITY (SOUPS: ORIENTATIONS

OF- POLICE AÎ D FIRE CHIEFS

O rien ta tions and Expectations^

Policy  R elations 
w ith Community 
Groups by:

Police Chiefs 
Percent 
Agree (D ifference)

F ire  Chiefs 
Percent 

Agree
(N=32) (N = 37)

Council Members 34.2 (23.9) 58.3

C ity  Managers 43.8 (18.4) 62.2

Department Heads 56.3 (27.5) 83.8

^Based upon the  statem ent: "A council member (manager) (department
head) should r e s i s t  recommendations from community groups when they have not 
been approved by the  manager or th e  council."



TABLS 4.7
DEPARBÎEMT HEADS* EXPECTATIONS OF CITY MANAGERS* ORIENTATIONS 

TOWARD GROUP POLICY RELATIONS LIMITS, BY DEPARTMENT HEADS' 
ORIENTATIONS TOWARD GROUP POLICY RELATIONS LIMCTS

Department Heads* 
Expectations of C ity 
Manager O rien tations

Department Heads* O rien tations

Consensual P lu ra lis t
Percent Percent

Q a .5 5 , ps
Consensual 63.3 30.0

P lu ra lis t 36.7 70.0

100.0 (49) 100.0 (20)



Tenure P o litick in g  and Group Support

As demonstrated in  th is  chapter, th e  t r a d i t io n a l  policy  ro le  

anchors of council-manager government must be modified to  include some 

kind of policy  re la tio n sh ip  between o f f ic ia l  acto rs and community groups. 

Yet, t r a d i t io n a l  anchors fo r  the  p o litic k in g  ro le s  of campaigning, 

e lec tio n eerin g , and the cu ltiv a tin g  of group support by bureaucrats fo r  

th e ii ' tenure in  o ffice  appears la rg e ly  to  have survived the onslaught o f 

pressure p o l i t i c s .  City managers and department heads both expect them

selves and are  expected by council members to  follow s t r i c t l y  lim ited  

ro le s  in  tenure p o litic k in g . As ind icated  in  Chapter I I ,  campaigning 

and e lectioneering  by municipal adm in istra to rs in  behalf of favored 

council candidates are regarded la rg e ly  as taboo. This p roh ib ition  also  

holds tru e  fo r the c u ltiv a tio n  of group support fo r  favored candidates.

As ind icated  in  Table 4 .8 , a l l  th ree  s e ts  of ta rg e t ac to rs  em phatically 

deny managers and department heads the  opportunity to  jo in  the campaign 

t r a i l .

Yet, lending one 's support as an adm in istrator to  one 's supe

r io r  when h is job tenure i s  in  jeopardy i s  not considered an i l l e g i t i -  

nate a c t. As revealed in  Chapter I I ,  council menbers, managers, and 

department heads a lik e  agree th a t  department heads should lend th e i r  

support to  respected managers under such circum stances. That support, 

however, must be "moral” ra th e r  than  p o l i t ic a l—i t  must not take on the 

odor of tenure p o litic k in g . The ta rg e t ac to rs  overwhelmingly re je c t  

the  notion th a t  nanagers and department heads might c u ltiv a te  group 

support in  order to  save th e i r  own or each o th e rs ' job s. Of these  seta  

of a c to rs , department heads a re  s l ig h tly  more l ik e ly  to  to le ra te  group
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TABLE 4.8
TENURE POLITICKING ROLE RELATIONS BETAESN NON-ELECTED OFFICIALS AND OOMMÜNITÏ GROUPS:

ORIENTATIONS AND EXPECTATIONS OF COUNCIL Î/EMBERS, 
c m  MANAGERS, AND DEPARTMENT HEADS

P o litick ing
Roles

Council
Members
Percent
Agree (D ifference)^

C ity
Managers
Percent

Agree (D ifference)^

Department
Heads

Percent
Agree

C ity Managers 
C u ltiva ting  Group 
Support fo r :

(N al89) (N*42) (N»69)

Council menbers 12.2 (2.7) 9 .5 (3.7) 15.9

S e lf 7 .9 (7.9) 0 .0 (15.3) 23.2

Department Heads 
C ultiva ting  Group 
Support fo r:

Council members 14.8 (7.7) 7 .1 (3.2) 11.6

S e lf 4 .8 (4.8) 0 .0 (15.5) 20.3

C ity  Managers 7 .4 (2.6) 4 .8 (24.5) 31.9

ca
V rt

NOTE: The questionnaire  statem ents fo r  each of th e  po licy  ro le s  a re  as fo llow s:



TABLE /{.«S-Continued

Community Group/Actor P o litick in g  Role R elation  Statem ents fo r  both c i ty  managers and 
department heads;

C ultiva ting  Group Support fo r  Council menbers: A c i ty  manager (department head) should
encourage community groups to  support candidates he respec ts  in  council e le c tio n s .

C ultiva ting  Group Support fo r  S e lf ; A c i ty  manager (department head) should appeal to  
community groups fo r  support when th e  council (or manager) becomes d is s a t is f ie d  with 
the  manager's (department head 's) job performance.

C u ltiva ting  Support fo r  the  C ity  Manager; A department head should encourage community 
groups to  support a c i ty  manager he re sp ec ts  when th e  council becomes d is s a t is f ie d  
w ith  the  c i ty  manager's job performance.

K ^D ifference compared to  council msnber responses,
o



a c t iv i ty  fo r  fellow bureaucrats than are managers o r council members 

(Table 4 .8 ) . Those department heads w illing  to  c u ltiv a te  group support 

fo r  themselves are  a lso  inc lined  to  allow c i ty  nanagers to  do th e  same 

(Table 4 .9 ) . Department heads, then, are  strongly  opposed to  a p o li

tick in g  ro le  fo r  themselves in  policy m atters or in  the e le c to ra l arena. 

They appear to  be a b i t  le s s  wary of tenure p o litick in g  w ithin the ranks 

of the bureaucracy. However, a heavy m ajority  of department heads appear 

to  s t ic k  close to  t r a d i t io n a l  ro le  p roh ib itions against any form of 

p o litick in g  by c iv i l  se rvan ts,

In tra -C ity  Role Conceptions and Worm Expectations 

In Chapter 2 , an analysis of the policy  ro le  a tt i tu d e s  of 

municipal o f f ic ia ls  in te ra c tin g  within the  same organizational s tru c tu re  

was presented. An id e n tic a l analysis of community group ro le  concep

tions is  presented here. Comparisons of the a tt i tu d e s  of council mem

bers with those of th e i r  own managers and department heads a re  i l l u s 

tra te d  in  Tables 4.10 through 4.13 while the  re s u lts  of examining norm 

expectations u t i l iz in g  a rithm etic  Means and C oefficients of V ariation 

a re  exhibited in  Tables 4.14 and 4.15.

1

Shared Role Conceptions 

As ind icated  in  Table 4.10, the community group po licy  ro le  

conceptions of council members, managers, and department heads do not 

appear to  be interdependent influences on each o th e r 's  a t t i tu d e s .

Council members find  th a t th e i r  managers tend to  be P lu ra lis t  regard less 

of th e ir  own ro le  conceptions. While s l ig h tly  le s s  than h a lf  (38) of 

the  council members have managers who adopt the  same views, whether or
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TABLE 4.9
DEPARTMENT HEADS’ EXPECTATIONS OF CITY M.ANAGERS* ORIENTATIONS TOWARD 

SELF-SUPPORT GROUP CULTIVATION, BY DEPARTÎSNT HEADS’ 
ORIENTATIONS TOWARD SELF-SUPPORT GROUP CULTIVATION

Department Heads’ O rientations
Department Heads’ 
Expectations th a t 
C ity  Managers :

C u ltiva te
Support

Don’t  C u ltiva te  
Support

percent
Q s  .84 , ps

percent

C u ltiva te  Support 64.3 13.0

Don’t  C u ltiva te  Support 35.7 87.0

100.0 (14) 100.0 (54)



TABLE 4.10
GROUP POLICY ROLE ORIENTATIONS OF CITY MANAGERS AND DEPARTMENT HEADS, 

BY THE GROJP POLICY ROLE EXPECTATIONS OF THEIR COUNCIL MEMBERS

O rien ta tions of Council Members’ Expectations
Council Members' Manager as Manager as
Own City Manager^ Consensualist P lu ra lis t
Manager as percent percent

Consensual i s t^ 30.9 32.3
Manager as P lu ra l is t 69.1 67.7

100.0 (55) 100.0 (31)

O rien tations of Council Department Head Department Head
Members' Own as as
Department Heads® Consensualist P lu ra l is t

percent percent
Department Head

as Consensualist 31.6 60.0
Department Head Divided® 55.3 35.0
Department Head

as P lu ra l is t 13.1 5.0
100.0 (38) 100.0 (20)

NOTE: Measures of a sso c ia tio n  a re  no t c a lcu la ted  fo r  th is  ta b le .
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TABLE 4«10-Continued

^Based on Community Group Role Statement E, Table 4 .4 .

^Based on Community Group Role Statement D, Table 4 .6 .

° Department heads a re  divided in  th e i r  community group ro le  
o r ie n ta tio n s . In  the o ther two c a te g o rie s , both department heads ag ree ,

(^Based on respondents in  21 ta rg e t c i t i e s ,  
e.Based on respondents in  14 ta rg e t  c i t i e s .



not th a t view should be Consensualist (1?) or P lu ra lis t  (21) is  divided 

f a i r ly  evenly between them* Likewise, council members find  th a t th e i r  

own department heads tend to  take the  opposite view. Of the  council 

members who fe e l  th a t  th e ir  own department heads should be C onsensualists, 

68*4 percent f in d  th a t th e ir  heads are  e ith e r  divided on the issue o r 

take  the opposite view. At th e  same tim e, 95 percent of the council mem

bers who would allow th e ir  department heads a P lu ra lis t  re la tio n sh ip  are  

faced with heads who are e ith e r  divided or adopt the  Consensualist view. 

Evidence of f a i r ly  widespread agreement between council members 

and th e i r  own adm in istrative  o f f ic ia ls  in  regard to  the ro le  of community 

groups in  tenure p o litick in g  i s  presented in  Table 4,11. I t  appears 

th a t no re la tio n sh ip  e x is ts  since th e  council members’ own managers and 

department heads overwhelmingly re je c t  group c u ltiv a tin g  ro le s  regard

le s s  of the  council member’s views. Yet, council members are themselves 

overwhelmingly n o n -cu ltiv a to rs , A glance a t  the lower right-hand c e l l  

of both sub-tables in  Table 4,11 ind icates th a t  the  vast m ajority of 

council members have adm inistrato rs who share th e i r  view th a t appointed 

o f f ic ia ls  should not engage in  the c u ltiv a tio n  of group support fo r  

favored council candidates,
i

P o ten tia l Community Group Role C onflict Between 
A Manager and His Council

An an a ly sis  of d ifferences between a manager and h is  council

with regard to  group policy  ro le  d e fin itio n s  resu lted  in  support fo r

findings described e a r l ie r  in  th is  chapter. As ind icated  in  Table 4 ,12 ,

a d ifference of 1,00 or g rea te r was found in  12 of the 21 c i t ie s

examined here . Eight of those 12 c i t i e s  contain managers favoring
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TABLE 4.11
COMMUNITY GROUP TENURE POLITICKING ROLE EXPECTATIONS OF CITY MANAGERS 

AND DEPARTMENT HEADS, BY COMMUNITY GROUP TENURE POLITICKING 
(COUNCIL RECRUITING)-ROLE EXPECTATIONS OF THEIR 

COUNCIL MEMBERS

Council Members* Expectations
O rien ta tions of 
Council Members' 
Own City Manae;ers°

Manager as 
Group Support 

C u ltiva to r^
Manager as 

Non-Cult iv a t or
percent percent

Manager as Group
Support C u ltiv a to r 8.3 9 .1

Manager as
Non-Cult iv a to r 91.7 90.9

100.0 (12) 100.0 (77)

O rien ta tions of Department Head Department Head
Council Members* as Group Support as
Own Department Heads^ C ultiva to r^ Non-Cultivator

percent percent
Department Head as

Support C u ltiva to r 0 .0 0.0
Department Heads Divided^ 18.2 6.5
Department Head as 

Non-Cultivator 81.8 93.5
100.0 (11) 100.0 (46)

NOTE: Measures of a sso c ia tio n  a re  not c a lcu la ted  fo r  th is  ta b le .



TABLE 4,11-Continued

^Based on the statem ent; "A c i ty  manager (department head) should 
encourage community groups to  support candidates he respec ts  in  council 
e le c tio n s ,

^Department heads s p l i t  over t h e i r  o r ie n ta tio n s . In  the  o ther two 
c a teg o rie s , both department heads agree on th e i r  o r ie n ta tio n s ,

GBased on respondents in  21 ta rg e t  c i t i e s ,

^Based on respondents in  14 ta rg e t  c i t i e s .



TABLE 4.12

GROUP POLICY ROLE "KEY QUESTION" SCORE DIFFERENCES 
BETWEEN CITY M,\NAGERS AND THEIR COUNCILS

City
No,

Conceptions of Group 
Policy Roles fo r  

City Managers®

Conceptions of Group 
Policy  Roles fo r  
DeDartment Heads

Council
Position

(X)

Manager
Position
(Score) Difference^

Council
Position

(X)

Manager 
Position 
(Score) 1Difference

1 1.66 3 1.34 3.00 2 1.00
2 3.00 4 1.00 3.00 4 1.00
3 2.00 1 1.00 2.33 2 .33
4 2.00 3 1.00 1.75 3 1.25
5 2.33 4 1.67 1.16 4 2.84
6 2.80 4 1.20 2.00 4 2.00
7 2.75 2 .75 2.50 2 .50
8 2.33 4 1.67 3.00 3 0.00
9 2.60 2 .60 2.40 3 .60

10 2.80 3 .20 NA NAG NA
11 2.50 2 .50 1.25 1 .25
12 1.25 3 1.75 1.50 2 .50
13 2.50 3 .50 1.66 4 2.34
14 2.75 3 .25 2.75 3 .25
15 2.33 3 .67 2.33 2 .33
16 1.33 2 .67 3.33 3 .33
17 1.75 3 1.25 2.50 4 1.50
18 2.60 4 1.40 2.20 3 1.80
19 2.33 1 1.33 NA NA NA
20 1.75 2 .25 2.50 2 .50
21 1.00 3 2.00 2.25 3 .75

A low score in  th e  range of 1-4 in d ica te s  opposition to  a 
group po licy  ro le  re la tio n sh ip ,

^A p o te n tia l fo r c o n flic t  i s  ind icated  by a score d iffe rence  
of 1.00 or g re a te r .

®Not av a ilab le . A ctor(s) did not respond to  the  question.
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active  group-manager policy re la tio n s  while th e i r  councils did no t. 

D ifferences of d e fin itio n  in  regard to  department head-group re la tio n s , 

however, ind icate  a d if fe re n t conclusion. The difference was 1.00 or 

g rea te r in  only 8 of the 21 c i t i e s .  Department head-group policy  re la 

tions appear to  be sub jects fo r disagreement in  fewer c i t i e s  than fo r 

manager-group re la tio n s . Yet, in  6 of the 8 c i t ie s  with important 

d ifferences, managers disapprove of department head-group policy  re la 

tions while th e i r  councils do n o t, Managers, then , do not n ecessa rily  

oppose department head-community group policy re la tio n s . Yet, managers 

oppose any such re la tio n s  th a t re s u lt  in  the development of independent 

bases of support fo r  adm in istrative subordinates tha t might jeopardize 

m anagerial policy  prerogatives. Council members apparently see such 

community support building by department heads as necessary to  the  

assessment of the  impacts of po licy .

Opposition to  in te rac tio n s  of a p o litick in g  nature between 

community groups and municipal adm in istra to rs, however, appear to  be 

widespread (Table 4 ,13 ), In 1? of the  21 c i t i e s ,  the a tt i tu d e  d ifference  

between the manager and h is  council was le s s  than 1,00, In a l l  17 

c i t i e s ,  both manager and council oppose the  encouragement of group can

didate  recruitm ent by e ith e r  managers or department heads.

Norm Expectations 

Analysis of the Means and Standard Deviations of each c i t y ’s 

c o llec tiv e  responses does not a l t e r  the conclusion about shared group 

policy  a tt i tu d e s . As indicated  in  Table 4 .14 , the Consensualist ro le  

conception fo r e ith e r  the manager or department head appears to  predomi

nate  in  most of the 14 c i t i e s .  Yet, high coalescence i s  found in  8 c i t i e s
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TABLE 4.13

GROUP RECRUITING ROLE "KEY QUESTION" SCORE DIFFERENCES 
BET/Œ5N CITY MANAGERS ,AND THSIR COUNCILS

City
No.

Conceptions of Group 
R ecruiting Roles fo r 

C ity Managers*

Conceptions of Group 
Recruiting Roles fo r 

Denartment Heads
Council

Position
(X)

Manager
Position
(Score) Difference^

Council 
Position  

' (X) _ _

Manager
Position
(Score) Difference

1 3.33 3 .33 4.00 3 1.00
2 4.00 4 0.00 3.33 4 .67
3 4.00 4 0,00 4.00 4 0.00
4 4.00 4 0.00 3.75 4 .25
5 3.83 4 .17 3.66 4 .34
6 2.80 3 .20 3.40 2 1.40
7 3.50 4 .50 3.25 3 .25
8 4.00 4 0.00 3.50 4 .50
9 2.60 4 1.40 3.00 4 1.00

10 3.40 1 2.40 3.41 1 2.40
11 4.00 4 0.00 4.00 4 0.00
12 3.00 4 1.00 3.00 4 1.00
13 3.16 4 .84 3.16 4 .84
14 4.00 3 1.00 4.00 4 0.00
15 3.00 3 0.00 3.33 4 .67
16 3.00 3 0.00 4.00 4 0.00
17 4.00 4 0.00 4.00 4 0.00
18 3.40 4 .60 3.20 4 .80
19 3.33 4 .67 3.66 4 .34
20 3.75 4 .25 3.75 4 .25
21 3.75 4 .25 3.75 4 .25

lovf score in  a range of 1-4 ind ica tes opposition to  a group 
rec ru itin g  ro le  re la tio n sh ip .

p o ten tia l f o r  co n flic t is  ind icated  by a score difference of 
1.00 or g rea te r .
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TABLE 4.14
COEFFICIENTS OF VARIATION AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR INTRA-CITY 

COmiUNITY GROUP POLICY ROLE RESPONSES OF TARGET ACTORS
IN FOURTEEN CITIES

CityC

C ity  Manager's Community 
Group R elations^

Department Head's Community 
Group R elations^

S X S
C ity  1 2.00 .81 2.33 1.25
C ity  2 3.33 1.11 2.83 .91
City 3 2.16 .70 2.16 .70
C ity  4 2.42 .91 2.00 .92
City 5 2.44 .96 1.77 1.23
C ity 6 2.75 .96 2.00 1.05
C ity 7 2.57 1.18 2.57 1.40
C ity 8 2.33 1.06 2.88 .76
C ity 9 2.37 .87 2.12 1.06
C ity  10 2.87 .94 2.71 .89
C ity  11 2.57 1.05 1.42 .74
C ity  12 1.85 1.13 1.85 .84
City 13 2.22 .97 2.33 1.16
C ity  14 2.20 1.07 2.20 1.32

^Based on Community Group Policy  Role Statement E of Table 4 .4 .
^Based on Community Group Policy  Role Statement D of Table 4 .6 ,
°Only th e  14 c i t i e s  were included in  which th e  manager, both 

department heads, and a t  le a s t  a m ajority  of th e  council members responded 
to  the  statem ents,

^ h e  lower the  mean value in  a score range of 1-4, th e  g re a te r  
th e  acceptance of the  Consensualist ro le  conception,

®A score of le s s  than 1,00 in d ic a te s  a tendency toward high 
coalescence, while a score of 1.00 or g re a te r  in d ic a te s  a tendency toward 
low coalescence.



fo r manager-group policy  expectations and in  7 c i t ie s  fo r  department 

head group policy expectations. Low coalescence fo r managers' ro le s  is  

found in  6 c i t i e s ,  and fo r  department head ro le s  in  7 c i t i e s .  This 

ind ica tes considerable v a ria tio n  in  the  extent to which a tt i tu d e s  

coalesce around the mean and, th e re fo re , an absence of norm expectations.

Evidence presented in  Table 4,15, however, points to  the estab

lishment of norm expectations in  most c i t ie s  in  regard to  tenure 

po litick in g  ro le  re la tio n s  with community groups. The Consensualist 

ro le  conception fo r both managers and department heads predominates in  

a l l  14 c i t i e s .  This conception leans toward being a norm expectation 

in  10 c i t i e s  fo r  both managers and department heads.

Summary

The evidence presented in  th is  chapter points to  the need to  

make some m odifications in  the t ra d i tio n a l  council-manager policy  ro le  

anchors (See Figure 4 ,2 ) , The analysis  presented here c le a r ly  supports 

the hypothesis th a t a l l  o f f ic ia l  a c to rs  in  council-manager government 

w illin g ly  leg itim ize  some kind of policy  re la tio n sh ip  between themselves 

and various community in te re s ts .  That policy re la tio n sh ip  involves not 

only a ro le  fo r groups in  advising the  council as to  the shape of 

policy substance, but the  implementation of policy  as w ell. To be su re , 

allowing groups to  give advice as to  how policy  ought to  be implemented 

more accura te ly  c o n s titu te s  a ro le  in  tra n s la tin g  policy  in to  programs 

ra th e r than the actual carrying out of sp ec ific  tasks and a c t iv i t ie s .

But, th e  independence of government bureaucracy in  carrying out public 

policy might become severely c u rta ile d , th is  i s  not simply because the
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TABLE 4.15
COEFFICIENTS OF VARIATION AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR INTRA-CITY 

COMMUNITY GROUP TENURE POLITICKING (COUIÎCIL RECRUITING) 
RESPONSES OF TARGET ACTORS IN FOURTEEN CITIES

Manager’ s Community Group Department Head’s Community
P o litic k in g  R elations^ Group P o litic k in g  R elations

Cityb____________P ________ S_____________________X_________ S___________

C ity  1 3.33 .76 3.33 1.11
C ity  2 3.83 .41 3.50 .76
C ity 3 3.50 .76 3.66 .51
C ity  4 4.00 0.00 3.71 .48
C ity  5 3.88 .41 3.77 .47
City 6 3.12 1.06 3.37 .87
C ity  7 3.42 .76 3.42 .76
C ity 8 4.00 0.00 3.66 .70
C ity 9 2.87 .97 3.12 .94
C ity  10 3.00 1.00 3.12 1.06
C ity 11 4.00 0.00 4.00 0.00
City 12 3.28 1.04 3.42 1.07
C ity 13 3.22 1.14 3.33 1.06
C ity  14 3.85 .42 4.00 0.00

^Based on the statem ent: ”A c i ty  manager (department head)
should encourage community groups to  support candidates he resp ec ts  in  
council e le c t io n s .”

^Only the  14 c i t i e s  were included in  which the manager, both 
department heads, and a t  le a s t  a m ajority  of council members responded 
to  the ro le  sta tem ent.

°The lower the  X value in  a score range of 1 -4 , th e  g re a te r  th e  
acceptance o f a Group Support C u ltiv a to r ro le  fo r  the  manager and 
department heads.



FIGURE 4.2
PERCEIVED POLICY PROCESS ROLES FOR NON-OFFICIAL GROUP ACTORS 

IN COUNCIL-MANAGER 1\,!UNICIPAL GOVERNMENT
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advice of in te re s t  groups as to  how to  implement policy is  heeded, but 

because c rit ic ism  by sp ec ific  in te re s t  groups of how policy is  being 

c a rr ied  out often re s u lts  in  policy or program changes in  th e i r  favor. 

The a b i l i ty  of bureaucracy to  apply c le a r  standards without favoritism  

becomes severely  hampered when bargaining between groups and o f f ic ia l  

ac to rs occurs about th e  very ru le s  by which decisions a re  made. An 

in te re s t  group able to  con tro l the ru le s  of the game contro ls the game. 

As Theodore Lowi po in ts out in  h is indictment of in te rest-g roup  Liber

alism , "p a rtic ip a to ry  democracy has been applied to  the  implementation 

as w ell as th e  form ulation of law, , , Lowi charges th a t bargaining

has replaced democratic formalism in  contemporary policy making:

Liberalism  promotes popular decision-making but 
derogates from the decisions so mde by misapplying 
the  notion to  the implementation as w ell as the fo r
mulation of policy . . . . Delegation of power has 
become a lien a tio n  of public domain—the g i f t  of 
sovereignty to  p riv a te  sa trap ie s . , . . Liberalism  
weakens democratic in s t i tu t io n s  by ooposing formal 
procedures with inform al bargaining.^

The extent to  which in te rest-g roup  lib e ra lism  allows p rivate  in te re s ts

to  triumph over the public good is  not the subject fo r th is  an a ly sis .

The evidence here, however, i l lu s t r a te s  th a t the kind of implementative

bargaining Lowi describes i s  leg itim ized  in  the municipal as w ell as

n a tio n a l policy  a renas.

There a re , however, lim its  to  the re la tio n s  between community

groups and o f f ic ia l  ac to rs . Those lim its  appear to  revolve around

the  degree to  which c u ltiv a tin g  group support fo r  tenure purposes i s

leg itim ized , and the  congruence of policy positions between conmunity

groups and the council. As the  evidence presented in  th is  chapter

in d ic a te s , the  c u ltiv a tio n  of group support fo r e le c to ra l or tenure
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purposes is  regarded as i l l e g i t in a te .  Indeed, th ere  appears to  be a 

f a i r ly  strong norm expectation against such a c t iv i ty —a t le a s t  on behalf 

of candidates to  council posts. In o ther words, actor-group re la tio n s  

are  based on policy making ra th e r  than po litick ing  a c t iv i t ie s .

Policy position  congruence, then, appears to  be the major 

determinant of how fa r  non-elected acto rs are w illin g  to  go in  l e g i t i 

mizing th e ir  group re la tio n s . While c i ty  managers appear to  be more 

w illing  than department heads to  push out the lim its  of th e i r  own group 

policy  re la tio n s , none of the ac to rs here are w illin g  to  sanction  the 

kinds of group re la tio n s  th a t would drive a wedge between them and th e ir  

a l te r s .  The a tt i tu d e  seems to  p rev a il th a t group re la tio n s  must be 

c u rta ile d  i f  they re s u l t  in  upse tting  "consensus" p o lit ic s  on the 

council. This lends support to  Betty Z isk 's  conclusion th a t most 

council members in  council-manager government view the p o li t ic a l  process 

from a "managerial" point of view. That i s ,  they themselves adopt the

view th a t council a c t iv i ty  i s  la rg e ly  a p o li t ic a l ,  consensual, noncontro- 

v e rs ia l  and devoid of bargaining and group stru g g les .^  According to  

Z isk, council members are  la rg e ly  re s is ta n t  to  group influence—". . . 

fo r  most councilmen, the group strugg le  takes place on a one-way s t r e e t .  

The o f f ic ia l  actors examined here cannot be sa id  to  be re s is ta n t  to  

group in fluence. Nor do they appear to  ac t as passive vesse ls to  be 

shaped by community groups a t th e i r  own p leasure . The evidence presented 

in  th i s  chapter suggests th a t c i ty  managers, department heads, and even 

some council members engage in  policy  re la tio n s  with community groups 

w ithin self-imposed l im its .
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Notes
1. This a n a ly tic a l perspective is  e sse n tia lly  th a t used by Betty Zisk 

in  her examination of the  p red isposition  of council-manager 
council members in  the San Francisco Bay a re a . See B etty  H. Z isk,
Local In te re s t P o lit i c s ;  A One-Way S tree t (Ind ianapo lis: Bobbs-
M errill, 1973), pp. 2-3.

2. See, fo r  example. Grant McConnell, P rivate  Power in  American Demo
cracy (New York: A. A. Knopf, 19667j Theodore J .  Lowi, The End"
of Liberalism  (New York: W. W. Norton, 1969); and Henry K arie l,
The Decline of American Pluralism  (Palo A lto, C a l i f . : Stanford
U niversity  P ress , I 96I ) .

3 . The importance fo r  bureaucrats of c u ltiv a tin g  c lie n t group support 
fo r th e ir  bureau 's continued su rv ival has been documented by many 
scho lars. Among them is  Anthony Downs who argues th a t  generation 
of ex ternal support i s  v i t a l  to  a bureau 's a b i l i ty  to  "impress 
those p o lit ic ia n s  who con tro l the budget th a t i t s  functions gener
a te  p o l i t i c a l  support or meet v i ta l  so c ia l needs." In essence, we 
are looking fo r  evidence in  council-manager government th a t such 
bu reau -in te rest group re la tio n s  are sanctioned by the o f f ic ia l
ac to rs of th a t  government. See Anthony Downs, Inside Bureaucracy
(Boston: L i t t le ,  Brown, 196?), p. 7.

4 . Lowi, The End of L iberalism , p. 75.

5. Ib id .,  pp. 288-289, 291.

6. Z isk, Local In te re s t  P o li t ic s , pp. 75, 143.

7. Ib id .,  p . 143»
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CHAPTER V

COiEUNITY AND PERSONAL BACKGROUNDS AS SOURCES 
OF COm̂ UNITY GROUP POLICY ROLE ATTITUDES

In Chapter 3 , the  reader was reminded th a t c e r ta in  c h a rac te ris 

t i c s  of the so c io -p o lit ic a l environment in  which a policy ac to r finds 

him self may have an impact on h is  policy  ro le  o rien ta tio n s as w ell as 

on h is substantive policy naps. Environmental fac to rs might a lso  have 

an e ffe c t on o ther kinds of a t t i tu d e s  held by the a c to r , such as h is  

o rien ta tio n s and expectations toward the role in te re s t  groups ought to  

play in  the policy-making process. On the one hand, the a c to r 's  a t t i 

tudes towards in te re s t  groups in  general and th e ir  proper policy-making 

ro le s  are  in  themselves environmental (and thereby independent i f  not 

necessa rily  antecedent) v a riab les  impinging on the a c to r 's  po licy  ro le  

a t t i tu d e s . On the other hand, h is  a tt i tu d e s  toward in te re s t  group 

policy  ro les may be p a r t ia l ly  shaped by h is awareness of the nature of
y

in te re s t  group influence in  h is  community or by h is  a f f in i ty  to  some 

groups and an tipathy  toward o thers . In te re s t  group o r ien ta tio n s , then , 

become the dependent ra th e r  than the independent v a riab les . Figure 5,1 

i l lu s t r a te s  the dual ro le  played by in te re s t  group o rien ta tio n s . Chap

t e r  6 w ill  be concerned with the  re la tio n sh ip  between boxes B and C.
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FIGURE 5.1
A SCHEMA OF COGNIZANT, ENVIRONMENTAL AND ATTITUDINAL 

VARIABLE INTERRELATIONSHIPS

A ctors' A In te re s t Group Actors' C
Cognizance of _____ ^ Policy Role 6 Policy Role
In te re s t Group O rientations and O rientations and
Influence Expectations Expectations

Other Environmental 
V ariables : A'

Community C harac te ris tic s 

Actor C h arac te ris tic s
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This chapter w il l  attem pt to  (1) describe the degree of cognizance held 

by municipal o f f ic ia ls  of the nature of community group in fluence, and 

(2) analyze the re la tio n sh ip  between other environmental fac to rs  (box 

A') and in te re s t  group a tt i tu d e s  (box B).

Cognizance of the Nature of Community Group Influence

The notion of cognizance as used here re fe rs  to the a c to r ’s 

awareness of the existence and nature of community group influence.

More sp e c if ic a lly , i t  re fe rs  to  the a c to r ’s perception of which groups 

are in f lu e n tia l  in  h is  community, the  nature of th a t in fluence , the  

modes of contact between himself and community groups, and the positive  

or negative response of groups to  h is policy a c tio n s . The measurement 

in d ica to rs  fo r  these fac to rs  are  based on severa l open-ended questions 

to  which c i ty  managers, council members and department heads were asked 

to  respond (see Appendix B), The response ra te  was d isappoin tingly  

low. The two questions asking respondents to  id e n tify  those groups in  

the community th a t were e ith e r  the most c r i t i c a l  or most supportive of 

the job the respondent was doing drew le ss  than a 50 percent response 

ra te  and were excluded from analysis . Of the remaining th ree  questions, 

23*3 percent of a l l  respondents did not l i s t  those groups they f e l t  to  

be the most in f lu e n t ia l ,  31.6 percent fa i le d  to  give any reasons fo r  

why they f e l t  these groups were in f lu e n tia l ,  and 40.5 percent declined 

to  l i s t  the  ways in  which groups go about e n lis tin g  the a c to r ’s support. 

Because of the  ra th e r  low response ra te  fo r  these questions, analysis 

of the re la tio n sh ip s  between boxes A and B of Figure 5.1 was not 

attem pted. Yet, analysis of some of the in d ica to rs  of box A has shed
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some lig h t on the respondents' cognizance of the nature  of group influence 

in  th e ir  communities.

Iden tify ing  In f lu e n tia l  Community Groups

The f i r s t  measurement in d ica to r of the  a c to rs ' cognizance of 

group influence is  a ranking of in f lu e n tia l  groups. The respondents were 

asked to  l i s t  in  order of importance those community groups they per

ceived as being the most in f lu e n tia l .  The number of cases (N) appearing 

in  Table 5.1 r e f le c t  the number of tim es a group was ranked by respon

dents as being the  most in f lu e n tia l .  These groups were then c la s s if ie d  

by the author according to  th e ir  common c h a ra c te r is tic s  and placed in  

specific  ca teg o ries .^  This method was used fo r  analysis  of the  th ree  

measurement ind ica to rs displayed in  Tables 5 ,1 , 5*2 and 5,3 .

The c la s s if ic a tio n  scheme fo r  the  f i r s t  four categories l i s te d  

in  Table 5 .1  is  based on the common sense notion th a t economic in te re s ts  

tend to  be important in te re s ts  in  community p o l i t ic s .  The "general 

in te re s t"  categories include those community in te re s ts  concerned primar

i ly  with boosting the  general economic, so c ia l or p o l i t ic a l  health  of 

the community. General economic in te re s ts  would include the Chamber of 

Commerce, Jaycees, downtown development a sso c ia tio n s , etc* ,General 

c iv ic  in te re s ts  would include the League of Women Voters, b e au tif ic a tio n  

committees, good government assoc ia tions, e tc . The "specia l economic 

in te re s t"  categories include those community in te re s ts  such as labor 

unions, manufacturing or commercial establishm ents, r e a l to rs ,  taxpayer 

groups, e tc . ,  th a t often have specific  in te re s ts  to  advance or p ro tec t 

when they p a rtic ip a te  in  the policy-making process. The "other sp ec ia l 

in te re s t  category i s  m de up of non-economic groups—ra c ia l  groups,
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TABLE 5 . 1

§

COMMUNITY INTEREST GROUPS RANKED AS MOST INFLUENTIAL BY CITY ONAGERS, 
COUNCIL MEMBERS, AND DEPARTMENT HEADS

Community In te re s ts
A ll

Respondents
C ity

ManaRers

A ll
Council
Members Mayors

Other
Council
Members

All
Dept.
Heads

Police
Chiefs

F ire
Chiefs

General
Economic In te re s ts

percent

58.9

percent

61.5

percent

58.3

percent

60.9

percent

57.9

percent

61.7

percent

52.6

percent

67.9
General Civic In te re s ts 10.0 7 .7 10.9 21.8 9.0 8.5 5.3 10.7
Special

Economic In te re s ts 13.0 15.4 11.5 4.3 12.8 17.0 21.0 14.3
Other Special In te re s ts 8.2 7 .7 7.7 8.7 7.5 10.0 15.8 7.1
News Media 1.3 0.0 2.0 0 .0 2.2 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
Public Enmloyees and 

Other O ffic ia ls 4.3 7 .7 5.1 4.3 5.3 0 .0 0 .0 0.0
Party  O ff ic ia ls , 

E li te s  and Other 4 .3 0 .0 4.5 0 .0 5.3 2 .1 5.3 0.0

T otal 100.0 
(231) a

100.0
(26)

100.0
(156)

100.0
(23)

100.0
(133)

100.0
(47)

100.0
(19)

100.0
(28)

No Response^ 23.3 39.5 17.5 25.8 15.8 31.9 40.6 24.3

^Number o f cases.

^ h e  percentage of respondents not responding to  th is  question.



neighborhood preservation  a sso c ia tio n s , e tc . Categories five  through

seven o f Table $.1 were included prim arily  because the news media,

municipal employee groups, and e l i te s  are  often  perceived as having

policy in te re s ts  which they attempt to  advance a t times in  ways sim ila r
2

to  those used by organized lobbying or pressure groups.

General economic groups were named most often as having the 

most influence in  community a f f a i r s .  This p a tte rn  holds true fo r 

council members, c i ty  managers and department heads. Special economic 

in te re s ts  come in  a d is tan t second in  rank. Two other pa tterns a re  

worth noting . F i r s t ,  th ere  i s  a s l ig h t  tendency fo r  department heads 

and e sp ec ia lly  po lice  ch iefs to  be a b i t  more l ik e ly  than any other 

actor to  name specia l economic and c iv ic  groups as being the  most in 

f lu e n t ia l .  V/hile th is  may be a r e s u l t  of the  small number of cases under 

examination, i t  may a lso  be possible th a t the  police a re  more cognizant 

of p a rticu la riz ed  in te re s ts  in  the community since the  police deal more 

commonly with the problems of sp ec ific  groups than they do with gener

a lized  policy  questions. Also, as po licy  implementers, department heads 

may be more l ik e ly  to  come in to  contact with the  problems of specific  

groups than they do with generalized policy  questions. Also, as policy  

implement ers department heads may be more l ik e ly  to  come in to  contact 

with sp ec ific  in te re s ts  in  the  community than with the  generalized 

groups w ith  which the manager and council must deal. The second 

pa ttern  i s  th a t mayors seem a b i t  more l ik e ly  to  name general c iv ic  

groups as being in f lu e n tia l  than do other members of the  council. The 

added ceremonial and so c ia l duties of the  mayor may influence him to  

perceive th a t c iv ic  organizations are  important agents in  community 

p o l i t ic s ,
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The responses depicted in  Table 5.1 a lso  in d ica te  th a t the 

influence of the  news media, municipal enployees or o ther extra-muni

c ip a l government o f f i c ia l s ,  p a rty  o f f ic ia ls  or ind iv idual e l i t e s  i s  

perceived to  be v ir tu a lly  nonex isten t. The wording of th e  question^ 

may have led  the  respondents to  d e lib e ra te ly  focus on the  conventional 

d e fin itio n  of an in te re s t  group and thus consciously leave media or 

employee in te re s ts  out of th e i r  c a lcu la tio n s . On the other hand, the 

respondents may have perceived the  media and employee in te re s ts  as being 

group in te re s ts  but with no influence a t  a l l  or w ith influence th a t  

d iffe rs  in  kind from th a t exercised by the tra d i tio n a l  pressure group.

The Reasons fo r Group Influence 

A second im portant c lu s te r  of ind icato rs of the  cognizance of 

group influence is  the "reason fo r influence" perceived by the ac to rs ,^  

The categories in  Table 5*2 in d ica te  a f a i r ly  broad range of reasons 

why groups are  in f lu e n tia l ,  "Objective strength" in d ica tes  th a t 

groups a re  seen as in f lu e n tia l  because ce rta in  o rganizational a ttr ib u te s  

they have are  key co n trib u to rs  to  and have an impact on the  health  o f 

the  community. For example, th is  category includes groups which a re  

powerful because of the number of votes i t  i s  perceived they can with

hold or de liver (labor un ions), the s ize  of th e i r  membership (organized 

ethnic groups), th e i r  economic impact on the community (dominant 

in d u s tr ie s ) , or the extent to  which they  can e ith e r  support or 

challenge the power s tru c tu re  (most w ell organized groups united  and 

adamant in  th e ir  purpose). The category "stake in  the community" 

includes those groups whose influence is  seen as coming from some kind 

of v i ta l  t i e  between th e i r  own s e lf  in te re s t  and community policy
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TABLE 5.2
REASONS FOR OOMT/UNITY GROUP INFLUENCE RANKED AS MOST IMPORTANT 

BY CITY MANAGERS, COUNCIL MEMBERS, AND DEPARTMEÎJT HEADS

Reasons fo r  
Group Influence

A ll
Respondents

C ity
Managers

All
Council
Members Mayors

Other
Council
Members

All
Dept.
Heads

Police
Chiefs

F ire
Chiefs

percent percent percent percent percent percent percent percent

O bjective S trength 48.5 67.9 41.3 15.8 45.4 60.0 52.6 66.6

Stake in  Conmunity 10.2 10.7 8.7 0 .0 10.1 15.0 15.8 14.3

Respect 37.4 17.8 46.4 78.9 41.2 20.0 26.3 14.3

Other 3.9 3 .6 3.6 5.3 3.3 5.0 5.3 4 .8

Total 100.0
(206)*

100.0
(28)

100.0
(138)

100.0
(19)

100.0
(119)

100.0
(40)

100.0
(19)

100.0
(21)

No Response^ 31.6 34.9 27.0 38.7 24.7 42.0 40.6 43.2

^Number of case s .

The percentage of respondents not responding to th is  question.



( r e a l to rs , homeowners, downtown merchants). They can be said to  have a 

"stake" in  community policy  making. This category is  based not so much 

on the impact of the  group's actions on the community as on the impact 

of the community's policy decisions on the group—these groups must be 

in f lu e n tia l  in  order to  surv ive, A th ird  category contains groups 

whose perceived influence is  based on a specia l respect they enjoy in  

the eyes of public o f f ic ia ls .  For example, those groups which demon

s tr a te  a specia l concern fo r  the community's general w ell being have 

reputations fo r  fair-m indedness, are well informed, or have a sp ec ia l 

competence needed by the policy  makers are often perceived as having 

in fluence. Civic improvement groups, the League o f Women Voters, 

academic groups, e t c . ,  often f a l l  in to  th is  category.

These categories, are not n ecessa rily  mutually exclusive. For 

example, the community th a t refuses to  appropriate funds fo r  d r i l l in g  a 

new water w ell may clash head on with a manufacturing concern whose 

need fo r a new water supply is  c r i t i c a l .  The c i ty  is  the  only source 

of water and the company employs one-half of the  town's labor fo rce .

In th is  case, the company i s  in f lu e n tia l  because i t  has a v i ta l  "stake" 

in  community policy  and because i t s  economic well-being i s  c ru c ia l to  

th a t of the community. Yet, these categories may be mutually exclusive 

to  the extent th a t they re f le c t  a perception by the  respondents of the 

primary reason for a group's influence ( e .g . ,  the  company employs 

one-half of the  town's work force but can obtain a lte rn a te  supplies of 

w ater).

As ind icated  in  Table 5 ,2 , a m ajority of c i ty  managers and 

department heads chose objective strength reasons fo r the influence of
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community groups. Council members, on the other hand, tended to  divide 

th e ir  choices f a i r ly  evenly between objective streng th  and respect 

reasons. Police ch iefs were a b i t  more l ik e ly  to  choose respect charac

t e r i s t i c s  than f i r e  c h ie fs , and mayors were much more l ik e ly  to  do so 

than o ther members of council. Two possible explanations fo r  council 

member a tt i tu d e s  can be offered here. One is  th a t the  council member 

as p o lit ic ia n  is  more l ik e ly  to  give generalized rh e to rica l responses, 

while the non-elected o f f ic ia l  i s  more l ik e ly  to  forego p o l i t ic a l  

rh e to ric  and " t e l l  the tru th "  about why groups have influence. The 

other more p lausib le  reason is  th a t in te re s t  groups often  have m ultiple 

reasons fo r being in f lu e n tia l .  Most in te re s t  groups can be sa id  to  

have both a l t r u is t ic  and s e lf is h  motives fo r  attem pting to  influence 

po licy . The council member-politician (and esp ec ia lly  the mayor) may 

come in to  contact more frequently  than the  bureaucrat with the a ltru ism  

expressed by groups over broad policy m atters. The non-elected o f f ic ia l ,  

as a policy  implementer, however, comes in to  g rea te r contact with 

behavior of groups th a t re f le c ts  day-to-day s e l f - in te re s t  and impact on 

the community. This i s  probably true  for both police and f i r e  c h ie fs , 

even though the  s lig h tly  higher response ra te  fo r respect c h a ra c te ris tic s
i

among police ch iefs may be due to  a somewhat great p o lit ic iz a tio n  of 

th e ir  jobs.

The Nature of Group Contact 

A th ird  ind ica to r of the cognizance of group influence is  

concerned with how community groups come in to  contact with these acto rs 

in  order to  influence policy  dec is io n s,5 ' The categories presented in  

Table 5*3 are based on the d is tin c tio n  between public and p rivate
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TABLE 5.3
THE NATURE OF AGTOR-COIMJNITY GROUP CONTACT AS PERCEIVED BY CITY MANAGERS,

COUNCIL MEMBERS, AND DEPARTMENT HEADS

Nature of 
Group Contact

A ll
Respondents

C ity
Managers

A ll
Council
Members Mayors

Other
Council
Members

A ll
Dept,
Heads

Police
Chiefs

F ire
Chiefs

percent percent percent percent percent percent percent percent

Inform al 8.9 18.2 7.0 4 .3 7.6 10.3 18.2 5.6

Moderately Formal 73.2 63.6 79.7 78.3 80.0 51.7 36.4 61.1

Formal 17.9 18.2 13.3 17.4 12.4 37.8 45.4 33.3

T otal 100.0
(179)*

100.0
(22)

100.0
(128)

100.0
(23)

100.0
(105)

100.0
(29)

100.0
(11)

100.0
(18)

No Response^ 40.5 48.8 32.3 25.8 33.5 57.4 64.5 51.4

^Number of cases.

The percentage of respondents not responding to th is question.



contact th a t e ith e r  bypasses or follows proper channels. Informal 

methods of contact involve completely behind-the-scenes, un o ffic ia l, 

so c ia l gatherings and events exemplified by ear-bending over a Friday 

afternoon beer or a Saturday morning round of g o lf . Moderately formal 

methods of contact a re  u sually  p riva te  but are carried  on during working 

hours using conventional means of communication—phone c a l ls ,  p riv a te  

meetings with the  manager, lunch with the mayor, e tc . Formal techniques, 

however, a re  conducted s t r i c t l y  through channels and almost always 

before the public eye (espec ia lly  today with the advent of sunshine laws 

in  many s ta te s ) .  The Rotary luncheon address, the o f f ic ia l  l e t t e r  to  

the Tuesday night council meeting, and other fo rm l measures exemplify 

th is  approach.

As ind icated  in  Table 5 .3 , managers and council members over

whelmingly choose the moderately formal methods as those most often 

used by groups to  gain access to  policy  makers and to  influence th e i r  

decisions, While a m ajority  of department heads choose the same ca te 

gory of techniques, they appear to  b j less l ik e ly  to  do so than the 

other a c to rs . Police ch iefs are espec ia lly  l ik e ly  to  ind ica te  formal 

techniques as those most often  used by community groups, possibly
y

because of the se n s itiv e  nature of th e i r  jobs and th e ir  g reater need 

fo r  good p u b lic ity  and community re la tio n s .

Sources of Community Group Role A ttitudes 

Cognizance of the nature of group influence in  community 

policy making i s  but one fa c to r  of th e  environment determining a t t i 

tudes toward the  legitim acy of community group p a rtic ip a tio n  in  the 

making of po licy . The remainder of th is  chapter examines the re la tio n sh ip s
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between the in te re s t  group ro le  a ttitu d e s  of municipal o f f ic ia ls  and 

ce rta in  background a t t r ib u te s  of the actors and th e  communities in 

which they perform.

C ity Managers as P lu ra lis ts

Community Background. The data examined here reveal few 

important re la tio n sh ip s  between the community group policy ro le  orien

ta tio n s  of c i ty  managers and community c h a ra c te r is tic s . As defined in  

Chapter kf Consensual c i ty  managers are those who decide th a t  council 

s o lid a r ity  becomes more important than in te re s t  group access to  policy  

makers a t  some point in  the policy process. P lu ra lis ts ,  however, award 

in te re s t  group access a higher p r io r ity  than council so lid a r i ty . As 

indicated  in  Table $ .4 , P lu ra lis t  nanagers are more lik e ly  to  be found 

in  more densely populated c i t i e s .  I f  density  can be taken as a measure 

of complexity, then perhaps managers in  these more complex c i t i e s  serve 

as power brokers attem pting to  balance the co n flic tin g  claims of many 

groups fo r scarce resources. This conclusion, however, must be framed 

with caution . Ind ica to rs of community d iv e rs ity  and s ta tu s  th a t we 

would expect to  point to  the presence of ac tiv e  group competition—high 

proportions of "ethnics" and ra c ia l  m ino rities, and lower ec^ucational 

and occupational lev e ls  among the population—do not appear to  re la te  

to  managerial in te re s t  group o rien ta tio n s.

There also appears to  be no re la tio n sh ip  between department 

head expectations of the  manager’s in te re s t  group o rien ta tions and 

community c h a ra c te r is t ic s . Although the pa tterns of percentages presen

ted in  Table 5»4 ind ica te  some re la tio n sh ip s , they were not found to  be 

s t a t i s t i c a l ly  s ig n if ic a n t. S im ilarly , no re la tionsh ip s were found
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TABLE 5.4
CITY MANAGERS» INTEREST GROUP ORIENTATIONS AND ALTERS» EXPECTATIONS 
FOR THAT ORIENTATION, BY COmUNITY SNVIRONîffit'ITAL CHARACTERISTICS

Corainunity C h a rac te ris tic s
Population

25,000- Over

Population Density^ 

Less than 2250

Population Change 

Under^ 15^ gain

Managers» O rientations
Consensual
P lu r a l is t

percent

57.9
42.1

percent

39.1
60.9

percent
Q= .57

60.0
40.0

percent
PS*"

29.4
70.6

percent

40.0
60.0

percent

58.8 
41.2 ■

100.0 (19) 100.0 (23) 100.0 (25) 100.0 (17) 100.0 (25) 100.0 (17)

Department Heads' 
Expectations

Consensual 58.7 43.5 54.2 52.4 51.4 61.3
P lu ra lis t 41.3 56.5 45.8 47.6 48.6 33.7

100.0 (46)° 100.0 (23)C 100.0 (48) 100.0 (21) 100.0 (37) 100.0 (31)

Council Members* 
Expectations

Consensual 60.4 70.1 65.8 63.2 63.5 61.9
P lu ra l is t '3 9 .6 29.9 34.2 34.8 36.5 38.1

100.0 (101) 100.0 (87) 100.0 (120) 100.0 (68) 100.0 (85) 100.0 (84)



TABLE 3«4-Continued

0»

Community C h a rac te ris tic s
Proportion of 
Foreign Stock Proportion Negro Median Family Income

Actor A ttitudes
Less 5% 

than 5% or more
Less 

.than 10^ 1
10% 

or more
Less than 

$8000
$8000 

or more

îfanagers’ O rien tations

Consensual
P lu ra lis t

percent

58.3
41.7

percent

43.3
56.7

percent

50.0
50.0

percent

44.4
55.6

percent

61.5
38.5

percent

41.4
58.6

100.0 (12) 100.0 (33) 100.0 (12) 100.0 (18) 100.0 (13) 100.0 (29)

Department Heads’ 
Expectations

Consensual 57.7 51.2 73.5 54.5 55.0 53.1
P lu ra lis t 42.3 48.8 26.5 45.5 45.0 46.9

100.0 (26) 100.0 (43) 100.0 (34) 100.0 (22) 100.0 (20) 100.0 (49)

Council Members’ 
Expectations

Consensual 64.1 65.3 63.7 67.2 59.6 66.9
P lu ra l is t 3 5 .9 34.7 36.3 32.8 40.4 33.1

100.0 (64) 100.0.(124) 100.0 (124) 100.0 (64) 100.0 (52) 100.0 (136)



TABLE 5.4-Contlnued

N3

■îo

Community C h a rac te ris tic s
Proportion of 

College Graduates
Proportion of 

High School Graduates
Proportion of V/hite 

C ollar Workers

Actor A ttitudes
Less 

than 1%
15% or 
more

Less 
than 50%

50% or 
more

Less 
than 50%

50% or 
more

percent percent percent percent percent percent
Ifenagers* O rientations

Consensual 46.9 50.0 44.8 53.8 43.8 50.0
P lu ra l is t 53.1 50.0 55.2 46.2 56.3 50.0

100.0 (32) 100.0 (10) • 100.0 (29) 100.0 (13) 100.0 (16) 100.0 (26)

Department Heads'
Expectations

Consensual 50.0 63.2 37.5 58.3 60.9 50.0
P lu r a l is t 50.0 36.8 62.5 41.5 39.1 50.0

100.0 (50) 100.0 (19) 100.0 (16) 100.0 (53) 100.0 (23) 100.0 (46)

Council Members'
Expectations

Consensual 65.9 62.3 58.7 66.9 61.2 66.9
P lu ra l is t '3 4 .1 37.7 41.3 33.1 38.8 33.1

100.0 (135) 100.0 (53) 100.0 (46) 100.0 (142) 100.0 (67) 100.0 (121)



TABLE $.4-Contlnued

8

^Persons per square m ile,

^See Chapter 1 fo r  an explanation of Q.

°The c u ttin g  point fo r  these respondents i s  a t  75,000 population. 

^Including c i t i e s  having lo s t  population.



between community c h a ra c te ris tic s  and the  expectations of council mem

bers for the manager's in te re s t group o rien ta tio n s . As indicated  in  

Table 5»4> in  a l l  categories of community c h a ra c te r is tic s , the m ajority  

of council members expected the m nager to  adopt the Consensual orien

ta t io n .

Personal and Professional Background, The hypothesis can be 

advanced th a t the personal, p rofessional and philosophical backgrounds 

of c i ty  managers play a ro le  in  determining th e i r  a tt i tu d e s  toward the 

legitim acy of in te re s t  group a c t iv i ty  in  the community policy-making 

process. The data exhibited in  Table 5*5 ind ica te  few re la tionsh ips 

between the in te re s t  group o rien ta tions of managers and th e ir  personal 

a t t r ib u te s .  Professionalism , whether measured by c reden tia ls  or 

experience, does not appear to  a ffe c t—with one exception—whether the 

manager adopts a P lu ra lis t  or a Consensualist o rien ta tio n . The ques

tio n  seems to  equally divide managers regardless of th e ir  p ro fessional 

d ifferences. The lone exception is  lev e l of education. College edu

cated managers appear to  embrace the P lu ra lis t  o rien ta tio n  much more 

read ily  than do th e ir  counterparts without college degrees. College 

educated managers may sympathize with the  legitim acy of a ro le  for 

groups in  policy naking# Because of th e ir  educational exposure, they 

a lso  may be more confident of th e ir  a b i l i ty  to  play the group brokerage 

"game."

There appears to  be a f a i r ly  strong re la tio n sh ip  between the  

manager's partisansh ip  and his in te re s t  group o rien ta tio n s . Non

p a rtisan  managers tend  to  be P lu ra lis ts  while th e ir  older and p artisan  

counterparts tend to  be Consensual, Perhaps the nonpartisan manager
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TABLE 5.5
CITY MNAGERS» INTEREST GROUP ORIENTATIONS, BY CITY mNAGERS' 

PERSONAL, PROFESSIONAL AND IDEOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS

C ity Managers' C h a rac te ris tic s
C ity  Managers’ Education Level Education F ie ld Career Experience
In te re s t  Group 
O rien ta tions

No
Decree

College
Degree

Prof. or 
Business Other

General S pec ia lized - 
Pub, Admin. Technical

percent
Q = .68,

percent
ps

percent percent percent percent

Consensual 80.0 43.2 50.0 37.5 45.5 55.6
P lu ra lis t 20.0 56.8 50.0 62.5 54.5 44.4

100.0 (15) 100.0 (57) 100.0 (32) 100.0 (8) 100.0 (33) 100.0 (9)

City Manager Experience Present Tenure Government Experience
10 years Over 10 5 years Over 5 15 years 16-20 Over 20
or le ss years or le s s years or le s s  years years

Consensual 52.2 44.4 48.0 50.0 41.2 46.2 58.3
P lu ra lis t 47.8 55.6 52.0 50.0 58.8 53.8 41.7

100.0 (23) 100.0 (18) 100.0 (25) 100.0 (16) 100.0 100.0 100.0 
(17) (13) (12)
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TABLE 5»5-Continued

a

C ity Managers' 
In te re s t  Group 
O rien ta tions 
(Continued)

C ity Managers' C h a rac te ris tic s  (Continued)
Appointment Typé Age P artisan sh ip

From outside 
c i ty

From 
c i ty  ranks

21-50
years

Over 50 
years P a rtisan

Non-
P artisan

percent percent percent percent percent percent

Consensual 43.5 52.6 37.9 60.0 68.4 31.8
P lu ra l is t 56.5 47.4 62.1 40.0 31.6 68.2

100.0 (23) 100.0 (19) 100.0 (29) 100.0 (10) 100.0 (19) 100.0 (22)

C onservative-L iberal Government Operations
Index Ideology Index Index

Conservative L iberal Limited A ctiv ist Active Passive

Consensual 52.4 38.9 50.0 42.1 47.6 45.0
P lu ra l i s t 47.6 61.1 50.0 57.9 52.4 55.0

100.0 (21) 100.0 (18) 100.0 (22) 100.0 (19) 100.0 (21) 100.0 (20)



sees the need to  e n l i s t  the  aid  of organized community in te re s ts  in  

developing a lte rn a tiv e  po licy  so lu tio n s . The p a rtisan  manager may be 

more attached  to  t r a d i t io n a l  manager ro le  anchors th a t leave policy  

determ ination to  council members and party a c t iv is ts  where experience 

and custom have taught him i t  properly belongs. F in a lly , philosophical 

a tt i tu d e s  appear to  have no re la tio n  to  in te re s t  group o r ie n ta tio n s .

As revealed in  Table 5 ,6 , professionalism  among department 

heads does not appear to  re la te  to  expectations fo r  managerial in te re s t  

group o r ien ta tio n s . The only in d ica to r of professionalism  of conse

quence here i s  f ie ld  of education. Technically tra in ed  department heads 

a re  le s s  l ik e ly  to  approve of P lu ra lis t  managers than th e ir  g e n e ra lis t  

tra in ed  coun terparts.

F in a lly , one re la tio n sh ip  between in te re s t  group expectations 

and p o l i t ic a l  philosophy i s  exhibited in  Table 5 ,6 . Department head 

attachment to  p o l i t ic a l  conservatism goes hand in  hand with a Consensual 

in te re s t group expectation fo r  the  manager.

The expectations of council members fo r  managers’ in te re s t  

group o rien ta tio n s  appear to  re la te  to  only a few of the  council member 

a ttr ib u te s  examined here. As ind icated  in  Table 5*7, occupation,
i

p o l i t ic a l  philosophy and ideology are re la te d  to  in te re s t  group expec

ta tio n s , Council members from "h igher-sta tus" occupations appear to  

adopt the Consensual po sitio n  as do Conservatives and those who fe e l  

th a t government involvement in  p rivate  a f fa i r s  should be lim ited*

Department Heads as P lu ra lis ts  

Community Background, In Chapter 4 i t  was noted th a t the vast 

m ajority  of department heads consider th e ir  proper o rien ta tio n  toward
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TABLE 5.6
DEPARTMENT HEADS» EXPECTATIONS FOR CITY MANAGERS' INTEREST GROUP ORIENTATIONS, 
BY DEPARTMENT HEADS' PERSONAL, PROFESSIONAL AND IDEOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS

Department Heads' C h a rac te ris tic s
Department Heads' 
Expectations of C ity Education Level Education F ie ld

Department Head 
Experience

î,îanagers' In te re s t  
Group O rientations

No
College College

' Specialized  Non- 
Technical Technical

5 years 
or le s s

6-10
years

Over 10 
years

Manager Should Be;
percent percent percent percent 

Q r .48 , ps
percent percent percent

Consensual
P lu r a l is t

56.5
43.5

52.3
47.7

64.0 38.7
36.0 61.3

51.4
48.6

58.8
41.2

52.9
47.1

100.0 (23) 100.0 (44) 100.0 (25) 100.0 (31) 100.0
(35)

100.0
(17)

100.0
(17)

Appointment Type
P rio r 

Government Service
Years 

Government Service
From outside 

c i ty
From 

c i ty  ranks Yes No
15 years 
or le s s

16-20 Over 20 
years years

percent percent percent percent percent percent percent

Consensual
P lu r a l is t

*57.1
42.9

53.7
46.3

57.1 52.8 
42.9 47.2

40.0
60.0

64.3
35.7

52.4
47.6

100.0 (14) 100.0 (54) 100.0 (14) 100.0 (53) 100.0
(10)

100.0
(14)

100.0
(42)



TABLE 5«6-Continued

Department Heads* 
Expectations (Continued)

■ Department Heads' C h a rac te ris tic s  (Continued)

.  . .  Age P artisansh ip
C onservative-L iberal

Index
21-50
years

Over 50 
years Partisan

Non-
P a rtisan Conservative L ibera l

percent percent percent percent percent percent
Q= .36 , ps

Consensual 56.8 44.8 51.9 56.3 61.5 42.9 •
P lu ra lis t 43.2 55.2 48.1 43.7 38.5 57.1

100.0 (37) 100.0 (29) 100.0 (52) 100.0 (16) 100.0 (39) 100.0 (28)

Ideology Index Government Operations Index
Limited A c tiv is t Active Passive

Consensual 55.0 48.0 60.0 44.8
P lu r a l i s t 45.0 52.0 40.0 55.2

100.0 (40) 100.0 (25) 100.0 (40) 100.0 (29)

NJ
NJO



TABLE 5.7
COUNCIL MaffiERS' EXPECTATIONS OF CITY MANAGERS' INTEREST GROUP ORIENTATIONS, 
BY COUNCIL MEÎffiERS' PERSONAL, PROFESSIONAL AND IDEOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS

Council Members' 
Expectations of 
C ity  Managers'

Council Members' C h a rac te ris tic s

. Age Education Level Education F ie ld
In te re s t  Group 
O rien tations

21-40 41-50 Over 50 
years years years

No
College College

P ro f ./
Business Other

C ity Managers should be;
percent percent percent percent percent percen t percent

Consensual
P lu ra l is t

69.8 63.9 62.9 
30.2 36.1 37.1

58.1
41.9

68.3
31.7

67.9 58.9 
32.1 41.1

100.0 100.0 100.0 
(43) (72) (70)

100.0 (62) 100.0 (123) 100.0 (106) 100.0 (73)

Occupation P rio r Community Service Council Experience
M anagerial/

P ro f ./
Business Other

P o l i t ic a l
or

Government
Other 

or none
2 years 3-4 5 years 
or le s s  years o r more

percent percent percent percent percent percent percent

Consensual
P lu r a l is t

.30 , ps
'7 0 .8  56.2 

29.2 43.8
65.5
34.5

58.9
41.1

68.9 63.3 61.1 
31.1 36.7 38.9

100.0 (105) 100.0 (73) 100.0 (87) 100.0 (73) 100.0 100.0 100.0 
(74) (60) (54)



TABLE 5 » 7 -C o n tin u e d

Council Members’ C h a rac te ris tic s  (Continued)

Council Members’ Length of Residence P artisansh ip
C onservative-L iberal

Index
Expectations
(Continued)

10 years 
o r le s s

11-20 Over 20 
years years P artisan

Non-
P artisan Conservative L iberal

percent percent percent percent percent percent percent
Managers should be: Q — . 35, ps

Consensual
P lu ra l is t

76.0
24.0

59.3 64.8 
40.7 35.2

64.1
35.9

65.9
34.1

72.7
27.8

55.6
44.4

100.0
(25)

100.0 100.0 
(54) (108)

100.0 (145) 100.0 (41) 100.0 (97) 100.0 (81)

Ideology Index
Government Operations 

Index
Reasons fo r  Running 
fo r  Council Post

Limited A c tiv is t Active Passive
Represent

Group

Represent
Issu e ,

Service
percent percent percent percent percent percent

Q=,.43, ps
Consensual
P lu ra l is t

74.0
26.0

53.1
46.9

64.1
35.9

65.9
34.1

52.9
47.1

66.0
34.0

100.0 (100) 100.0 (81) 100.0 (103) 100.0 (82) 100.0 (17) 100.0 (159

%
0»



in te re s t  group policy  a c t iv i ty  as Consensual. They do not wish to  upset 

the  policy-making partnersh ip  between the manager and th e  council by 

allowing groups to  influence th e i r  own actions without manager or coun

c i l  approval. This attachment to  the  Consensualist position  is  tru e  of 

department heads regard less of the nature of the communities they serve. 

As ind icated  in  Table 5 .8 , department head o rien ta tio n s toward in te r e s t  

groups appear to  be re la te d  to  only one of the community in d ica to rs— 

college educated population. Department heads from communities with 

high proportions of co llege graduates among th e ir  populations are  le s s  

l ik e ly  to  adopt the  Consensualist o rien ta tio n . Community in te re s ts  in  

these c i t i e s  may be more p o l i t ic a l ly  ac tive  and knowledgeable than 

elsewhere, thereby fo rcing  department heads to  pay c lo ser a tten tio n  to  

group demands. F in a lly , manager expectations of department head in te re s t  

group o rien ta tio n s  a lso  appear to  be unrelated to  a l l  community charac

t e r i s t i c s .

Council member expectations appear to  be re la te d  to  only two 

community c h a ra c te r is t ic s  (Table 5 .8 ) . Council members from higher 

s ta tu s  communities, as measured by high school graduates in  th e  popu

la t io n , a re  more l ik e ly  to  recognize the need fo r a P lu ra lis t  orien

ta tio n  among department heads. The same i s  true  fo r  council members 

from c i t ie s  with higher population d e n s itie s .

The Consensual o rien ta tio n  is  demanded of department heads in  

a l l  communities except fo r  those h igher-sta tu s communities whose c i t i 

zen in te re s ts  may be p o l i t ic a l ly  so ph istica ted . In such c i t i e s ,  the  

a b i l i ty  of community in te re s ts  to  a t t r a c t  the a tte n tio n  of department 

heads i s  recognized by council members as w ell as middle-management de

partment heads,
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TABLE 5 .8

DEPARTMENT HEADS' INTEREST GROUP ORIENTATIONS AND ALTEItS' EXPECTATIONS 
FOR THAT ORIENTATION, BY CO!J}JUNITY EtWIRONÎ/ENTAL CHARACTERISTICS

Community C h a rac te ris tic s
Population Population Density^ Population Change

Actor A ttitudes
25,000-
74,999

75,000 
or more

Under
2250&

2250 
or more

Less than 
15^ gain®

15/6 gain 
or more

Department Heads' 
O rientations

percent percent percent percent percent percent

Consensual
P lu ra l is t

76.1
23.9

60.9
39.1

68.8
31.3

76.2
23.8

75.7
24.3

67.8
32.2

100.0 (46) 100.0 (23) 100.0 (48) 100.0 (21) 100.0 (37) 100.0 (31)

C ity Managers' 
Expectations

Consensual
P lu ra lis t

37.5
62.5

54.5
45.5

45.5
54.5

50.0
50.0

50.0
50.0

43.8
56.2

100.0 (I6)b 100.0 (22)b 100.0 (22) 100.0 (16) 100.0 (22) 100.0 (16)

Council Members' 
Expectations Q= .30, ps

Consensual
P lu r a l i s t

69.3
30.7

59.8
40.2

70.0
30.0

55-9
44.1

62.4
37.6

64.3
35.7

100.0 (101) 100.0 (87) 100.0 (120) 100.0 (68) 100.0 (85) 100.0 (84)

N3
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TABLE 5 » 8 -C o n tin u e d

Community C h a rac te ris tic s  (Continued)
Proportion 

Foreign Stock Proportion Negro Median Family Income
Actor A ttitudes 
(Continued)

Less 
than 5%

5% 
or more

Less 
than 10#

10% 
or more

Under
$8000

S8000 
or more

percent percent percent percent percent percent
Department Heads’ 
O rien tations

Consensual 65.4 74.4 66.7 75.0 80.0 67.3 .
P lu r a l is t 34.6 25.6 33.3 25.0 20.0 32.7

100.0 (26) 100.0 (43) 100.0 (24) 100.0 (20) 100.0 (20) 100.0 (49)

C ity Managers’ 
Expectations

Consensual 36.4 51.9 50.0 43.8 63.6 40.7
P lu r a l is t 63.6 48.1 50.0 56.3 36.4 39.3

100.0 (11) 100.0 (27) 100.0 (22) 100.0 (16) 100.0 (11) 100.0 (27)

Council Members’ 
Expectations

Consensual '6 4 .1 65.3 67.5 60.0 72.5 62.0
P lu ra lis t 35.9 34.7 32.5 40.0 27.5 38.0

100.0 (64) 100.0 (124) 100.0 (123) 100.0 (65) 100.0 ( 51) 100.0 (137)

g



TABLE 5 » 8 -G o n tin u e d

Community C h a rac te ris tic s  (Continued)
Proportion of 

College Graduates
Proportion of 

High School Graduates
Proportion of White 

C ollar Workers
Actor A ttitudes 
(Continued)

Less 
than 15%

15%
or more

Less 
than 50%

50%
or more

Less 
than 50%

50% 
or more

Department Heads' 
O rien tations

percent

Q= .39

percent 

, ps

percent percent percent percent

Consensual
P lu ra l is t

76.0
24.0

57.9
42.1

81.3
18.7

67.9
32.1

65.2
34.8

73.9
26.1

100.0 (50) 100.0 (19) 100.0 (16) 100.0 (53) 100.0 (23) 100.0 (46)

C ity Managers' 
Expectations

Consensual
P lu ra l is t

48.3
51.7

44.4
55.6

50.0
50.0

41.7
58.3

53.3
46.7

43.5
56.5

100,0 (29) 100.0 (9) 100.0 (26) 100.0 (12) 100.0 (15) 100.0 (23)

Council Members' 
Expectations Q = .32 , ps

Consensual
P lu r a l is t

66.4
'3 3 .6

61.1
38.9

75.6
24.4

61.5
38.5

70.1
29.9

62.0
38.0

100.0 (134) 100.0 100.0 (45) 100.0 (143) 100.0 (67) 100.0 (121)

M



TABLE 5 .8 - C o n t in u e d

^Population per square m ile,

^The c u ttin g  poin t fo r  th ese  respondents i s  a t  $0,000 population. 

°Including c i t i e s  having lo s t  population.

a



Personal and Professional Background» I f  professionalism  among 

department heads i s  defined as policy making through the  app lica tion  of 

ex p ertise , then young professionals with co llege degrees might be ex

pected to  be an ti-g roup  C onsensualists, I f ,  however, professionalism  

i s  a lso  charac terized  by governmental experience and a soph istica ted  

awareness of p o l i t ic a l  r e a l i ty ,  the older "p ro fessional"  department head 

should exh ib it pro-group a tt i tu d e s . The data exh ib ited  in  Table 5*9, 

however, in d ica te  th a t these two p ro file s  of p ro fessional a ttr ib u te s  not 

only face in  opposite d irec tio n s but a lso  face in  d irec tio n s opposite 

those hypothesized. Three ind ica to rs of p rofessionalism —one from the 

c red en tia l dimension and th ree  from the experience dimension—appear to  

be associated  with group o rien ta tio n s . College educated department heads 

are l ik e ly  to  have P lu ra lis t  o rien ta tions and so do those department 

heads with no p r io r  governmental se rv ice , and those with 15 years se r

vice or le s s .  Two personal a t t r ib u te s —age and p o l i t i c a l  philosophy— 

also  re la te  to  in te r e s t  group o rien ta tio n s . Older and more conservative 

department heads a re  most l ik e ly  to be C onsensualists.

Those o ld er, p o l i t ic a l ly  conservative department heads with 

many years o f government serv ice  but without co llege educations a re
i

d e fin ite ly  Consensual in  th e i r  o rien ta tions toward community groups.

Their perspective may be th a t of implementers ra th e r  than policy makers; 

and they may r e s i s t  group pressures th a t c lash  with council o r manager 

decisions. They a lso  may re je c t group pressures as being a t  odds with 

th e ir  own experienced judgment or th e ir  perceived rig h t to  give the 

council advice based on th e i r  years of experience and expertise  unencum

bered by " p o lit ic a l"  considerations. By c o n tra s t, the s te reo ty p ica l
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TABLE 5.9
DEPARTMENT HEADS' INTEREST GROUP ORIENTATIONS, BY DEPARTMENT HEADS' 

PERSONAL, PROFESSIONAL AND PHILOSOPHICAL CHARACTERISTICS

Department Heads' C h a rac te ris tic s

Department Heads' Education Level Education F ie ld
Department Head 

Experience
In te re s t  Group 
O rien tations

No
College College

S pec ia lized /
Technical

Non-
Technical

5 years 
o r le s s

Over 5 
years

Department Heads 
Should Be:

percent

Qas ,46

percent 

, ps

percent percent percent percent

Consensual
P lu ra l is t

82.6
17.4

63.6
36.4

64.0
36.0

67.1
32.3

68.6
31.4

73.5
26.5

100.0 (23) 100.0 (44) 100.0 (25) 100.0 (31) 100.0 (35) 100.0 (34)

-
Appointment Type

P rio r 
Government Service

Years 
Government Service

Outside 
th is  c i ty

Within 
th is  c i ty Yes No

15 years 
or le s s

Over 15 
years

percent percent percent percent percent percent

Consensual
P lu ra l is t

64.3
35.7

72.2
27.8

85.7
14.3

66.0
34.0

Q s .5 1
54.2
45.8

, ps
78.6
21.4

100.0 (14) 100.0 (54) 100.0 (14) 100.0 (53) 100.0 (24) 100.0 (42)

a



T a b le  5 . 9 -G o n tin u e d

Department Heads’
O rientations
(Continued)

• Department Heads' C h a rac te ris tic s  (Continued)

Age P artisansh ip
C onservative-L iberal

Index
21-50
years

Over 50 
years P a rtisan

Non-
P artisan Conservative L iberal

percent percent percent percent percent percent

Q — • •65, ps Q= .69 , ps
Consensual 56.8 86.2 75.0 62.5 84.6 50.0
P lu ra l is t 43.2 13.8 25.0 37.5 15.4 50.0

100.0 (37) 100.0 (29) 100.0 ( 52) 100.0 (16) 100.0 (39) 100.0 (28)

Government Operations
Ideology Index Index

Limited A c tiv is t Active Passive

Consensual 72.5 64.0 72.5 69.0

P lu ra lis t 27.5 36.0 27.5 31.0

100.0 (40) 100.0 (25) 100.0 (40) 100.0 (29)

NJ
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young, p o l i t ic a l ly  l ib e r a l ,  and college educated but inexperienced 

department head is  P lu ra lis t  in  his o rien ta tio n s . He not only re je c ts  

a ro le  confining him only to  po licy  implementation, but he a lso  re je c ts  

the notion th a t group contact must only come a t  the lev e l of council 

d e lib e ra tio n s . This department head amy need the  experienced advice of 

some community groups. He may a lso  wish to  demonstrate h is  ’’se n s itiv ity "  

to  community needs by lis te n in g  carefu lly  to  the  expressed concerns of 

community groups.

Professionalism  also  helps account fo r the  expectations mana

gers have fo r  the group o rien ta tio n s of th e i r  department heads. Both 

dimensions of professionalism  point in  the same d irec tio n  (Table 5 ,10). 

R ela tive ly  inexperienced, highly educated, and p o l i t ic a l ly  l ib e ra l  

managers tra ined  as g e n e ra lis ts  and appointed from outside th e ir  present 

c i t i e s  are more l ik e ly  to  to le ra te  a P lu ra lis t  o rien ta tion  among th e ir  

department heads.

F in a lly , personal a ttr ib u te s  do not appear to  explain the ex

pectations of council members fo r  department head group o rien ta tions 

(Table 5 ,11), Council, members consisten tly  expect department heads to  

adopt Consensualist positions v iz -a -v iz  community groups.
i

Group Support fo r Tenure P o litick ing  A ttitude Sources 

As ind icated  in  Chapter 4 , the cu ltiv a tio n  of group support fo r  

p o litick in g  reasons i s  overwhelmingly regarded as an ille g itim a te  a c t i 

v i ty  fo r  managers and department heads. This taboo is  espec ia lly  true  

fo r  managers regard less of th e i r  personal or philosophical backgrounds 

or the fea tu res of the community in  which'the managers work. The same
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TABLE 5.10
CITY MANAGERS' EXPECTATIONS FOR DEPARTMENT HEADS' INTEREST Œ10UP ORIENTATIONS, 

BY CITY MANAGERS' PERSONAL, PROFESSIONAL 
AND IDEOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS

C ity Managers' 
Expectations of 
Department Heads*

City Managers' C h a rac te ris tic s
Education Level Education F ie ld Career Experience

In te re s t  Group 
O rien tations

No Bach. Grad. 
Degree Degree Degree

Prof. or 
Business Other

General S pec ia lized / 
Pub. Admin. Technical

Department Heads 
should be:

percent percent percent 

X^- 7 .25 , ps*

percent percent percent percent 

Qa .55 , ps

Consensual
P lu ra lis t

75.0 58.8 29.4
25.0 41.2 70.6

48.5
51.5

40.0
60.0

41.9 71.4 
53.1 28.6

100.0 100.0 100.0 
(4) (17) (17)

100.0 (33) 100.0 (5) 100.0 (31) 100.0 (7)

C ity  Manager 
Experience Present Tenure Government Experience

10 years Over 10 
or le s s  years

5 years 
or le s s

Over 5 
years

15 years l6-20 Over 20 
or le s s  years years

percent percent percent percent percent percent percent

Consensual
P lu r a l is t

45.0 47.1 
'  55.0 52.9

45.5
54.5

53.3
46.7

X^a 5.95, ps
35.3 45.5 70.0 
64.7 54.5 30.0

100.0 (20) 100.0 (17) 100.0 (22) 100.0 (15) 100.0 100.0 100.0 
(17) (11) (10)

N>
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TABLE 5»10-Contlnued

City Managers* C h a rac te ris tic s  (Continued)
C ity Managers* Appointment Type Age P artisan sh io
Expectations
(Continued)

From outside From 
c ity  c i ty  ranks

21-50
years

Over 50 
years P a rtisan

Non-
P artisan

percent percent 
Q- .78, ps

percent percent percent percent

Consensual 27.3 75.0 40.7 60.0 53.3 40.9
P lu ra l is t 72.7 25.0 59.3 40.0 46.7 59.1

100.0 (22) 100.0 100.0 (27) 100.0 (10) 100.0 (15) 100.0 (22)

Cons ervat iv e-L ib era l 
Index

Ideology Index Government Operations 
Index

Conservative L iberal Limited A ctiv ist Active Passive

■
percent percent 

Q -  .53, ps
percent percent percent percent

Consensual 60.0 31.3 55.0 35.3 47.4 44.4
P lu ra lis t 40.0 63.8 45.0 64.7 52.6 55.6

100.0 (20) 100.0 (16) 100.0 (20) 100.0 (17) 100.0 (19) 100.0 (18)

aSee Chapter 1 fo r  an explanation of X^.



TABLE 5.11
COUNCIL MSÎffiERS' EXPECTATIONS FOR DEPARTMENT HEADS» INTEREST GROUP ORIENTATIONS, 

BY COUNCIL MEüffiERS» PERSONAL, PROFESSIONAL AND IDEOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS

Council Members’ Council Members' C h a rac te ris tic s
Expectations fo r  
Department Heads' A%e Education Level Education F ie ld
In te re s t  Group 
O rientations

21-40 41-50 Over 50 
years years years

No
College College

P ro f ./
Business Other

Department Heads 
should be:

percent percent percent percent percent percent percent

Consensual
P lu ra l is t

72.1 64.4 62.3 
27.9 35.6 37.7

63.5 65.6
36.5 34.4

71.4
28.6

56.8 •
43.2

100.0 100.0 100.0 
(43) (73) (69)

100.0 (63) 100.0 (122) 100.0 (62) 100.0 (74)

Occupation Length of Residence
P rio r 

Community Experience
M anagerial/
P ro fe ss io n a l/
Business Other

10 years 11-20 Over 20 
or le s s  years years

P o l i t ic a l  
o r Govt,

Other 
or none

Consensual
P lu ra l is t

66.7 61.6 
33.3 30.4

76.0 59.3 64.8
24.0 40.7 38.2

68.2
31.8

61.2
38.8

I

100.0 (105) 100.0 (63) 100.0
(25)

100.0
(54)

100.0
(108)

100.0 (88) 100.0 (98)



TABLE 5.ll-Continued

Council Members’ C h a rac te ris tic s  (Continued)

Council Members* Council Experience P artisan sh ip
C onservative-L iberal

Index
Expectations
(Continued)

2 years 3-4 Over 5 
or le s s  years years

Non-
P a rtisan  P artisan Consenrative L ibera l

percent percent percent percent percent percent percent

Consensual
P lu ra lis t

64.4 58.3 72.7 
35.6 41.7 27.3

62.1 75.6 
37.9 24.4

66.0
34.0

63.0
37.0

100.0 100.0 100.0 
(63) (50) (55)

100.0 (145) 100.0 (41) 100.0 (77) 100.0 (81)

Ideology Index
Government Operations 

Index
Reasons fo r  Running 
fo r  Council Post

Limited A c tiv is t Active Passive
Represent

GrouDs

Represent
Issu es ,
Service

percent percent percent percent percent percent

Consensual
P lu ra lis t

68.3 63.8 
31.7 36.3

58.8 72.3 
41.2 27.7

70.6
29.4

63.1
36.9

100.0 (101) 100.0 (80) 100.0 (102) 100.0 (83) 100.0 (17) 100.0 (160)



i s  true  fo r department heads with one exception—experience as measured 

by time on the  job.

Department heads with more than f iv e  years of experience in  

th e ir  positions are more l ik e ly  than th e i r  le s s  experienced counterparts 

to  allow managers to  encourage group support fo r  favored council candi

dates (Table 5 .12). Yet, the experienced department head appears to  be 

le s s  w illing  to  encourage group support fo r  the  manager's tenure. The 

experienced department head appears to  recognize the existence of and 

perhaps a need fo r managers to  c u ltiv a te  group support fo r favored 

council candidates. The same department head, however, appears to 

eschew group cu ltiv a tio n  a c t iv i t ie s  by himself fo r council candidates 

or tenure support fo r  th e  nanager.

Council members a lso  overwhelmingly re je c t group cu ltiv a tio n  

ro le s  fo r  managers and department heads (Table 4 .9 ) . This appears to  

be true  regardless of the personal c h a ra c te r is tic s  of council members 

o r, with the exception of community s ta tu s , community ch a rac te ris tic s  

(Table 5.13). In those communities with highly educated populations, 

council members are le ss  to le ra n t of group cu ltiv a tio n  a c t iv i t ie s  by 

e ith e r  managers or department heads,

y

Summary Note

I t  was expected th a t Consensualists among appointed o f f ic ia ls  

in  municipal government (and th e i r  a l te r s  who expect them to  be Con

sensual) would most lik e ly  be found in  s n a lle r , le s s  densely populated, 

w ealth ier c i t ie s  having homogeneous, and perhaps high socia l s ta tu s  

populations. Their P lu ra lis t  brethren and th e ir  a l te r s  were more 

l ik e ly  to  be found in  la rg e , c u ltu ra lly  d iverse, complex c i t i e s ,
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TABLE 5.12
DEPARTMENT HEADS* TENURE POLITICKING (GROUP SUPPORT) ROLE ATTITUDES,

BY DEPARTMENT HEADS' PROFESSIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

Department Heads* C h a rac te ris tic s
Department Head Experience P rio r Government Experience

Department Heads* 
A ttitudes

5 years 
or le ss

Over 5 
years Yes No

percent percent percent percent
Department Heads should; Qs .57

Encourage Group 
Support of lfanager*s 
Tenure 17.4 23.8 16.7 37.7
Not Encourage . . . 82.5 76.2 83.3 62.3

100.0 (35) 100.0 (21) 100.0 (14) 100.0 (53)

C ity  Managers should:

Ehcourage Group 
Support of Council 
Candidates

Q» .73,

8.6

, ps

38.1 14.2 20.7

Not Encourage . . . 91.4 61.9 85.8 79.3

100.0 (35) 100.0 (21) 100.0 (14) 100.0 (53)

a



TABLE 5.13
COUNCIL MEf/iBERS» TENURE POLITICKING (GROUP SUPPORT) EXPECTATIONS,

BY COUNCIL MEMBERS* COMMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS

Community C h a rac te ris tic s
Proportion of High 
School Graduates

Proportion of 
College Graduates

Council Members’ 
Expectations

Less 
than 50#

50% 
or more

Less 
than 15%

15%
or more

percent percent percent percent
C ity Managers should : Qs .68, ps Q— .41, ps

Encourage Group 
Support of Council 
Candidates 28.3 7.0 21.1 10.0
Not Encourage . . . 71.7 93.0 78.9 90.0

100.0 (46) 100.0 (132) 100.0 (38) 100.0 (150)

Department Heads shou ld : Q » .3 9 , ps Qz .93, ps

Encourage Group 
Support of Council 
Candidates 23.9 12,0 47.0 2.9

Not Encourage . . . '7 6 .1 88.0 53.0 97.1
100.0 (46) 100.0 (141) 100.0 (51) 100.0 (136)

;



However, l i t t l e  evidence was found to  support th is  hypothesis. While 

one of the in d ica to rs  of community s ta tu s  (c it iz e n  education) bears soma 

re la tio n sh ip  to  ac to r a t t i tu d e s ,  only one other in d ica to r of community 

complexity and d iv e rs ity  (density) does so, and then only under some 

circum stances.

The analysis of th is  chapter has a lso  revealed th a t department 

heads with much experience but lacking some of the  c red en tia ls  of pro

fessionalism  are  not to le ran t of a P lu ra lis t  re la tio n sh ip  between them

selves and community groups, Managers who expect department heads to  

shun a P lu ra lis t  o rien ta tio n  a lso  have experience but lack professional 

c re d en tia ls . The evidence leads to  the  conclusion th a t experienced 

managers and department heads who do not possess the "necessary" cre

d en tia ls  wish to  keep community groups a t arms leng th . Inexperienced 

appointed o f f ic ia l s ,  however, armed with what are  often  thought of as 

the "proper" c red en tia ls  appear more w illing  to  share some type of 

policy-making ro le  with community groups.
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Notes
1. This ca tego riza tion  i s  s im ila r to  th a t used in  Betty H. Zisk, Local 

In te re s t P o li t ic s ;  A One-^ay S tre e t (Indianapolis; Bobbs-M errill, 
1973), p. 23.

2, See Edward C. Banfield and James Q. V/ilson, City P o litic s  (New York: 
Vintage Books, 1963), Chapters 15 and 21.

3» The question was; "Of the community groups in  your c ity  th a t a re
active  in  community a f f a i r s ,  and sometimes appear before the council, 
which would you say are  the most in f lu e n tia l?  (Please l i s t  as many 
as you can in  th e i r  order of in flu en ce ,)"

4. The question asked was; "V/hat would you say makes these groups
in f lu e n tia l—what are  the main reasons fo r  th e ir  influence? (Please 
l i s t  as many reasons as you wish in  th e ir  order of importance,)"

5. The question asked was; " I f  any of these groups contact you per
sonally , how do they go about doing i t ?  (Please l i s t  as many ways
as you can th in k  of in  th e ir  order of im portance,)"
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CHAPTER VI

POLICY ROLE ATTITUDE MAPS

In Chapter 5, in te re s t  group po licy  a tt i tu d e s  were examined 

as dependent variab les in  re la tio n  to  t h e i r  degree of a sso c ia tio n  w ith 

ce rta in  environmental v a riab le s . In th is  chap ter, the re la tio n sh ip  

between boxes B and C of Figure 5*1 w ill  be examined. Since c au sa lity  

i s  not presumed here, we w ill t r e a t  both policy ro le  a t t i tu d e s  and 

in te re s t  group a tt i tu d e s  as independent and dependent v a riab le s . The 

schematic diagram in  Figure 6,1 re f le c ts  th is  m odification of the schema 

presented in  the  l a s t  chapter.

In 1968, Eulau and Eyestone found i t  u se fu l to  conceive of 

the a tt i tu d e s  of municipal o f f ic ia ls  towards the substance of po licy  as 

perceptual ’’maps" which these o f f ic ia ls  developed in  the  course of 

th e ir  public ca ree rs . As these authors view i t ,  a policy map re s u l ts  

from the "policy-makers' perceptions of problems, policy  positions and 

policy images,"^ The present study adapts th is  concept to  the  ana ly sis  

of policy ro le  o rien ta tio n s  and expectations. We can conceive of th is  

study as an analysis of the components of a "po licy  ro le  a t t i tu d in a l  

map" each ac to r develops in  the course of h is  public caree r. The
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FIGURE 6.1
A MODIFIED SCHEÎ/A OF COGNIZANT, ENVIRONMENTAL, 

AND ATTITUDINAL VARIABLE INTERRELATIONSHIPS

I

A ctors' A  I 
'Cognizance o f  i 
j In te re s t  Group j 
[influence^ j

, Other A I
I Environmental i < 
I  V ariables I

I n te re s t  Group 0  
Policy  Role 
O rien ta tions and 
Expectations

A ctors' C,
Policy  Role and 
P o litick in g  
O rien tations and 
Expectations____



preceding chapters described some of these components; policy ro le  

conceptions, in te re s t  group a tt i tu d e s , and some elements of the environ

ment in  which these a tt i tu d e s  a re  found. As the la s t  step  in  our 

an a ly sis , t h i s  chapter f i l l s  in  the f in a l  o u tlines of the actors* " ro le  

a ttitu d e "  maps. Here we examine d ire c t re la tio n sh ip s  among policy  ro le  

a t t i tu d e s ,  in te re s t  group ro le  a t t i tu d e s ,  and p o litick in g  o rien ta tio n s 

and expectations.

Three questions need to  be asked about each group of respondents. 

F i r s t ,  do the  a c to r 's  policy  ro le  o rien ta tio n s have an association  with 

h is in te re s t  group o rien ta tio n s or w ith h is  expectations for the  

in te re s t  group o rien ta tio n s of h is a lte rs ?  Second, do the a c to r 's  

in te re s t  group o rien ta tio n s r e la te  to  h is expectations of the policy  

ro le  behavior of h is  a lte rs ?  Third, do the a c to r 's  in te re s t  group 

o rien ta tio n s r e la te  to  h is  p o litick in g  o rien ta tio n s  o r h is expectations 

of the  p o litick in g  o rien ta tio n s of the other actors?

Council Members' A ttitude

As ind icated  in  Tables 6.1  through 6 .3 , there i s  l i t t l e  re la 

tionsh ip  between council members' policy  ro le  a t t i tu d e s  and th e ir  

in te re s t  group o rien ta tio n s  and expectations. The po licy  rp le  o rien 

ta tio n s  of council members, fo r  example, appear to  have l i t t l e  re la tio n  

to  th e ir  in te r e s t  group o rien ta tio n s or th e i r  expectations fo r  the  

in te re s t  group re la tio n s  of c i ty  nanagers. Regardless of whether 

council members wish to  dominate the policy-making process or share i t  

with other a c to rs , a s l ig h t m ajority  take the P lu ra lis t  o rien ta tio n  

toward in te re s t  groups (Table 6 ,1 ) . Likewise, council members regard

le s s  of th e i r  own policy  ro le  o rien ta tio n s f e e l  managers should be
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TABLE 6.1
COUNCIL ME\!BERS' INTEREST GROUP ORIENTATIONS AND EXPECTATIONS, 

BY COUNCIL IvlEÜDERS: POLICY ROLE ORIENTATIONS

fo
o

Council Members' 
I n te r e s t  Group Council Members'

Expectations Policy Dominâtor Policy  P artner
percent percent

Council Members 
should be:

ns®

Consensual 48.4 44.1
P lu ra l is t 51.6 55.9

100.0 (31)6 100.0 (152)

C ity Ifenagers 
should be:

ns

Consensual 58.1 66.2
P lu ra lis t 41.9 33.8

100.0 (31) 100.0 (154)

Department Heads 
should be:

Q =  .53 , ps®

Consensual 83.9 61.0
P lu ra l is t 16.1 39.0

100.0 (31) 100.0 (154)

^ns ss. not s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ig n if ic a n t . 
^Number of cases.
°See Chapter 1 fo r  an explanation of Q. 

s ig n if ic a n t .
ps =x s t a t i s t i c a l l y



Consensual. At some point in  the policy-making process the manager i s  

to  s tre s s  council so lid a r i ty  over in te re s t  group access. I f  managers 

are to  be Consensual, so too are department heads. Council members who 

wish to  dominate policy  making are  espec ia lly  concerned th a t department 

heads should choose council s o lid a r ity  over in te re s t  group access a t  

some point in  the policy-making process.

Even i f  the  in te re s t  group a tt i tu d e s  of council members are  

l i t t l e  a ffec ted  by policy ro le  a t t i tu d e s , do these in te re s t  group a t t i 

tudes themselves a ffe c t other a ttitu d e s?  As ind icated  in  Table 6 ,2 , 

they apparently do no t. Regardless of th e i r  in te re s t  group o rien ta tio n s , 

council members fe e l  c ity  managers should not become embroiled in  policy  

disputes among council members, nor should department heads assume 

policy leadersh ip  in  departmental operations.

Likewise, the in te re s t  group o rien ta tio n s of council members 

seem to have no e ffe c t on th e ir  expectations toward the rec ru itin g  and 

supporting ro les  of c ity  managers and department heads (Table 6 ,3 ) , 

Consensual and P lu ra lis t  council members a lik e  fe e l both department 

heads and managers should remain n eu tra l in  the recruitm ent process, 

but department heads should support the manager when h is  continued 

employment i s  a t  s tak e , *

City Managers' A ttitude Hiap 

As ind icated  in  Table 6 ,A, no re la tio n sh ip  e x is ts  between 

(1) c ity  managers' policy  ro le  o rien ta tions and th e ir  in te re s t  group 

o rien ta tio n s , and (2) c i ty  managers' expectations fo r the  in te re s t 

group o rien ta tions of department heads. Likewise, no re la tio n sh ip  

ex is ts  when the  in te re s t  group o rien ta tions of c ity  managers are
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TABLE 6.2
COUNCIL MELffiERS» EXPECTATIONS OF ALTERS' POLICY ROLES,

BY COUNCIL mŒERS' INTEREST GROUP ORIENTATIONS

a p ê o ta t ïo n s ° S '  In te re s t  Group O rien tations----------
A lte rs ' Policy  Roles  Consensual P lu r a l is t

C ity  Managers as Policy  
D isputants should:

percent
ns

percent

Remain N eutral 
Take Sides

71.1
28.9

69.6
30.4

100.0 (85) 100.0 (102)

In  Departmental Operations 
Department Heads should:

ns

Assume Policy Leadership 
R eject Policy  Leadership

42.7
57.3

46.5
53.5

100.0 (82) 100.0 (101)



TABLE 6.3
COUNCIL MEMBERS' EXPECTATIONS OF ALTERS' POLITICKING ROLES, 

BY COUNCIL MEMBERS' INTEREST GROUP ORIENTATIONS

N)vn
V jJ

Council Members' 
Expectations of 
A lte rs ' P o litick in g  Roles

Council Members' 
I n te re s t  Group O rien ta tions

Consensual P lu r a l i s t

C ity  Managers should be:
R ecru ite rs
N eutral

percent

20.7
79.3

ns
percent

29.1
70.9

100.0 (82) 100.0 (103)

Department Heads should be; ns

R ecru iters
N eutral

25.6
Ik .U

28.2
71.8

100.0 (82) 100.0 (103)

In  supporting the  manager 
in  h is  job . Department 
Heads should:

ns

Provide Support 
Remain N eu tra l

70.0
30.0

61.8
38.2

100.0 (80) 100.0 (102)



TABLE 6.4
CITY MANAGERS» INTEREST GROUP ORIENTATIONS AND EXPECTATIONS, 

BY CITY KÎANAGERS» POLICY ROLE ORIENTATIONS

NJ

C ity Managers» City Managers»

O rientations A dm inistrator Policy  P artner
percent percent

C ity  Managers should be: ns
Consensual 46.2 48.3
P lu ra l is t 53.8 51.7

100.0 (13) 100.0 (29)

Department Heads should be: ns

Consensual 61.5 40.0
P lu ra l is t 36.5 60.0

100.0 (13) 100.0 (25)
Council Members should be: ns

Consensual 46.2 41.4
P lu ra l is t 53.8 58.6

100.0 (13) 100.0 (29)



tre a te d  as the  independent v a riab le  (Table 6 ,5 ) . There i s  no assoc ia tion  

between the managers’ in te re s t  group o rien ta tio n s and th e ir  expectations 

fo r  the policy  ro le  a ttitu d e s  of department heads.

The in te re s t  group o rien ta tio n s of managers a lso  appear to  be 

unrelated  to  p o litick in g  ro le  a tt i tu d e s  with only one exception—depart

ment head re c ru itin g  ro le s . Consensual c i ty  managers are  more l ik e ly  to  

demand th a t department heads remain n e u tra l in  the  candidate recruitm ent 

process (Table 6 ,7 ) . This, however, i s  the only point a t  which P lu ra l

i s t  managers might allow department heads to  cross the lin e  between 

policy  making and p o litick in g .

Department Heads’ A ttitude Map 

There appears to  be a strong re la tio n sh ip  between the policy 

ro le  a tt i tu d e s  of department heads and th e ir  in te re s t  group o rien ta tio n s . 

As indicated in  Table 6 ,8 , department heads who fe e l th e i r  primary 

ro le  i s  to implement ra th e r than nake public policy  a lso  fe e l  th a t th e i r  

re la tio n s  with community groups should be secondary to ' th e i r  duty to  

carry  out the  d ic ta te s  of the manager or the  council. Policy Partner 

department heads a re  more l ik e ly  to  permit community groups to  influence 

the  policy  m king process. Department head policy ro le  o rien ta tio n s , 

however, do not appear to  be re la te d  to  expectations fo r  the in te re s t  

group a tt i tu d e s  of other a c to rs .

When the  in te re s t  group o rien ta tio n  of a department head i s  

made the independent v a riab le , no re la tio n sh ip  between th a t o rien ta tio n  

and policy  ro le  expectations can be estab lished  (Table 6 .9 ) . Consen

sua l department heads are  no more lik e ly  -than P lu ra lis te  to  want the 

manager to  be merely an adm inistrator or to  want council members to
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TABLE 6,5
CITY MANAGERS» EXPECTATIONS FOR DEPARTMENT HEADS' POLICY ROLES,

BY CITY MANAGERS' INTEREST GROUP ORIENTATIONS

%

City Managers' 
Expectations of 
Department Head 
P olicy  Role O rien ta tions

C ity  Managers' 
In te re s t  Group O rien ta tions

Consensual P lu r a l i s t
percent percent

Department Heads should be: ns

Policy  Implementors 65.0 77.3
Po licy  P artners 35.0 22.7

100.0 (20) 100.0 (22)



TABLE 6 ,6

CITY MANAGERS' RECRUITING ORIENTATIONS, BY CITY Î.ÎANAGSRS» 
INTEREST GROUP ORIENTATIONS

vn

C ity  Managers'
R ecruiting
O rien ta tions

C ity Managers 
In te re s t  Group O rien ta tions

P lu ra lis t Consensual
percent percent

C ity  Managers should be; ns

E lection  R ecru iters 40.9 20,0
E lection  N eutral 59.1 80,0

100,0 (22) 100,0 (20)



TABLE 6.7
CITY MNAGERS» EXPECTATIONS OF DEPARTMENT HEADS' POLITICKING ROLES,

BY CITY I.fANAGERS' INTEREST GROUP ORIENTATIONS

C ity Managers' 
Expectations of

C ity Managers' 
In te re s t  Group O rientations

Department Head 
P o litic k in g  O rien ta tions P lu ra lis t Consensual

Department Heads should be;
percent

Q =. .75 , ps
percent

E lection R ecru iters 
E lection N eutrals

27.3
72.7

5.0
95.0

100.0 (22) 100.0 (20)

In  Supporting the  Manager 
in  h is  Job, Department 
Heads should:

ns

Provide Support 
Remain N eutral

75.0
25.0

55.0
45.0

100.0 (20) 100.0 (20)

Department Heads should be:
E lection  Campaigners 
E lection  N eutrals

23.8
76.2

20.0
80.0

100.0 (21) 100.0 (20)



TABLE 6 .8

DEPARTMENT HEADS' INTEREST GROUP ORIENTATIONS A.ND EXPECTATIONS, 
BY DEPARTMENT HEADS' POLICY ROLE ORIENTATIONS

N i

3

Department Heads' 
In te re s t  Group

Department Heads'

O rientations and Policy Policy
Expectations Implementers P artners

percent percent
Department Heads should be: Q = .66 , ps

Consensual 87.1 57.9
P lu ra l is t 12.9 42.1

100.0 (31) 100.0 (38)

C ity Managers should be: ns
Consensual 64.5 44.7
P lu ra l is t 35.5 55.3

100.0 (31) 100.0 (38)

Council Members should be: ns
Consensual 53.3 42.1
P lu r a l is t 46.7 57.9

100.0 (30) 100.0 (38)



TABLE 6.9
DEPARTMH^T HEADS' POLICY ROLE EXPECTATIONS, BY DEPARTMENT HEADS'

INTEREST GROUP ORIENTATIONS

Department Heads' 
Po licy  Role 
Expectations

Department Heads' 
In te re s t  Group O rientations

Consensual P lu r a l i s t
percent percent

C ity  Managers should be: ns

A dm inistrators 42.6 36.4
Po licy  Partners 57.4 63.6

100.0 (47) 100.0 (22)

Council Members should be:

Policy  Leaders 76.1 81.8
P olicy  Sharers 23.9 18.2

100.0 (46) 100.0 (22)



share the In i t ia t iv e  in  shaping policy  with o thers outside the council.

There does appear to  be a re la tio n sh ip  between the in te re s t  

group o rien ta tio n s of department heads and one p o litick in g  a tt i tu d e  

(Table 6 ,10). Consensualists are f a r  le ss  l ik e ly  than P lu ra lis ts  to  

become involved when questions of the manager's tenure a r is e —only a 

s lig h t m ajority  would support a manager they respect when his job is  

on the l in e .

In te rp re ta tio n

The findings reported  above in d ica te  th a t  n e ith e r policy ro le  

a tt i tu d e s  nor in te re s t  group o rien ta tio n s  have much of a rec ip roca l 

impact. They are independent of each other as in fluences on policy 

decisions. The primary exception appears to  be fo r department heads, 

V.Tien policy ro le  o rien ta tio n s  a re  tre a te d  as the independait v a riab le , . 

the in c lin a tio n  of department heads to  be Policy Implementers or Policy 

Partners has an impact on whether th is  a c to r  i s  Consensual or P lu ra lis t  

in  his group o rien ta tio n s .

One p lausib le  explanation fo r  these  find ings i s  th a t the  

department head has f a r  more d a ily  contact w ith community in te re s ts  . 

than does the manager or council member. C itizens tend to  reac t ra th e r 

than a c t—they provide feedback about policy  decisions a t  the  point of 

implementation. This feedback i s  aimed a t  th e  most d ire c tly  respon

s ib le , and often the most immediately access ib le , " s tre e t- le v e l"
2

bureaucrat —the department head through h is  s t a f f .  I t  i s  small wonder, 

then, th a t the department head sees community, in te re s t  groups as e ith e r  

important p a rtic ip a n ts  in  the decision-making process or as an tagonists 

to  avoid when a t  a l l  p o ss ib le .
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TABLE 6.10
DEPARTMENT HEADS’ POLITICKING ROLE ORIENTATIONS AND EXPECTATIONS, 

BY DEPARTliiilNT HEADS' INTEREST GROUP ORIENTATIONS

g

Department Heads' Department Heads'
P o litic k in g  O rien ta tions 
and Expectations P lu ra lis t Consensual

Department Heads should be;
percent

ns
percent

E lection  R ecru iters 
E lection  N eutrals

47.4
52.6

30.6
69.4

100.0 (19) 100.0 (49)

C ity Managers should be: ns
E lection  R ecru iters 
E lection  N eutrals

50.0
50.0

31.9
68.1

100.0 (22) 100.0 (47)

In  Supporting the  Manager 
in  h is Job , Department 
Heads should:

Q = .8 6 ,  ps

Provide Support 
Remain Neutral

95.0
5.0

57.1
42.9

100.0 (20) 100.0 (49)



As pointed out in  Chapter 4 , managers and council members a re  

oriented p o sitiv e ly  toward considering the views o f community groups 

when making policy decisions* The absence of a l in k  between in te re s t  

group and policy ro le  a tt i tu d e s  fo r these a c to rs , however, leads to  

the  conclusion th a t two separate dimensions are  in  view. For the 

manager and council member, considering group views when making policy  

is  leg itim ate , but including groups as f u l l  members of the policy  making 

process is  no t. Managers and council members do not appear to  modify 

th e ir  o rien ta tions in  order to  accommodate groups as members of the 

governing system. In essence, the  policy ro le  " a t t i tu d in a l” maps of a l l  

th ree  actors do not include in te re s t  groups as equal members. The 

department head 's map does accept g rea te r p a rtic ip a tio n  by community 

in te re s ts ,  but th is  is  only a m atter of degree. The conclusion, then, 

i s  the same as th a t reached by Betty Zisk—in te ra c tio n  between community 

groups and government o f f ic ia ls  occurs on a one-way s t r e e t ,^
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CHAPTER VII 

CONCLUSION

Two D efin itions of Policy Making 

This study has revealed th a t the tra d itio n a l  policy  making ro le  

anchors of council manager government are  s t i l l  la rg e ly  in ta c t .  Yet, a 

p o ten tia l f o r  ro le  c o n flic t and, th e re fo re , a challenge to  these ro le  

anchors has been uncovered a t  several points in  the system of policy  

ro le  re la tio n sh ip s . That p o ten tia l fo r  c o n flic t , however, does not take 

the form of a complete p o la riza tio n  of views whereby each ac to r sees the 

other as engaging in  a completely unwarranted in tru s io n  in to  h is 

sovereign domain, A d ifference of opinion as to  v/ho r ig h tfu l ly  dominates 

the po licy  making process appears sim ultaneously w ith a fundamental 

agreement th a t policy  making i s  a shared task . One key to  understanding 

th is  seeming con trad ition  i s  a recognition th a t council-manager ac to rs 

con tinually  jo s t le  fo r  p osition  on the continuum of policy ro le  a ttitu d e s  

discussed in  Chapter I I .  The degree to  which each ac to r engages In 

policy in itia ting /p rom o ting  versus po licy  adm inistering actions determines 

the degree of ro le  c o n f l ic t .  The con trad ic tion  discovered here can a lso  

be explained by ty ing  the d e fin itio n s  of policy functions to  the 

key a c to rs ' perceptual d e fin itio n s  of these functions. These perceptual
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d e fin itio n s  re su lt in  a perspective of policy ro les th a t i s  qu ite  

d iffe re n t from the continuum examined in  e a r l ie r  chapters.

The continuum developed in  chapters I I  and IV are based on 

an academic perspective composed of (1) functions th a t must be per

formed in  the decision-making process, (2) s truc tu res in  which these 

functions are to  be ca rried  ou t, and (3) actors performing the  functions 

within th e ir  proper s tru c tu ra l contexts (or ro le  anchors). The notion 

of policy  explored here, however, focuses on two opposing views of 

policy decision-making. Decision-naking functions are conceived of by 

some acto rs as prim arily  v a lu e -se ttin g  in  nature . Other acto rs view 

the  making of policy  decisions as being prim arily  an exercise in  

techn ica l problem so lv ing . The f i r s t  conception defines policy  in  terms 

of re la tio n s  between c itiz e n s  as human beings w ith indiv idual values, 

b iases , fea rs  and p re jud ices. In th is  dimension of policy making, 

policy i s  concerned with making hard choices between conflic ting  values 

in  the community. T rade-offs and compromises in  regard to  the attempt 

to  apply lim ited  resources to  th e  Benthemian goal of "the g rea tes t good 

fo r  the g rea te s t ntmber" are a t  the heart of the policy. Tapping sources 

of p o l i t ic a l  power fo r  support of p o lic ie s , or neu tra liz ing  them in  

order to  prevent p o lic ie s  and programs from being blocked or d isfigu red , 

becomes the key element in  policy-making. The e lected  council member 

defines policy in  these terms and regards policy  a c t iv i t ie s  as his 

exclusive sphere of a c t iv i ty . As long as the manager and/or department 

heads do not encroach on th is  t e r r i to r y ,  policy  making cannot be usurped 

by non-elected o f f ic ia ls .
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The second conception defines policy  in  a much d iffe ren t sense. 

Policy i s  conceived of as the re su lt of making ra tio n a l decisions.

Those decisions are  to  be based on the fa c ts  of a given s itu a tio n , the 

app lica tion  of techn ica l expertise and the p rin c ip le s  of professional 

management. The steps and procedures of ra tio n a l decision-making a re  

applied to  p o l i t ic a l  questions as w ell as tec h n ic a l concerns. As a 

r e s u l t ,  both da ily  adm inistrative tasks and questions of p o l i t ic a l  value 

and power a re  trea te d  as though they are a l l  questions of policy . The 

parameters of policy ac tio n , th ere fo re , a re  not to  be regarded as the  

exclusive domain of the elected  o f f ic ia l .  The tech n ica l bureaucrat comes 

to  define po licy  making of any type as r a t io n a l  decision making in  

which he should be r ig h tfu lly  involved.

These dimensions of policy are  not m utually exclusive. They 

overlap depending upon who is  doing the de fin ing . By the council mem

b e r 's  d e fin itio n , e lec ted  o ff ic ia ls  make po licy  while appointed adminis

tra to rs  and experts only adm inister. The extent to which bureaucrats 

share in  policy making is  remote—only as techn ica l advisors to  those 

who jmke the re a l po licy  decisions. As long as the  manager or depart

ment head defines h is ro le  within these parameters there  is  no p o ten tia l 

fo r c o n flic t .

In sim ilar fash ion , the unwarranted in tru s io n  of council mem

bers in to  the dorrain of the bureaucrat i s  determined by the  bu reaucra t's  

d e fin itio n  of what c o n s titu te s  ra tio n a l decision  imkLng as opposed to  

p o l i t ic a l ly  orien ted  policy. Council members who nake " p o litic a l"  

decisions about events and conditions th a t bureaucrats define as needing 

treatm ent by tech n ica l experts may be accused of meddling in
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adm inistrative a f f a i r s  or becoming se lf -s ty le d  tech n ica l d i le t ta n te s .

The extent to which the manager o r department head accepts th is  in tru 

sion without c o n flic t depends g rea tly  on h is respect fo r the council 

member's personal and professional judgment. I t  may a lso  depend on the  

council member's w illingness to  subordinate h is p o l i t ic a l  judgment to  

the bu reaucra t's  professional judgment.

Likewise, the manager who extends h is p ro fessional judgment 

in to  what council members define as the  realm of value-orien ted  policy  

making may be accused of pressuring a council in to  rubber stamping h is 

own value judgments, or going over th e ir  heads by becoming a s e l f -  

appointed in te rp re te r  of the peoples’ wishes. The council members' 

acceptance of expert advice or actions which they deem to  be p o l i t ic a l  

depends la rg e ly  on the manager or department head's w illingness to  

subordinate tech n ica l advice to  value judgments nade by e lected  o f f i 

c ia ls ,  In both cases, crossing the l in e  in to  each o th e r 's  se lf-d e fin ed  

policy te r r i to ry  appears to  be a perm issible form of policy partnersh ip  

as long as each a c to r  fee ls  superior in  h is own sphere of operations.

The following summary p ro f i le s  the  po licy  ro le s  of managers and depart

ment heads and w ell i l l u s t r a t e s  t h i s  po in t ,
i

Policy Role P ro files  

City Managers

The evidence presented in  th is  study c le a rly  points to a 

policy-shaping ro le  fo r  c ity  managers tha t i s  conceived of by managers 

as being stronger and more encompassing than the managerial po licy- 

shaping ro le  perceived by council members. Council members and managers
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agree th a t council members should leave adm in istra tive  m atters to  the  

manager and cooperate with him on policy  m atters. There is  a lso  agree

ment th a t council members are to  take on the ro le  of policy promoter# 

There i s  disagreement, however, as to  who should take  the in i t i a t iv e  in  

shaping policy changes and whether or not the manager should remain 

n eu tra l in  council d ispu tes. While council members see themselves as 

in i t ia t in g  policy  and wish to  see the  manager re f ra in  from en tering  

council d ispu tes , the manager takes the opposite view in  both cases.

In sh o rt, the  council member i s  expected by both ac to rs  to  dominate the 

value-orien ted  aspects of po licy , but disagreement e x is ts  as to  the 

manager’s ro le  in  what the council member defines as policy . The mana

ger, then , is  expected by council members to  play a subordinate ro le  

when crossing the  l in e .  He is  a lso  expected to  keep h is  community 

group re la tio n sh ip s—another form of crossing  th e  l in e  in to  value- 

oriented policy making—subordinate to  the policy re la tio n sh ip s  between 

himself and the council.

The evidence uncovered in  th is  study points to  an explanation 

of why managers appear to  push th e ir  o rien ta tio n  toward policy in to  

the realm of va lue-o rien ted  decision making. Their attachment to  

policy m king through expertise  i s  a product of both professional 

tra in in g  and community problems. I t  is  the young, l ib e r a l ,  general 

c a re e r is t  manager who id e n tif ie s  with the  Policy Partner o rien ta tio n .

I t  i s  the  manager from high s ta tu s  (education) communities who is  ab le  

to  adopt the Policy Partner o r ie n ta tio n , perhaps because of a g rea ter 

awareness among c itiz e n s  and council members th a t solving tough prob

lems requires a p ro fessional "teamwork" approach. I t  i s  also the  manager
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"teamwork" approach. I t  i s  a lso  the manager from "complex" c i t i e s  (a t 

le a s t  as measured by high population density) th a t appears to  include 

community groups as p a rt of the policy-making team. Managers faced with 

tough problems define policy as an increasing ly  broader concept having 

both value and p ra c tic a l  dimensions, and th is  contribu tes to  making the 

t ra d itio n a l  po licy-adm inistra tion  dichotomy le ss  meaningful as e ith e r 

an a n a ly tic a l model or a p ra c tic a l guide fo r  ac tion .

Department Heads 

While the p o te n tia l fo r  c o n flic t between managers and council 

members a r is e s  in  respect to c o n flic tin g  d e fin itio n s  of proper policy

making ro le s , c o n f l ic t  between managers and department heads centers 

around the ex tent to  which department heads should be considered as 

equal to  managers as primary occupants of the policy-expert advisor ro le . 

Department heads do not d ispute  the manager* s ro le  as policy partner.

Nor do they appear w illing  to  go over the manager's head to  the  com

munity on po licy  m atters. And, department heads seem to  have a more 

r e s t r ic t iv e  view of th e i r  re la tio n s  with community groups than do the 

manager or council members. Thus, they c le a r ly  see themselves as sub

ordinate members of the manager's team. There appears to  be no desire  

by department heads to  en ter the value or power dimensions of policy 

making. Yet, department heads see themselves as o ffering  policy advice 

d ire c tly  to  the  council—espec ia lly  on m atters w ithin th e ir  sphere of 

ex p ertise . Managers and council members, however, do not see depart

ment heads as policy advisors who bypass the  manager's o ffice . The 

p o te n tia l fo r c o n f l ic t ,  then , centers around the  degree of subordination 

department heads must accept in  the expertise  dimension of policy making,
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As was true  fo r Policy P artner managers, department heads 

seeking policy-shaping ro les  and those who are w illing  to  include com

munity groups as p a rt of th e i r  policy  advisory team tend to  be the 

younger, more l ib e r a l ,  educated and inexperienced department heads. And 

in  higher s ta tu s  communities the  dichotomy between policy  and adminis

t ra t io n  appears to  give way in  favor of an expert team approach to  

problem solving. Paradoxically , department heads in  lower s ta tu s  com

m unities are more l ik e ly  to  look to  the manager to  expand h is conception 

of policy  partnersh ip  to  include value-orien ted  policy  leadersh ip . 

Department heads in  these c i t ie s  may perceive th a t the manager's exper

t i s e  and p o l i t ic a l  experience i s  needed because policy-making experience 

i s  lacking on the council due to  a lack of soph istica ted  leadership in  

the community a t  la rg e .

Further Research 

Further research is  needed to  pinpoint how and why p o ten tia l 

c o n flic t occurs a t the point where the two perceptual de fin itions of 

policy overlap. One focus of th is  research should be on the kinds of 

policy circumstances under which expertise  and value-oriented  policy 

making are  combined by council-manager a c to rs , and whether such action 

produces e ffec tiv e  policy or destructive  c o n f lic t .  Another point of 

examination should be the circumstances under which c itiz e n  and council 

menber involvement in  the techn ica l aspects of policy making leads to  

c o n flic t or productive r e s u l ts .  Such circumstances might include, fo r 

example, (1) judgments by la y  p o lit ic ia n s  of the competency of appointed 

o f f ic ia ls ,  (2) the personal career goals of a l l  actors concerned, and 

(3) the  desire  or need fo r  c it iz e n  involvement in  policy implementation.
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Both fc c i need to  be used in  order to find  ways to  defuse p o ten tia l 

c o n f l ic ts , produce b e tte r  policy , and b e tte r  understand the conplexities 

and in te rre la ted n ess  of policy-making functions and a c t iv i t ie s .

Likewise, a more complete examination of the existence and 

effectiveness of mechanisms fo r  securing conformity to  shared norm 

expectations is  needed. Actor perceptions of council-manager ro le  

anchors w ill  continue to  f lu c tu a te . Current community problems w ill  

continue to  generate demands th a t council-manager government meet those 

needs. I f  we can document th a t norm securing mechanisms e x is t and are 

e ffe c tiv e ly  u t i l iz e d , we may be able to  p ro ject what new ro le  anchors 

w il l  evolve out of fluc tuating  perceptions and community needs.
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APPENDIX A

THE FIFTY-SIX COUNCIL-IIWAGER TARGET CITIES*

Kansas ; 7 C ities

Hutchinson
Lawrence
Leavenworth
Manhattan

Oklahoma ; 10 C ities

B a rtle sv ille  
Del City 
Enid
Midwest City 
Muskogee

Texas : 39 C ities

Abilene
Amarillo
Arlington
Austin
Baytown
Beaumont
Big Spring
Brownsville
Bryan
Corpus C h ris t!
Dallas
Denton
Fort ’lYorth
Galveston
Garland
Grand P ra ir ie
Haltom C ity
Harlingen
Hurst
Irving

Overland Park
Salina
W ichita

Norman
Oklahoma C ity  
Ponca C ity 
Shawnee 
S tillw a te r

Killeen
K ingsville
Longview
Lubbock
McAllen
Mesquite
Midland
Odessa
Port Arthur
Richardson
San Angelo
San Antonio
Sherman
Temple
Texarkana
Tyler
V ic to ria
Waco
Wichita F a lls

^Recognized by the In te rn a tio n a l City Management 
Association as having the council-manager form of 
municipal government.

282



APPENDIX B 

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

NOTE: This questionnaire was used fo r c i ty  managers,
council members and department heads. Information 
regarding personal h is to ry  and p rofessional 
background was a lte red  where re levan t.
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QUESTIONNAIRE FOR CITY MANAGERS CM-

Please Note ; Your answers to  the following questions w il l  not be Id e n t i f ie d  
' with your name in  any way, and your name w i l l  not appear

anywhere on th is  ques tionna ire .

FIRST, WE WOULD LIKE TO ASK YOU SOME QUESTIONS ABOUT YOUR PERSONAL HISTORY 
AND PROFESSIONAL BACKGROUND.

1. What i s  your age?_______

2. What is  your educational background? (PLEASE CHECK ONE)

1. high school graduate _____
2. spec ia l non-college t ra in in g  _____  In what area of study?
3. some co llege '   In what area of study?_
4. Bachelors degree   In what area of study?_
5. graduate degree   In what area of s tudy?_

3. How many years have you worked in  c i ty  government?______ ; as a c i t y  manager?

4. How many years have you been the c i ty  manager in  your p resen t c i ty ? _______

5. Type of appointment to your present p o s it io n :

1  .___ appointed from outside th is  c i ty .
2  .___ appointed from w ith in  th is  c i t y ' s  government.

6. In your ca reer  in  pub lic  ad m in is tra t io n ,  has your experience been , 
prim arily  in : (PLEASE CHECK ONE)

1 .___ general public  adm in istra tion?
2  .___ techn ica l or sp ec ia l iz ed  public  management (such as m unicipal

law or f inance , engineering, public  u t i l i t y  management, e t c . ) ?
3  .___ other? (p lease specify )

7. How would you genera lly  describe  your p o l i t i c a l  party  id e n t i f i c a t io n ?

1 .___ Democrat_________3 .___ other party  (please s p e c ify :_____________ )
2  .___ Republican 4 .___ Independent (no party  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n ) .

NOT WE WOULD LIKE YOU TO INDICATE WHETHER YOU AGREE OR DISAGREE WITH THE 
FOLLOWING GENERAL STATEMENTS. PLEASE INDICATE WHETHER YOU: (1) STRONGLY
agree. (2) SOMEWHAT AGREE. (3) SOMEWHAT DISAGREE, OR (4) STRONGLY DISAGREE.

1. I p re fe r  the p r a c t ic a l  man anytime to  the man of ideas .
1._____ 2 ._____ 3 ._____ 4 ._____

2. The Federal government i s  in te r f e r in g  too much in  s t a t e  and lo c a l  m atte rs ,
1 ._____  2 ._____  3 ._____  4 ._____

3. The Federal government should increase  i t s  f in a n c ia l  e f f o r t s  to  rebu ild  
America's c i t i e s .

1._____ 2 ._____  3 ._____ 4 ._____
4. I f  you s t a r t  t ry ing  to  change things very much, you u su a lly  make them 

much worse.
1._____ 2 ._____  3 ._____ 4 ._____
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5. Government has gone too f a r  in  re g u la t in g  business  and in te r f e r in g  with 
the f ree  e n te rp r ise  system.

1 ._____ 2 .______ 3 ._____ 4 .______
6. The Federal government should develop a n a t io n a l  h e a l th  care program,

1._____ 2 ._____  3 ._____ 4 .______
7. We must respec t the work of our fo re fa th e rs  and not th ink  th a t  we know 

b e t te r  than they d id .
1._____ 2 ._____  3 ._____ 4 .______

8. Social problems could be solved more e f f e c t iv e ly  I f  government would l e t  
people in  lo ca l  communities handle th e i r  own problems in  t h e i r  own ways.

1 ._____ 2 ._____  3 ._____  4 ._____
9. The Federal government has a r e s p o n s ib i l i ty  to  t r y  to  solve the problems 

of poverty in  th i s  country.
1 ._____ 2 ._____  3 ._____  4 ._____

10. I t ' s  b e t te r  to  s t i c k  by what you know w i l l  work than to  t ry  new things 
you r e a l ly  d o n 't  know about.

1 .____  2 ._____  3 ._____ ' 4 ._____
11. We should re ly  more on in d iv id u a l i n i t i a t i v e  and a b i l i t y  and le ss  on 

governmental w elfare  programs.
1._____ 2 ._____  3 ._____  4 ._____

12. The Federal government should increase  i t s  f in a n c ia l  support f o r  n a t io n a l  
mass t ra n sp o r ta t io n  systems, even i f  i t  means le s s  money fo r  highways.

1 .____  2 ._____  3 ._____ 4 .______

NEXT, WE WOULD LIKE YOU TO INDICATE IF YOU AGREE OR DISAGREE WITH THE FOLLOWING 
STATEMENTS ABOUT WHAT THE POLICY MAKING ROLE OF THE CITY MANAGER SHOULD BE.
PLEASE INDICATE WHETHER YOU; (1) STRONGLY AGREE. (2) SOMEWHAT AGREE. (3) SOMEWHAT 
DISAGREE. OR (4) STRONGLY DISAGREE.

• 1. A c i ty  manager should take t h e . i n i t i a t i v e  in  shaping and advocating major 
changes in  c i ty  p o l ic ie s .

1 ._____ 2 ._____  3 ._____  4 ._____
2. A c i ty  manager should ac t as an adm in is tra to r  and leave po licy  m atters  to  

the council.
1._____ 2 ._____  3 ._____  4 ._____

3. A c i ty  manager should m ain ta in  a n e u tra l  stand on issu es  over which the 
council is  d iv ided .

1 .____  2 ._____ 3 ._____ 4 .______
4. A c i ty  manager should consu lt  with the council before d ra f t in g  h is  own 

budget.
1 .___  2 .____  ̂ 3 ._____  4 ._____

5. A c i ty  manager should f re e ly  give h is  po in t of view even when, he knows 
i t  w i l l  be opposed by the co u n c il .

1 .______2 ._____  3 ._____ 4 .______
6. A c i ty  manager should carry  out the dec is ions  of the council even when 

he believes  them to  be unsound.
l ._   2 .____  ̂ 3 .______ 4 ._____

7. A c i ty  manager should carry  out thé p o l ic ie s  o f  the whole council r a th e r  
than those of only one councilman or the mayor.

1 .  2 ._____  3 ._____  4 ._____
8. A c i ty  manager should appeal to  the community a t  la rg e  fo r  support of 

policy  proposals he be lieves  are  sound, even when they are opposed by the 
council .

1.  2 ._____  3. 4.
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9. A c i ty  manager should encourage people he re sp ec ts  to  run fo r  the c i ty  
council.

1 ._____  2 ._____  3 ._____  4 ._____
10. A c i ty  manager should give a helping hand to  good councilman who are up 

fo r  r e -e le c t io n .
1._____  2 ._____  3 ._____4 .______

THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS ARE CONCERNED WITH WHAT YOU THINK THE POLICY MAKING ' 
ROLE OF CITY COUNCILMEN SHOULD BE. PLEASE INDICATE WHETHER YOU; (1) STRONGLY 
AGREE. (2) SOMEWHAT AGREE. (3) SOMEWHAT DISAGREE. OR (4) STRONGLY DISAGREE.

1. A councilman should cooperate with the c i ty  manager in  po licy  making 
m atters as much as p o ss ib le .

1 ._____  2 ._____  3 ._____4 .______
2. Councilman, r a th e r  than the c i t y  manager, should t ry  to  ga ther public  

support fo r  council proposals and a c t io n s .
1._____  2 ._____  3 ._____ 4 ._____

3. Councilman should leave the adm in is tra tion  of c i ty  government to  the 
c i ty  manager.

1 ._____  2 ._____  3 ._____ 4 ._____
4. Councilman should take the i n i t i a t i v e  in  shaping and advocating major 

changes in  c i ty  p o l ic ie s .
1 ._____ 2 .______ 3 ._____ 4 ._____

5. A councilman should s t i c k  to  h is  stand on i s s u e s ,  even when opposed by 
the m ajority  of the counc il .

1 ._____ 2 .______  3 ._____4 .______
6. A councilman should appeal to  the community a t  la rge  fo r  support of 

policy proposals he be lieves  are sound, when those proposals are 
opposed by the m ajo rity  of the counc il .

1._____  2 ._____  3 ._____4 .______
7. A councilman should l i s t e n  to thé views of department heads even when 

those views d i f f e r  from the c i ty  manager's views.
1 ._____  2 ._____  3 .____  4 ._____

8. A councilman should a c t iv e ly  seek the views of department heads before 
proposing p o l ic ie s  to  the council .

1._____  2 ._____  3 ._____4 .______

THE NEXT SERIES OF STATEMENTS ARE CONCERNED WITH WHAT YOU THINK THE POLICY 
MAKING ROLES OF CITY DEPARTMENT HEADS SHOULD BE, PLEASE INDICATE WHETHER 
YOU: (1) STRONGLY AGREE. (2) SOMEWHAT AGREE.- (3) SOMEWHAT DISAGREE. OR 
(4) STRONGLY DISAGREE.

1. A department head should s t i c k  to  implementing po licy  and leave po licy  
making and decis ions  as to how to implement po licy  to the c i ty  manager 
or the council.

1 ._____  2 ._____  3 ._____ 4 ._____
2. A department head should assume leadersh ip  in  making recommendations to  

the council about changes in  personnel p o licy .
1 ._____  2 ._____  3 ._____  4 .____

3. A department head should assume leadersh ip  in  making po licy  recommendations 
to  the council about changes in  departmental o pera tions .

1 ._____  2 ._ ____ 3 ._____ 4 ._____
4. The views of department heads should be considered by the c i t y  manager 

before he recommends policy  to  the council!
1 ._____  2 ._____  3 ._____  4 .____
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5. A department head should appeal to  the council fo r  support of h is  
recommendations when opposed by the c i ty  manager.

1 .____  2 ._____ 3 .______4 ._____
6. A department head should appeal to  the community a t  large for support

of recommendations he believes are sound, even when those recommendations 
are opposed by the c i ty  manager or the council .

1._____ 2 ._____  3 .______ 4 ._____
7. A department head should be f ree  to make recommendations to  the manager 

about m atters ou tside  of h is  departmentc
1.____  2 ._____ 3 .______4 ._____

8. A department head should encourage people whom he respec ts  to run fo r  the 
c i ty  council.

1 ._____ 2 ._____  3 .______ 4 ._____
9. A department head should give a helping hand to  good councilman who are  

up fo r  re e le c t io n .
1 ._____ 2 ._____  3 .______ 4 ._____

10. A department head should support a c i ty  manager he respec ts  when th a t  
manager's proposals are opposed by the council .

1 ._____ 2 ._____  3 .______ 4 ._____
11. A department head should support a c i ty  manager he respec ts  when the 

council becomes d i s s a t i s f i e d  with the manager's job performance.
1.____  2 ._____ 3 .______4 ._____

THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS ARE CONCERNED WITH WHAT YOU THINK YOUR RELATIONS WITH 
COMMUNITY CROUPS SHOULD BE IN MAKING POLICY IN YOUR CITY. BY COMMUNITY GROUPS 
WE MEAN ALL CROUPS THAT ARE GENERALLY RECOGNIZED IN YOUR COMMUNITY AS HAVING 
SOME IDENTIFIABLE POLITICAL, SOCIAL, OR ECONOMIC SIMILARITY OF INTEREST. THESE 
CROUPS MAY BE ACTIVE OR INACTIVE IN PUBLIC AFFAIRS, ORGANIZED OR UNORGANIZED,
LARGE OR SMALL IN MEMBERSHIP, INFLUENTIAL OR NOT INFLUENTIAL. EXAMPLES OF 
THESE CROUPS MIGHT INCLUDE: CHAMBERS OF COPIMERCE, LOCAL PRESSURE CROUPS,
TAXPAYERS, 0%, HOME OÎWERS ASSOCIATIONS, LABOR UNIONS, SERVICE CLUBS, CHURCH 
CROUPS; REALTORS ASSOCIATIONS, CIVIL RIGHTS CROUPS, ETHNIC OR RACIAL ORGANI
ZATIONS, ETC. PLEASE INDICATE WHETHER YOU; (1) STRONGLY AGREE, (2) SOMEWHAT 
AGREE. (3) SOMEWHAT DISAGREE. ÇR (4) STRONGLY DISAGREE WITH THE FOLLOWING 
STATEMENTS.

1. A c i ty  manager should advocate p o l ic ie s  even when they draw h o s t i l i t y
from important groups in  the community.

1.____  2 ._____ 3 .______4 ._____
2. A c i ty  manager should r e s i s t  policy  suggestions from community groups . 

when they d isagree with h is  own co u n c i l 's  p o l ic ie s .
1 .____  2 ._____ 3 .______4 ._____

3. A c i ty  manager should be w il l in g  to schedule appointments with any member
of the community on any leg i t im a te  community is su e .

1._____ 2 ._____  3 ._____  4 ._____
4. A c i ty  manager should make i t  easy fo r  community groups to  con tac t him.

1._____ 2 ._____  3 .______ 4 ._____
5. A c i ty  manager should take the views of community groups in to  account 

before proposing p o l ic ie s  to the council.
1 .____  2 ._____ 3 .______4 ._____

6. A c i ty  manager should take the views of community groups in to  account 
when implementing council d ec is ions .

1._____ 2 ._____  3 .______ 4 ._____
7. A c i ty  manager should e s ta b l i s h  close working re la t io n s  with re p re sen ta t iv es  

of community groups.
1.  2 .______ 3 .______ 4 ._____
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8. A c i ty  manager should appeal to  community groups fo r  support of policy  
proposals backed by the council.

1._____  2 ._____ 3 ._____  4 ._____
9. A c i ty  manager should appeal to  community groups fo r  support of h is

policy proposals when those proposals are opposed by the  counc il .
1._____  2 ._____ 3 ._____  4 ._____

10. A c i ty  manager should encourage community groups to  support candidates 
he respects  in  council e le c t io n s .

1 ._____  2 ._____ 3 .______4 ._____
11. A c i ty  manager should appeal to community groups fo r  support when the

council becomes d i s s a t i s f i e d  with h is  job performance.
,1._____  2 ._____ 3 .______4 ._____

NOT WE WOULD LIKE YOU TO RESPOND TO SOME STATEMENTS REGARDING IfflAT YOU THINK 
THE RELATIONS BETWEEN COMMUNITY GROUPS AND CITY COUNCILMEN SHOULD BE. PLEASE 
INDICATE WHETHER YOU; (1) STRONGLY AGREE, (2) SOMEWHAT AGREE. (3) SOMETOAT 
DISAGREE. OR (4) STRONGLY DISAGREE.

1. A councilman should advocate p o l ic ie s  even when they draw h o s t i l i t y  from 
important groups in  the community.

1._____  2 ._____ 3 ._____  4 ._____
2. A councilman should r e s i s t  policy suggestions from community groups when 

they d isagree with the policy  decisions already made by the counc il .
1 ._____  2 ._____ 3 .______4 ._____

3. A councilman should be w ill in g  to schedule appointments with any member 
of the community on any leg itim ate  community is su e .

1 ._____  2 ._____  3 ._____  4 ._____
4. A councilman should make i t  easy fo r  community groups to  con tac t him.

1 ._____  2 ._____  3 .  - 4 ._____
5,. A councilman should take the views of community groups in to  account 

before proposing p o l ic ie s  to  the council.
1 ._____  2 ._____  3 ._____  4 ._____

6. A councilman should e s ta b l i s h  close working r e la t io n s  with rep re se n ta t iv e s  
of community groups.

1 ._____ 2 ._____ 3 ._____ 4 ._____
7. A councilman should appeal to community groups for support of policy  

proposals backed by the council.
1._____  2 ._____  3 ._____  4 ._____

8. A councilman should appeal to community groups fo r  support of h is  po licy  
proposals when they are opposed by a m ajority  of the counc il .

1 ._____  2 .___ ^  3 ._____  4 ._____
9. The views of community groups should be taken in to  account whçn the council 

is  considering how to implement policy d ec is io n s .
1 ._____  2 ._____ 3 ._____  4 ._____

10. A councilman should attempt to gain the support of community groups when 
he is  running fo r  re e le c t io n .

1 ._____  2 ._____  3 .______4 ._____

THE FOLLOTING STATEMENTS ARE CONCERNED WITH WHAT YOU THINK THE RELATIONS BETWEEN 
COMMUNITY GROUPS AND DEPARTMENT HEADS SHOULD BE. PLEASE INDICATE WHETHER YOU;
(1) STRONGLY AGREE. (2) SOMEWHAT AGREE. (3) SOMEWHAT DISAGREE, OR (4) STRONGLY 
DISAGREE.

1. A department head should make ad m in is t ra t iv e . recommendations even when they 
draw h o s t i l i t y  from important groups in  the community.

1._____  2 ._____  3 ._____  4 ._____
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2. A department head should r e s i s t  recommendations from community groups 
when they have not been approved by the c i ty  manager or the council .

1._____  2 ._____  3 ._____ 4 ._____
3. A department head should be w il l in g  to  schedule appointments with any 

member of the community on any leg it im a te  departmental is su e .
1._____  2 ._____  3 ._____4 .______

4. A department head should make i t  easy fo r  community groups to  contact 
him.

1 ._____  2 ._____  3 ._____ 4 ._____
5. A department head should take the views of community groups in to  account 

before making recommendations to  the c i ty  manager.
1 ._____  2 ._____  3 ._____ 4 ._____

6- A department head should e s ta b l i s h  close working r e la t io n s  with rep re se n ta t iv e s  
of community groups.

1._____  2 ._____  3 ._____ 4 ._____
7. A department head should appeal to  community groups fo r  support of h is  

recommendations when those recommendations are opposed by the council or 
the c i ty  manager.

1._____  2 ._____  3 ._____ 4 ._____
8. A department head should encourage community groups to  support candidates 

he respec ts  in  council e le c t io n s .
1._____  2 ._____  3 ._____ 4 ._____

9. A department head should encourage community groups to support a c i ty  manager 
he respec ts  when the council becomes d i s s a t i s f i e d  with the manager's job p e r
formance.

1._____  2 ._____  3 ._____ 4 ._____
10. A department head should appeal to community groups fo r  support when the 

council or the c i ty  manager become d i s s a t i s f i e d  with the department head 's  
job performance.

1 ._____  2 ._____  3 ._____4 . _ ____

THE LAST GROUP OF QUESTIONS IS CONCERNED WITH HCW YOU PERCEIVE COMMUNITY GROUPS 
AND HOW YOU ACTUALLY INTERACT WITH THEM. PLEASE CAREFULLY FOLLOW THE INSTRUCTIONS 
GIVEN IN PARENTHESES.

1. Of the community groups in  your c i ty  which are ac tive  in  community a f f a i r s  
and sometimes appear before the council ,  which would you say are the most 
in f lu e n t ia l?  (PLEASE LIST AS MANY AS YOU WISH IN THEIR ORDER OF INFLUENCE)
1= MOST INFLUENTIAL

1. 4.
2  ._______________________________  5.
3. 6.

2. What would you say makes these groups in f l u e n t i a l —what are the main reasons 
fo r  th e i r  influence? (PLEASE LIST AS MANY REASONS AS YOU WISH IN THEIR 
ORDER OF IMPORTANCE)

1 ._________________________________4 ._______________________________
2  ._______________________________  5 ._______________________________
3  .________ 6.
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I f  any of these groups con tac t you pe rsona lly  to seek your support, 
how do they go about doing i t ?  (PLEASE LIST AS MANY WAYS YOU CAN THINK 
OF IN ORDER OF THEIR IMPORTANCE)

1 ._______________________________  4 .________________________________
2  ._______________________________  5 .________________________________
3. 6.

Please l i s t  the groups in  your c i ty  which are c o n s is te n t ly  c r i t i c a l  of 
the job you are doing. (YOU NEED NOT RANK THEM IN ANY PARTICULAR ORDER)

5. Please l i s t  the groups in  your c i ty  which c o n s is te n t ly  support you in  
disagreements between you and the counc il .  (YOU NEED NOT RANK THEM IN 
ANY PARTICULAR ORDER)

THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION. 

James A. Visser
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QUESTIONNAIRE FOR DEPARTMENT HEADS DH-

Please no te; Your answers to  th e  following questions w ill  not be
----------------  id e n tif ie d  with your name in  any way, and your name

w ill  not appear anywhere on th is  questionnaire ,

FIRST, WE WOULD LIKE TO ASK YOU SOME QUESTIONS ABOUT YOUR PERSONAL 
HISTORY AND PROFESSIONAL BACKGROUND.

1. What is  the  o f f ic ia l  t i t l e  of your department?________________

2. What i s  your age?

3» %Vhat i s  your educational background? (PLEASE CHECK ONE)

1, high school graduate   In what area of study?_____
2, sp ec ia l non-college tra in in g   In what area of study?_____
3, some college   In what area of study?_____
k* Bachelors degree   In  what area of study?
5. graduate degree   In what area of study?_____

4. For how many years have you been the head of your department?_____

5» How were you appointed to  your present position?

1. ____ appointed from outside th is  c i ty ,
2. ____ appointed from w ithin th is  c i ty ’s government,

6, Did you have any governmental serv ice  before becoming head of your
present department?  YES  NO I f  YES, please In d ica te
what kind of se rv ice ;

7, How many to ta l  years of municipal government serv ice  do you have?

8, How would you genera lly  describe your p o l i t ic a l  party  id e n tif ic a tio n ?

1 .____ Democrat 3. other party  (please sp ec ify :________  )
2  .____ Republican 4 . Independent (no party  id en tific a tio n )
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QUESTIONNAIRE FOR CITY COUNCILMEN (AND MAYORS) CC-

Please Note; Your answers to  the following questions w ill not be iden-
----------------  t i f i e d  with your name in  any way, and your name w ill  not

appear anywhere on th is  questionnaire .

FIRST, WE WOULD LIKE TO ASK YOU SOME QUESTIONS ABOUT YOUR PERSONAL 
HISTORY AND PROFESSIONAL BACKGROUND,

1. Are you a: (1) mayor , (2) councilman ? (PLEASE CHECK ONE)

2, What i s  your age?  3» V/hat i s  your occupation?______________

U» What i s  your educational background? (PLEASE CHECK ONE)

1, high school graduate
2. specia l non-college tra in in g   In what area of study?_
3. some college   In what area of study?_
4. Bachelors degree   In what area of study?_
5. graduate degree   In what area of study?

5. Hovf long have you been a res iden t in  th is  c ity?  (PLEASE CHECK ONE)

1 .____ 1-5 years____3 .____ 11-15 years 5»_____more than 20 years
2 ,____ 6-10 years 4 ._____ 16-20 years

6. How many years have you served as a c i ty  councilman or mayor?
(PLEASE CHECK ONE)

1 .____ 1-2 years 3 . 5-6 years 5 .______ 9-10 years
2  .____ 3-4 years 4 . 7-8 years 6 ,____ More than 10 years

7. Did you have any community or governmental serv ice  before becoming a
major or councilman?  YES  NO I f  YES, please ind ica te
what kind of serv ice;

8. How would you generally  describe your p o l i t ic a l  party  id en tific a tio n ?

1 .____ Democrat 3 .____other party  (please specify ; )
2  ,____ Republican 4»____Independent (no party  id en tific a tio n )

9. Please b r ie f ly  describe the sing le  most important reason why you 
decided to  run fo r mayor or the  c i ty  council;
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APPENDH C

SELECTION CRITERIA FOR DEPARTf£ENT HEAD REPRESENTATION 
BY POLICE AND FIRE CHIEFS

The following c r i t e r i a  were used in  the choice of police and f i r e  
ch iefs to  represen t the views of a l l  department heads in counc11- 
manager government.

C r ite r ia :

1, In many sn a ile r  council-nanager m un ic ip a lities , 
department heads tend to  have m ultiple imple- 
mentative ro le s . In order to  avoid tapping ro le  
o rien ta tio n s due to  m ultip le  ro le s , police and 
f i r e  chiefs were chosen as the acto rs most l ik e ly  
to  perform sing le  implementative ro le s ,

2, In  keeping with the "professional" s p i r i t  of council- 
manager government, those department heads usually  
regarded as the most "professional" were sought
fo r  an a ly sis . Although department heads other 
than police and f i r e  ch ie fs  ( e .g . ,  public works 
and water u t i l i t y  d irec to rs) are often p ro fessionals, 
they may not be able to  meet the other two c r i t e r i a ,

3 , The opinions of both the  most and the  le a s t 
p o litic iz e d  department heads were sought in  order to  
gain a cross section  of opinion. The term 
"p o litic ized "  i s  used here to  mean those depart
ment heads commonly perceived by the community to  
generate controversy as a re s u l t  of th e i r  d a ily  
implementative a c t iv i t ie s .  Although police and 
f i r e  chiefs may not necessarily  be the most or 
le a s t  p o lit ic iz e d , other department heads nay not
be able to  meet the f i r s t  two c r i t e r i a .

I t  was concluded th a t Police and F ire Chiefs were best able to  meet a l l  
three se lec tio n  c r i t e r i a .
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