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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The men and women chosen by their felow citizens to govern America s cities and towns play an
essentid role in ensuring that local governments are meeting community needs and in shaping the quality
of the democratic process. Despite their important work &t the frontlines of American democracy, we
know relatively little about those who serve on America' s city councils.

Who sits on city councilsin this country? Why do they run for office? Whet are the problems and
challenges city council members experience, and how do they assess their performance? In 2001, the
National League of Cities commissoned a study to examine these and other questions about city
councilsin the United States and to determine how councils and their members have changed over the
past two decades, drawing on earlier NLC surveysin 1979 and 1989.

The results of this study reved that:

City councils continue to grow more diverse in racid and ethnic terms with the percentage of
people of color serving on city council doubling from 1979 to 2001 from 7 percent to 13
percent.
Representation of women on America s city councilsincreased in dl three city size categories
(small: population 25,000-69,999; medium: population 70,000-199,999; and large: population
200,000 and up) between 1989 and 2001, athough there was no more gender diversity among
council membersin 2001 than in 1979.
Council members are awe| educated group; three-quarters (75%) had a college degreein
2001, and two in five (40%) had a professiona or graduate degree.
Asin previous surveys, council members reported that the persona codts of their service are
high, both in expenses for campaigning and in the loss of time for family and other work.
Council memberstypicdly receivelittle or only modest compensation for their work, and two
out of three (66%) said they would welcome and increase in pay. Only 2 percent of council
members from smdl cities (population: 25,000-69,999) and 7 percent of those from medium-
sized cities (70,000-199,999) receive $20,000 or morein sdary. Among those from large
cities (200,000 and up), three-quarters of council (73%) members receive $20,000 or more.
Large mgorities of council members rated their own performance as good or excedllent in 2001.
Effectiveness ratings tended to be lower in large cities than in small and medium-Sized cities.
When asked what factors limit the effectiveness of city councils and create problemsfor city
government, council members cited state and federal government controls, as well as
polarization within their communities over various issues.

The 2001 study is based on amail questionnaire completed by a random sample of 664 council
members in cities with populations of 25,000 and higher. The results were compared with Smilar
studies conducted by the National League of Citiesin 1979 and 1989 to ascertain historical trends.

. INTRODUCTION: METHOD AND PURPOSE OF STUDY

The foundation of democracy in the United States is the indtitutions of locad government. The
men and women chosen by their fellow citizens to govern among them and with them determine not only
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what their governments do but aso the shape the quaity of the democratic process. It isimportant to
know about the men and women who serve as legidators in the frontlines of American democracy, and
how they think about the role they fill and the job they're doing. Who sts on city councils in the United
States? Why do council members run for office, and whom do they represent? What are the problems
that council members experience and how do they assess their performance? This study was
undertaken to continue to add answers to questions such as these about city councils in the Uhited
States and to determine how council members have changed over the past two decades. In 1979, a
survey of council members was undertaken by the Nationa League of Cities, and that survey was
replicated in 1989. In 2001, another survey was conducted. The purpose was to measure change and
to examine new issues regarding the roles, rdationships, and performance of councils in cities over
25,000 in population. The survey instrument incorporated many items from the earlier surveys. Some
items that are now being well covered in other NLC surveys were omitted—particularly those that dedl
with policy issues, problems, and fiscd affars—and questions from other questionnaires which have
been used in studies of city government has been added. This report focuses on the items that have
been covered in the previous reports, A National Survey of City Council Members: Issues in
Council Leadership (1979) and A Survey of America’s City Councils. Continuity and Change
(1989).

The respondents are a cross-section of the members of councils in cities over 25,000 in
population, the same population cutoff used in previous studies. Cities below this size were excluded on
the grounds that the conditions in these cities are digtinct and should be studied separatedly. Inthe
andysis of the data, council members will be divided into three categories.  25,000-69,999; 70,000-
199,999; and 200,000 and over. For smplicity, we shal refer to the three categories as smdl, medium,
and large since these terms accurately labd the rdative Sze of the cities included in this Sudy. It is
recognized, however, that cities in the "smdl" category are quite szeable in comparison with the vast
mgority of cities and towns that have less population. There are over three times as many ditiesin the
2,500 to 25,000 population range alone as there are cities over 25,000 in population.

Each of the studies has used a different gpproach to drawing a sample of council membersto be
surveyed using a mail questionnaire. In 1979, there was modest oversampling of citiesin the larger size
categories. In 1989, the same number of respondents was chosen in each of the three size categories
and represented subgtantid oversampling of the larger cities. In 2001, a random sample of the council
members in dl cities over 25,000 was sdected with no oversampling.  The populaion range and
number and percent of respondents in each of the surveys are asfollows:



Respondents by City Size

1979 1989 2001
Small: 25,000 - 69,999 58% (485) 31% (276) 69% (455)
Medium: 70,000 - 199,999 | 27% (226) 36% (325) 22% (144)
Large: 200,000 or larger 15% (125) 33% (296) 9% (56)
Unknown* 8 9
Total 836 905 664
Responserate 56% 44% 33%

* Cases with unreadable code numbers for which the population could not be determined.

Oversampling supports more extensve andyss of respondents within each of the three
population categories but makes it more difficult to generaize about the characteridtics, attitudes, and
preferences of council members generdly. Consequently, caution must be taken in comparing the total
results from the three surveys. The reader will be derted when the average response for al respondents
in the previous surveys is mideading because there is considerable variation in results by sze of city. To
reiterate the point made earlier, the average responses in the 2001 survey reflect the average result for a
random sample of dl council members in cities over 25,000 in population. Further discusson of the
methodology for the study is presented in Appendix 1.

Some attitudes and features of the experience of serving on the city council will be uniformin all
types of cities, but others will vary with the size of the city and/or the form of government used. The
following is the breskdown of respondents by form of government.

Respondents by Form of Gover nment

Form Number Per cent
Council-M anager 388 58%

M ayor-Council 251 38%
Other 28 4%
Total 664 100%

There are too few respondents from cities that use other forms of government to generdize
about them, and they will be excluded when respondents are divided by form of government. The
council members from other forms will be included, however, when variation is examined by sze of city
or when the characterigtics of al dected officials are being considered.

The number of respondents from each of the two mgor forms of city government reflects that a
higher proportion of cities over 25,000 in population use the council-manager form government. The
use of the two mgor forms of government among study cities is not equal across regions in the United
States. (See Table I.1) The council-manager form iswiddy used in thewest in cities of dl Szes. Inthe
northeadt, cities tend to use the mayor-council form, and the opposite tendency is found in the south.
The Midwest is evenly divided between the two formsin smdl cities, but larger cities are more likely to
use the mayor-council form. Thus, to some extent, when generdizing about mayor-council cities, the
statements are aso to some extent generaizations about coldbelt cities, since 77% of the mayor-council
respondents are from the northeast and midwest. The generdizations about council-manager cities
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cover a greater geographic area. They are less likdly to be found in the rortheast, since 92% of the
council manager cities are in the Midwest, south, and west.

Tablel.1: Respondents by Region, City Size, and Form of Government, 2001

Total Small Medium Large
Council- Mayor - Council- Mayor- Coundil- Mayor- Council- Mayor -
Manager | Council Manager | Council Manager | Council Manager | Council
East 29 65 26 40 3 16 0 9
Midwest 100 129 82 89 14 27 4 13
South 179 42 63 25 14 10 2
West 176 17 108 9 54 3 14
Total 384 253 279 163 85 56 20 34
=637

The respondents reflect the full aray of city councilsin cities over 25,000 in population that use
the council-manager and mayor-council form of governmen.

II. CHARACTERISTICSOF CITY COUNCIL MEMBERS

The compostion of city councils reflects the interaction of two aspects of loca dected
leadership. On the one hand, council members resemble the characteritics of the community they serve
and the divergty of groupsin it. On the other hand, those who run for eected office are different from
citizens generdly because of their high leve of interest in community affairs and their willingness to
devote a consderable amount of time to working for their cities. As the leadership stratum, they are
likely to be higher than average in measures of socid dass and in length of timein the city. Thisblend is
evident in the profile of council characterigtics. The profile of the council is affected somewhat by the
gze of the city, the form of government used, and nature of the council member's congtituency, whether
itisdigrict or at-large.

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

The compogtion of councils continues to change, with dightly more women than in 1989
(athough dightly less than in 1979), more Africat Americans and other minorities, and a higher average

age.

In generd, the compaosition of councils becomes more diverse as the size of the city increases.
The degree of diversty in cities rdated to the form of government, method of dection, and region
depends to some extent on which persond characteristic of members is examined. Council-manager
governments have dightly more women and fewer racid minorities on the council than mayor-council
cties. Council members eected from didricts are more likely to be from minority groups and are
dightly younger, on average, and are equaly likdy to be femae as council members dected a-large.
The proportion of femae council members is highest in western cities athough regiond differences are
dight. AfricarAmericans are found most commonly among members in southern cities, and other
minorities (Higpanics, Adans, etc.) have the largest share of council seats in western cities. Each of the
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demographic categories—sex, race, and age—will be examined in more depth.
GENDER

The proportion of female respondents is presented in Table 11.1. On the surface, it would
appear that the extent of representation of women has dropped dightly from 1979 and increased since
1989. These results could be affected by the different gpproach to sampling in each survey. The best
indication of the change in the representation of racid and ethic minorities' is to examine change within
each city Sze category. In prior surveys, women were found in higher proportions on the council in
large cities, and these cities were oversampled in the previous years. Although the results from the 1979
survey were not broken down by the size of the city, comparison is made between the 1989 and current
results in Table 11.1. In the 1989 survey, the proportion of female council members is 21% in smal
cities, 26% in medium-szed cities, and 33% in large cities. The proportion has increased in each sze
category in 2001. In smdl cities, 25% of the council members are femae, and 36% are femae in both
of the larger city Sze categories.

As in previous surveys, the proportion of femae respondents is dightly greater in council-
manager than mayor-council cities. There waslittle difference based on form of government in the small
cities but greater differencesin the others.

There is no difference in the percentage of women eected from didtricts or at-large, whereasin 1989 a
dightly lower proportion of women was elected from digtricts.

Comparing regions, the largest proportion of women is found in councils in the western states
(32 percent). All the other regions have gpproximately the same percentage in 2001 (25-29%). This
was essantidly the same level as in 1989 in the south and the Midwest but represented a subgtantial
increase in the northeast where in 1989 only 17% of the council members were women.

Tablell.1l:  Gender and City Council Membership

Male | Female
Total:
1979 68.2% | 31.8%
1989 [n=865] 73.6 26.4
2001 [n=664] 71.7 28.3
By City Size, 2001 [n=655]:
Smdll, 1989 79.5 20.5
2001 75.0 25.0
Medium, 1989 74.3 25.7
2001 64.6 35.4
Large, 1998 67.5 325
2001 63.6 36.4
By Form of Government, 2001 [n=639]:
Coundil-Manager 70.5 29.5
Mayor-Counail 73.1 26.9
By Constituency, 2001[n=660]:
Elected from Didtrict 71.6 28.4
Elected At-Large 71.7 28.3
By Region, 2001[n=655]:
East 73.0 27.0




Midwest 78.4 25.2

South 70.9 29.1

West 68.2 31.8

RACE AND ETHNICITY

As in examining trends in gender representation, the best indication of the change in the
representation of racid and ethic minorities® is to examine change within esch dity size category.
Whereas the overd| percentages of minority representation appear to be stable between over time when
referring to the summary percentages for dl cities, making comparisons within each city Size category
presents a different picture. As indicated n Table 1.2, the proportion of African-American council
members increased in small cities after no change between 1979 and 1989, and continued to increasein
medium-szed cities.  African-American representation remained essentidly the same in large cities
maintaining the gains from 1979 to 1989. The representation of minority groups other than African
Americans increased dightly in dl szes of cities Higpanic representation increased subgantidly in
medium and large cities, dthough the proportion of Asan-Americans on councils declined somewhat.
Still, overdl the percentage of minorities hasincreased in al three Sze categoriesin each study.

Tablell.2:  Racial and Ethnic Minoritieson Councils by City Size, 1979-2001
Small Medium Large
1979 4.7% 7.6% 16.3%
1989 6.1 111 25.7
2001 10.0 18.3 34.5

In each category of cities, the percentage of minorities has doubled over the two decades.

Regiond differences are not pronounced but are present. More African-Americans are eected
to city councilsin the south and the northeast.  More Higpanics and Asan Americans are dected in the
west. Approximately one in five council members in the south is from a minority group wheress the
proportion is gpproximately one in eight in the other three regions.

The proportion of minority members of the city council isvery smilar in smdl and medium-sized
council-manager and mayor-council cities with the former having a dightly higher proportion of
minorities—11% in council-manager versus 8% in mayor-council in small cities and 20% and 17%
respectively in medium-Szed cities. In large cities, there are more minority members in mayor-council
cities than in council-manager cities, 36% versus 30% (compared to 28% and 20% in 1989.) In large
mayor-councl cities, 21% of the council members are African- American compared to 15% in council-
manager cities. The proportion of members from other minority groups is the same in the two types of
cities.

As reported in previous studies, more minority council members are elected from digtricts than
at-large—18% versus 11%. The differenceis particularly greet for African- Americans. Eleven percent
of the council members ected from didtricts are African- American compared to 5% elected from at-
large condituencies.

These differences in large cities can dso be attributed to the greater use of didrict dections in
mayor-council cities and the greater success that African- American candidates have in a-large eections
in mayor-council cities. Overdl, more African- Americans and other minorities are eected from didricts
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than at-large. Eighteen percent of the council members dected from didtricts are minorities, including
13% who are African-American. Among council members eected at-large, 11% are minorities and 7%
are African- American.

This difference holds up in council-manager and mayor-council cities, dthough the differences
are obscured by divergence in the approach to defining condtituencies in the two forms of government.
Two thirds of the respondents from council-manager cities are eected a-large, wheress three fifths of
the mayor-council respondents are elected from didricts. Still, the effects of the two congtituency types
are nearly identica regardiess of the form of government. In fact, when digtrict eections are used in
council-manager cities, 21% of the council members are from minority groups compared to 15%
minorities eected from didtricts in the mayor-council cities. Council members dected a-large in both
forms of government are equdly likdy to be from minority groups. Africatr Americans are more
successful in at-large eections in mayor-council cities, but larger proportions of other minorities are
elected in council-manger cities. Theseresults are asfollows:

Tablell.3:  Racial and Ethnic Minorities on City Council by Form of Government and
Election Type
Election Type Council-M anager M ayor-Council
African- Hispanic | Other Total African- Hispanic | Other | Total
American American
District 14% 3% 4% 21% 9% 4% 2% 15%
At-Large 4 4 3 11 9 2 - 11
[n=635]

Thus, didrict eections increase the representation of minorities and this effect is even greater in council-
manager than mayor-council cities. Didrict eections are not used, however, as commonly in council-
manager as they are in mayor-council cities.

Whites and African- Americans on city councils differ somewhat in their proportions of men and
women. Among white council members, 28% are femde (no change compared to 1989), whereas
43% of the African- American council members are femae (compared to 18% in 1989).

AGE

The age of council members has shifted upward, as indicated in Table 11.4. There are fewer
council members under 40 and more council members 60 and over than ten years ago, dthough these
changes have been largely confined to smadl and medium-sized cities as the following figures indicate:

Tablell.4: Age of Council Membersby City Size

Small M edium Large
1979 | 1989 | 2001 | 1979 | 1989 | 2001 | 1979 | 1989 | 2001
Under 40 yearsold 23% | 12% | 8% 29% | 19% | 9% 27% | 17% | 23%
Over 60 yearsold 17 28 35 15 24 33 18 22 25

It appears that in dl cities, there was a move of younger persons onto city councils in the late seventies
as the baby boom generation became politically active. By the late eighties, fewer young candidates
were winning office and presumably more of those initially ected in the seventies had moved past the
age of 40 and more from their age cohort were successfully seeking office. Thistrend continuesin small
and medium-szed cities, whereas in large cities the emergence of politica activigts from the under-40
segment of the population remains relaively congtant.
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There is a higher proportion of under-40 council members in mayor-council than council-
manager cities—13 versus 7%. Thereis adight tendency for younger council members to be e ected
from didrictsthan in at-large contests—11 versus 8%.

EDUCATION AND EMPLOYMENT

The council members are a wdl-educated group as awhole. Overdl, less than nine percent has
not had a least some college education. Two in five have professona or graduate degrees beyond
undergraduate college. The complete breakdown of the educationa degreesis presented in Table 11.5.

A comparison across two decades shows that substantial gains were made in the educeationa
level of council members between 1979 and 1989. These gains have been maintained in 2001. In
addition, the difference between council members from smal and larger cities has been diminishing in
each of the surveys since 1979. When comparisons are made in the proportion of council membersin
three broad groupings of educationa leve, the differences are dight. Forty percent or more of the
council membersin al three city-sze categories have received professional or graduate degrees.

Tablell.5:  Education and City Council Member ship by City Size

Total Small Medium Large

1989 2001 1989 2001 1989 2001 1989 2001
Lessthan HS 0.5% 0.3% 0.4% 0.4% 0.3% 0.0% 0.7% 0.0%
HS graduate 6.6 6.7 7.4 7.9 8.4 35 4.1 55
Technical school 2.3 2.1 3.0 2.8 2.6 0.0 14 1.8
Some college 17.4 13.7 18.5 14.4 17.4 11.1 16.2 14.5
2-year collegedegree | 4.3 7.2 5.9 7.6 42 6.9 2.8 3.6
4-year collegedegree | 295 27.7 311 24.2 29.4 375 28.3 30.9
MA or equivalent 22.6 26.8 19.3 27.9 22.2 25.0 26.2 21.8
JD or equivalent 10.2 9.0 6.7 7.4 9.3 11.1 14.5 16.4
PhD or equivalent 52 4.1 55 4.4 52 2.8 4.8 55
Other 1.4 24 2.5 2.8 1.0 2.1 1.0 0.0

[n=870] | [n=657]

Reflecting this educational background, council members are drawn heavily from business,
management, and professonal occupations. (See Table I1.6.) Approximately one council member in
five is retired (up from 14% in 1989), dthough only 10% are retired in large cities. Thereis little
variation by sze of city, form of government, or eection by didrict versus at-large with one exception.
A higher percentage of the council members in large cities have "other™ employment—37% (up from
25% in 1989) versus 13% for al council members. Presumably, thisindicates that the council officein
these citiesismore likely to be afull-time one taking the place of another job.

Tablell.6:  Occupation and City Council Membership by City Size

Total Small Medium Large
1989 2001 1989 | 2001 | 1989 | 2001 | 1989 | 2001
Owner of abusiness 23% 21% 21% | 21% | 24% | 22% | 24% | 16%
Manager or professional | 37 40 41 |40 |37 |40 |34 |32
Blue collar worker 2 2 4 3 3 1 0 2
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Clerical worker 1 1 2 1 1 1 - 2

Housespouse 5 3 3 3 5 3 7 2

Retired 14 21 16 (22 (15 |20 |11 |10

Other 17 13 13 10 16 14 25 37
[n=797] | [n=648]

When one combines the council members who do not have a regular job and those for whom
the coundil postion is full-time, it is to be expected that some members of city councils will not have
regular employment in addition to their council podtion. Thisis particularly true in large cities where haf
of the council members have no other employment, as Table 11.6 indicates. Most council members have
full-time jobs other than their council postion in smal (63%) and medium-szed cities (56%) and those
without other jobs are usualy retired.® In contrast, only 35% of the council membersin large cities have
other full-time jobs, and only 17 percent of those without other jobs are retired. For maost council
membersin large cities, the council postion isther full-time work.

These results are smilar to results in the 1989 survey, dthough thereis a dight shift away from
full-time employment and toward council members having no other job. The proportion of council
members who hold full-time jobs other than their council position continues to drop. It is ill more
common in coundil-manager cities where 45% of council members have other full-time employment
compared to 31% in mayor-council cities

This overal trend continues the apparent dramatic change from 1979. The question was not
exactly the same, but the earlier sudy had found the coundil office was a full-time position for 36% of
the respondents from large cities as opposed to sven to eight percent of the respondents from small
and medium-sSized cities.

RESIDENCE

The average number of years that council members have lived in the city they represent is 33,
the same as in 1989. In the recent survey, the average length of resdence is lower in smdl dties—an
average of 32 years—compared to 36 yearsin the medium and large cities.,

COUNCIL SERVICE

The average number of years of sarvice on the city coundil is dightly grester than in 1989.*
Furthermore, wheress length of serve was lower in smal and medium-szed cities and higher in large
citiesin 1989, the Stuation is reversed in 2001 with longer tenure in smdler cities. The comparison in
average years of sarviceisasfollows

Tablell.7:  Average Yearsof Serviceon Council by City Size

Yearsof Total Small Medium Large
Service
1979 | 1989 | 2001 1989 2001 1989 2001 1989 2001
0-2 (%) 3B |27 24 30 25 28 21 23 31
3-5 (%) 27 |25 22 27 22 26 25 23 17
6-10 (%) 30 |28 25 25 25 27 24 34 29
10+ (%) 8 19 29 19 29 19 30 20 23




Average na |na 8 6 7 6 8 7 7

[n=870] | [n=632]

Table 11.7 bregks down length of service by categories. Smal and medium sized-cities have
goproximately a quarter of members with less than two years experience, essentidly the same asin
1989; and over haf have more than five years experience, a dight increase since 1989. By contrag,
large cities saw the percentage of council members with less than two years of experience increase
between 1989 and 2001 (from 23 percent to 31 percent), while the percentage with more than five
years of experience changed only dightly, declining from 54 percent to 52 percent. Despite impressions
that turnover has increased in part because of term limits, the survey results do not support his
impression.

As found in 1989, members of councils in mayor-council cities have served dightly longer—an
average of 7.3 (1989) and 7.9 (2001)—than council members in council-manager cities—6.0 years
(1989) and 7.2 (2001)—but the differenceis decreasing.

CounciL COMPENSATION

Sarvice on the councl is 4ill typicdly a podtion which receives little or only modest
compensation, athough the proposa receiving no or nomind salary is decressing. The percent of smdll
cities paying council members no sdary or less than $1,000 dropped from 16% to 13%. In medium-
Szed cities the decline was 12% to 8%, and no large cities paid a this low level in 2001 compared to
4% in 1989. When a higher sdlary is provided, it has tended to increase. Stated differently, once the
decision is made to provide more than anomind salary, it tends to go up reflecting increases in cost-of-
living a least. Whereas 30% of smal cities paid more than $6,000 in 1989, over haf paid this amount
in 2001. Only 30% of the medium-sized cities paid over $10,000 in 1989 compared to dmogt hdf in
2001, and the percentage of large cities paying more than $20,000 increased from 45% to 73%. The
complete breakdown of compensation levels for 2001 is provided in Table 11.8.

There is extendve variation by form of government. Only 2% of council members from small
cities and 7% from medium-sized cities receive $20,000 or more, whereas dmost three quarters of the
council members from large cities have asdary in thisrange.

Although increasing city Sze affects sdlaries, and the differentid is especidly high in large cities.
There is dso great variation by the form of government used. The average sdary for each type of city
broken down by population and form of government is asfollows

Tablell.8:  Council Salary by City Sze and Form of Gover nment

Total Small Medium Large Council- Mayor-
M anager Council
1989 2001 1989 | 2001 | 1989 | 2001 | 1989 | 2001 | 1989 | 2001 | 1989 | 2001
None 5% 5% 7% | 7% | 6% |4% |[2% | 0% |10% |8% | 1% | 2%
< $1,000 5 5 9 6 6 4 2 0 8 7 3 2
$1,000-29%9 | 11 7 19 |7 10 |7 5 6 16 |9 5 4
$3,000-5999 | 19 21 34 |25 |17 |14 |6 2 19 (21 |18 |20
$6,000-9,999 | 19 30 21 |3 |29 |24 |5 2 18 |31 |19 |31
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$10,000- 13 15 5 13 18 | 25 14 |8 11 13 15 | 17
14,999

$15,000- 9 7 1 4 6 16 (21 |9 7 6 11 |9
19,999

$20,000- 4 5 - 2 2 6 11 (25 |2 3 7 8
29,999

$30,000- 5 2 - 0 2 1 13 13 |3 1 8 3
39,999

$40,000- 5 1 2 0 2 0 12 |9 3 1 8 0
49,999

>$50,000 4 2 1 0 3 0 9 26 |2 0 6 4

[n=856] [n=648]

CouNCIL WORKLOAD

The job of council member continues to be a time-consuming one.  The average number of
hours spent on council-related matters in the three sizes of cities is 20, 25, and 42 hours per week
respectively. The full breskdown and comparison to resultsin 1989 are givenin Table 11.9. Serving on
the aty coundl is a gnificant time commitment in a smdl or medium-sized city. It is, on average, a
ful-timejob inlarge cities.

Tablell.9:  Hoursspent on council-related matters
Have ancther jdb? Hoursper week on | Hoursof congtituent [Constituent service %
council matters service

Small No 25 8 32%
Part-time 21 8 38
Full-time 16 5 31

Medium No 32 11 36
Part-time 32 14 43
Full-time 20 7 33

Large No 50 18 36
Part-time 438 22 45
Full-time 28 15 52

There had been an increase in the amount of time devoted to council matters between 1979 and
1989. The increase was modest in smdl cities, but in medium-sized and large cities, twice as many
council members in 1989 compared to 1979 spent more than 30 hours per week on the job. The
1989 petterns are essentidly maintained in 2001 with dight increases in the average hours in the small
and large city categories, asindicated in Table 11.9.

Council members spend part of their time doing services for people. This practice is sometimes

cdled the "ombudsman" function.
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contacting an agency on behdf of the condtituent. The time spent doing services takes up not only more
hours but aso alarger share of the time spent on the job of council member in medium-szed and large
cities. Whereas an average of six hours and 33% of the time of council membersin smal citiesis spent
on condtituency services, these activities account for nine hours and 36% of time in medium-sized cities
and 18 hours and 42% of the schedules of council members in large cities. The time devoted to

condtituency serviceis dightly lower than in 1989. The emphas's on the ombudsman function may have
leveled off and even receded dightly, but it is dso clearly established as an important part of the total

workload.

The workload varies with other employment commitments of council members. As one would
expect, council members with no other pogition or a part-time job spend more time on the job overdl
and on condtituency services than do those with full-time jobs in addition to their council pogtion. In
gndl and medium-szed cities, the council members without other full-time jobs also spend alarger
percentage of their time on condituency service. In these cities, council members who have flexibility in
their schedule devote alarger share of their time to doing services for condtituents. In large cities, on the
other hand, it is the council members with full-time jobs who spend a larger share of their more limited
tota number of hours on the ombudsman function. Whereas congtituent service is the option if you have
more time in smaller cities, it gppears to be the expected area of emphasis to which more scarce hours
will be devoted in large cities.  One other difference between the large cities, on the one hand, and the
smdler city categories, on the other, is the greater differentid in time spent on the council office in the
large dities. Whereas those with no other job spend just over 50% more time than those with other full-
time jobsin the smdler cities, they spend 76% more time in the large cities.

The amount of time council members spend on ther podtion differs dightly depending on the
form of government, as indicated in Fgure 11.1. In the smdl and medium-szed cities, the council
members devote more hours to the job in council-manager cites (18 and 27 hours, respectively) than
they do in mayor-council cities (14 and 20 hours, respectively for smdl and medium-szed cities) This
difference was dso found in 1989, dthough the differentials are smdler now. In the large cities, on the
other hand, the difference in the amount of time council members spend (37 in council-manager and 44
in mayor-council cities) has increased since 1989. The members of councils in mayor-council cities
spend dightly more time on congtituency services than the members in council-manager cities, athough
the difference is very dight except in large dities.

Figurell.l: Total Hoursand Time Spent on Constituent Servicein Council-M anager and
Mayor —Council Cities
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[11. ELECTIONS AND REPRESENTATION

Election sysems in American cities are determined by the nature of the council members
congtituency and by the presence or absence of party labels on the balot. With regard to the first
feature, there are two types of congtituencies for city council members. All at-large members are
elected to serve the same constituency—the population of the city asawhole. Didrict elections select a
sangle council member from a geographica section of the city. Some cities combine these two methods
and elect some council members at-large and some from digtricts. The use of didtricts to elect at least
part of the members of the council is now widespread and is the common method used in large cities.
In cities between 25,000 and 199,999 population, 58% use at-large dections and 18% use the
combination approach. One quarter use districts exclusvey.® Among the dities from which
respondents have come—broken down in the following table—, 49% and 44% of the small and
medium-sized cities, respectively, have at-large dections, 25% combine district and at-large seats, and
26% and 31% use didricts exclusvely. In cities over 200,000 population, 49% use didricts
exclusvdy, 38% use a combinaion of digtrict and a-large, and 13% use a-large dections® This
breakdown is very close to the percent of respondents from large cities that use each type of eection

Breakdown of types of electionsin citieswith respondentsto NL C survey

Small Medium Large Average
At-Large 48.9% 43.7% 16.4% 45.0%
Combined 25.0 25.4 38.2 26.2
District 26.1 31.0 45.5 28.8
n=649 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

An individud council member will ether occupy a didtrict or a-large seat on the council. Among the
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survey respondents, 57% were elected at-large and 43% from digtricts. The proportion of at-large
membersis 62% from small cities, 54% from medium-szed cities, and 27% from large cities.

Among respondents from council-manager cities, 33% were elected from digtricts and 67%
at-large. In mayor-council cities, the breakdown is close to the reverse: 60% are elected from didtricts
and 40% at-large.

Council members dected from both types of congtituencies soend the same amount of time on
council matters. Those dected from didricts do spend a dightly higher percent of ther time on
condtituency matters than those eected a-large. The former spend an average of 36% of their time,
wheress the latter spend 32% of the time in responding to their congtituents.

The second feature that defines how city councils are eected is the presence or absence of the
party labe on the bdlot. In partisan eections, the party affiliation of the candidete is indicated on the
balot, whereas in nonpartisan eectionsit isnot. In 2001, 77% of the American cities used nonpartisan
eections. Among the survey respondents, 80% were chosen in nonpartisan dections, and 20% in
partisan elections. The proportion chosen with nonpartisan balots is 80% in smdl cities, 85% in
medium-sized cities, and 71% in large cities. Also, this festure is more common in council-manager
cities. Over ninety percent of the respondents from these cities were eected in nonpartisan dections,
compared with 62% of those from mayor-council cities.

About one sixth of the respondents hold a leadership position on the council as mayor or council
president, mgority or minority leeder of the council. The proportion is 20% and 13% in smdl and
medium-sized cities, respectively, and 3% in large cities.”

REPRESENTATION AND REASONS FOR SEEKING OFFICE

Council members seek office for a variety of reasons. When examining the factors that had a
very important influence on the decison to run for a council seet in Table I11.1, most council
members—81% —indicate a dedre to serve the city as a whole as one factor. Serving the
neighborhood is very important to goproximately haf of the council members in smdl and medium
gzed-cities, whereas two-thirds of the large city council members cite this as amgor reason for running.

A high leve of concern about some specific issue prompted about a third of the council members to
become candidates, and the percentage goes up as city Sze increases. This pattern is aso present with
a new factor added to the 2001 survey. From 20% in smal cities to 37% in large cities indicated a
grong interest in providing leadership for a particular congtituency. In addition, aSzable minority indl
cities—approximately one quarter—report that an enjoyment of politics and interest in a worthwhile
activity influenced their decison. Thus, some are atracted to run for office because they enjoy the
politica process. Only 4% were persuaded to run by a political party organization. Even fewer saw the
position as a stepping stone to some other politicd office when they origindly decided to run, dthough
the percentage is higher in large cities where 10% saw the council as a step top higher office. Almost no
one claimed to see the potentia for business contacts as a reason to run for office.

Tablelll.1 Factorsthat Influence Decisionsto Run for Council Office (Percent who cite
each factor asavery important influence on their decision to seek office).

Total Small Medium Large
1989 | 2001 | 1989 | 2001 | 1989 | 2001 | 1989 | 2001
To servecity asawhole 870% |[805% |903% |827% |873% |[782% |834% | 67.9%
To serve my neighborhood 614 51.0 537 497 5.7 49.6 76.0 66.0
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Strong concer n about specific issues 614 316 51.8 295 62.5 35.3 69.4 404
Enjoy paliticsand looking for worthwhile | 41.8 244 39.3 238 448 241 410 30.8
activity

Persuaded by party organization 8.6 36 94 38 76 30 838 40
Stepping stoneto other political office 6.2 30 51 26 6.2 15 72 10.2
I ncrease business contacts 33 13 40 12 30 23 20 0.0
Provideleader ship for a particular n.a 228 n.a 20.3 n.a 256 n.a 36.5
constituency

Based on earlier research, membership on the council has been viewed as largely a community
sarvice® This continues to be true; council members commonly seek to serve the city and rarely seek
the office primarily for politica advancement or business gain. The attitudes of council membersindicate
that this service orientation aso includes a desire among some to help a neighborhood, to address
issues, and/or to provide leadership for some group. Some aso run because of an enjoyment of
politics. This set of attitudes appears to reflect an activigt-oriented sense of service. Council members
not only want to serve in an gpolitica sense but aso because of a desire to solve problems, advance
causes, and help particular groups.

When responses from 1989 and 2001 are compared, there is less intendity in the feglings about
the reasons for seeking office expressed in the recent survey. In 1989, more factors were cited as being
very important. There is a particularly large drop in those who list issue concerns and enjoying poalitics
as factors. It is not that these factors are unimportant,® but issue commitment and attraction to the
excitement of palitics has decreased somewhat over the decade of the nineties.

The nature of the council members condituency has an important effect on whether
neighborhood representation was an important reason for seeking office. Two out of three council
members eected from digtricts consdered representing the neighborhood to be very important as
opposed to two in five eected at-large. In attitudes about representing the city asawhole, thereisless
disparity. Although 86 % of the at-large council members consider thisto be very important, the view is
shared by 73% of those dected from districts.’® There was no other reason for seeking office about
which digtrict and at-1arge council members differed appreciably.

If one sets aside those differences that can be attributed to digtrict versus at-large dections,
there were only two reasons for seeking office about which the council members from council-manager
and mayor-council cities differed substantidly. First, council members dected from didtricts in coundil-
manager dties give greater emphass to sarving the entire city (82%) versus 65% in mayor-councl
cities) Second, at-large members in mayor-council cities were more likely to be list enjoyment of
palitics as a very important reason for running (36% percent) than were the at-large council members
from council-manager cities (18%). Whereas at-large candidates in council-manager cities may reflect
more of a traditiond service orientation, their counterparts in mayor-council cities have a stronger
attraction to the politica dimension of public office.

GROUPS REPRESENTED

Another perspective on council members relationships with citizens is provided by ther views
of which congtituencies and groups they represent in office. The attitudes of council members toward
eleven groups or segments of the population were examined in the survey. Variaions may reflect both
the orientation of the council member about the relative importance of representing each group and aso
the 9ze and activity of the group in aparticular city. If agroupissmal and inactive, it islesslikdy thet a
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council member will try to represent it. In Table 111.2, the groups have been listed in rank order based
on the proportion of dl council members who considered their representation of that group to be very
important.

Tablelll.2  Attitudestowards Representing Groupsin the City

Total Small M edium Large

% Rank % Rank % Rank %
Realtor s/developers 6.8% |11 7.0% | 11 49% | 12 9.1%
Labor unions 8.2 10 8.0 10 6.3 9 14.8
Municipal employees 174 7 189 |8 148 | 10 12.7
Neighbor hoods 63.3 1 617 |1 629 |1 76.8
Women 24.4 4 233 |4 239 |4 34.5
Racial minorities 26.1 3 239 |3 266 |2 42.6
Ethnic groups 214 5 200 |5 225 |5 29.1
Environmentalists 17.1 9 174 |7 16.3 | 8 16.4
Business 205 6 197 |6 217 | 6 24.1
Elderly 36.9 2 381 |2 333 |3 36.4
Palitical parties 4.2 12 3.7 12 2.8 11 10.9
Other 17.5 8 187 |9 125 |7 18.2

The top ranked "group” is one of those that council members often wished to serve in deciding
to run for office—neighborhoods. The relative importance is greatest in the largest cities where over
three quarters fed it is very important to represent neighborhoods, but over three fifths of the council
members share this view in other sze cities. The elderly and racid minorities are second and third in
gmdl and medium-szed cities, and the order is reversed for these two groups in the largest cities. The
rank order of the next three groups is the same in cities of dl szes. The groups are women, ethnic
groups, and business. Still, for dl these groups, the degree of importance increases with greater
population. The sameistrue for labor unions and politica parties. Thus, In generd, council membersin
the large cities are more likely to place great emphasis on the representation of more groups.

There has been a subgtantid decline in the number of council members who attach great
importance to representing groups since 1989. Neighborhoods continue to receive dmost as much
support as previoudy. Whereas the elderly and businesses who were considered to be very important
to over hdf of the council members in 1989, however, fewer atach that level of importance to them in
2001. Only 37% fed it is very important to represent the elderly, and businesses are very important to
only one in five council members.  Environmentaists have seen their highly committed representatives
drop in haf from onein three to onein Sx. Similarly, redtors and developers could count on onein five
council members before and now have one in ten who fed it is very important to represent them. Ina
survey conducted in 1982 by Welch and Bledsoe, council members were more selective in the groups
they consdered to be very important to represent than were the respondents to the 1989 NCL
survey.”  The 2001 survey may indicate that the shift in opinion captured in the late eighties has
receded. Council members are one again paying somewhat |ess atention to groups and not focusing on
aswide arange of groups as they did previoudy.

Attitudes toward representation vary somewhat with the persond characterigtics of the council
member. Table 111.3 presents those cases in which there is a szegble difference, i.e., 10 percentage
points or more, in the proportions of council members who consider representation of a group to be
very important when they are divided by sex, race, and age.
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Tablelll.3 Variationsin Attitudestoward Representation by Categories of Demographic

Groups*
White African- | Hispanic | Other
Race American
Representation of:
Municipal employees 15% 35% 10% 40%
Neighbor hoods 62 76 62 87
Women 20 54 38 47
Racial minorities 20 68 48 47
Ethnic groups 16 53 50 40
Political parties 2 13 14 14
Gender Male Female

Women 19% 38%
Racial minorities 22 35

Age| Under 40 40-59 60+
Businessinterests 8% 20% 24%
Municipal employees 10 15 23

*Groupsin Table 1.2 areincluded here when there is a difference of at least 10 percentage pointsin the responses of
categories of the demographic group.

The responses suggest that African- American, Higpanic, and other minority council members
are more sendtive to a wider variety of groups than are white council members. The differences are
grestest in attitudes toward representing lecial and ethnic groups, whose representation is far more
commonly seen to be very important among minority than white council members. There is dso more
concern for representing the women, municipa employees, neighborhoods, and political parties among
Africanr Americans, other minorities, and Hispanics (with the exception of municipa employees)
Representatives from minority groups, who may have faced more excluson from politics, may fed a
greater need to be inclusive in ther attitudes toward representing other groups and to have a broader
base of support.

Femde council members in comparison to maes are much more likdy to view the
representation of women and racia minorities as being very important.

Age differences are present only in two areas. Representation of municipa business interests
and municipa employees increases with higher age. Age differences are not particularly sdient to
variaions in representation, even when it comes to representing the ederly. An identica percentage of
those under forty and over sixty—38% —expressed the opinion that representation of the elderly isvery
important to them.

Thus, when councils are more diverse with respect to the presence of racid minorities and
women, there is somewhat more direct representation of the groups from which these council members
come. Itisaso more likely that there will be greater indirect representation for awider range of groups
because racid minorities and women tend to define their congtituencies more broadly than white mae
council members do.

| NFLUENCE OF GROUPS

The presence of council members who are concerned about the interests of a group does not
necessarily mean that the group has influence over council decisons and vice versa. For the same
groups included in the previous table, respondents were asked to estimate the amount of influence each
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group has on council decisons. To identify those groups with the grestest impact, we shal examine the
proportion d council members who fed tha the group named has "a great ded" of influence on city
government. Some groups have more "representation” than impact. There are three groups—racia and
ethnic minorities and the elderly—for which there is disparity of just over 10 percentage points between
the proportion of council members who fed it is very important to spesk for such groups and those who
think that the group has a great dedl of influence. In dl three cases, the perceived influence is higher
than the commitment to represent the group. For the other kinds of groups, commitment to represent
and perceived influence are about the same level.

The influence of groups varies condderably. One type of group—neighborhoods—has
extensve impact on decisons n dl kinds of cities and others do not have much influence anywhere.
Furthermore, some groups have a smilar level of influence in cities of al szes, and other groups have
differing degrees of influence. Both kinds of information are presented in Table [11.4.  The table first
presents the rank order for groups whose influence is fairly consstent and then for groups whose
influence varies ten percentage points or more between the highest and lowest city sze category.
Among those with consgtent influence, only neighborhoods are considered to have a great ded of
influence by a mgority of council members in each city Sze category. Among groups that vary in
influence, business and development interests, racid minorities, municipa employees and politica parties
are dl viewed as being much more influentia in the largest cities The influence of the ederly, on the
other hand, is grester in smdl than in the larger cities

Tablelll.4  Attitudesabout Influence of Groupsin the City (Percent who fed that group
has a great deal of influence on council decisions.)

Total Small | Medium | Large
Influence similar across cities of all sizes:
Neighbor hoods 54% 51% 58% 60%
Municipal employees 14 13 13 17
Women 13 12 12 21
Environmentalists 10 9 13 10
Ethnic groups 9 8 10 17
Influence differs across cities size categories:
Businessinterests 28% 26% 31% 37%
Elderly 24 26 21 16
Realtordevelopers 16 13 19 29
Racial minorities 14 11 16 31
Labor unions 8 4 15 24
Palitical parties 7 5 10 19
Other 13 12 10 25

The impact of groups on council and city government decisions has contracted since 1989.
Direct comparison is tricky because the measures of influence changed dightly, but when one compares
the number of groups with “congderable’ influence in 1989 and a“great ded” of influence in 2001, the
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latter number is smaler. Furthermore, for each group, fewer council members put the group in the
highest influence category.

Certain of the groups whose influence was measured were common to the 1979, 1989, and
2001 NLC surveys. When opinions about whether groups have some or considerable influence (in
1979 and 1989) and some and a great deal (in 2001) are compared, there is a genera shift toward
higher influence in 1989 and contraction in 2001 to the 1979 level or even lower. (The results were
reported only with the categories of influence combined in 1979). Neighborhoods continue to be
amost unanimoudy viewed as a group with some or congderable influence. The big gainers had been
environmentdists and labor unions in 1989, as Figure I11.1 indicates, but they fell back to their 1979
level. Almog dl of the rest of the groups had dightly less influence in 2001 than in 1979 and, of course,
much less influence than in 1989.

Figurelll.1 Changein Group Influence, 1979-2001 (Per cent who say the group has
some/consider able/great deal of influence on council decisions)

Figure lll.1. Change in Group Influence, 1979-2001
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Taken together, the opinions of council members regarding representation and group influence
suggest that the change in the late eighties was temporary. Council members manifested grester
sengtivity in 1989 to a wider array of groups than they had demondrated in earlier surveys by the
Nationa League of Cities and by Welch and Bledsoe. In 2001, attitudes regarding groups reverted to
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the levels found over twenty years ago. In the late eighties when at least moderate impact from a wide
range of groups was found dmost universaly, dected officias were under more pressure to respond to
the demands from more different kinds of people. Since some of these groups tend to oppose each
other, the attempt to satisfy al group demands was bound to cause frustration. Council members were
pulled in many directions when they fdt that such a broad range of groups had considerable influence
over their decisons. In 2001, council members seem to have reestablished a bit more distance between
themsalves and the congtituent groups in the city population. Elected officias may il listen to awide
range of groups, but they are somewheat less likely to fed an obligation to spesk for dl these groups. In
addition, they are not as likely to consder that as many groups have as much clout.

Stll, when one examines the relaive influence of groups in 2001 as presented in Figure 111.1,
neighborhoods, business interests, the elderly, redtors/developers, municipa employees, and racid
minorities are consdered to have some or more influence by at least haf of the council members.
Environmentdigts and labor unions have lower but not insubstantid influence. The extent to which a
wide range of groups has a lot of influence is most pronounced in large cities, dthough dl councils are
experiencing pressure from many groups in the public. The extent of this pressure does not appear to
be as great asin 1989 but it is ill present.

RE-ELECTION AND SEEKING HIGHER OFFICE

Council members are linked to citizens in part by the dectord process. Through campaigning,
candidates interact extensvely with citizens, and it is reasonable to expect that the closer the eection
contest, the more attentive candidates are to voter sentiments. It has long been recognized that
incumbent council members have high successratesin eections. This favorable postion is confirmed by
the margin of victory reported by council members in ther last campaign. Close to hdf the council
members won by a large margin and another 19% were unopposed, sSmilar to the findings in 1989.
Almost a quarter was eected by a moderate margin. Only 11% experienced a close contest. The
election prospects were essentidly the same in cities of dl szes The combination of unopposed
candidates and large margin victors was 65% in coundl-manager cities and 62% in mayor-council cities.

A mgority of council members plan to run for re-dection when their current term of office is
over, and 30% are uncertain about their plans. Only 16% do not intend to run again. Although the
public sometimes has negative dtitudes about dected officials who will make their decisons based on a
desre for redection, it is dso important for accountability to citizens that council members intend to
gtand before the voters for areview of their performance. From this perspective, it is apostive sign that
only one in Sx rules out re-ection. For the rest, running for re-eection will provide council members
with an assessment from voters of their performance in office.

There is little overal change from 1979 and 1989 in the intentions of council members regarding
running for redection

Per cent that plan to run again

1979 1989 2001
Small 51% 42% 57%
Medium 46 54 50
Large 66 66 66
[n=858] [n=658]
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Council members in smdl aties are now more likely to plan on another campaign whereas haf of those
in medium-sized cities intend to seek re-election. There has been no change over the two decades in
the high percentage of incumbents in large cities who plan to sand again. Overdl, the willingness of
council members to seek to remain in office s roughly constant.*

Approximately one third of the council members would like to run for a higher politicd office
some day, and another third are uncertain about doing s0.** This characteristic, like the desire for
re-election, is viewed negatively by some and positively by others. For example, Koehler concluded
that the "councilman politician” who sets his or her amhbitions "higher than city hdl" is "definitdy an assat
to [their] city."™ The presence of council members with higher aspirations incresses modestly from
27% and 26% in smal and medium-sized cities, respectively, to 39% in large cities. Except for adrop
from 34% in medium-sized cities, these are essentidly the same intentions as were found in 1989.

The intention of council members for seeking redection varies dightly with age, as indicated in
Table I11.5, whereas the desire to seek higher office is more strongly linked to age. Almost sevenin ten
of those in the under forty group intend to run again, as do over haf of those aged 40 and over. When
the choice involves seeking higher office, there is greater diparity, with 63% of the under forty council
members indicating an intention to run compared to only 32% of those in the middle age category, and
12% of those over sixty. These results are very smilar to those in 1989.

Tablelll.5 Plansfor Reelection or Seeking Higher Office by Age and Length of Service

Will Run Again Will Seek Higher Office
Age
Under 40 68% 63%
40-59 57 32
60+ 53 12
Length of council service
0-2 years 55% 33%
3-5years 51 31
6-9years 54 28
10+ years 63 23

Over hdf of the council members who have been in office less than ten years are likdly to want
to run again, and the proportion jumps to 63% among those with ten or more years of service. In 1989,
there was a decline after five years of service in the proportion who planned to run again for office.
Thus, there is higher willingness rather than higher reluctance among those with longer serviceto ay in
office than was found previoudy. Unfortunatdly, the survey results do not include information about the
presence of alimit on terms and the impact it has on intentions.

When the quedtion is whether to seek higher office, the plans for moving up to higher office
decline dightly with longer years of sarvice. The rdative uniformity in intentions, however, masks big
differences in the degree of certainty about plans. The least experienced members are most likely to be
uncertain (46%) about future plans—a finding in 1989 as wdl—, and those with over ten years service
are far more likely to indicate that they will not seek higher office—49% took this position compared to
46% in 1989.

POLITICAL INTENTIONSAND COUNCIL CHARACTERISTICS
The measures of paliticd intentions indicate that the composition of councils differs across cities
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of different Szes. There may be corresponding differences in the "tone’ of council deliberations. In
1989, the leve of politicad ambitions increased in a epwise fashion through the three categories of city
gze. In 2001, the smdl city and medium-szed cities have a smilar profile gpproximately hdf plan to
seek redection and running for higher office is confined to about one in four members. The change
reflects a lowering of political aspirations in the medium-sized cities. In the large cities, two-thirds will
run again and two in five may seek higher office. These results match the 1989 findings exactly. Just as
more council members give greater emphadis to representing a wide range of groups as the size of the
city increases, more council members have their politica futures to consider as well when they speak
and make decisions on the council. Neither situation is better or worse than the other, but recognition of
the differing tendencies among councils may hdp cty government officids undergand ther
circumstances better and perform more effectively.

There may dso be differences in the palitica intentions of those eected through different
indtitutions or who serve in different forms of government. To test this possibility, the respondents have
been divided in Table I11.6 by the method of eection, and within each method by the form of
government for the city in which they serve. For each subgroup, the percent that wish to run for their
current or another officeis indicated.

Tablelll.6  Plansfor Re-Election or Seeking Higher Office by Form of Gover nment,
Congtituency, and Ballot Type

Will Run Again Will Seek Higher Office
Elected From
District 58% 30%
[Council-Manager] [51] [24]
[Mayor-Coundil] [64] [34]
At-large 55 27
[Council-Manager] [54] [24]
[Mayor-Coundil] [57] [34]
Type of Ballot Used
Partisan 61 33
[Council-Manager] [61] [21]
[Mayor-Coundil] [62] [37]
Nonpartisan 54 26
[Council-Manager] [52] [23]
[Mayor-Council] [60] [33]

The differences are amilar but not as pronounced as in 1989. Council members dected from
digricts are dightly more likely and in partisan eections are modestly more likely to want to run for their
position again and to want to seek another electord office. There are often marked differences within
this generd pattern for council members in cities with different forms of government. In mayor-council
cities, members with one exception manifest greater interest in future politica pursuits. Council-manager
governments, on the other hand, apparently reduce the desire for new eectora contests and/or the
people who seek office to begin with are dightly less interested in political campaigning. The one
exception is the desire for seeking eection among candidates eected in partisan contests where there is
no difference between council-manager and mayor-council cities.

The latter interpretation is supported by examining an atitudina factor thet is related to the
intention to run for reection or for higher office. The importance of enjoying politics as a reason for
initidly running for office has little impact on the intention to seek redection for the current postion.
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Differences are present, however, in the intention to seek a higher office.  For those for whom
enjoyment of paliticsis very important, 39% would like to move up (compared to 44% in 1989). One
third of those for whom enjoyment of paliticsisimportant plan to run for higher office, as do one quarter
of those for whom it is moderately important. Findly, only 15% from the group who regject enjoyment
of politics as areason for initialy seeking a seet on the council have higher politica aspirations.

Membership on the city council is a service, and it is dso an important channe of politica
activity and a step to other governmental positions. Some council members will stress one view to the
excluson of the other and some will combine the two orientationsin their attitudes. Councils differ in the
bal ance between the two perspectives. Aswe have noted, councilsin smaler citiesand in cities that use
at-large éections and the council-manager form are likely to have more members with the service
orientation, wheress larger cities and those with didtrict eections and the mayor-council form have a
gtronger palitical orientation anong members. Both perspectives are going to be present to some extent
on dl councils, however, and members need to understand and appreciate the differences in the service
and the politicd orientation.

| DEOLOGY AND PARTY | DENTIFICATION

Council members differ in their ideologica and partisan orientation, and these differences are
related in part to the Sze of the city. In the survey, standard definitions of ideology were used: liberds
were defined as those who favor a greater role for government in helping people, and conservatives as
those who want to minimize the role of government so that people can get ahead on their own. Overdl,
council members are dightly more likely to be on the consarvative than the liberal end of the scae with
one quarter inthemiddle. (See Tablelll.7.) Theideologica complexion of council membersin cities of
different 9zes, however, deviates from these tendencies. Overal, hdf of the members of the smdl city
council members are conservative, 28% are liberd, and one in five is moderate. The conservatives are
down a bit and liberals up a bit from 1989, and there has been a drop in moderates from 33% to 22%.

Medium-szed cities have a amilar plurdity of consarvative council members as smal cities, fewer
liberds than smdl cities, and more moderates. The smdl and medium-gzed cities are more dike than
they were in 1989 when the smdl cities were clearly more conservative than the medium-sized. Inthe
large cities, the liberds have a plurdity with four in ten members compared to three in ten who are
conservative and moderate. There are dightly more conservatives and dightly fewer moderates than in
1989 indicating that the large city council is somewhat more polarized ideologically that previoudy.

Tablelll.7 Ideological Orientation of Council Members

Total Small Medium | Large

Very conservative 2.6%

Conservative 21.8 | 47.4% | 49.8% 46.5% 30.4%

Slightly conservative 23.0

Middle of theroad 24.2 24.2 21.7 29.9 304
Slightly liberal 12.4
Liberal 12.6 28.3 28.5 23.6 39.3
Very liberal 3.3

There is a amilar pattern with regard to the politica party identification of council members.
This is a SHf-description rather than actud party registration and refersto persond partisan identification
regardiess of whether one is dected in a partisan or nonpartisan dection. Although mogt cities use
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nonpartisan dections, party identification is till an indicator of attitudes that may influence decisons that
council members make. The variation across the cities is driking, as indicated in Table 111.8.
Democrats outnumber Republicansin dl types of cities asfound in 1989, but thereis very close balance
in the amdl cities asmdl Democratic advantage in medium-sized cities, and a strong Democratic
superiority in large cities. In smal cities, the proportion of "independents,” who are not identified with
ether party, has declined since 1989 and the number of Democrats has increased.

Tablell1.8 Party Identification of Council Members

Total Small | Medium | Large
Strong democr at 26.4% 0 0 0 0
Weak democr at 119 38.3% | 36.3% | 39.3% 51.9%
I ndependent/leaning democr at 10.7 30.9 30.2 338 296
I ndependent 9.1
I ndependent/leaning republican 111
Weak republican 13.7 30.8 335 26.9 185
Strong republican 17.1
[n=656]

The medium-sized cities have fewer Republicans than the councils in smdl cities and more
Democrats. These cities have the highest proportion of independents; the proportion of independents
has grown wheress identifiers with both parties have declined somewhat since 1989. Elected officidsin
large cities reflect the same trend: a dight decrease in party identifiers and an increase in independents
from 18% to 30% since 1989. The independents are now a significant swing group and Republicans
are asmdl minority on these councils. Unlike 1989, it is no longer the case that partisan considerations
are likely to be more strongly expressed as city Size increases, dthough the Democratic Party weight il
increases with city size.

Patisan orientation deviates from the overdl breskdown for certain categories of council
members but not for others. African Americans and Higpanics are much more heavily Democratic than
are whites on city councils. Among the African- Americans, 76% are strong or weak Democrats and
only 6% are Republicans, and among Hispanics 62% are Democrats and 14% are Republican. In
contrast, the breskdown among whites is an even solit of 34% each. Women on city councils are
somewhat more likely to be Democrat (46%) than men (35%) and much less likely to be Republican
(19% versus 36%). Republican identification increases dightly with higher age, as the following figures
indicate:

Democr at | ndependent Republican Total
Age
Under 40 49% 22% 29% 100%
40-59 38 32 30 100
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60 and over 34 34 33 100

Those over forty are more like to be independents.

The more strongly council members are identified with a political party, the more likely they are
to fed that representing party interests is important. Among those who classfy themsalves as "strong"
Democrats and Republicans, 63% and 53%, respectively, consider representing parties to be at least
somewhat important,”> whereas this view is expressed by only one third of those who are "week"
Democrats and Republicans. Only 27% of the independents, on the other hand, consider representing
parties to be somewhat or very important. Even among those strongly idertified with a party, however,
relatively few fed that representing parties is very important; only 9% of the strong Democrats and 4%
of the strong Republicans express this view.

There is a long-standing debate about whether nonpartisan eections affect the partisan makeup
of the city council in away that deviates from the typicd divison in outcomes when a partisan bdlot is
used, eg., in date legidaive races. One pogtion is that nonpartisan eections produce higher
Republican representation, a "Republican bias" whereas other research indicates that this deviation is
unlikely to occur especialy when district dections are used® The present study cannot make the
comparison between the party identification of council members and the "norma” party divison in voting
in other elections. Therefore, partisan bias cannot be measured directly.

There are saverd differences in the councils dected by the two bdlot forms, however, which
are illuminated by the recent survey and were dso indicated in the 1989 results. Firdt, as indicated in
Table I11.9, there is a substantialy higher proportion of Democrats dected in cities of al szes that use
partisan rather than nonpartisan dections. In smal and medium-sized cities, there are dso more
Republicans dected with partisan dections. In medium-sized and large cities, the proportion of
Republicansis higher in cities with nonpartisan than in those with partisan eections. For cities of dl szes
combined, thereis no difference.

Tablell1.9 Party Identification of Council Membersand Ballot Type of Elections

% Democr at % Independent % Republican
Ballot Type NP P NP P NP P
Size of city:
Small 33.4 47.8 34.2 14.1 32.2 38.0
Medium 34.1 68.2 36.6 18.2 29.3 13.6
Large 42.1 75.0 36.8 12.5 21.1 12.5
All 34.2 54.6 35.0 14.6 30.8 30.8
% Strong % Strong Combined % of
Democrats Republicans Strong Party
Identifiers
Ballot Type NP P NP P NP P
Size of city:
Small 21.1 44.6 16.4 28.3 375 72.9
Medium 16.3 50.0 13.8 9.1 30.1 59.1
Large 34.2 68.8 13.2 12.5 474 81.3
All 20.9 48.5 15.6 23.1 36.5 71.6

Second, there are far more independents elected in nonpartisan dections in cities of dl szes.
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The difference is gpproximately 20 percentage points more independentsin cities of dl sizes.

Third, the intendty of partisan identification islessin nonpartisan dections. When the proportion
of council members who strongly identify with ether the Democratic or Republican Party is combined,
there is a gap of roughly thirty percentage pointsin cities of dl szes. There are gpproximately haf as
many council members who gsrongly identify with either party in nonpartisan as compared to partisan
elections The difference is much greater anong Democrats. Smdl cities are a partid exception: there
are more strong Republicans when the council is elected on a nonpartisan ballot.

In sum, partisan dections favor Democrats and attract strong party supporters from both
parties. Nonpartisan eections provide a much more conducive climate for independents. They are
much more highly represented in councils elected by nonpartisan than partisan elections.”’

The nonpartisan ballot has no consstent impact on the Republican share of council seats but
lowers the Democratic share of council seats. It reduces the proportion of officias with a strong sense
of partisanship. Nonpartisan eections lead to higher proportions of independents and persons weakly
identified with a political party, whereas partisan eections enhance the dection of persons who fed a
grong sense of partisanship.  Partisan ections result in the sdection of more council members who
identify with a political party and more members who have a strong sense of party identification than
does the generd population in this @a of declining party loydty. Nonpartisan eections, on the other
hand, produced in 2001 a distribution that was very close to that of the population as a whole. The
percentage of Democrats is the same—34%. The population is 40% independent whereas 35% of the
council members are independent; and the Republican share of 30% on the council is higher than the
24% in the population.’® In sum, the type of ballot has an impact on partisan representation. Whether
one agrees with the ways that it is Skewed under partisan or nonpartisan balot will vary with point of
view and perhaps with one' s partisan inclinations.

In sum, city council members express the interests of many groups and are influenced by many
groups. They may be concerned about their own redlection or other campaigns, and they may reflect
the dtitudes of a politicd party. All these forces tend to be dightly more powerful in medium-sized
cities compared to smdl cities, and in large cities compared to medium-sized. The evidence suggests
that the pressures and cross-pressures on council members increase as the city population size rises,
athough the differences between smdl and medium-sized cities are not as great asin 1989. Still, in dl
gzes of cities, the concern that council members have for representing awider variety of groups and the
number of groups that have impact on the council appears to have decreased over the past decade to
return to the levels found in the |ate seventies.

V. COUNCIL ORGANIZATION AND PROCESS

The way that councils conduct their operations and organize themsdves varies with the sze of
the city. Thiswas aso the case in 1979 and 1989. A decade ago, there was aready a trend toward
gregter "indtitutiondization” of the city council in dl cities, and the differences across cities were generaly
less than they were ten years ago. The trend has leveled off in 2001. Approximately the same number
of councilsin cities uses committees and has staff as was the case ten years ago.

CounciL COMMITTEES

City councilsincreasingly include committees in their organization. Whereas 61% of the council
members reported that committees were used to consider policy questionsin 1979, 84% of the council
members indicated that committees are used in 1989."° The level of committee usage continued in
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2001.

Per cent of Councilsthat Use Committees

1979 | 1989 | 2001
Small 55% | 72% | 71%
Medium | 61 81 76
Large 83 92 91

Committee use continues to be somewhat less common in coundil-manager than in mayor-coundil cities;
64% versus 85% of the council members, respectively in cities with the two forms of government,
report usng committees.  Furthermore, usage is more common in mayor-council cities of dl szes. In
coundl-manager cities, 62% of the amdl cities, 70% of the medium-szed cities, and 90% of the large
cities use committees.

COUNCIL STAFF

The assignment of staff*° to work with the city council was a practice most commonly found in
large cities and mayor-council citiesin the past. These tendencies are till the same, but it is becoming a
more common practice in medium-Szed cities and remains a a very high leve in large cities, as
indicated in Figure IV.1. There has been a drop in the proportion of council members in smal cities
who report having council saff. In most cases, the level has reverted to that of 1979 with the exception
of andl mayor-council cities that are below the 1989 level but above the 1979 levd in use of
committees. Council-manager cities are ill less likely to have gaff than mayor-council. In these cities,
some take the view that the city manager and assistants can provide the staff needs of the council, and
this is commonly the case in smdl coundl-manager dities. In medium-szed cities saff use is common,
and it is typicdly found in large council-manager cities. In mayor-council cities where the council does
not naturaly look to the mayor to provide staff support, councils are more likely to have their own gtaff
indtiesof dl szes
FigurelV.1 Percent of Council Memberswho Report Having Council Staff by City Size

and Form of Government

27



100 _?1 350“97
90 8
“— 8 80
© 80 75
v 6
= 70 64 H
3] 5g. 61
= — H (E 1979
(]
O a3 — 4375 - | 1989
= - 38 n|a
= > 3 2001
g o |
O
) | |
o
_ <% B 4 (% B _
= =
All cities Mayor-Council Council-M anager

In assessing the need for gaff, it is hepful to separate the council members who have saff and
those who do not. For members of councils with no staff, the most common opinion is that aff
support is not needed. The exception is council members in large cities most of whom fed that they
need more staff. (See Table1V.1) The overdl response is amilar from council members in council-
manager and mayor-council cities and those dected from digtricts and at-large.

When councils have staff, there is mgority sentiment in smal and medium-sized cities thet the
gaffing is adequate in reation to the council's needs. (See Table IV.1.) A plurdity of the council
members from large cities, on the other hand, fedls that the staff istoo smal. Few council members fed
that the gtaff is too large dthough this view is held by about one in twelve council members. Thereisa
somewhat larger proportion of council members from mayor-council cities who congder the saff
resources to be too smal. A modestly higher proportion of council members eected from didricts
would like more gtaff dthough the disparity in viewsis not as great asit had been in 1989. The extent of
support for adding council staff appears to be receding somewhat.

TablelV.1  Need for Staff Support

Total | Small | Medium | Large | Council- | Mayor- District | At-

M anager Council lar ge

No staff are assigned:
M or e staff needed 21% [ 19% | 28% 80% 21% 22% 23% 20%
Council hasno staff & | 78 81 71 20 79 76 77 79
needs no staff
L ess staff needed -- -- 1 -- -- 1 -- 1
Staff are assigned:
Mor e staff needed 24 15 27 43 21 27 27 21
Right number of staff 69 79 66 49 71 66 67 72
L ess staff needed 7 7 7 8 7 7 7 7
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V. CITIZEN RELATIONSAND PUBLIC IMAGE

The linkages between congtituents and council members are part of an ongoing relationship
between citizens and city government. In ways not covered in previous studies, the 2001 survey
examined a number of indicators of how citizen are involved in city government. In addition, the survey
asks again how council members assess their image with the public.

RELATIONSWITH AND RECEPTIVITY TO THE PUBLIC

Council members were given the opportunity to assess the qudity of their city’s public relations
effort with citizen and how receptive the government is to citizen input. In a separate question, they
could rate the level of citizen participation. Most council members rate the city’s public relations efforts
as very good or good, as indicated in Table V.1. Almost three quarters of the council membersin small
and medium-sized cities provide agood or better rating, dthough arating & thisleve is given by 63% of
the large city representatives.  Council members in council-manager dties are more likely to rate the
quality of public relations as very good, dthough there is less difference between the combined good
and very good ratings.  Similarly, at-large council members are somewhat more positive than digtrict
members, and this dfference cannot be attributed smply to the greater use of digtricts in larger cities.
For example, 80% of the at-large membersin large cities rate public relations as good or better versus
59% of the district members. Those who are physicaly close to dl their congtituents in digtricts appear
to have a greater sense that city is not doing enough to relate to citizens.

TableV.1 Quality of City’s Public Relations Effort with Citizens
Total | Small | Medium | Large | Form of Government Election Type

Council- Mayor- Didrict At-
M anager Council Lﬁe

Very good 25% 26% 27% 18% 30% 18% 22% 28%

Good 47 47 47 45 45 51 48 46

Fair 22 21 21 31 20 25 24 20

Poor 6 6 5 5 5 7 6 5

The assessment of how receptive the city government is to citizen input is dso pogtive
Presumably the standard of performance would be a high leve of receptivity. As indicated in Table
V.2, over hdf the council members in cities of al szes consder the city to be very receptive, and
goproximately three in ten rate the city as moderately receptive. Council-manager cities are viewed as
very receptive by 62% of the council members compared to 44% of the mayor-council representatives.
Thereis no difference based on didtrict versus at-large congtituency in assessmen.

TableV.2 Leve of Receptivity of the Government to Citizen I nput

Total | Small | Medium | Large Form of Election Type
Government
Council- Mayor- District At-
Manager Council Lage
Very receptive 55% 54% 58% 53% 62% 44% 54% 56%
M oder ately receptive 31 32 28 31 27 36 32 31
Somewhat receptive 11 10 11 15 9 14 10 10
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| Not veryreceptive | 4 | 4 | 3 | 2 | 2 | 6 | 4

A find dimensgon of dtizen paticipaion is assessng the levedl and quality of citizens
engagement; that is, how active are citizens in participating in the public life of your city. Overal, 44%
consder citizen participation to be very high or high, as indicated in Table V.3. Two in five dso rate
participation as moderate, and just less than one in five consider it to be low. There is little consistent
variation by city Sze or type of condituency. Almog haf of the council-manager representative rate
participation as high compared to 37% of those from mayor-council cities

TableV.3 How Activethe Citizensarein Participating in the Public Life of the City

Total | Small | Medium | Large | Form of Government Election Type

Council- Mayor- Didrict At-
Manager Council Large

High 44% 43% 44% 49% 48% 37% 42% 45%
M oder ate 38 37 40 35 35 42 37 39
Low 19 20 16 16 17 19 22 16

The interaction among these indicators of citizen involvement by government and participation
by citizens is quite high. The qudlity of efforts to rdate to citizens is linked somewhat to the leve of
citizen paticipation. In Table V .4a, it is clear that high participation declines as the quality of public
relations drops, and the number of cities with low participation incresses.  Even with poor public
relations efforts, however, three cities in ten have ahigh leve of participation. More citizens participate
when the city actively rdates to citizens, but in afair number of cities, citizens will participate anyway.
The leve of receptiveness, however, has a much stronger effect, asindicated in Table V.4b. When the
city government is very receptive, 61% of the cities have a high level of participation. With moderate
receptivity, high participation drops to 29% of the cities and, when city government is not very
receptive, only 4% of the council members report high participation. With limited receptivity,
approximately half the council nembers report low citizen participation. One could argue that this
relationship runs in both directions. When citizens are more active, government may fed inclined or
compelled to do more to relate to citizens and to listen to what they have to save. The differencein the
impact of the two indicators, however, suggests that activities and orientation of the government may
have a grester impact on participation than vice versa. Citizens are more likely to participate in spite of
poor public relations efforts than they are to overcome the falure to acknowledge. When citizens fed
that no oneisligening, it is hard to find the motivation to take part.

TableV.4 Quality of Public Relations and Receptiveness of City Gover nment
A. Quality of Public Relations

Leve of Citizen| Very good Good Fair Poor Total
Participation
High 60.7% 44.1% 26.2% 31694  43.7%
Moderate 32.1 40.2 41.4 28.9 37.8
Low 7.1 15.8 32.4 39.5 18.6
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Gamma = .389, sgnif .00 (n=662)
B. Receptiveness of City Gover nment

Level of Citizen|  Very Moderately | Somewhat receptive Not very Total
Participation | receptive r eceptive receptive
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High 60.6% 28.6% 11.6% 43% 43.6%
Moderate 30.3 49.5 42.0 39.1] 37.8
Low 9.1 21.8 46.4 56.95 18.6
100.0% 100.0%4 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Gamma = .598, signif .00 (n=661)

COUNCIL IMAGE

Council members generdly fed that the public's image of the city council is postive, dthough
large city council members do not share this view to quite the same extent as their counterparts in
gndler dties. In the amdl and medium-Szed cities, the estimate of the image of the city council was
higher in 1989 than in 1979, wheress it dedlined in large cities. As Fgure V.1 indicates, the
assessments of image remain & dmogt the same levels in 2001 as in 1989. The large city council
members are dightly more likely to fed that they have a postive image than in 1989 but they ill dightly
below the 1979 levd. Still, dmost two-thirds of the large city eected officiads think their work is viewed
positively by the public.

FigureV.1  Changein Public Image of City Council (Percent who say that imageisvery or
generally positive)
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As was obsarved in examining the level of citizen participation, the qudity of the city’s public
relations with citizens and its receptivity are srongly related to the public image of the city council. As
indicated in Table V.5, the image of the council drops dramaticdly as the qudity of efforts to relate to
citizens and receptiveness decline. Council members perceive thet citizens have a more negative view of
them when city government has a weeker record in citizen participation matters.

TableV.5 Quality of Public Relations, Receptiveness of City Government, and I mage of
City Council

A. Quality of Public Relations and I mage of City Council
Quality of Public Relations Total
| Verygood | Good | Fair | Poor
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Public Imagsg Very postive 41.7% 8.1% 3.5% 15.2%

Gengdly postive 54.8% 81.9% 67.4% 36.8% 69.2%

Negetive 2.49% 9.0% 26.4% 57.9% 13.9%

Very negdive 1.29% 1.0% 28% 5.3% 1.7%

Total 100.0%  100.09%9 100.094 100.0% 100.0%
Gamma=.711, sgnif .00 (n=660)

B. Receptiveness of city government and Image of City Council
Receptiveness of Council Total

Very receptive M oder ately| Somewhat| Not veryj
receptivel receptive receptive
Public Image Very postive 22.7% 7.8%9 2.9 15.2%
Generdly pogtive 68.0 77.7) 63.2 304 69.2
Generdly negetive 7.7 14.1 30.9 60.9 14.0
Very negdive 1.7 5 2.9 8.7 1.7
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.094 100.0% 100.0%

Gamma = .536, Sgnif .00 (n=659)

V1. PROBLEMSAND ISSUES OF COUNCIL MEMBERSHIP

Council members have differing opinions about the experience of serving in public office. A
magority of council membersin dl cities fed that their experience on the council has improved over their
tenure on the council. Large city council members are twice aslikely, however, to say that it has gotten
worse than those in smdl cities—21 versus 10 percent. The council members in medium-gzed citiesfall
in between but closer to the large city council members at 18%.

SOURCES OF FRUSTRATION

There are a number of conditions that potentialy could produce frustration among council
members regarding ther sarvice in public officer. A comparison of how many council members
considered each to be serious problems in the three surveys provides indghts into the nature of the
office. The views became more strongly negative in the middle survey and then moved toward the
preexiding levelsin the 2001 survey. Theitemsin Table VI.1 are ligted in the order of the seriousness
of the problem in 1979. It is evident that the frugtrations and pressures of serving on the city council
increased dramdicdly during the eghties, but they have receded during the nineties dthough not
necessarily to the 1979 level.
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Table VI.1 Sources of Frustration to Council Members, 1979, 1989, 2001

Total Small Medium Large

1979 | 1989 | 2001 | 1979 | 1989 | 2001 | 1979 | 1989 | 2001 | 1979 | 1989 | 2
Council member conflict 33% 55% 43% 36% 52% 43% 33% 55% 43% | 23% | 5% | 3
I nterest group pressure 33 46 31 35 47 28 31 47 43 28 45 :
Long hours 26 43 2 2 35 20 33 43 26 31 50
Timeaway from family 24 46 27 23 35 24 23 46 32 26 56
I nadegquate staff 24 36 15 2 21 12 25 39 19 29 43
Low salary n.a. 43 27 n.a. A 24 n.a. 43 32 n.a. 52
Too much reading 19 40 21 17 40 18 19 35 25 27 44
M edia coverage 19 36 32 18 36 30 19 A 39 20 33
T00 many meetings 18 35 20 16 37 17 20 31 27 20 39
Privateincome loss 14 A 19 12 31 17 17 A 23 15 38
Campaign costs 13 49 24 12 37 23 13 50 22 21 59
Open meeting laws 12 20 21 13 24 23 12 18 19 9 18
Constituent calls 12 17 7 12 13 12 19 7 12 20
Written paperwork 9 19 8 8 11 7 15 10 9 32
Office space 7 23 11 6 14 10 8 24 8 10 31
Public disclosure 7 9 9 5 8 9 10 9 11 5 9

The number of problems and the extent of frustration have moved up and back down. Whereas
two problems in 1979—conflict on the council (33%) and interest group pressure (33%)—were
reported by thirty percent or more of the council members, ten problems affected that proportion of the
council or morein 1989 as did an additiona factor not included in the earlier survey—theleve of sdary
for council members. In 2001, on the other hand, only three problems were identified by thirty percent
or more of the council members—conflict on the council (43%), interest group pressure (31%), and
media coverage (32%). There were two problems at this level in smdl cities compared to 11 in 1989;
there were two problems in medium-sized cities compared to 10 in 1989; and there were seven
commonly cited problemsin large cities compared to 13 in 1989.

There are two problems that are the same level in 1989 and 2001 and higher than the 1979
leve—media coverage and open meeting laws. A number of problems are more commonly
experienced in 2001 than in 1979 but less commonly than in 1989. For example, the biggest increasein
complaints in 1989 concerned a campaign cost which was the second ranking problem, and a concern
of over one third of the council membersin smdl cities one hdf in medium-szed aities, and three fifths
in large cities. In 2001, only one quarter of the smal and medium-szed city members mention it as a
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source of frugtration as do 36% in large cities. Others that are lower than in 1989 but higher than in
1979 are council member conflict, low sdary, private income loss, and office space.

Six problems now cause the sme leve of frudration as in 1979. These are interest group
pressure, long hours, time away from family, too much reading, too many meetings, and written
paperwork. Public disclosure as a source of frustration has not changed over the three survey. Findly,
two factors are less important in 2001 than in 1979: inadequate staff and congtituent calls.

In 2001, the degree of condgtency in frudration level across cities of different Szes varies
depending on the condition. In seven areas—council conflict, low sdary, amount of reading, media
coverage, amndituent cdls, written paperwork, and public disclosure—, the concern is uniform across
citiesof dl 9zes. Open meeting laws are a greater source of frudration in smdl cities than the others,
and council membersin medium-sized cities are more like to complain about interest group pressure and
too many megtings. Some of the problems are worse as city Size increases and are most often a source
of frudtration in large cities. These are hours on the job, time away from family, inadequate staff, private
income loss, campaign costs, and office space. These comparisons do not indicate that a problem is
absolutely worse in the type of city in which it is more prominent as a frudtretion. Large cities have the
greatest amount of interest group activity and pressure, but the lowest proportion of council members
identify this as a source of frugtration, presumably because interest group pressure is expected. The
dected officds in medium-sized cities may expect the less stressful atmosphere of smdl cities, and more
of them find that the level of interest group activity they experience to be stressful. Open mesting laws
apply equdly to dl cities but they are an irritant to more smal city council members.

Thus, many council members experience condderable frugration in public service, athough not
as much as their predecessors did in 1989. The problems are less commonly experienced than twelve
years ago athough mogt till produce greater frudiration than 22 years ago. Large city council members
dill have greater difficulty with more problems, but some factors that are integra to the council process
like conflict among council members cause the same leve of frudration in dl cities.

VARIATION BY INDIVIDUAL CHARACTERISTICS

Reaction to the nature of the council postion is affected to some extent by the individud
characterigtics of the members. The reactions of men and women, whites and African Americans, and
those who work full-time, part-time, or have no job other than their council position are presented in
TableVI.2.

TableVI.2 Elections Type, Job Status and Race and Sources of Frustration (Percent who
feel condition isa serious problem.)

Sex Election Type Other Employment Race
Male | Female | District | At-Large No Part- [ Full- | White Afro- Oth
time time American

Council member conflict 41% 47% 3B% 46% 45% 48% 41% 42% 43% 44
Interest group pressure 28 37 29 32 30 41 29 32 2 3l
Long hours 20 29 23 21 19 26 23 2 20 iy
Timeaway from family 29 23 29 26 21 25 31 28 20 3l
I nadegquate staff 14 18 17 13 17 16 14 14 26 L
Low salary 25 32 30 24 23 41 26 25 41 4.
Too much reading 18 27 23 19 28 21 17 21 20 2
M edia coverage 30 37 30 A 37 40 29 32 33 4
T oo many meetings 20 21 23 18 22 18 20 21 14 iy
Privateincome loss 19 20 22 17 8 33 22 19 24 3¢
Open mesting laws 22 18 16 25 26 28 18 23 16 3
Campaign costs 24 24 21 26 26 26 23 23 28 2




Constituent calls 6 7 9 5 8 4 6 6 14 3
Written paperwork 6 11 7 8 12 6 6 8 6
Office space 11 11 13 9 13 16 8 9 24 2t
Public disdosure 11 6 8 10 9 13 9 10 8

On mog of the items, men and women react essentidly the same. There are no items over
which the proportion of women who experience frustration is ten percentage points different than among
men. Three dmog reach this threshold. Female members are more concerned about interest group
pressure, long hours, and too much reading. In 1989, there was a ten percent gap for these items (as
well as inadequate staff support).

Didrict and at-large members of councils aso respond smilarly to conditions. The only item
that approaches a ten percent difference is council member conflict. It is a greater source of frustration
among a-large members.

When council members are divided by their employment status, there are a number of areas of
divergence in response to conditions encountered in public office. Both those who work full-time and
part-time more commonly experience the same problem of private income loss, and those who work
part-time are frustrated with low sdaries for the council pogition. The concern with sdary is shared by
amog hdf of those with full-time jobs in large cities.  Full-time jobholders are more likely to be
frustrated because of time away from family. Part-time job holders report higher frustration with interest
group pressure, media coverage, and, in a view amost shared by those with no other employment,
openrmeeting laws. The council members with part-time jobs are more likdy to complain about long
hours than those with a full-time job. Although the overdl differencesin frustration level are not as great
asistrue of some other factors, when city sze is taken into account, the differences are substantia. In
medium-size cities, 36% of those with part-time jobs compared to 26% who work full-time and 22%
with no other job complain aout time demands. In large cities, 63% with part-time jobs have this
frustration compared with 32% and 26% of those with full-time and no jobs, respectively. Those who
work full-time may ration their time better and have more realistic expectations, since they would go into
the position redlizing that they are likely to experience great time pressures. For these or other reasons,
it is not the council member with ancther full-time job who is the most frustrated over council workload
and support but rather those who work part-time. Smilar conditions were found in 1989.

Divergence in assessment based on the race of the council member is dso present. There are
seven factors over which white, African- American, and other minority council members diverge by ten
percentage points or more.  African- American and other minority members are more highly concerned
about low sadary—about which the grestest disparity in views is expressed—and inadequate office
space than white members. Africat Americans are more concerned than the others about inadequate
daff assstance and condtituent cals. Other minorities are more concerned about media coverage and
time away from family. White and other minority members are more concerned about interest group
pressure. Findly, white members are more concerned about open-mesting laws.

VARIATION BY FORM OF GOVERNMENT

There s little overdl variation in the prevaence of these frugrationsin cities with different forms
of government. Only one item produces a different of ten percentage points or greater between council
members in the two forms of government and it is ardatively low leve frudration; open meetings are a
source of frudration to 25% in council-manager cities versus 13% in mayor-council cities. When city
gze is congdered as well, however, there are a number of problems that have differing impact as
sources of frudtration. The results presented in Table V1.3 are only those comparisonsin which thereis
subgtantial difference. Council members in larger mayor-council cities report much higher levels of
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frudtration with council member conflict and time away from family. Council membersin certain council-
manager cities have greater frudtration with low sdary, media coverage, income loss—the factor about
which there is grestest digparity—, open mesting laws, and reading workload.

TableVI.3  Form of Government, City Size, and Sour ces of Frustration

City Sze | Council- M ayor-
Manager | Council
Council member conflict Large 25% 41%
Time away from family Medium 24 43
Time away from family Large 30 44
Low salary Smdl 28 18
Low salary Large 40 26
M edia cover age Large 40 29
Privateincome loss Large 45 18
Open meseting laws Smdl 26 15
Open meseting laws Large 20 9
Too much reading Medium 29 16

The relaive differences among cities of different sze and form do not dter the basic change that

has occurred in the past ten years. Council members find public office to be less frugtrating than before.

In the lagt report, it was suggested that the high frugtration levels found in 1989 indicate that efforts

might be taken to foster greater teamwork, indtill greater joy of politica service, and create amore

redigtic expectation about the nature of the council pogtion. In view of the finding that there is less

frugtration with council member and interest group pressure, ether these conditions have been
somewhat less common or council members have become more tolerant of them.

COUNCIL PRACTICESAND FRUSTRATIONS

There are some gpparent remedies to certain sources of frudtration, and in two aress it is
possible to test whether the differences in practice have an impact on the perception of problems.
These are staff support and sdary leve. One might expect that the presence of staff would lessen
complaints about the adequacy of staff support and that higher sdaries might reduce the concern over
severd frudrations related to cost and compensation for council service.

The presence of council gaff by itsdf does not diminish by very much the frudration over the
amount of staff support. Among those with staff, 16% identified staff support as a frustration, compared
to 15% of those without staff. When council members who consider the gtaffing level to adequate
(regardless of whether they have saff) are consdered, among those with no gaff, only 4% are
disstisfied, and among those with gaff, only 8% are dissatisfied. If the council members have staff but
the council member consders it to be inadequate, 41% are frustrated with inadequate staff support. If
there is no staff support and this is consdered to be inadequate, 62% identify staffing as a source of
frugtration. Thus, council members respond not to the presence or absence of staff per se but rather to
how well the daffing leve matches their assessment of need. Providing some gaff if support is
perceived to be needed reduces frudration dightly, but it takes “adequate’ support to make the
frustration go away.

The actua sdary received has a mixed effect on the frudtration with the level of sdary, loss of
private income, and campaign costs, as indicated in Table VI1.4. More pay hdps to relieve frudration
over sday as the levd moves from no or nomind pay to compensation in the range of $6,000 to
$19,999. In this middle range there is dightly less dissatisfaction. Dissatisfaction rises to the highest
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leve—39%—when the sdary is high but not necessarily an acceptable full-time sday. As sday

increases gill more, dissatisfaction declines to a low of 5% among those who receive over $40,000.

Another indicator of the connection between sdlary level and frudtration is the preferred change in the
amount of sdlary. Among those who do not report that low salary is a source of frudration, thereis a
preference for increasing the salary of council members by an average of $4559. Among those who are
frustrated with sdlary level, the preferred salary is $10,256 more than the current amount.*

TableVI.4  Council Salary and Economic Aspects of Council Member ship (Percent who
feel condition isa serious problem)

Low Salary L oss of Campaign
|ncome Costs
Council Salary:

Under 2000 30% 21% 23%
2000-5999 29 16 18
6000-9999 26 16 23
10-19,999 25 24 30
20-39,999 37 27 29
40,000+ 5 32 37
[n=646]

There is a amilar pattern with regard to frudtration over loss of income due to council service.
In this case, however, the variation in atitude is less pronounced. The leve of frudtration declines
irregularly from 21% among those with less than $2,000 sdary to 16% among those in the middle salary
group--frudration level then rises despite higher council sdary.

The relationship of campaign costs to sdary is very weak through most of the sdary range but
the tendency is the reverse of what was seen in the two other areas. Frudtration is consggtently higher a
sdary levels above $10,000 and highest in the top |lary group. In part, this reflects the greater
concern generdly with campaign costs in large cities where sdaries dso tend to be higher. Grester
frugtration, however, may aso indicate that as sdlary goes up, so too do the stakes in the campaign and
the cogt of running for office.

These results suggest that measures to remedy frustration may have unpredictable effects.
Incressing sday above the minimd leve is associated with fewer complaints about pay, but council
members with moderately high sdaries may be more frustrated than those with less sdary. Similarly,
providing staff to council members does not necessarily reduce dissatisfaction with staff support unless
the level of support is deemed to be adequate. 1n both respects, these conclusions match those reached
based on andysis of the 1989 survey.

VIl. EFFECTIVENESS OF COUNCIL PERFORMANCE

In both the last and the current surveys, council members were asked to assess how good ajob
they are doing overdl. They differ in their self-assessment to some extent by city size, but the range of
vaidion is lower than it wasin 1989. Members of smdl city councils give themsdves the same rating
the y did earlier, but wheress the 29% offering an excelent rating was dmaogt twice as high as thar
counterparts in larger cities, the ratings in the other cities has improved. Over one quarter of the
medium-sized city council members view ther effectiveness as excdlent, as do 22% of the council
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membersin large cities. Average and poor ratings follow the same pattern. They are lowest (18%) in
andl cities, compared to 23% in medium-szed cities and 26% in large cities.  The large city council

members are somewhat more likely to rate their performance as only average. Only four percent of the
council membersin al cities congder that their performance is poor, as the following figures indicate:

Rating of Council Performance

Total Small Medium Large

1989 2001 1989 2001 1989 2001 1989 2001
Excelent | 20.1% 28.1% 29.4% | 29.2% |16.2% | 26.9% | 15.7% | 22.2%

Good 56.7 52.2 51.7 53.1 62.9 49.7 94.5 51.9
Average | 19.2 16.3 15.2 14.4 16.2 20.0 26.2 22.2
Poor 4.0 34 3.7 3.3 4.7 34 3.5 3.7

[n=876] | [n=651]

Offidds in council-manager cities give themsdves an excelent rating more often than do council
members in mayor-council cities (35 versus 18 percent). When excdlent and good ratings are
combined the scores are closer: 84% versus 74% assess their council’s effectiveness as excdllent or
good in council-manager and mayor-council cities, respectively.

PERFORMING COUNCIL FUNCTIONS

When effectiveness of the city council in performing nine specific functions is examined, amore
detailed assessment of performance can be offered. A change in the rating scale between the 1989 and
2001 surveys makes direct comparison of ratings impossible. To smplify the presentation of the data,
only the proportion who rate effectiveness as excdlent or good is presented in Table VI1I.1 for the nine
functions; the fair and poor ratings are omitted. The function that the council handles best is responding
to condtituent needs and demands. Most rate their effectiveness as high, i.e., excdlent or good, in cities
of dl Szes Reviewing the budget received the next highest rating with four fifths of al council members
asessing their effectiveness as high in this activity; this is the function with the highest excellent rating
given by 43% of the council members overdl. The effectiveness score is highest in amdl cities (84%)
and is given a high rating by seven in ten council members in the medium-sized and large cities. The
third highest effectiveness score was given to resolving complaints from citizens. Increesangly, as noted
previoudy, council members handle an “ombudsman” function that involves asssting citizens in working
through disagreements they have with city government. Three quarters of council members view their
performance as high in this area, and the scores vary little across the city Size categories.

TableVII.1 Council Effectivenessin Handling Major Functions (Percent who ratetheir
council’s effectiveness as excellent or good)

Total Small Medium Large
Responding to congtituent demands 83% 83% 81% 87%
Reviewing and approving the budget 80 84 71 72
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Resolving complaints 76 76 78 70
Addressing the city'sreal problems 67 69 63 59
Establishing objectivesand priorities 66 69 64 52
Establishing vision 64 66 62 52
Establishing long-term goals 62 65 57 438
Over seeing administr ative performance 57 60 45 48
Over seeing program effectiveness 54 59 39 50

The next group of effectiveness ratings with high effectiveness scores from 62-67% of council
members involves identifying problems and setting goals and objectives. In the firgt three aress,
effectiveness is highest in smdl cities and drops as city Sze increases. The gap between highest and
lowest retings is fairly great for these functions. The function receiving the highest rating in this group is
addressing the city's red problems, in which performance is rated as highly effective by two thirds of the
council members and performance is somewhat more consistent across the categories of city sze.

The find two functions involve councl “overgght”™—program review and assessment of
adminigrative performance. They receive the lowest effectiveness ratings, dthough over hdf of the
council members view performance as excellent or good. The scores are highest in amdl cities but
effectiveness is not amply rdated to Sze; the large city council members rate their performance higher
than those in medium-Szed cities in both functions.

In generd, most council members see their council as highly effective a handling functions
directly rdated to citizens—responding to demands and resolving complaints—and at reviewing the
budget, a function over which the council have charter authority. Over Six in ten view the council as
efective & handling the tasks of determining direction, seiting priorities, and addressing problems.
Findly, about hdf of the council members fed that the council is effective as reviewing program
effectiveness and adminidrative performance.  There is subgtantia variation in sdf-assessment by the
gze of the city from which council members come.  With the exception of responding to citizens, the
council members from smdl cities rate ther effectiveness higher than the others.  Those from
medium-szed dities in turn give themsdves higher rating than those in large dities in establishing gods
and priorities and addressing the problems of the city. The greater scale and complexity of problems as
cities get larger make it harder in large citiesto achieve the same leved of effectivenessthat isachievedin
gndler cities  Still, council membersin the large cities rate thair effectiveness a higher levels than those
in medium-9zed city regarding the oversight functions.

Council members from cities with differert form of government diverge in some aress in their
sdf-assessments, asindicated in Figure VI1.1. Mayor-council councils have a higher effectiveness score
in resolving citizen complaints, there is no difference in the ratings for responding to condituent
demands, and the council-manager councils have dightly higher ratings for approving the budget and
addressing the problems of the city. In the remaining council functions that involve god setting and
oversght, there are substantidly higher ratings in coundl-manager than mayor-council cities.  Although
the councils in the two forms perform smilarly with regard to representationa functions, the council-
manager city councils are more effective a governance functions.

FigureVII.1 Council Effectivenessin Handling Major Functions by Form of Gover nment
(Per cent with self-assessment of good or excellent)
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CHANGE IN EFFECTIVENESS

Council members were asked to assess the council's effectiveness as a policy making body
today compared to its performance five years ago in dl three surveys. In 1979, dmost haf—48
percent—of the council members thought the council was more effective, 37% thought it was about the
same as before, and only 15% thought it was less effective. The large city council members were
particularly podtive about the trend; 58% considered themselves to be more effective. On the other
hand, the 1989, as indicated in the following figures, the overdl results were smilar, but the view of
change was not as poditive in medium-9zed and large cities

Effectiveness Today Compar ed to Five Years Ago by City Size

Total Small Medium Large
1989 2001 1989 | 2001 | 1989 2001 1989 | 2001
M or e effective 45.1% 56.5% 47.7% | 584% | 44.2% |53.8% |43.7% |48.1%
About the same 41.7 32.4 41.7 31.2 46.4 33.1 42.0 40.4
L ess effective 114 11.1 10.5 10.5 9.5 13.1 14.3 11.5
[n=869] | [n=622]

The results in 2001 reflect a turnaround in attitude about council effectiveness. A clear mgority overdl
fed that the council’ s performance has improved in the previous five years, and this view is held by 58%
of the samdl city council members. In medium and large cites amgority and clear plurdity, respectively,
fed that effectiveness has increased. Just as the sources of frudtration have declined in importance,
more council members think that performance isimproving or remaining constant. The council members
from large cities no longer sand out as either more positive or more negative than the rest, but neither
are they gppreciably more negative.

In 1989, the proportion who feds tha the council is a more effective body is the same in
council-manager and mayor-council cities (45 percent).  In 2001, on the other hand, the assessment of
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change in cities divided by form of government is as follows:
Effectiveness Today Compar ed to Five Years Ago by Form of Gover nment

Form of Government
Council- M ayor-
M anager Council
M or e effective 61.1% 48.4%
About the same 29.4 36.8
L ess effective 9.5 14.8
[n=622]

The view of change is much more postive in council-manager cities.
FACTORSTHAT AFFECT EFFECTIVENESS

The prevailing view that council performance is getting better or remaining at the same leve
does not necessarily mean that the characteristics of the council and conditions in the city are stable or
improving. Council members were asked about a number of factors could have an impact on ther
effectiveness. This question was asked differently in 1989 and comparison of responsesis not possible.
To smplify presentation of the sixteen factors, the responses have been converted to a 100-point scae
on which zero means that the factor has had no negative effect and 100 means that effectiveness has
been negatively affected to a very great extent. The problemsin rank order by average index score are
asfollows

1. Regulationsfrom higher governments 45.5
2. Control over finances 44.4
3. Polarization over issues 39.7
4. CutsinIG funding 375
5. Citizen service demands 33.8
6. Pressuresfrom interests 315
7. Anti-government/anti-tax sentiments  31.0
8. Lack of clear palitica gods 27.3
9. Demographic changes 27.3
10. Financid problemsin city 27.1
11. Unclear political-administretive

divison of labor 229
12. Turnover on council 22.7
13. Socid problems 21.3
14. Departmenta conflicts 20.2
15. Racid or ethnic conflict 20.1
16. Party conflicts 151

The index score of 45.5 for regulaions from higher level government reflects this combination of
responses.  30% felt that this had a very greet or great negative impact, 30% perceived some impact,
and 40% not much or no negative impact. Three of the top four problems involve intergovernmenta
reaions in generd and specificaly regulations imposed on locd governments, externa control of
finances, and cuts in funding. The third ranked problem and those in ranks five through seven, nine and
ten involve pressures from citizens and community conditions. Findly, the eighth and eeventh ded with
the internal governmenta process, i.e., the clarity of goas set by poaliticians and coordination of eected
officids and adminigrators. It is interesting to note that turnover on the council and certain internd and
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externd conflicts are not perceived as having a negative impact by many council members.

Figure VII.2 presents the average score for cities divided by size. Most of the problems
become more serious as city Sze increases. Socid problems, pressures from interests, racial and ethnic
conflicts, and polarization of groups over issues are much more serious in large cities, but aso prevaent
in medium sSized cities.

FigureVIIl.2 Factorsthat have negatively affected performance on council by city size

Figure VI1.2. Factors that have negatively affected performance on council by city size
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Many of the factors that can negatively impact city council performance are beyond the
immediate control of city officids. Two factors that are particularly important in their relationship to
performance are ones that are interna to the governmenta process and can be affected by the actions
and decisions of officids themselves® As indicated in Table VI11.2, when poor coordination between
elected officids and adminigtrators has a grest impact, the effectiveness level of the council islower, i.e,
only 49% give the council an excellent or good rating. When coordination is not a problem, on the
other hand, 87% of the council members reae effectiveness as excdlent or good. Smilarly, the
proportion given a good or excdlent rating increases from 39% when there are not clear politica gods
to 90% when there are clear goals. Attention to the working relationship between officids and god
Setting can have payoffs in the council’ s effectiveness.

TableVII.2 Impact of Unclear Divison of Labor and Unclear Goals on Effectiveness of

City Council
Negative impact of unclear division of labor
between eected officials and administrators
Great Some | Little-none Total
Overall effectivenessof | Excdlent 6% 16% 34% 28%
city council Good 43 57 53 52
[n=642] Average 38 23 12 16
Poor 13 4 2 3
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Total 100 | 100 | 100 | 100

Negative impact of unclear political goals

Great Some | Little-none Total

. Excellent -- 16% 38% 28%
Over ajc'i g/”cegj'a’c‘a”&‘s of "Good 39 59 52 52
[n=639] Average 438 23 8 16
Poor 13 3 2 3

Total 100 100 100 100

Congdering the forces a work that could impede performance, council members appear to be
holding their own. They fed tha they are maintaining or increasing their effectiveness and mog rate
effectiveness as high. They cannot control many of the factors that impact their performance, eg., the
policies and actions of higher level governments and the behavior of groups in ther cities. Still, if cities
that are having problems with coordination and god setting could find ways to improve in these aress,
they might be able to achieve the higher leve of effectiveness reported by council membersin cities that
organize the governmenta process well.

SOURCES OF ASSISTANCE

Council members rely upon a number of resources when they need assstance and want
information from outsde their city government. The utilization of outside resources has increased from
1979 to 1989 to 2001, as indicated in Table VII1.3. Use of the resources of the Nationa League of
Cities has increased overdl and remains a the high 1989 leve in large cities, and there is dso expanson
of contact with the other nationa organizations, universties, and councils of governments. City
governments are engaged in more extensve interactions with awider variety of information sources than
they were in the earlier surveys. The internet, a reatively new source, has come to be extensively used,
and the 2001 survey, checking on magazine use for the firg, finds that most use magazines extensvely
or occasondly for information. For reasons that are not clear, the use of state municipa leagues,
consultants, and other cities as sources of information declined in 2001 below the 1979 leve.

TableVII.3 Sourcesof Assistancefor Council Members (Percent who make extensive or
occasional use of each source)

Total all Medium Large

1979 1989 | 2001 1979 1989 | 2001 1979 1989 | 2001 1979 | 1989 | 2001
National L eague of Cities 44% 64% 75% 41% 60% 7% 47% 61% 71% 56% 72% 73%
State L eague 69 74 48 71 81 44 72 75 51 60 65 75
Other national n.a 46 88 n.a 34 20 n.a 45 88 n.a 57 72
or ganizations
Council of governments 43 49 70 42 48 69 43 49 68 48 49 83
Local universities 42 65 77 35 56 78 45 63 74 63 75 78
Other cities 69 88 54 68 91 52 70 85 56 69 88 70
Private consultants 87 86 50 85 87 50 87 86 47 89 84 63
Inter net n.a 39 70 n.a 27 72 n.a 37 69 n.a 51 56
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|Magazines | na | na | 81 | na | na | 83 | na | na | 79 | na | na | 76

ASSESSMENT OF COUNCIL EXPERIENCE

Inview of the findings regarding frugtrations of the job that are not as great as previoudy but ill
prevaent and the number of factors that would make it harder for the council to be effective, one might
whether council members are overwhemed by the position. Most actudly express a podtive view in
the sense that the experience of being a council member has improved over their tenure on the council.
Three quarters of the council members from small cities take this position compared to three in five
members of councilsin larger cities. On the other hand, 10% of the smdl city council members report
that the experience has gotten worse versus 18% in medium-szed cities and 21% in large cities who
have this opinion. The experience is assessed amilarly in cities with different forms of government; 72%
in council-manager cities and 66% in mayor-coundil cities report that conditions have improved whilein
office.

As one would expect, there are differing views among those who assess the experience
differently about the prevdence of conditions that adversdly affect performance. As Table VII.4
indicates, those who fed that their experience has stayed the same or gotten worse during their tenure
perceive a greater negative impact of certain factors that those whose experience has improved. Those
whose experience has improved a lot see relatively little turnover on council, pressures from interests,
unclear politica-adminidraive divison of labor, lack of clear political gods, or polarization in the
community over issues. On the other hand, the council members whose experience has gotten worse
See some negative impact from dl of these factors.

TableVIl.4 Assessment of the extent of impact of potentially negative factorsbased on
change in council experience

Degree of negativeimpact on council performance*
Changein experience| Turnover on | Pressuresfrom | Unclear palitical- |Lack of clear Polarization over
on council during council interests adminigtrative  |palitical goals issues
tenure division of labor
Improved a great deal 18 26 16 17 33
Improved some 21 32 21 28 38
Stayed the same 25 34 26 32 41
Gotten wor se 40 40 39 44 51
Total 23 31 23 27 40

*mpact is measured on a 100-point scale: zero = no impact / 100 = very great negative impact.

Council members are generdly pogtive about their experience, but the cumulative effect of
internal and externd forces can turn ther time in office into a negative experience. Improving the council
experience for the minority who fed that it has gotten worse may come from addressing the factors that
have a negative impact on governmenta performance. It may adso be useful to improve the orientation
given to candidates for office to give them a more redigtic idea of what to expect when serving on the
council inlocd government.

VIIl. ROLE PERFORMANCE AND RELATIONSHIPS

City council members in the representationd role link the public to the governmental processin
a number of ways as they express the views of congtituents and respond to their demands and their
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needs and as they help citizens ded with governmenta agencies. In the governance role, they make
decisons about the policies and programs, and they review the work of the executive through
oversight.?®

City councils in council-manager cities aso fill a third mgor role as the hirer and supervisor of
the city manager, who serves as the executive in this form of government. The council controls the
selection and continuation in office of the manager. In mayor-council cities, the executive is chosen by
the voters for a fixed term, and the council and mayor have offsetting powers. In this sense, they are
equals. It isimportant to examine how councils perform their roles and how the council and executive
relate to each other in council-manager and mayor-council cities. In wha ways does the form of
government make the council experience different and in what respects are dl council members dike?

COUNCIL ROLES

The respondents in the 1989 and 2001 surveys were presented a number of Statements
designed to measure their performance in activities related to their roles. They were asked to indicate
whether they agreed or disagreed with each statement based on how things were in their city a the time
of the survey. The results are presented in Table VI11.1 arranged by the size of the city and the form of
government used.

TableVIIl.1 Assessment of Role of Performance by Council Member s (Percent who agree
with each statement*)

Small Medium Large
Council- Mayor - Council- Mayor - Council- Mayor-
M anager Council M anager Council M anager Counci
89 01 8 |01)8 | 01 [8)|01|8]| 00 [8|0
Assistance with Services:
Council member s devotetoo much timeto 25 12 21 14 | 26 18 26| 24| 30 20 1 | 4
providing citizen services.
Council member s encour age citizensto refer 73 53 55 4 | 52 52 50| 3| 49 45 45 | 5
complaintsdirectly to staff rather than going
through the council.
I ntervention by a council member is necessary 33 33 49 48 | 39 36 69 | 46 | 59 42 63 | 6
to get adequate staff responseto citizen
complaints.
Council memberstry to get special services 31 30 60 47 | 43 11 69 | 57| 55 65 638 | o
and benefitsfor their constituents.
Governance Role:
The council provides sufficient direction and 80 79 74 61 | 73 68 60| 55| 74 65 60 | 4
overall leader ship to city gover nment.
The council focusestoo much on short-term 53 11 61 5| &4 52 65| 60 | 66 53 7% | 8
problemsand givestoo little attention to long-
term concerns.
The council does not have time enough to deal 42 A 53 43 | 61 37 56 | 44| 64 40 63| 7
effectively with important policy issues.
The council ismoreareviewing and vetoing A 26 52 46 | 31 31 52 | 56 | 41 35 49 | 4
agency than aleader in policy making.
The council dealswith too many administrative | 41 25 a7 37| 48 A 4 47| 55 50 61 | o
mattersand not enough policy issues.
Palitical-Administrative Relationships
The council and city manager or city 34 0 n/a 79 | 83 89 nfa| 47 | 74 85 n/a| 8
administrator have a good working
relationship.
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The council’sappraisal of the city manager’s 70 7 na | nfa| 63 70 n/a| nfa| 48 63 n/a| n/
administrative performanceisadequatein
depth and frequency.

Mayoral Activities:
The council and mayor have a good working n/a 81 n/a 68 | nfa| 82 nfa| 66 | nfa| 80 nfa| 4
relationship.

*Respondents were asked if they agree completely, agree more than they disagree, disagree completely or disagree
more than they agree.

ASSISTANCE WITH SERVICES

Virtudly al council membersin dl types of cities agree that amgor part of the council member's
job is doing services for people.  When council members act as an ombudsman, eg., providing
information, handling citizen complaints, and helping resolve disagreements over receipt of services, they
offer a bridge between citizens and government. As noted earlier, council members in the two types of
cities goend roughly the same number of hours per week providing information and servicesto citizensin
coundcil-manager and mayor-council cities. Maost council members do not fed that they devote too
much time to sarvices in dl types of dities, dthough there is dightly more dissent as city Sze increases
and in large mayor-council citiesin particular. Generdly, council members are less likely in 2001 thanin
1989 to fed that too much time is devoted to services, again with the same exception. 1n 2001, 42% of
the large city mayor-council respondents agree that they do spend much time on services, a leve up
dightly from 1989. These council members who average dmost twenty hours per week on congtituency
sarvices aefarly likely to fed that this commitment has become too grest.

Council members can provide assstance and services either directly by acting on behaf of
condtituents or indirectly by referring them to the appropriate adminigtrative office. In 1989, council
members are roughly evenly solit in how they handle citizen complaints.  Those in council-manager
cities are dightly more likely to refer citizens to gaff in medium-szed and large cities, and much more so
in smal cities. In 2001, sentiment shifted toward council member assstance with complaints in small
cities and in medium-sized mayor-council cities. There was little change among council members in
large council-manager cities, and a shift toward more reliance on gaff in large mayor-council cities.

Council members differ sharply between the two types of cities over the need for council
intervention to secure adequate staff response to citizen complaints in both 1989 and 2001. Council
members in mayor-council cities are much more likely to agree that their intervention is necessary.
Although there weas little differencein the large citiesin 1989, a strong difference gppeared in 2001 with
66% of council members in large mayor-council aties versus 42% in council-manager cities agreeing
that council intervention is necessary. These responses suggest that council membersfed a greater need
to ded directly with staff when they do not work through a city manager who is accountable to them. It
is ds0 possble that council members in mayor-council cities more often seek to secure support by
acting directly on behaf of acontituent in resolving acomplaint.” Despite the difference between large
cities based on form of government, it is gpparent that council members fed that staff members are less
responsve in large cities.

This tendency is dso manifested by the more common atempts of council members in
mayor-council cities to get specid sarvices and benefits for their condituents, athough there is no
difference in large cities. Thus, population Sze aso affects attitudes on this matter. Council membersin
the medium-sized and large council-manager cities are more likely than their counterparts in small
council-manager cities to stress getting services for condituents, but less so than those in the
mayor-council cities except in large cities. By a substantia margin, council members in mayor-council
cities are more likely to agree that their intervention is needed is order to get adequate staff response to
citizen complaints. Council membersin mayor-council cities may act in thisway to develop condtituency
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support and aso to obtain dlies in case of disagreements with the mayor. The greater support for
intervening on behadf of condituents and securing benefits in larger cities regardless of form of
government may aso reflect the greater interest group and representational pressures in these cities
which were noted earlier as well as the more prevaent desre among these council members for
redection and running for higher office®

Council members dected from didricts ae dso dightly more likely to agree that council
members secure specia benefits for condituents. Among district members, 45% took this postion,
compared to 36% of the at-large council members who have a larger and more diverse congtituency.
Form of government has a partid effect on this atitude aswell. In council-manager cities, 39% of those
elected from didricts agree that council members try to get services whereas 33% of those dected
at-large take this pogtion. In mayor-council cities, support is higher and more uniform: haf of both the
digrict and a-large representatives agree that council members try to get speciad benefits for
congtituents.

GOVERNANCE ROLE

In the governance role, the differences between councils based on form of government are
present but not dways great. 1n 1989, there was some inconsistency in characteristics, but in 2001 the
differences are uniformly conggtent with the generdization the council-manager eected officids devote
more attention to the governance role and are less involved in adminigrative details than mayor-council
cties Examining the specific indicators, council members in council-manager cities are somewhat more
likely to fed that the council provides sufficient direction and overdl leadership in city government.
Fewer council members in council-manager cities fed that the council focuses too much on short-term
problems and gives too little attention of long-range concerns.  Council members in council-manager
cities are less likely to fed that the council does not have enough time to ded with policy issues.
Smilarly they are less likely to see themsdlves as a reviewing and vetoing agency in city government
rather than a leader in policy making. Fewer council-manager dected officias agree that the council
ded s with too many adminigtrative matters and not enough policy issues.

POLITICAL-ADMINISTRATIVE RELATIONSHIPSIN COUNCIL-MANAGER CITIES

Generdly, respondents agree that the council and the city manager or city adminidtretor, if oneis
present in a mayor-council city, have agood working reationship. The exception, however, is medium-
gzed cities where 89% of the council-manager officids versus 47% of those in mayor- council cities
consder that the working relaionship is good. The eected dficas in coundl-manager cities are
generdly postive about thelr appraisd of the manager's adminidrative performance, dthough the
perceived adequacy of gppraisa declinesin larger cities.

MAYORAL RELATIONSHIPS

In 2001, an indicator was included in the questionnaire concerning the mayors' relationship with
the council. The assessment was generdly positive in both types of cities dthough consistently higher in
council-manager governments. The sructurd postion of the mayor differs greatly in two forms of
government. Wheress the mayor is the chair of the council in council-manager cities, he or sheisan
independent executive with some separate powers from those exercised by the council in the mayor-
council form. This separation of powers can lead to conflicts over the extent of the authority of the
mayor and council vis-avis each other. It is not surprisng, therefore, that more agree that the
relaionship between mayor and council is pogtive in coundl-manager cities. Four out of five council
members in these cities agree that the rdationship is postive, whereas about two thirds of the council
members in samdl and medium-sized mayor-council cities take this podtion. In large mayor-council
cities, just under haf of the council members view the working relaionship as pogtive.

a7



Thus, the picture that emerges even more clearly in 2001 than 1989 is that of councils in
council-manager cities that emphasize the governance role—setting goas, gpproving palicy, and staying
out of adminidrative matters athough not uninvolved in condituency service—, and emphasis on the
representationa role including a strong congtituency orientation with somewhat |ess effective governance
activity by councils in mayor-council cities. The council members in cities with a city manager are
dightly less likely to intervene in complaint handling or seek specid benefits for citizens and dightly
more likely to provide policy leadership, have postive dedings with the executive, and appraise the
executive's performance.  The council in mayor-council cities is more actively engaged in condituency
relations but the attitudes of dected officids in council-manager cities is shifting toward a srong
condtituency orientation as well.

IX. POLICY PROCESS

City councils are centrd to policy making, and the policy process involves the efforts of various
other officids and groups as wdl. The reative contributions of these actors is affected by specific
factors such as the characteridtics of individuds and the circumstances in a particular city as well as
generd factors such as the form of government used.

SOURCES OF POLICY LEADERSHIP

Respondents were asked to rate the importance of a number of sources of policy initiation for
ther city. The following table presents the percentage of council members who indicated that the officid
or group was a very important source® In Table 1X.1, the results from 1989 and 2001 are broken
down by the form of government and the population sze of the city. Overdl, respondents in the recent
survey were more restrained in classfying any officid as being very importart.

TablelX.1  Sourcesof Palicy Initiation (Percent who rate each official or group asavery
important source of policy initiation)

Total Small Medium Large

Council- Mayor - Council- Mayor - Council- Mayor - Council- Mayor -

M anager Council M anager Council Manager Council Manager Counci

89| 01 |89)01]89|01]8|01[89]01]89|01,8 01890

M ayor 45| 37 | 81|57 |44 38| 74|56 |45(32|83| 62|44 |47 |84|5

Council 73| 55 | 72|51 |74|(55]|66|51|74|59|73[51|69|47| 75|65

City administrator 72| 52 | 13|18 | 75|52 27| 20| 72| 53| 10| 16|68 | 32| 6 | ¢

Adminigtrativestaff | 38 | 16 | 26|12 | 35|16 45|14 (38| 16|21 | 13| 43| 6 | 19| ¢

Boardsand 30| 15 | 22|13 |30(17| 2914|134 | 9 |27(10| 22| 6 | 14| ¢
commissions

I nterest groups 17 4 14| 7 |15 4 (15| 6 |18| 5]|10| 6 | 21|12 | 15| 1

Other 20 13 | 24| 5 | 28(13| 29| 4 |13 |15|23| O |17| O | 23| 3

Regardless of form of government, the city council has the find authority to gpprove decisonsto
create new public policy inther cities. Over hdf of the council membersin dl citiesregardless of Sze or
form of government (except large council-manager cities in which the proportion is 47%) aso fed that
the city council is a very important source of policy initiaion, not just its goprovd. When very
important and important are combined, the result is 92% in council-manager cities and 88% in mayor-
council cities.
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The relative importance of the mayor is naturaly related to the form of government used. When
the mayor is the eected executive in the mayor-council form, it is very likdy tha the mayor will be a
very important source of policy ideas. Indeed, 57% of the mayor-council respondents consider their
mayor to be a very important source of policy initiation, and another 33% view the mayor as an
important source. The mayor in the council-manager form can dso provide significant leadership of a
fadlitative neture, induding guidance in policy making.?” Almost two fifths of the council members in
these cities congder the mayor to be a very important source of policy initiation, and another 36% view
the mayor as an important source. In contrast to other combinations of size and form in which the
proportion is lower in the 2001 survey than in 1989, 47% of the council members in large council-
manager cities identify the mayor as very important in policy initiation.

The manager's or adminigtrator's position is structured very differently in the two mgor forms of
government. The city manager is a key officid who may act visbly or behind the scenes as a policy
adviser to the council. The mayor-council city may not have a chief administrative officer (or an
equivdent officid with a different title) and, even if present, this officid may be viewed as pat of the
mayor's office rather than a separate policy actor. The opinions of council members substantiate this
difference. Over half of the council membersin council-manager cities overdl consder the city manager
to be a very important initiator in the policy process, dthough only 32% of the council membersin large
council-manager cities take this pogition. In dl council-manager cities, another 38% see the manager as
an important source of initiation. Despite the commonly expressed view of the city manager as only an
adminigrative agent of the council who has no palicy activity, the manager is widdly perceived to be an
important policy initiator by city council members. This represents not so much a change in the role of
the city manager but rather recognition of the manager's contributions to the policy decisons of the
coundil which have dways been made”®

The dty administrator in mayor-council cities is not viewed in the same way snce the
adminigtrator may be consdered to be an extension of the mayor’s office. In actudity, 18% consider
the adminigtrator to be an important policy initiator, and another 38% see the administrator as an
important source of initigtion. The Stuation is different in large cities in which only 6% of the council
members rate and adminidtraior as very important and 11% as important. In these cities, the
administrator apparently does operate within the shadow of the mayor.

The professiona staff who occupies the adminigtrative positions in government and the boards
and commissions are viewed as very important policy initiators by one in Sx to one in eight council
members. The importance of both islessin large cities.

Among officids, then, we see that the mayor and council are generdly regarded as very
important actors in mayor-council cities with others usudly viewed as being less active in policy. In
council-manager cities, on the other hand, the council and the manager are generdly viewed as very
important, with the mayor (whaose contributions are dso channdled through the council as a whole) and
the staff quite often regarded as important aswell.

Interest groups outsde of city government are not commonly mgor contributors to policy
initiation. Interest groups may have impact over which policy dternative is chosen or how programs are
implemented, but only about one council member in twenty in dl cities condders them to be very
important initiators of policy. The exception is large cities where 12% in both council-manager and
mayor-council cities consder interest groups to be very important.

Respondents were also asked to pick the one source that is the most important policy initiator.
The results, presented in Table 1X.2, are consgtent with those just discussed. The mayor-council

mayor is rated as most important by 48% overdl, whereas the council-manager mayor isviewed in this
way by 10% of the council members. A mgor change in large council-manager cities, however, isthe
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increase to 29% of the council members who rate the mayor as most important compared to only 8% in
1989. The council receives the most important rating in amost haf of the council-manager citiesand in
34% of the mayor-council cities. The manager and staff together are most important to 36% of the
council members in council-manager cities in contrast to 13% in mayor-council cities. The large cities
are an exception in both forms of government; only 6% and 3% see the top adminigtrator and staff as
the mogst important policy initiators in council-manager and mayor-council cities, respectively. The other
actors ingde and outsde government are rarely rated as the most important policy contributors. An
interesting exception, however, are large mayor-council cities in which 10% identify interest groups as
maost important source of policy initiation.

Table1X.2 Most Important Sourcesof Policy Initiation

Total Small M edium Large
Council- Mayor - Council- Mayor - Council- Mayor - Council- Mayor
Manager Council M anager Council M anager Council Manager Counc
8910118901/ 89 0189|018 018 ]01)|89|01]89]¢
M ayor 7110|5248 5| 9 (44|42 8 [10|57|60| 8 |29 54 |
Council 42 | 48| 37| 34| 38|47 (39| 36|44 |47 | 31| 27| 44| 59| 39
City administrator 33|31 3|6 |40(32| 6| 8232 3|2 (31| 6|1
Administrative staff 00| 5|57 8|6|9|10(11,6|6| 4|12 0| 2
Boardsand 4141 2|13|3|5|3|4|5|1(2|2|2]|6]| -
commissions
Interest groups 3|1 2| - 3| 5[ 1] - 1({2(3(1(4| 2|0 2
Other 1|1 1|10(1)] 0| - O|1]1 - 0 1|1

This same question was asked in the two previous NLC council surveys. The ratings of the
most important policy initiator are presented in Table IX.3. The mayor's rating in mayor-council cities
has dropped, and the council's and administrator’s identification as most important have increased. In
council-manager cities, the mayor and council ratings have increased somewhat, and the manager and
daff rating increased in 1989 and than dropped dightly below the 1979 level in 2001. In both types of
cities, the influence of the other actors has declined somewhat compared to 1979.

TableIX.3 Most Important Policy Initiator

Council-M anager M ayor-Council
1979 | 1989 | 2001 | 1979 | 1989 | 2001
M ayor 7% | 7% | 10% | 58% | 52% | 48%
Council 41 42 48 25 37 33
Manager and staff* | 38 44 36 7 8 14
All other 14 8 6 10 3 6

* Manager was not listed separately in 1979. 1989 figures for manager and staff have been combined in thistable.
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EXECUTIVE PERFORMANCE

The council and executive—mayor or manager—each make substantid contributions to the
policy making process. They may do so in such away that their separate efforts reinforce and support
each other. On the other hand, ech may sometimes counter the other or fail to cooperate, eg.,
providing less information than the other would prefer to have when making a decison. As noted in the
last chapter, the working relationship between the council and the city manager is dmost always viewed
as positive. Coordination of effort is likely to occur because of the manager's direct accountability to
the council. The council and mayor in mayor-council cities, on the other hand, have separate and
offsetting powers. At times, they will pursue different gpproaches which put them at odds with each
other. Still, amgority of council members view the relaionship with the mayor as postive.

The dynamics of the reaionship between council and executive are illuminated further by the
council's assessment of the performance of the executive in policy making, implementation, and
management of the organization. The activitiesinduded in Table 1X.4 indicate how well the executive—
ether the mayor in mayor-council cities or the city manager in council-manager cities—takes direction
from the council, provides the council with information, and runs the municipa organization to the
satisfaction of the council. In each activity, council members rated performance as very good, good,
stisfactory, or poor. These ratings reflect only the council's view of executive performance; the
executive might assess his or her own performance very differently. Furthermore, the city manager is
the employee of the council, whereas the mayor in the mayor-council city is another eected officid who
is accountable to voters as are the council members. Still, the responses provide an indication of how
council members view the officid with whom they interact extensively and, therefore, provide insight into
how council memberswill do their jobs.

TablelX.4  Council Rating of Executive Perfor mance (Per cent who rate perfor mance of
executive very good or good for each activity*)

Total Small Medium Large
Council- Mayor - Council- Mayor - Council- Mayor - Council- Mayor -
Manager Council Manager Council M anager Council M anager Council
89,101/89|01,89|01|89)01]8 0189018901801
Providesthecouncilwith | 72 [ 7536 | 41 [ 80| 75| 51| 40| 69 | 76 [ 38| 46| 65| 70 | 27 | 41
sufficient alter natives for
making policy decisions.
Accomplishesthe goals 86| 805342 |87|79|60|42|87|84|60| 42| 79| 70| 44| 45
established by the council.
Providesthecouncilwith [ 721 74 [ 4041|8176 | 61|44 7173|4230 59| 65| 25| 45
sufficient information to
assess the effectiveness of
programs and services.
Insures that city 7776|6064 | 85| 76| 63| 66|77 |76|68| 62| 67|80 5455
government is open to
participation of all groups
in the community.
Maintainshigh standards [ 87 | 90 | 67 | 61 [ 87 | 91| 74| 64|90 [ 87| 72| 60| 82| 95| 60 | 52
of personal conduct for self
and staff.
Seekstoimprove 83|18 |61|61|8 |88|66|64|87|84|68|54|73|70]|53]|59
efficiency of city
gover nment.

*Remainder satisfactory or poor.
The city manager and executive mayor approach the job and ther rdationship to the council
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differently. In the first three measures, the city manager emerges as an officia who works for the council
and supportsits functions. Although there are critics of "bureaucratic government” who portray the city
manager as doof, most council members see the manager as accountable and forthcoming with
dternatives and information. The ratings overal have increased dight sSince 1989 with three quarters of
the council members offering positive assessments. The mayor in mayor-council cities, who occupies a
position with separate powers, is seen by many council members as independent in pursuing gods and
less open in providing information to the council. Only two fifths of the council members overdl give the
mayor positive ratings on providing sufficient policy dternatives, seeking to accomplish the gods of the
council, and providing information to support assessment of programs.  The ratings have gone down
compared to 1989 in smal cities regarding providing policy dternatives and in small and medium-szed
cities regarding accomplishing council gods and providing information for assessment in medium-sized
cties They have gone up regarding providing policy dternative and providing information for
assessment in large cities.

The mayor is a mgor force in policy initiation in mayor-coundl cities, as we have noted, but
these ratings suggest that the mayor is somewhat distant from the council. As the council seeks more
information about policy dterndives or program performance—as these results indicate they might
do—, there may be tenson with the mayor even if they are largdly in agreement about policy objectives.
The reaults indicate that the mayor's ratings are more consstent across cities of different szes than in
1989. Although the assessment of the mayor's performance in providing policy dternatives and
information for program assessment are particularly low in large cities in 1989, those ratings have either
gone up or remained the same and the ratings in other Size cities have dropped to the same leve as
found in the large dities.

There is greater Smilarity in ratings of the ways that the executive relates to the public and the
organization, athough the assessment of the city manager is consgtently higher and these ratings match
those received in 1989. Three quarters of the council members give the manager good retings for
insuring that city government is open to the participation of al groups in the community. Over three
fifths of the council members in mayor-council cities give this rating to their mayor. City manegers ae
ovewhdmingly credited with maintaining high sandards of conduct and seeking to improve the
efficiency of city government, as are most mayors dthough the ratings have dropped for mayors in
certain settings. The raings on promoting efficiency are somewhat lower for both mayors and managers
inlarge dities

The ratings for the two kinds of city government executives are not intended to suggest that they
can or should be identical. The executive mayor can not be under the control of the city coundl any
more than the city manager can have independent powers like the veto that could be used to check the
council. Rether, these measures illuminate the contrasting circumstances of the city council as it seeksto
fill its service and governance roles. Since the council in the council-manager city has a complementary
relationship with its executive, it can seek to expand its own effectiveness with the expectation of
support from the city manager. On the other hand, since the council in the mayor-council city has a
potentidly adversarid relationship with the mayor whom it cannot contral, it may be inclined to seek
ways to expand its capacity to compete with the mayor or secure greater independence from the
mayor.”® Thisis anaturd indlination, but the approach may not be productive. Councils and mayorsin
mayor-council cities need to find ways to advance their shared interests in improved performance
without abandoning their separate officid interests. A minority of officias in council-manager cities may
need to recognize the bases for cooperation that are built into their form of government and look for
ways to enhance interaction. In 1989, there was a0 evidence in council-manager cities, especidly the
large ones, that some council members vew the city manager with distrust, dthough in generd the
assessments are positive and manager ratings of performance have tended to go up in 2001.
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MAYOR’S PERFORMANCE

It is possble to compare the mayor’s performance in activities common to both forms of
government based on indicators in the 2001 survey. In one of the measures, council members were
asked whether they agreed or disagreed with this satement: the mayor is a visonary person who
congtantly initiates new projects and palicies for the city. Among council members in mayor-council
cities, 57% agreed with the statement compared to 42% in council-manager cities. These overdl
differences were reflected in dl of the city Sze categories with one exception. Only 34% agree in
medium-sized coundl-manager cities.  Visonary leadership by the mayor has been the focus of
increased attention in recent years, and it is being provided by over haf of the mayors in mayor-council
cties and less than hdf in smdl and large council-manager cities and one third in medium-szed council-
manager cities.

There are two other aspects of the mayor’s job common to al cities. These are relating to other
governments in the region and with state and federal government and promoting economic development
of the city. Mayors are usudly seen as ambassadors for ther city and promoters-in-chief. The
comparative performance indicated by the percent who rate the mayor’s performance as very good or
good isasfollows.

Total Small Medium Large
Council- Mayor- | Council- Mayor - Council- Mayor- | Council- Mayor -
M anager Council | Manager Council Manager Council | Manager Council
Interacting with  other 66% 70% 65% 73% 65% 62% 5% 66%
governments and the
federal and state
gover nment.
Promoting economic 58 68 57 71 58 56 60 76
development of thecity.

Theratings for handling intergovernmenta relations are Smilar between the types of cities and over cities
of difference szes. Mayors in mayor-council cities have a higher overdl rating based on their higher
scores in gndl cities, but the council-manager mayors have higher ratings in medium-sized and large
cities. Regarding economic development, the mayor-council mayors get higher marksin amdl and large
cities whereas the order is reversed in medium-Szed cities. Mayorsin mayor-council governments who
are elected to be the executives in their governments are more like to be visonary leaders and to be
more effective a economic development and, to a lesser extent, intergovernmenta relations. Many
mayors in council-manager cities offer visonary leadership as well and have achieved strong records in
aspects of the position that involve representing the city and seeking to advance its interests.

X. CONCLUSIONSAND IMPLICATIONS

Much is amilar or only dightly different in the characteristics and conditions of American city
council members over the past two decades. Council members have gotten progressvely (but only
dightly) better educated and councils keep getting dightly more diversein racid and ethic terms dthough
thereis no more gender diversity thanin 1979. Thoseinterviewed in 2001 have the same experience on
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the council (but more than in 1979) and the same occupationa profile as those interviewed in 1989
athough fewer of them have full-time jobs in addition to their council position. They fed that their image
in the eyes of the public is as good as it was ten years ago or, in large cities, dightly better. Council

members continue to plan to run for ancther term on the council at the same or dightly higher rate than
before. They have the same level of ambition to seek higher office.

There are many conditions that are subgtantidly different. Council members are getting older.
In 1979 when the baby boom generation was entering public service in large numbers, 26% were under
40 and only 14% were over Sixty yearsin age. 1n 2001, only 9% were under 40 and 34% were over
60. As the baby boomers pass the sixty year mark in this decade, the proportion over 60 is likely to
increase.

In the report on the 1989 survey, the concluson was sated that “council office in city
government has become to a greater extent than before a ‘pressure cooker.” In 2001, the
extraordinary pushes, pulls, and gtrains evident in the late eighties seem to have been replaced with the
level of pressures found in the late seventies. Two key dements shaped the especidly high levd of
pressure in 1989: strain from trying to represent alarge number of groups and congtituencies and ahigh
level and widespread leved of frudration. Both have changed.

Firgt, council membersin 1989 saw themselves as actively representing awider range of groups
some of which were bound to be a odds with each other. They perceived more sources of influence
and higher levels of pressure in policy making. Now, council members appear to have “space’ and a
greater degree of autonomy vis-a-vis groups in the community. A timeless debate over the nature of
representation hes revolved around the tensons between acting in terms of one's own sense of what is
best for the community and acting as the delegate of condtituents who does what they indruct the
council member to do. In 2001, council members seem to have shifted a bit away from the delegate
role and to have reestablished a bit more distance between themselves and the congtituent groupsin the
city population. Elected officids may ill listen to a wide range of groups and they are more actively
involved in providing services to condtituents, but they are somewhat less likely to fed an obligation to
gpesk for as many groups. A wide range of groups have alot of influence, especidly in large cities, but
the extent of this pressure does not appear to be as great asin 1989.

Second, in 1989 council members perceived many problems with the council position and
experienced a very high leve of frustration over most aspects of the job. The frudration leve has
receded. In 1979, only two problems had been identified as a source of frustration by 30% or more of
the council members. In 1989, deven problems affected that proportion of the council. In 2001, only
three problems were identified by 30% or more of the council members—conflict on the council (43%),
interest group pressure (31%), and media coverage (32%), and only two of these substantialy affected
gmdl and medium-Szed cities. There were seven commonly cited problemsin large cities compared to
13in 1989.

In 2001, the job of being a council member is not a picnic but the leve of stress and strain has
moderated subgtantialy. Stll, in certain respects it is gill more difficult and frugrating than in 1979. In
1989 as now, the persona "codts' of council service are high, both expenses for campaigning and the
loss of time for family and work, but there was a more acute feding that they are not adequatdy
compensated for their work nor supported in doing it. Council members are receiving somewhat more
sdary in 2001, and 39% do not prefer any additional sday. Approximatey three quarters of the
council members fed that the exigting level of staff support is adequate (including those who have no
daff). Change is preferred by others especidly in sdary. Two thirds would like an increase in council
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pay, and one in four would like to have additiond staff support.

Another change is tha the council’s level of performance is perceived to be better than
previoudy. The proportion giving the council an excellent or good effectiveness rating has increased
dightly since 1989. In addition, 57% in 2001 compared to 45% in 1989 fed that council’s
effectiveness has improved in the five years before the survey. In addition, 72% fed that the city does
an excdlent or good job at relating to citizens and involving them in government, and 55% fed that the
city government is very receptive and 31% moderately receptive to citizen participation. There are no
data from earlier surveysto compare to these results.

At the same time, however, chdlenges remain. Although direct comparison between 1989 and
2001 is not possble, the most important factors that limit the effectiveness of councils and create
problems for city government are the same as in 1989—strains caused by state and federal government
and pressures from the community. Cities are adversdy affected by forces in the intergovernmentd
system—externd control over finances, impaosition of regulations, and reduction in funding from higher
level governments. These factors impact cities of dl Szesin a farly uniform way. Within the aty,
polarization over issues, citizen demands, pressures from groups and other interests, and raciad and/or
ethnic conflict aso can impede effectiveness. These city-level sources of strain become more intense as
the population in the city increases.

This study once again examines the amilarities and differences anong councils related to the
form of government used in the city. These generdizations from 1989 4ill hold. Council membersin
both mayor-council and council-manager cities are committed to providing services to citizens. The
council members in the mayor-council cities, however, are more inclined to intervene with staff on behaf
of their condtituents (in part because they are more likely to fed that the staff will not respond otherwise)
and to seek specid benefits for their condituents. These council members who work with an elected
executive mayor are less likdly to fed that they are effective and less likely to have a positive working
relationship with the executive. They credit the mayor with being the greatest source of policy initiation
in the city dthough the mayor’s preeminence is not as great asin 1989. A solid mgority agree that the
mayor is a visonary and innovative leader who is generdly effective a representing the city in
intergovernmenta relations and promoting economic development.  Still, they are somewhat critica of
the mayor’s provison of policy adternatives and information to assess programs to the council.

The council members in council-manager cities generdly report a cooperative relationship with
the city manager and rate their own effectiveness higher than their counterparts in the mayor-council
cities. The manager is recognized as an important contributor to policy development and is given high
marks for presenting adequate aternatives when making policy proposas. The manager as an executive
aso is more highly rated than the eected executive mayor in supporting oversight, opening up the
governmental process, and maintaining high persond standards and efficient operations. The mayor in
the council-manager form of government, who can be a facilitator of effective action by the council and
the manager, is viewed as a very important source of policy leadership by amost 40% (versus 45% in
1989) of the council members, and 42% see the mayor as a visonary and innovative leader. These
mayors get marks as high as their mayor-council counterpart on handling intergovernmenta relaions
(except in amdl cities) but ther rating islower in economic development (except in medium-szed cities).
Stll approximately three in five rate the mayor’ s performance as good or excdllent in these aress.

Another observation is tha the rdatively smdl (population 25,000-69,999) and medium-szed
(population 70,000-200,000) cities are more alike than they were in 1989. They Hill diverge in certain
characteridtics, eg., the number of influentid interest groups, but in other respects there are more
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amilar, eg, in the ideologica makeup of council members. Wheress previoudy the smdl cities were
ampler, had fewer problems, and had a higher sense of effectiveness than the medium-szed cities, the
conditions of larger places seem to be extending to smdler places as wll.

There are many implications of these findings. It appears that councils have found ways to
improve the experience of being a council member and increase the effectiveness of city councils. till,
it seems that the five recommendations offered in the previous report are sill appropriate.  City
government officias will be able to suggest other possible actions for themselves guided by their own
assessment of how their circumstances match the generaizations reported here.

1. Councils need to improve their performance in the key governance tasks of goa setting,
program approva, and oversight. Decisonsin the first two areas determine the purpose and policies of
city government and careful oversight helps to insure thet objectives are being met effectively and that
the city government organization is operating productively. Council members rate their effectivenessin
the first two areas somewhat lower than in condtituency-oriented activities and in oversght they rate
themsalves much lower. Councils should review their practices and consder whether new approaches
arein order.

The opinion that councils spend too much time on short-range concerns is not as pervasive as it
was in 1989 but it is still widespread. More efforts should be made to devote additiona time to matters
of determining purpose and achieving high performance in accomplishing gods. For example, many
councils hold a retreat at the beginning of the budget cycle to set goas and priorities for the upcoming
year. Feedback is provided through periodic reports throughout the year on the progress being made
to meet gods. Oversght can be strengthened through providing time in meetings on a regular basis for
departmenta performance reports to the council that focus on results in accomplishing the city’ s gods.

Council members from cities that are having problems with god setting report lower levels of
council effectiveness. If the city government can increase the clarity of the gods toward whichthey are
working, they may be able to achieve the higher level of effectiveness reported by council membersin
citieswith astronger goa setting process.

2. Council members may benefit from more training and technica asssance. The job is
increesingly demanding and ahigher level of competence and undersanding may be helpful. Information
and kill building in performing council tasks, such as god setting and oversght, is needed. Help may
aso be beneficid for council members in dedling with challenges of council service, such as how to
handle the pressures of the postion and how to maintain balance between being a good representative
and being a good governor of the city. Attention can aso be given to council process and relationships
through training sessons on topics such as effective group process, team building, and relating to the
executive.

Council members may need assstance in handling externd relationships as well. They seek to
be respongve to a wide range of groups and individuas who may have widdy differing policy agendes.
Improved conflict resolution and negotiating skills may be important for council members. In addition,
they may benefit from improved skills in media rdations. Topics such as these can be covered at
informational sessons for individuad councils or training workshops st up by sate and nationd
organizations and univergties.
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3. Council procedures and workload might be streamlined.  The total demands of the job
remain high even if the level of pressure and frustration has moderated. More attention might be given
to increasing the "efficiency” of the council process without sacrificing deliberation, citizen participation,
and the qudity of decisons. It gppears that the demands of he postion make it more difficult to
combine council service with regular employment. Asit is, from 37% (up from 30%) to 65% (up from
60%) of council members, depending on the size of the city, do not have full-time work other than filling
their coundil pogition. Those who combine part-time work with council service have higher leves of
frugtration with a number of aspects of the job than ether those with full-time or no postions. The vaue
of these members who do not have other full-time postions s not a issue. Rather, an increasingly
important question in progressively smaller cities is whether the “ citizen-council member” who combines
regular employment with council service is being driven away from the council because of the demands
of the position.

Council members may aso need to devote more attention to increasing the congtructiveness of
their interactions with each other. Over two decades, the most persistent condition offered as a source
of frugration is conflict anong council members. Conflict cannot and should not be iminated. Palitics
involves important differences, and conflict is not only a naturd part of the governmenta process but
adso adgnd tha something important is going on.  Still, councils can condder “ground rules’ that help
insure that differences are fully expressed but do not take the form of personal attacks on each other.

Council members now appear to have a better grasp of what they are getting into, but it may
aso be useful to give potentid candidates for the council more redlistic expectations about what it means
to serve on the council before running for office through an orientation for prospective candidates.

4. The council-executive relationship needs to be monitored and adjusted when the conditions
warrant doing so. Both the council and the executive need to look at how their own performance
affects the ability of the other to meet their responghilities. In council-manager cities, councils and city
managers should periodicaly discuss how they can work together more effectively. The need to do this
aopears to be especidly great in large council-manager cities.  Although the assessment of the
manager’'s performance is generdly higher than in 1989 in large cities, the importance of the Gty
manager as an initiator of policy isshrinking. Council members are generdly satisfied with the adequecy
of the gppraisd process for city managers athough satisfaction declines in larger cities. If a formd
council appraisd of the manager is not done on aregular basis, it may be needed. The mayor can play
akey role in monitoring the relationship and helping the council and manager identify steps to improveit.

In mayor-council cities, the relationship between the mayor and the council is pogtive in a
magority of cases but the potentid exists for taking divergent paths. Offsetting powers in the city charter
can impede an effective working relationship between the mayor and the council. If the council seeksto
expand its power to ded with the mayor (or vice versa), the gpproach may not be productive. Councils
and mayors in mayor-council cities need to find ways to advance their shared interests in improved
performance without abandoning their separate officid interests. Determining how to help the "other
sde' do its job without weskening one€'s own position may require both creetivity and willingness to
take risks on each side.

Just as improving the god setting process can increase effectiveness, it gppears that relieving
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problems in the coordination between the council and the executive and adminidrative saff can have a
beneficid impact on effectiveness as well.

5. Cities need to continue to examine what kind of compensation isfair for members of the city
council. Wheresas the last report contained a broader recommendation to provide more support to
councils and individud members to help them accomplish their respongbilities, it gppears that additiond
resources such as daff assstance and office space are no longer important concerns. These resources
were mentioned by only 15% and 11%, respectively, as sources of frustration, compared to 36% and
23% in 1989. Low council salary and losses of private income while serving on the council are greeter
sources of dissatisfaction, and they are more pronounced among minority members of city councils. For
council service to be open to al and for it be appropriately compensated, an increase in salary should
be consdered in many cities. As noted above, 66% of council members would prefer to have ahigher

sdary.

In conclusion, city council members are key officids in loca government who link citizens to
government, speak for the public in determining public policiesin their community, and provide oversght
to insure that policies are carried out with effectiveness and productive use of resources. They are both
governors of their cities and representatives of the citizensin their communities. They must grapple with
the timeless chdlenge of baancing these two aspects of their position. It appears that a decade ago
council members were somewhat more concerned than they had been previoudy with providing voice
to a wide range of groups and were more dissatisfied with their effectiveness as a governing body.
Now they are shifting back somewhat toward the governance role and are more satisfied with their
performance of governmenta functions. Still, the council members and ther cities are encountering grest
problems and suffering from limited resources. Locd officids and the organizations that work with them
should make renewed efforts to strengthen representative democracy and to improve the performance
of city government.
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Appendix 1.

The persons interviewed were a random sample of 2,000 dected officids from cities over
25,000 in population.

The survey was digtributed in March, 2001. One month after sending the questionnaire, a postcard
reminder was sent.  Approximately three months after the initid mailing, asecond questionnaire was
mailed to those council members who had not responded.

The overdl number of responses was 670 or 32.7% response rate. The number of responses
and response rate can be broken down as follows for the three groups of cities divided by population
Sze

SampledResponded Response Rate| Percent of
Respondents
Small: 25,000-69,999 1389 459 33.0% 68.5%
Medium: 70,000-199,999 |440 143 32.5% 21.3%
Large: 200,000+ 202 55 27.2% 8.2%
Missing 17 13 1.9%
Total 2048 670 32.7% 100.0%

With this response rate, it can be expected with a 95% degree of confidence (i.e., in 95 out of 100
random samples surveys) that the answers to the survey questions from another random sample of
municipd officids would be within four percentage points (+/- 4) of the results of this survey.

This rate was lower than hoped for and may be accounted for by the length of the questionnaire
and the heavy workload of council members. The response rate in 1989 was 44% of 2072 interviewed
or 905 respondents; and the response rate in 1979 was 56% of 1573 persons surveyed or 836.
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ENDNOTES

! Race and ethnicity were measured using the methods employed in the 2000 census. A question was
asked to determine whether the respondent was Hispanic. A separate question was asked about the
respondent’ s race, and multiple choices could be provided. In coding the responses, the category
“white” includes those who chose white and are not Hispanic. Those who chose Hispanic or Latino
were coded as Hispanic regardless of theracial choice. Only three respondents provided atwo racid
choices—ad| chose both white and native- American—, and they were coded native- American.

? Race and ethnicity were measured using the methods employed in the 2000 census. A question was
asked to determine whether the respondent was Hispanic. A separate question was asked about the
respondent’ s race, and multiple choices could be provided. In coding the responses, the category
“white” includes those who chose white and are not Hispanic. Those who chose Hispanic or Latino
were coded as Hispanic regardless of theracia choice. Only three respondents provided atwo recia
choices—al chose both white and native- American—, and they were coded native- American.

% In smdll dities, 76% of those with no other job are retired; in medium-sized cities, 67% are retired.

* The respondentsin 1989 generally served in office longer than those in 1979. Whereas 62 percent
had four years of experience or lessin 1979, haf or more of the 1989 group in each city size category
had five or more years of experience. Thaose with more than ten years on the council amost doubled.

5. Cdculations from the ICMA 2001 Form of Government Survey. The small city category uses at-
large dections dightly more (59% versus 54%) and didtrict elections dightly less 24% versus 27%) than
the medium-Szed cities, but the differences are not grest.

6. Among the cities over 200,000, responses were received from 68 of the 72 cities. Becausethe
coverage of thisgroup of citiesis so nearly complete, these data are used rather than thosein The
Municipal Y ear Book.

’ The proportion of persons who responded in 1989 who held leadership positions was one third. It is
not clear why the percentage was so much lower in the 2001 survey.

8. Kenneth Prewitt, The Recruitment of Politicdl Leaders (Indiangpolis. Bobbs-Merrill, 1970), p. 86.

® When those who consider the factor to be either important or very important, the percentage is 56%
who indicate that strong concern about an issue and 53% who indicate than enjoyment of politicsis at
least an important reason for seeking office.

10. Susan Wech and Timothy Bledsoe, Urban Reform and Its Consequences. A Study in
Representation (Chicago: University of Chicago Press), pp. 63-67, report smilar findings.

11. The survey conducted by Welch and Bledsoe was digtributed to al members of city councils (up to
ten) in cities between 50,000 and one million in population that use didtrict and mixed eection systems
and two-thirds of the citiesin this population range which use a-large dections. Seether Urban
Reform, pp. 18-19. The exact match in groups listed in the surveysis limited and the samples for the
two surveys were different, but afew examplesillugtrate both continuity and change. Most council
members (79 percent in both surveys) considered it very important to represent the city as awhole and
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asmilar smdl minority fed thisway about spesking for politica parties (11 and 15 percent in 1982 and
1989, respectively). The proportion who stress neighborhood representation increased from 47
percent to 74 percent, and those who consider it very important to represent business, increased from
13 percent to 52 percent. Lessthat 10 percent stressed representing unions and municipal employees
(one category) in 1982, whereas 21 and 30 percent emphasized labor unions and municipa employess,
respectively, in 1989.

12. Prewitt, Recruitment of Politica Leaders, p. 176, reports that 53% of Bay Area council members
surveyed planned to seek another term in the mid-gixties.

13. Prewitt, Recruitment of Politica Leaders, p. 176, reports that 29 percent would like to run for
higher office.

14. Kortus T. Koehler, "Policy Development and Legidative Oversght in Council Manager Cities: An
Information and Communication Andyss™ Public Adminigration Review, 33 (September/October,
1973), p. 440.

> This is the same breskdown asin 1989. The proportion, however, who consider representing parties
to be very important dropped from 25% to 9% among strong Democrats and from 16% to 4% among
strong Republicans.

16. For the former position, see Willis D. Hawley, Nonpartisan Elections and the Case for Party
Politics (New York: Wiley, 1973). The latter position is reported by Welch and Bledsoe, Urban
Reform, pp. 46-50.

Y There is no relationship between congtituency type and the number of partisan elected to the council.
In 1989, there was amodest effect. Council members dected from digtricts were dightly more likely to
identify with political partiesin both partisan and nonpartisan dections, but that was not found in 2001.

18 Data on party identification in 2000 are from the National Election Studies Guide to Public Opinion
and Election Behavior at http://mwww.umich.edu/~nes'nesguide/toptable/tab2a 1.htm (read 6.27.2002).

19. The question used in 1989 was dightly different. Respondents were asked smply whether
committees were used, regardless of purpose. Particular purposes or functions performed were
covered in follow-up questions.

20. 1t would be helpful to be able to describe with more precison what is meant by "staff.” The survey
|eft the definition to the respondent by smply asking, "Does the city council have its own staff?*

2! The preferred increase among those who are frustrated with sdariesis $7872 in small cities versus
$4517 for those who are not frustrated with current salary, $11,869 in medium-sized cities versus
$6051, and $22,553 in large cities versus $3546.

22 \When the factors are correlated with the effectiveness ratings, the strongest correlations are with clear
gods (.487) and divison of labor (.351). The next highest correlation is polarization over issues (.321).
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All are dgnificant a .01 leve.

23. For acomplete discussion of council roles, see JamesH. Svara, Officid Leadership in the City:
Petterns of Conflict and Cooperation (New York: Oxford University Press, 1990), ch. 5.

24. See Glenn Abney and Thomas P. Lauth, The Politics of State and Loca Adminigration (Albany:
State University of New York), ch. 7, for evidence in support of the argument that council membersin
cities with mayor-council form place greater emphasis on building support from congtituents through
their actions.

25. SeeBruce Cainet d., The Persond Vote (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1987), for
discussion of performing services as the basis for redection to Congress.

28 \When ratings of very important and important are combined, the results are similar for many officias.
Focusing on the very important rating highlights distinctions that would not be apparent otherwise.

27. Svara, Officid Leadership in the City, ch. 4.

28. Theorigind formulaion of the council-manager plan included in the second Modd City Charter by
the Nationd Municipa League in 1919 provided for strong policy leadership from the city manager.
For example, the commentary asserted that the manager must "show himself to be aleader, formulating
policies and urging their adoption by the council.” Clinton Rogers Woodruff, Ed., A New Municipa
Program (New York: D. Appleton and Company, 1919), p. 130. Every empirica study of the
council-manager plan has determined that managers are active in thisarea. For areview, see James H.
Svara, "Policy and Adminigtration: Managers as Comprehensive Professiona Leaders,” in H. George
Frederickson, Ed., Ided and Practice in City Management (Washington: Internationa City
Management Association, 1989), pp. 70-93.

29. Inthe NLC Council Leadership Program in the late seventies, the participating councilsfrom
mayor-council cities usualy took the approach of reorganizing in order to "compete more effectively
with the mayor and the executive branch for influence in the city's policy making process” Stephen W.
Burks and James F. Wolf, Council Leadership Skills (Washington: National League of Cities, 1981), p.
8. The council-manager councils, on the other hand, emphasized improving council decison making and
interpersond communications among the members and with the Saff.
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