To:  Wally Bobkiewicz, Convenor and City Administrator of Issaquah, Washington
Meeting Delegates

From: Julia D. Novak, Facilitator and Executive Vice President — Raftelis

Date: September 14, 2022

Re: A National Conversation — The Manager’s Role in Leading Change

My colleagues Michelle Ferguson, Julie Gieseke, and I look forward to being with you in Austin, Texas
to facilitate a conversation about the Manager’s Role in Leading Change. The purpose of our time
together is to consider and discuss the Manager’s role in community leadership and reignite passion for
the “shared ideal of management excellence.” That phrase — a shared ideal of management excellence —
is part of the introduction to the ICMA Declaration of Ideals. The intention of our work together is to
develop a plan for state associations to discuss what action we are called to, today, that is grounded in the
Declaration of Ideals.

The purpose of this memo is to share the agenda and important logistics for our session, as well as
provide some reading that will be foundational to our conversation.

In preparation for this conversation, please review the following foundational materials that are included
in this packet:
1. ICMA Declaration of Ideals
2. “Policy and Administration: City Managers as Comprehensive Professional Leaders” by
James Svara, in the 1995 Edition of Ideal and Practice in Council-Manager Government
3. “Achieving Effective Community Leadership” by James Svara, 2004, The Effective L.ocal
Government Manager, Third Edition

Saturday, September 30 — Lunch available at 11:30 AM
Meeting: Noon to 4:00 PM

Location:

Austin Convention Center
500 E. Cesar Chavez Street
4" Level, Room 13 AB
Austin, Texas

19 Garfield Place, Suite 500 - Cincinnati, OH 45202

www.raftelis.com
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Listen with respect
o Let others finish before you start talking
o Be attentive to the speaker
o Disagree agreeably
Strive for consensus
o Look for opportunities to agree
o Remember the power of “if” and “and”

Be:

o BOLD

o Positive and realistic

o Candid and honest

o Patient and self-aware

o Engaged and fully present
Have fun!

Welcome and opening remarks from our Convenor
Agenda review

Norms

Introductions and Expectations

Agenda Item Outcome: Create a safe environment for an honest exchange of ideas.

Professional local government management is rooted in reform, yet professionalism often
calls for neutrality. We will discuss how we interpret the role of the Manager in
contemporary community leadership.
Discussion Questions:
o What is community leadership, and how do we define the role of the manager in
contemporary community leadership?
o How can local government managers remain true to the DNA of reform while being
seen as politically neutral in polarized conversations?
o What types of community conversations stress the tension of political neutrality and
“reformer”?
o Isthere a professional obligation to speak to unspoken values? How does this play
out in our communities?
o How can professional managers successfully navigate this tension?

Agenda Item Outcome: An understanding of the difficult conversations professional local

government managers are drawn in to — both from the perspective of the call for reform and the call
for political neutrality — and how to balance this.

Trusted Advisors Transforming Communities
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We will reexamine the Declaration of Ideals and begin developing a guide to what the ideals
look like in action in today’s environment.
Discussion Questions:
o Where are you challenged to live out the Declaration of Ideals?
o What tools do you need to navigate the tensions that exist in your community so you
can live out the Declaration of Ideals?

Agenda Item Outcome: Model questions and conversations that can be replicated by state

associations to develop an understanding of how today’s Managers can live out our Declaration of
Ideals.

We will review the conversation we hope various state associations will have and discuss
how to bring that learning back to this group for next steps.

Agenda Item Outcome: An understanding of expectations and a commitment to carry this further.

Closing marks and reflections

Agenda Item Outcome: Closure for our time together.

Trusted Advisors Transforming Communities



Declaration of Ideals

Members of the International City/County Management Association dedicate

themselves to the faithful stewardship of the public trust and embrace a shared ideal
of management excellence.

The International City/County Management Association (ICMA) was founded with a commitment to the
preservation of the values and integrity of representative local government and local democracy and a
dedication to the promotion of efficient and effective management of public services. To fulfill the spirit of
this commitment, ICMA works to maintain and enhance public trust and confidence in local government, to
achieve equity and social justice, to affirm human dignity, and to improve the quality of life for the individual
and the community. Members of ICMA dedicate themselves to the faithful stewardship of the public trust
and embrace the following ideals of management excellence, seeking to:

1. Provide an environment that ensures the continued existence and effectiveness of representative local
government and promotes the understanding that democracy confers privileges and responsibilities on
each citizen.

2. Recognize the right of citizens to influence decisions that affect their well-being; advocate a forum for
meaningful citizen participation and expression of the political process; and facilitate the clarification of
community values and goals.

3. Respect the special character and individuality of each community while recognizing the
interdependence of communities and promoting coordination and cooperation.

4. Seek balance in the policy formation process through the integration of the social, cultural, and physical
characteristics of the community.

5. Promote a balance between the needs to use and to preserve human, economic, and natural
resources.

6. Advocate equitable regulation and service delivery, recognizing that needs and expectations for public
services may vary throughout the community.

7. Develop a responsive, dynamic local government organization that continuously assesses its purpose
and seeks the most effective techniques and technologies for serving the community.

8. Affirm the intrinsic value of public service and create an environment that inspires excellence in
management and fosters the professional and personal development of all employees.

9. Seek a balanced life through ongoing professional, intellectual, and emotional growth.

10. Demonstrate commitment to professional ethics and ideals and support colleagues in the maintenance
of these standards.

11. Take actions to create diverse opportunities in housing, employment, and cultural activity in every
community for all people.



Policy and Administration

City Managers as Comprehensive
Professional Leaders

James H. Svara
North Carolina State University

The council-manager plan has been promoted from its beginning as a form of
government which separates policy from administration. Careful examination
of concepts about government and politics in the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries would probably show that what the early reformers had
in mind by separation was not antithetical to an active administrative role for
the council nor a policy role for the manager. For example, Woodrow
Wilson—a noted proponent of separation—thought that the Congress should
greatly strengthen its oversight of administrative performance.' Managers, for
their part, should have “large powers and unhampered discretion.”> The
dichotomy model as originally conceived did not presuppose a narrowly
constrained role for administrators.

Still, the idea of separation and the exclusion of the manager from politics
and policy took on a life of its own. As a guarantee that appointed officials
would not usurp the authority of elected officials, the blanket claim was made
that the manager was not a policy leader. Throughout the history of the
manager association, this position has posed normative dilemmas for the
profession as well as conceptual and empirical problems for scholars. This
chapter deals largely with the latter two areas. A review of the literature on
the behavior of the city manager demonstrates that the issue has never been
in doubt: managers are policy leaders. The problem has been to reconcile this
evidence with conceptualizations of the form of government. The first section
of this discussion summarizes previous attempts to describe and explain the
manager’s role. The second section examines data from a survey of city
managers in North Carolina and Ohio that measure the extent and range of
the manager’s contributions to the governmental process. The final section
touches briefly on the normative implications of comprehensive leadership by
professional managers in city government.

Assessing the Manager’s Role
The council-manager form of government has always divided the roles of the

council and the manager in order to keep the council out of administrative
affairs and to maintain democratic control of the manager. Superficially, the
roles were mutually exclusive. Henry Toulmin, explaining the new form in
1915, asserted that the “spheres of action” are “wholly distinct and separate.”
Still, the manager was seen at the time as an advisor to the council who could
recommend “any measures that he may think expedient.”* Expecting
managers to attend to the problems of the city and to exercise discretion in
policy execution introduced ambiguities about the limits of the manager’s
contributions from the inception of the form.
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Some early managers, “given virtually a free hand in both the initiation
and execution of public policy,” not only reorganized their governments but
also attacked the social problems of the community.® In the first years of the
manager’s association, there was disagreement about the focus and scope of
the managers’ policy considerations. Managers at their 1916 meeting affirmed
the prerogatives of the council, although their active involvement in efforts to
persuade the council and community of the need for action to meet pressing
problems “revealed clearly” to Leonard White “that the managers were far
from practicing the doctrine” they had supported.” In 1917, Richard Childs
suggested that the “great managers of tomorrow will be those whose ideals
stopped at no line of dogma or tradition, but who pushed beyond the old
horizons and discovered new worlds of service.”® At the convention the next
year, his advocacy of broad managerial leadership was even clearer:

Some day we shall have managers here who have achieved national
reputation, not by saving taxes or by running their cities for a freakishly low
expense per capita, but managers who have successfully led their commis-

sions into great new enterprises of service....”

Despite these sentiments, Childs was always a strict adherent to the doctrine
of separation. His view was that the manager’s job was to “administer” and
not to “govern” and should not seek to impose his values on the council.”
Presumably, if the council chose to follow the manager’s lead into great new
enterprises, the norm of separation was preserved. The nature of the role in

Childs’ thinking, however, has appropriately been described as “elusive,” and
this comment is probably apt for other early observers of council-manager

government."
White identified two schools of thought concerning the manager’s

involvement in policy and the extent to which the manager was a community
leader, as opposed to an administrative technician.”” White himself argued

that one of the “hazards” to the manager movement is the “adventuresome
spirit of many managers, especially those new to the game.”" The issue was
not settled with the Association’s first Code of Ethics in 1924. Although
managers were proscribed from taking an “active part in politics,” other
provisions permitted a contribution to determining policy and supporting and
promoting policies adopted by the council. Schiesl concluded that in the early
1920s managers already viewed themselves as participants in resolving
community issues and conflicts: “managers continued to participate in the
making of public policy with little immunity from political considerations.”™
Managers recognized, as H.G. Otis put it in 1926, that “one of the most
delicate tasks of the city manager is to educate his council without their
knowledge.”” White observed in his field study that “the office of the city
manager has become the great center of initiating and proposing (but not
deciding) public policies as well as the sole responsible center of administra-
tion.” He did conclude, however, that “the behavior of most managers, most
of the time, is not the behavior of the community leader.”

As an issue of philosophy within the city manager association, the matter
was settled for a time with Ridley and Nolting’s The City Manager Profession
and the 1938 Code of Ethics. Stillman characterizes the former as summarizing

“the orthodox scientific management ideology as it applied to city manag-
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ers.”” Not only was a clear separation between policy and administration
asserted by Ridley and Nolting, but even the manager’s advisory relationship
was carefully circumscribed. The manager provides facts and technical
assessment of consequences only: “at the request of the council, the manager
may make his recommendation, but he urges the council to decide upon the
policy in the light of the facts and the needs of the people.””® The manager
should not “let himself be driven or led into taking the leadership or
responsibility in matters of policy” nor is the manager expected to take
criticism for decisions of the council. In general, the manager should stay “out
of the limelight as much as possible.”” The 1938 Code of Ethics seemingly
closed the door on a policy role: “the city manager is in no sense a political
leader.”

Every empirical study of the manager’s roles since this reassertion of the
orthodox position, however, has found policy involvement, and there have
been recurring efforts to square practice and norms. In a major field study
published in 1940, Stone, Price, and Stone concluded that it was “generally
impossible for a city manager to escape being a leader in matters of policy.”*
Indeed, in cities where the manager and council had a positive relationship,
“so long as the council could have the last word on any proposal [the
manager] might make, it wanted him to take the initiative.”” They distin-
guish between “community leadership” and “political leadership,” i.e.,
partisan or electoral involvement, exchanging council support for rewards, or
appealing over the head of the council to the voters. Managers eschew the
latter, but are active in the former. Managers are not secure by being
anonymous and emphasizing the administrative rather than the community
leadership approach. When managers were attacked, management practices,
e.g., elimination of patronage, were more likely to be the source of controver-
sy than policy issues. Whether policy recommendations produced resentment
had more to do with the local political traditions than with the manager’s
initiative per se. “To ask a city manager to avoid incursion into policy would
be to set up an impossible distinction between policy and administration; it
would be, in effect, to ask him not to be a city manager.”?

The idea of community leadership found supporters within the ranks of
managers as well. C. A. Harrell of Norfolk, in his presidential address in 1948,
identified the “ideal manager” as a “positive, vital force in the community.”
As a “formulator of action and a planner,” the manager “visualizes broad
objectives, distant goals, far-sighted projects.”” The distinction between
political and community leadership permits the manager to assume these
“aggressive functions” and still be nonpolitical. A broader sense of responsi-
bility was emerging. “We owe it to our communities to exercise more
imagination and vision in initiating policy proposals for action by the council.
We have the best interests of the community at heart.” Ridley concluded after
surveying managers in 1958 that the “city manager by the very nature of his
job acts as a policy formulator.”** Managers take an active part in seeking to
improve their communities, although they respect the ultimate authority of
the council and do not care to be “designated as leaders of their communi-
ties.”

In the same year, Adrian reported from observations of three cities that
managers take on policy leadership but avoid “taking a public role of policy
innovator, except at the specific request of the council or in cases involving
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matters on which he could be considered a technical expert.”? Boswort,
dropped the veil completely by proclaiming “The Manager Is a Politiciap, #
As a “policy researcher” the manager is a “city-statesman” who brings his
knowledge of urban affairs and awareness of best practice to guide the
progress of his own community. He also serves as a community leader away,
of groups and sources of power in the city and in regular contact with state
and federal government officials. “Let us think of managers,” Bosworgy,
concluded, “as officers of general administrative direction and politica]
leadership, for that is what they are.”” The research of Kammerer and he,
associates in ten Florida cities found managers who were involved in )
aspects of policy making. “They were right in the heart of politics, in the
broadest sense of that term.”” The professionals among the managers
(approximately a quarter of the managers who had served in these citjeg
between 1945 and 1960) are particularly likely to assume a policy leadership
role. Since they are usually outsiders who have no political base in the
community, they are unlikely to have groups to which they can appeal “either
for support of [their] policy proposals or for help in blocking [their] removal.”
These circumstances contribute to shorter tenure for the activist, professional
managers, but all managers were involved in policy to some extent. In further
analysis of the findings, Kammerer echoed the conclusion of Stone et al. that
administrative decisions are as likely to get a manager in trouble as policy
activity, “if either type of decision involves defiance of the clique dominant in the
council.”” In half the case study cities, managers exercised limited to
extensive discretion in all decisions, whereas in the other half virtually no
discretion was permitted by the council. Thus, managers may be active in
policy but the latitude of their activities is shaped by the council and the
political context in which they work.*

Research based on a national survey of managers in 1965 added to
awareness of the manager’s contributions. Wright uses the same categories of
activities used by Bosworth and substantiates Bosworth’s conclusions.
Managers combine “preponderant authority in the sphere of administra-
tion”—the managerial role—with influence over agenda setting and policy
formulation in the policy role. The manager is the “dominant policy initiator
in most manager cities.””' Furthermore, the manager is a “prominent
representative of the city” in dealings with groups in the community and
officials in other governments—the political role. They are limited, however,
in their ability to make commitments or determine direction. The manager’s
“political role is narrowly circumscribed when analyzed in terms of speaking
for a composite of community interests on policy matters.”*? To Wright, the
manager is a politician in the sense of “achieving a workable balance among
role behaviors.” Indeed, handling the wide range of roles makes him “more
than a politician.”* The constraints on the manager’s decisions by the
general sentiments of the council, the activity of the mayor, and the previous
commitments of city government make the manager a leader within
boundaries.

Loveridge also stressed the policy behavior of managers in his research
which compared attitudes of managers and council members in the Bay Area
of California. Managers support behaviors which constitute activism and
policy leadership. Over half viewed their position as that of political leader.
Council members, on the other hand, defined the role narrowly. Over eighty
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percent viewed managers as administrative specialists.** Loveridge accepted
as a given that the manager was a policy leader, reflecting previous research
and the behavioralist orientation in postwar discipline of political science, but
he also detailed limitations on the manager’s leadership.

Since managers have extensive resources and see themselves as policy
leaders, why do they not have even more power than they do? Because of the
constraint imposed by council attitudes, managers are limited to safe areas.
“The manager cannot introduce major policy decisions onto the civic agenda
that do not have the implicit approval of the city council.”* Furthermore, the
council expects that the manager will reflect their orientation to policy
questions, “not the abstract values of the public interest or of the city
management profession.” Ironically, Loveridge’s study provides substantial
support for the idea of council control even though it is usually
cited—appropriately—as making a strong case for the manager’s policy
leadership. His work, along with that of Kammerer and Wright, provides
evidence that the council limits the activities of the manager. This theme,
which was partially consistent with the traditional view of roles in the
council-manager form, however, attracted less attention than the evidence
which seemed to contradict that view.

Mulrooney and Banovetz in 1971 further supported the acceptance of
activist city managers. Mulrooney surveyed expert opinion on the question
whether council-manager government can respond to the social and economic
problems of cities. Most agreed not only that it can but that managers may be
particularly adept at doing so. As one respondent, urban scholar Norton Long,
put it, the manager’s “membership in a national profession with great career
mobility both emancipates him, if he is able, from parochial inhibitions and
job security anxieties and gives him a wide, enlightened professional reference
group to provide him standards of action and critical appreciation.”*
Banovetz, reflecting sentiments expressed in the New Public Administration
movement, felt that managerial responsibility had evolved in the sixties and
that managers sought to “promote the American ideals of equal opportunity,
tolerance, [and] understanding, and improve the quality of community
life.””” The role of the manager necessarily was changing as well from that
in earlier periods when managers concentrated on bringing “business-like
efficiency” to corrupt city governments or attended to the physical needs of
rapidly growing cities. As a consequence, managers are “increasingly impelled
to assume the burden for advocating change and by implication stimulating
controversy in order to foster community-wide social and economic well-
being.”* He argued that managers need to offset the weak representation of
lower income groups and minorities on the city council. Both observers
suggested that it was a liability to the manager profession and to the council-
manager form to be invariably linked to other reform institutions, particularly
at-large elections. Stillman found from a 1971 survey that managers differ in
cities of different size in the relative emphasis they place on policy matters,
planning, council relations, and community leadership as opposed to dealing
directly with the line operations of city government. (No specific mention is
made of staff functions.) In the largest cities, the emphasis is on the former
and in the smallest, on the latter. Managers in medium-sized cities and
suburban communities handle both. Among the special problems that
managers face is finding ways to achieve recognition of and acceptance for
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their “vital contribution to the local policy-making process.”* The continuing
view that there is a sharp dichotomy between politics and administration
“may at times inhibit managers from realizing the full potentialities of their
important policy-making roles in community affairs.” Indeed, the individual
manager is the “prisoner of a peculiar form of government, the council-
manager form, and he must accept its reformist emphasis on the separation
of politics from administration and its middle-class, suburban, and nonparti-
san biases.”* Stillman suggested a new self image that accommodates
expertise and training with involvement in the political affairs of the
community.

Huntley and Macdonald, drawing on a 1973 survey of managers and
CAO:s (the latter were 8% of the respondents), find that virtually all managers
always or nearly always participate in the formulation of policy and set the
council agenda (89% and 90%, respectively).*’ Most initiate policy (64%) and
play a leading role in policy making (62%). These activities are not restricted
to large cities. Although small town managers may be preoccupied with
service delivery, they are also most likely to set council agenda and play a
leading role in policy making. Echoing Loveridge’s conclusions, managers
perceive that the council does not expect them to provide political leadership.
Still, when policies were adopted on establishing affirmative action for women
and minorities, the policy was taken with initiative from the manager in 84
percent of the cases. Managers are active in their policy and administrative
roles, but they also involve the council extensively. Slightly more than half of
the managers always or nearly always consult with the council before drafting
the budget and before appointing or removing department heads. Bringing
the council into managerial decisions is more likely in the largest cities (over
250,000), least likely in those between 100,000 and 249,999, and then increases
in likelihood again as city size declines.

Fannin develops a range of managerial roles that vary in the reliance on
professional criteria and the degree of independence in decision making.*
He examines the preference of managers for using these roles in various
problem situations. There is overwhelming preference among managers and
council members for managers to apply professional expertise to ‘policy
making. If there is little “political competition” contained in the situation and
it is amenable to use of analytical techniques, both sets of officials accepted
independent action by the manager. More common, however, was the
expectation that the manager participate in policy making by offering
recommendations, information, and analysis to the council. The “political
activist” at one extreme and the “policy non-actor” role at the other extreme
were accepted by less than ten percent of the managers and council members.

Browne, in a survey of managers in Michigan, examined attitudes about
policy initiation and identified the considerable contributions of the manager.
Almost three-quarters of the managers consider their leadership to be very
necessary, and only three percent considered it to be unnecessary Or
inappropriate.” Managers had high success rates in securing acceptance of
their proposals. This activist style is presumably acceptable, because nearly all
the managers felt that their relationship with the council was excellent or
good. He conceded that Michigan may be unusual in the high level of

managerial policy leadership.
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Green, however, reports similar findings from another national survey
conducted by ICMA in 1984.* Response options to questions do not match
those of Huntley and Macdonald and results include managers in counties
and councils of governments as well as cities. Thus, direct comparison of the
results from the two surveys is not possible. The patterns, however, are very
similar. Over ninety percent of the managers always or sometimes play a
leading role in policy making, initiate policies, and participate in policy
formulation. Only fifteen percent never speak on controversial issues or refuse
to work through influential community members to achieve policy goals. On
the other hand, over eighty percent at least sometimes consult with the
council on budget and personnel decisions, maintain a neutral stand on some
divisive issues, and occasionally confine their actions to administration,
leaving policy matters to the council. The balance of independence and control
is reflected in the results. Being a policy and community leader does not mean
that the manager is either an autonomous professional actor or a politico.*

Not only are managers policy leaders, they are inclined to act on the basis
of their own sense of what is right. Many managers—half in a national sample
conducted by Wirth and Vasu—would make a considerable effort to shift the
priorities of the council in a direction that reflects the manager’s value
preferences if the council took an opposing position.* The priorities that
managers hold are related to their ideology, the geographic region in which
they work, and their level and field of education.

Finally, Newell and Ammons report that mayors and managers spend
their time in quite similar ways among three roles used by Bosworth and
Wright: “management,” “policy,” and “political.” Mayors spend almost as
much time on management as city managers (except in cities over 100,000)
and managers spend roughly half their time in policy, including council
relations (32%), and political matters, including community leadership but
excluding partisan involvement (17%), in cities of all sizes.” They devote
relatively more time to policy and less to political activities than executive
mayors, but they are active in all areas. There is a change in assessments of
the role most important for job success from Wright’s 1965 survey. As before,
fewer than two managers in five in cities over 100,000 population identify
management as the key to success. The number who choose the policy role
has jumped from 22 percent to 56 percent. Correspondingly, the political role
has declined from 33 percent to 6 percent.*

The authors suggest that managers are now more involved in policy than
previously, but a different interpretation that stresses continuity is possible.
Most managers report in both surveys that the internal demands of the job,
i.e., those arising within the organization, are not the most critical; external
leadership is necessary for success. There has been a shift in the external focus
but both community leadership and council relations presumably bring the
manager into consideration of issues and provision of leadership. At the same
time, relations with state and federal government—another aspect of the
political role—are probably relatively less important now than they were in
the grantsmanship era of the sixties. It seems likely that the changing
characteristics of city councils and the new burdens with which officials are
grappling make dealings with the council the critical forum rather than
interactions with community leaders. Council relations are also “political” and
dealings with the broader community and other levels of government
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