An Institutionalist Perspective
on Mayoral Leadership:
Linking Leadership Style

to Formal Structure

Craig M. Wheeland

The factors that influence effective mayoral leadership are still not well
understood. There is continuing debate in the academic literature over theories
of mayoral leadership,! and many communities debate ways to change their
form of government to influence how their mayor provides leadership. In this
essay, I use James March and Johann Olsen’s institutionalist theory of politics to
guide my interpretation of how the formal structure of municipal government
can influence mayoral leadership style.? I refine James Svara’s two models of
mayoral leadership—the executive mayor and the facilitative mayor—to
describe the styles supported by the formal rules found in the charters or statutes
used in the forty largest cities in the United States.> Three facilitative mayor sub-
types (council leader, community leader, and partial executive) and four exec-
utive mayor subtypes (strong leader, constrained leader, legislative leader, and
weak leader) can be identified and ranked according to the formal resources
available to support their efforts. These findings have implications for the prac-
tice of city politics and for the development of a theory of mayoral leadership.

An Institutionalist Theory of Mayoral Leadership

March and Olsen suggest that “political institutions define the framework
within which politics takes place.” They argue that rules are the means by
which an institution affects behavior. Rules are the “routines, procedures, con-
ventions, roles, strategies, organizational forms, and technologies around which
activity is constructed.” Rules also include the “beliefs, paradigms, codes, cul-
tures, and knowledge that surround, support, elaborate, and contradict those
roles and routines.”® They explain that rules “define relationships among roles
in terms of what an incumbent of one role owes to incumbents of other roles.””
They argue that the “logic of appropriateness associated with obligatory action”
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shapes how individuals follow the rules supported by the political institutions
in which they work.® In other words, an official shapes his or her action by
defining the situation, determining his or her role, assessing the appropriate-
ness of different actions in the situation, and carrying out the most appropri-
ate one.”

Of course, discretion exists in using rules, because they are not monolithic
and may be contradictory and ambiguous, so conformity to as well as devia-
tion from rules can occur in a political institution. They conclude that trust, “a
confidence that appropriate behavior can be expected most of the time,” sup-
ports the network of rules and rule-bound relations.!? Deviation from the rules
(violating the “logic of appropriateness”) undermines trust among officials and
potentially erodes support for the political institution as well.

Research on mayoral leadership recognizes the contextual relevance of the
municipal institution, although the relative weight given to institutional fea-
tures varies among scholars. Svara has developed a theory of mayoral leader-
ship that emphasizes the formal institutions of government.!! He argues
theories of mayoral leadership should begin with “the form of government in
which the mayor’s office is located,” because the form of city government
defines the basic “roles and types of leadership” to be offered by the mayor.!?
He suggests that the two main forms of city government (strong mayor—
council and council-manager) establish the formal preconditions for mayoral
leadership styles—an executive-style leader and a facilitative-style leader,
respectively. He argues that a mayor increases the chances of being successful
if he or she adopts a leadership style compatible with the form of city govern-
ment in which the mayor serves.

The implication here is clear: using a particular form of government cre-
ates a set of institutions whose formal rules can structure behavior in the ways
March and Olsen suggest. Although it is possible for a mayor to use a leader-
ship style different from the one supported by the formal rules, doing so may
violate the logic of appropriateness and potentially erode the trust that sup-
ports the formal institutions in the city’s political system.

Svara based his model of the executive mayor on mayors in forms of gov-
ernment marked by the principle of separation of powers, as in a strong
mayor—council city. This principle is the foundation for a conflict pattern of
interaction among officials, especially elected officials, who have incentive to
compete with one another to accomplish their agendas. Svara suggests that “by
establishing direction, forging coalitions, galvanizing the bureaucracy—in gen-
eral by managing and resolving conflict in all dimensions of the governmental
process—the Executive Mayor becomes the driving force in this form of gov-
ernment.”!3 Indeed, the successful executive mayor draws power from formal
and informal sources to become the dominant actor in city government.

Svara’ facilitative mayor model is based on governmental forms marked
by the unification-of-powers principle, such as the council-manager city, in
which the city council has the legislative and executive powers of government.
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This principle is the foundation for a cooperative pattern of interaction among
elected and appointed officials (the city manager being an example of the lat-
ter). The facilitative mayor has ample authority to act as the “guiding force in
city government who helps insure that all other officials are performing as well
as possible and that all are moving in the right direction.”'* Like the executive
mayor, the facilitative mayor can act as a “policy initiator,” helping to set the
agenda and develop policies to address problems facing the community.!?
However, the facilitative mayor need not pyramid resources to be successful.
Instead, he or she “accomplishes objectives through enhancing the efforts of
others. . . . Rather than seeking power as the way to accomplish tasks, the facil-
itative mayor seeks to empower others.”

The research presented here builds on Svara’s work in two ways. First,
since the particular formal powers of a mayor can vary within each form of
government, it is possible to refine Svara’s models by identifying subtypes
of executive and facilitative mayors. Second, it is possible to link other formal
institutional features, such as full-time status of the mayor and design of the
electoral system, to Svara’s theory to develop a more complete institutionalist
perspective on mayoral leadership.

Types of Mayoral Leadership

There are twenty-six mayor-council cities, thirteen council-manager cities, and
one commission city (Portland, Oregon) among the forty largest cities in the
United States.!” All forty mayors have the formal power to perform ceremo-
nial activities, which gives them the opportunity to cultivate a positive image
with the public. Aside from this common feature, the form of government used
in each city creates rules that serve as an incentive for a leadership style. Using
Svara’s two models of mayoral leadership, the twenty-six mayor-council cities
generally support an executive mayor, and the thirteen council-manager
cities along with the commission city generally support a facilitative mayor.
Within these two basic types of mayoral leadership, additional distinctions can
be made to refine Svara’s classification. These subtypes capture the variation in
key formal institutional features affecting the ability of the mayor to perform
as an executive or as a facilitator.

Facilitative Mayor. Interpretation of the data on the thirteen council-
manager cities and one commission city presented in Table 1 suggests three
types of facilitative mayor: council leader (CL), community leader (CML), and
partial executive (PE). The CL (as an example, San Antonio) is defined as a
mayor who is a voting member of the council and the presiding officer at coun-
cil meetings. The CML (as in San Diego) is distinguished from the CL by a
charter provision that empowers the mayor to present a legislative program
addressing the needs of the city (that is, an annual state-of-the-city speech) or
by the power to review and comment on the budget prepared by the city man-
ager before it is submitted to the council (the “first review” power). The PE is
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a facilitative mayor who has one or more powers of the executive mayor, such
as veto power (Charlotte, Long Beach, and Kansas City) or the power to pre-
pare the budget (Portland and San Jose). Of the fourteen cities with facilitative
mayors, five have CLs, four have CMLs, and five have PEs.

On the basis of the extent to which the institutional design supports facil-
itative leadership, the CMLs are most likely to be successful, followed by the
CLs and then the PEs.!8 The CML may find it easier than the CL to draw atten-
tion to specific problems facing the city, offer a proposed course of action, and
influence allocation of resources in the budget because these are charter-based
responsibilities. The power to propose a legislative program or first-review the
city manager’s budget allows the mayor to provide leadership without neces-
sarily undermining the prerogatives of the council or the city manager; indeed,
it can enhance the mayor’s ability to guide the policy-making process. Of
course, mayors may choose to offer a state-of-the-city speech, undertake efforts
to offer a legislative program, and influence budgetary priorities even if they
do not have a charter-based responsibility to do so (as in the case of San
Antonio). If the practice becomes routine and part of the informal set of expec-
tations (that is, “informal” rules), then the CL can be just as successful a facil-
itative mayor as the CML.

The PE has greater obstacles to overcome than the CL in performing as a
facilitative-style leader. The power to veto ordinances, or to initiate the budget
process and prepare the budget, creates rules more appropriate for an execu-
tive style of leadership. Because the PE’ role is not clearly defined as a guid-
ing force, the PE’s actions could produce tension and conflict among council
members and appointed officials rather than promote cooperation and team-
work. Salary, appointment powers, reporting responsibility, and the electoral
system are other formal institutional features that also can affect how these
three types of facilitative mayor perform.

The mayors’ salaries can influence the amount of time the official is will-
ing and financially able to devote to duties. The salaries vary from part-time
(Oklahoma City pays $2,000 per year) to half-time (Austin pays $35,000 per
year) and full-time (San Jose pays $87,550 per year). The full-time salaries
offered in Kansas City (PE), San Diego (CML), Long Beach (PE), Portland (PE),
and San Jose (PE) are for these mayors a formal incentive to spend most
of their time performing their duties. Half-time mayors, as in Austin (CL),
Virginia Beach (CL), Tucson (CML), and Phoenix (CML); and part-time may-
ors, in Oklahoma City (CL), San Antonio (CL), Fort Worth (CL), Dallas (CML),
and Charlotte (PE), lack this incentive.

Appointing the members of boards, commissions, and authorities, as well
as being permitted to appoint assistants to form a mayoral staff, can increase
the potential of a facilitative mayor to emerge as a guiding force in city
politics.'® The power to appoint members of boards, commissions, and author-
ities enhances the mayor’s status as the official with the best opportunity to
establish relationships with the city’s public, private, and nonprofit leadership.
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The power to appoint assistants who work on policy and management topics
increases the mayor’s ability to influence policy and coordinate council mem-
bers and the city manager.

In twelve of the fourteen cities with facilitative mayors, the mayor has at
least one of the two types of appointment power. In nine of the twelve cities—
Oklahoma City (CL), San Diego (CML), Tucson (CML), Phoenix (CML),
Charlotte (PE), Long Beach (PE), Portland (PE), Kansas City (PE), and San Jose
(PE)—the mayor has both types of appointment power. For example, San
Diego’s mayor has the most extensive appointment power of any facilitative
mayor: she appoints members of some boards, commissions, and authorities
with council approval and appoints thirty staff members, eight of whom work
on policy and management topics. San Antonio (CL) and Dallas (CML) are the
only two cities that permit the mayor to appoint citizens to serve on some
boards, commissions, and authorities, but not to appoint assistants. Austin
(CL) is the only city that permits the mayor to appoint assistants, but not mem-
bers of boards and commissions. Austin’s mayor appoints four staff members,
two of whom work on policy and management topics. Only the mayors in
Virginia Beach and Fort Worth have neither appointment power.

Having a charter-based responsibility to prepare reports and submit them
to the council can also increase the potential for the facilitative mayor to
emerge as a guiding force in city politics. This power to report enhances the
mayor’s opportunity to set the public agenda via press conferences, council
meetings, and various appearances before community groups. Of course,
a mayor may prepare reports and submit them to the council and to the pub-
lic even if there is no official responsibility, but the seriousness with which
these reports are received may be less than if the mayor routinely did so as part
of his or her official duties. None of the charters in the five cities with CLs
grant the mayor this power. The mayors in two of the four cities with CMLs
(Tucson and Phoenix) and three of the five cities with PEs (Charlotte, Portland,
and San Jose) have formal reporting responsibilities.

In twelve of fourteen cities with a facilitative mayor, two of the four fea-
tures found in electoral systems—direct election and nonpartisan election—
support the mayor as a guiding force in city politics. All fourteen cities permit
direct election of the mayor by the voters, and in all but Tucson (CML) and
Charlotte (PE) elections are nonpartisan. Direct election gives a facilitative
mayor the visibility in the community and contact with voters across the city
needed to build an electoral coalition that supports his or her efforts to work
as a guiding force once in office. Nonpartisan election is also compatible with
an effort to work as a guiding force, rather than a driving force, although there
may be some undesirable effects, such as low voter turnout, a middle-class or
business bias, low-quality policy debates, and a high rate of reelection for the
incumbent.?® The main advantage of a nonpartisan election is not having to
engage voters initially as a Democrat, Republican, or other party’s candidate.
The opportunity exists, therefore, to create an identity that, at the very least,
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appeals beyond party labels and supports a mayoral candidate’s effort to build
an inclusive electoral coalition.

Two other features of electoral systems, the length of the mayors term and
term limits, vary across the fourteen cities. A mayor who serves a longer term
and who can seek reelection to more than two terms has the potential to nur-
ture relationships with voters, other public officials, and interest group lead-
ers, all of which enables the mayor to emerge as the guiding force in city
politics. Two of the five CLs (Oklahoma City and Virginia Beach), two of
the four CMLs (Tucson and Phoenix), and one of the five PEs (Portland) serve
four-year terms without a limit on the number of terms served. These six may-
ors enjoy a formal advantage over other facilitative mayors with shorter terms
or who are limited to two terms.

Consideration of additional formal institutional features—salary, appoint-
ment powers, reporting responsibilities, and the electoral system—complicates
the effort to rank mayors because their use varies widely. Rather than attempt
to assess the myriad combinations of these features in all fifteen cities, for
each type of facilitative mayor I offer a profile of one who is advantaged by
these additional formal features:

* Among the CMLs, the mayor of San Diego is well positioned to be success-
ful because he or she earns a full-time salary; serves a four-year term; and
has the power to appoint members of boards, commissions, and authorities
(without council approval) as well as assistants (without council approval).

* Among the CLs, the mayor of Austin is well positioned to be successful
because he or she earns a half-time salary and has the power to appoint
assistants (without council approval).

* Among the PEs serving in council-manager cities, the mayor of Kansas City
is well positioned to be successful because he or she earns a full-time salary;
serves a four-year term; has the power to appoint members of boards, com-
missions, and authorities (without council approval) and assistants as well
(without council approval).

Fort Worth’s (CL) mayor is least advantaged of the fourteen cities when
considering these additional features, because he or she receives part-time pay,
serves a two-year term, and does not have either formal appointment powers
or formal reporting responsibility.

The complete set of formal features used in Charlotte (PE) place its mayor
in the least favorable position to emerge as a guiding force. Charlotte’s mayor is
part-time, serves a two-year term, is elected in a partisan election, may vote
with the council only in rare circumstances, has a general veto power (one of
only three mayors out of the fourteen to have this power), may be “active in
enforcing the law,” may require members of city departments to meet with him
or her for consultation and advice, and may hire “experts to examine the affairs
of any department.” This combination of institutional features increases the
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potential for a conflict pattern to emerge between the mayor and Charlotte’s
other officials (council members and the city manager), in part because of the
ambiguity in the rules defining the mayor’s role. Following the logic of appro-
priateness is difficult for all PEs, but especially for Charlotte’s mayor.

Executive Mayor. Interpretation of the data on the twenty-six mayor-
council cities presented in Table 2 suggests four types of executive mayor:
strong leader (SL), constrained leader (CSL), legislative leader (LL), and weak
leader (WL). All twenty-six mayors have the power to propose legislation; sub-
mit reports on their government’s performance; execute the law; appoint assis-
tants (only Indianapolis requires council approval of these appointments); and
appoint many, if not all, members of boards, commissions, and authorities (in
some cities, without council approval). Five other formal powers that vary
across the twenty-six cities are used to distinguish the four types of executive
mayor: presiding at council meetings, vetoing ordinances, preparing the bud-
get, appointing department heads, and appointing a chief administrative offi-
cer (CAO). The SL (New York, for instance) is defined as a mayor who
prepares the budget, who can veto ordinances, and who appoints department
heads (and in some cities a CAO) without council approval.

The CSL (as in the case of Baltimore) is distinguished from the SL by the
requirement that appointment of department heads (and in some cities
the CAO) must be approved by the council (in St. Louis, the mayor’s power to
prepare the budget is constrained by the existence of a board of estimate and
apportionment). The LL is distinguished by serving as presiding officer at
council meetings and having the power either to vote as a member of the coun-
cil (Houston) or to vote under special circumstances such as to break a tie (El
Paso and Chicago). The WL is distinguished by using boards and commissions
to appoint some department heads, especially key department heads such as
the police chief (Los Angeles) and fire chief (Milwaukee). Of the twenty-six
cities with executive mayors, nine have SLs, twelve have CSLs, three have LLs,
and two have WLs.

On the basis of the extent to which the institutional design supports exer-
cising executive-style leadership, SLs are more likely to succeed than the other
mayoral types, especially WLs.2! The SLs’ appointment powers give them for-
mal control over the executive branch, which can help them emerge as the dri-
ving force in city government. As presiding officer of the council, an LL may
find it easier to influence the council’s agenda and development of policy in
comparison to the other types of executive mayor, especially if the LL also has
veto power (El Paso and Chicago). Yet all three LLs, like CSLs, appoint depart-
ment heads with council approval, which potentially reduces their control over
the executive branch. The WLs face the greatest institutional obstacles to
becoming the driving force in part because boards and commissions are given
direct authority over some department heads. Therefore, the rank order of
mayors from highest to lowest is (1) SLs, (2) LLs with a veto power, (3) CSLs,
(4) LLs who lack a veto power (Houston), and (5) WLs. Two other formal
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institutional features—salary and the electoral system—may also affect whether
any of these subtypes of executive mayor emerges as the driving force in city
politics.

In twenty-five of the twenty-six cities with executive mayors, the mayor
earns a full-time salary, ranging from $75,000 in Nashville to $170,000 in
Chicago. The full-time status of these twenty-five mayors gives them the for-
mal incentive to devote the time needed to emerge as the driving force in their
cities. This is not the case for El Paso’s mayor, an LL who earns a half-time
salary.

All twenty-six mayors are directly elected by the voters and all but two
serve a four-year term; the mayors in Houston and El Paso serve two-year
terms. The same rationale supporting direct election of a facilitative mayor
holds for election of an executive mayor. Direct election bestows on them the
visibility in the community and the contact with all voters across the city
needed to build an electoral coalition that supports his or her effort to emerge,
in this case, as a driving force.

Two other electoral features vary across the twenty-six cities: term limits
and partisan elections. Mayors in fourteen cities have term limits, which is a
disadvantage in comparison to the other mayors who can extend their influ-
ence over a longer period of time. Mayors in eleven of the fourteen cities are
limited to two terms: New York (SL), Philadelphia (SL), New Orleans (SL),
Denver (SL), Atlanta (CSL), Jacksonville (CSL), Albuquerque (CSL), Oakland
(CSL), San Francisco (CSL), Washington (CSL), and Los Angeles (WL). The
mayors of Nashville (SL) and Houston (LL) are limited to three terms, and
the mayor of El Paso (LL) is limited to four terms. Houston and El Paso’s
mayors serve two-year terms, so they are limited to a maximum of six and
eight years, respectively. Partisan elections are used in only seven cities: two
have SLs (Philadelphia and New York) and five have CSLs (Baltimore, Indi-
anapolis, St. Louis, Pittsburgh, and Washington). These seven mayors can use
the political party as a means to contest an election, shape a legislative pro-
gram, and organize government so that they become the driving force in gov-
erning the city.

Consideration of the mayor’s salary and the design of the electoral system
suggests how to refine the ranking of executive mayors. The mayors serving in
Baltimore, Indianapolis, St. Louis, and Pittsburgh (all CSLs) are advantaged by
these other formal features, because they earn a full-time salary, serve a four-
year term without term limits, and are elected in a partisan election. If one dis-
counts the impact of being limited to two four-year terms, then the mayors of
New York (SL), Philadelphia (SL), and Washington (CSL) could be added to
this list of advantaged mayors. The mayor of Los Angeles, already disadvan-
taged by being a WL, also is disadvantaged by the use of nonpartisan elections
and term limits. El Paso’s mayor is most disadvantaged by these other formal
features, because the mayor is an LL who earns a half-time salary, serves a two-
year term with a four-term limit, and is elected in a nonpartisan election.



I9Pe] IANNE[SIZI] sak ou Sak ou sak Uu0ISNOH
19Ped] ANE[SIY] ou ou sak SEN sak osed 14
I9pe3[ paurenIsuo) sak ou Sak Sak ou uoIFuIySeA\
19pe3] Paure1Isuo) ou cOou sak SN ou 0dsIouel] Ues
19Pe3] Paure1IsuoD) ou ou gSA ,SA ou puep[eQ
19Ped] PaureIIsuo) ou ou sak sak ou anbronbnqpy
19PE3] PauleIIsuoD) B/U sak oSA SEN ou SIOT 1S
19Pe3] Paure1IsuoD) e/u ou saf sak ou stijodeuerpuy
19Pe3] Paure1IsuoD) B/U ou SA sak ou arowneg
19PE3] Paure1ISuoD) B/U ou sak SEN ou ysmqgsnig
I9PEI] PAUTEIISUOD) e/u ,ou safk sak ou Ieas
I9peI] paureIIsuo) sak ou Sak SN ou J[[rauos e[
19Pe3] PauTe1ISuoD) ou ou sak SEN ou eluey
I9PE3] PaulelIsuor) ou ou Sak Sak ou siydway
19ped] Suons e/U sak sak SN ou puepRAdD
19ped] Suong e/u sak sak sak ou snqunjoD)
I1oped] Suong B/U sak sak sak ou AR
19ped] Suong sak (SA sak SEN ou SUBI[1O MIN
19ped] Suong e/u saf saf sak ou j1019Qg
1oped] Suong sak sak sak sak ou uo1s0g
19ped] Suong e/u ,SA sak SEN ou AMAYSEN
19ped] Suong saf saf sak sak ou MI0x MIN
19ped] Suons sak 1S4 sak sak ou erydioperyg
12pDIT [PA0DIN 119UnoD Moynm 119UnoD MoynM Sprayq 195png 12MOJ 0197 1201fJO 1D
Jo adAT oV swioddy Juawapdacq snuoddy sauvdaig P49U20) Juipisaig

SaANIYa [puonnIIsu [puwioq

SIOARIA IATINDIXY ‘T d[qeL



"s1auoIsSIuod 310d jo preoq Y3 Aq paredaid sareprpued payirenb jo isiy e woij 3d170d jo jo1yd 3y ‘Teaoidde jounod yim ‘syutodde 10Lew oy
*20170d JO JoTyd A1) 10§ 1da0x3 ‘syudunIedap 35 JO YIBI 10] IOJo aaTensTUTpE Jryod e sjutodde ‘qeaordde [OUNOD YIM T0AeT AYT ‘SUWIIA PIIAFTeIs 18IL-0AT] JATIS
SIaqUIdW pIeog ‘dYjel) pPue ‘SadIAIdS [eos ‘uoneitodsuen pue sanmnn orqnd ‘s1mnod redomunw ‘Suraueld Lo L9jes pue Furping ‘drjod ‘a1 ‘[puuosiad ‘uonensar
fewrtue ‘1omod pue 1atem ‘syred pue uoneadar ‘suoisuad ‘satreiqr ‘sioqrey ‘sizodire :syusuniedsp sy [01NUOD JEY) SISUOISSIWIWIOD JO spreoq Iy [eaoidde [ounod
i siutodde 1ofew oy Suruueld jo 1010311p Y1 pue N13d A110 ‘Tainsean) Juade Suiseyoind ) (jeaordde Jounod yim) syutodde 1ofewr a1 ‘QyD ) 01 uonIppe U 11

'SULId) 183K-2A1) pa1a33els 01 ‘Teaordde sjounod
Y P “uotsstuod d1jod pue a1y A Jo sraquiawt 2yl siutodde 1ofewr 9y uorsstuwiod d10d pue a1y Y3 A4q parutodde are oym a1y pue o170d Jo S]AIYD Y1 A1e
suondaoxa 1ofewr 9y ‘Tjom se s1aqio pue ‘yuawudoraadp A ‘uondadsur Surping ‘Gipeay ‘syrom orjqnd jo srouorsstwod ) [eaoidde [pounod qim siutodde 1ofewr ayy 01

“JSI[ 19YJ0UE SIUIQNS UOISSIUIWIOD 10 PIeoq ) UdY3 Ist] SI) s102[a1 10Lewtr
) Jt pue ‘1ofewr a3 03 syuedrjdde payienb a1y) ISEI] 1E JO ISI[ € IUINS ‘UOISSIWLOD 01j0d Y PUE UOISSIUIUIOD I ) SE YONS ‘SUOISSIWOD 10 SpIeoq :d1npadoid
st 01 3urpiodoe 10Lew a) £q parurodde are syuaunredap 19110 jo speay 9y "uonensurupe pue uerprend orqnd pue ‘Asem prjos ‘sy1om orjqnd ‘SadIAIIS ATIENSIUTWPE
:syuauntedap 1oy jo speay oyl siutodde 1olensmunupe A a1 ‘Jeaoidde siofewr oy ynpy Jeaordde [ounod yim 13jjonuod e sasowar pue siutodde 1ofewr Iy 6
. STeo8 yons ystjdwoode 01 1odoid pue Juarpadxs urasp Aeur 9y Se SAINSLIW NS JO SUOTILPUIUTUIOIIT
puE ‘UoneNSIUIPE ) JO S[e03 A1 KD Y JO SITejje ) JO SUONIPUOD ) JO JUIWNEIS [LIAUIT, B SIWANS I0AeW Y1 ‘UOoIsSIqNs 193png 3yl Jo awn 3yl 1y '[IoUnod)
pue 10Aey a1 jo uonodalp ) 1pun 1adeuely LA11D) a1 Aq paredaid aq [eys yorym [1ounod 3yl 03 198pnq [enuue Ue jo UOISSIUIqNS Y3 10] J[qIsuodsal, st 1ofew Y] 'Q
"ssed 07 19p10 UI 910A 0MI-01-XIS B SUIPULWIP PUE [IDUNOD ) 01 }Ieq [[Iq Y} Surpuds jo uondo ) sey IoLeut 3y 9104 1}
-01-9A7j B UO 31 B Y31 01 310A Kbl I0AeW I} ‘9dUBUIPIO Uk 10§ (7) ‘sani LAurofewr apduurs e os ‘suonnjosar uo ndut ou sey 104ewr a1 (1) :sa1npadoid sy Mo[[oj 01
Ppa918e Lourone 110 pue ‘[ounod A ‘10Lew Ay NI0m prnom 19mod 0194 MU S10LeW AYI MOY UO 1eI[D 10U SEM ‘QeET I9QUIDAON UL PIssed UoIym ‘X 2INSLIN sneddqg "/
‘paurensuod st A1uroyine 123png s10£eur Ay} 0S [IOUNOD 01 11 SIWNS
pue 198pnq [enuue a1 saredaid ‘quapisaid [1OUN0d ) pue ‘([BOYJO PV UE) 1a[jondwod Yy Toewt A JO SISISU0D YIIyMm ‘Tudwuoniodde pue 21ewns? jo pieoq YL ‘9
‘sanuiouid s1ofew 9y $199[ja1 193 pnq A} 210§a13Y
{S910A AT Y] JO 1Y S[OIIUOD A ‘10321[0s A1 ) pue syiom d1yqnd jo 1010211p 3y syutodde 10Lewr IY) 3sneddq 19AIMOH AJ[eurioj paurensuod st ramod siofewr
os Korjod [easy sayst[qeIss ‘sy1om d1yqnd jo 1010211p A pue 1031170s £110 Iy “19jjondurod Ay Judpisard [1PUN0d A ‘ToAeu AYI JO SISISUOD YIIGM AIBUNISI JO PIeoq AL
‘Teaoxdde sjounos oy armbar syusuniurodde 1so

‘Teaoxdde s1ofewr a3y am speay Juauntedap syutodde QyD sy

NN N

‘Teaoxdde [1ouNod a1mbar me] jo 1039311p ) pue dULRUY JO 103211 YL A[UQ

‘siuaunutodde 353y 1940 [01IUOD PINIAXI ALY AJ[EUOTIIPED
s1ofewr ‘woisnd £g 10Aewr Y1 jo (eaoidde ) yum 1010211p Surdeuewr Y1 £q pajutodde d1e IIUOISSIUUIOD UOTIEIIIAL ) PUE ISUOISSIUIWIOD 1 I} ‘TIUOISSIUITOD
do10d a3 se yons ‘speay Juduniedap 11O Teaoidde [DUNOD NOIM 2ATILIUISAIAAL LD I Pue ‘9dUBUY JO I010AIIP ‘103011p Jurdeuewr ) syutodde 1ofewr Ayl T

SA0N
19PE3] YBIM ou [ou sak sak ou S9[a8uy SO
19Pe3] MBI e/ o[ou sak sak ou NEM[IN

I9PeI] IANE[SII] ou ou sak sak sak ogeoryD



36 Wheeland

Implications of This Research for Practice

For those reform-minded political leaders and their supporters who think for-
mal institutional features are preventing their mayor from offering the kind of
leadership needed in their city (either the executive or the facilitative style),
this research offers two options.

Option one is to change the institutional design to use the strongest ver-
sion of mayoral leadership appropriate to the form of government and adopt
one or more of the other institutional features that enhance the mayors formal
position, such as a full-time salary. For example, in November 1995 San
Francisco voters approved Measure E, which altered the city charter by giving
the mayor more control over appointing and removing the city administrator
and department heads as well as increasing the mayor’s influence in the bud-
get process.>? These changes made San Francisco’s mayor a constrained leader
rather than a weak leader.

There is, however, a risk in using this option. Some changes may lead to
a package of formal institutional features that do not consistently support
either the executive or the facilitative style of leadership. For example, giving
the mayor a general veto power in a council-manager city (Charlotte, Long
Beach, Kansas City) or giving the mayor control over the budget (San Jose)
rather than the power of first review (Kansas City) creates rules that are incon-
sistent with the facilitative style. Similarly, leaving in place rules such as vest-
ing the city manager with the power to appoint department heads inhibits the
mayor from developing an executive style of leadership. This lack of consis-
tency in the rules generates ambiguity that can inhibit an official’s ability to
interpret his or her role. In other words, following the logic of appropriateness
is more difficult and the potential to erode trust among officials and with the
public increases. As Protasel argues, “injecting the idea of the separation of
powers into the council-manager system would seem to put the directly elected
mayor on a collision course with both the council and the city manager. Policy-
making deadlock—a continual threat in mayor-council systems—could be
expected to occur periodically. . . .»23

Option two is to change the form of government to create the formal insti-
tutional incentives needed for another style of mayoral leadership (executive or
facilitative) and pattern of interaction among officials (conflict or cooperation)
to emerge. Several of the cities in this study have explored this option in recent
decades—San Diego,?* Kansas City,%> Dallas,?® Washington,?’ and Oakland*®—
but these efforts were not fully successful, in part because of voter opposition.
Although changing the basic form of government is difficult to accomplish, it is
preferable to producing a hybrid set of formal institutional features that inhibit
the efforts of all city officials to follow the logic of appropriateness.

Oakland is an example of a city that first pursued option one and then
moved on to option two. In 1968-69, Oakland’s mayor received a part-time
salary and had three secretaries and one administrative assistant, a package,
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Pressman felt, that helped explain why the city manager was so dominant in
that era.?” By the 1990s, Oakland’s mayor received a full-time salary and could
appoint a number of assistants, among them a chief of staff, an assistant for
media relations, an assistant for economic development, and an assistant
for environmental policy. These changes established formal features that were
consistent with the rules supporting a facilitative style of leadership. Yet some
city officials, especially the mayors, and community leaders continued to push
for changing the mayor’s powers. In November 1998, Oakland’s voters were
asked to approve changes in the mayors powers that would essentially estab-
lish a mayor-council form of government.?® This time, by a vote of three to
one, Measure X passed. The change is not permanent, however. A provision in
the measure requires citizens to vote to approve it again in six years or the
council-manager form will be restored.

Implications of This Research for Theory

This research suggests how an institutional perspective constitutes a needed
foundation for developing a theory of mayoral leadership. By beginning with
an institutional perspective, we are more likely to:

* Recognize the two main models of mayoral leadership, the facilitative mayor
and the executive mayor

* Develop an appreciation for each style of leadership

* Recognize the subtypes of facilitative and executive mayor

* Understand the impact other institutional features, such as salary and the
design of the electoral system, have on mayoral leadership

* Understand how contextual variables (political culture, fiscal resources, eco-
nomic elite activity, and interest group activity) and proximate variables (the
mayor’s skills, personality, vision of the job, and legislative program) com-
bine with formal institutional features to affect a mayor’s performance

Regarding this last point, the mayors of San Diego and Philadelphia have
the formal institutional features needed to be successful facilitative and exec-
utive mayors, respectively; yet whether they are successful depends on the
influence of the other contextual variables and proximate variables.

Finally, this analysis suggests five questions to guide future research. First,
how much of an effect do the distinguishing features defining the subtypes
have on mayoral performance? Second, what happens to values such as trust
among city officials when the mayor chooses to act in ways that are not com-
patible with the type of leadership defined by the city’s form of government?
Third, how much of an effect do other formal institutional features, such as
salary and the electoral system, have on the mayor’s performance? Fourth, does
governing a large city require the executive style of mayoral leadership (and
therefore use of the strong mayor—council form), or can a facilitative-style



38 Wheeland

mayor (and therefore the council-manager form) successfully be used in a large
city? Fifth, should a theory of mayoral leadership begin with the primacy of
the formal institutional design before other contextual and proximate variables
are considered?

Conclusion

The mayors in the forty largest cities in the United States increase their chances
to be successful (1) if they act in ways that are compatible with the formal
institutional features defining their jobs, because doing so follows the logic
of appropriateness and therefore preserves trust among officials and citizens;
(2) if they have the strongest version of either type of mayoral leadership; and
(3) if they are supported by other formal institutional features, such as a full-
time salary. It is hoped that the conceptual framework and data presented here
stimulate further research on the effects that institutions have on mayoral lead-
ership. Although formal institutional features alone do not determine mayoral
performance, an institutional perspective is the foundation needed to guide the
practice of politics and to develop a complete theory of mayoral leadership.
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