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Introduction

The United States’ and world economies took an enormous hit in the 2008 downturn, sending shock waves through government as well as industries and families.  Sharp drops in the own-source revenues of U.S. local governments have led some observers to predict dramatic and permanent changes that will sweep across the local government landscape as cities and counties not only adjust to a “new normal” of perpetually constrained resources but also cope with mounting problems of deferred infrastructure maintenance and unsustainable pension and health care commitments.  Forecasted features of local governments of the new normal include frugal budget choices and reduced scope of services; slower growth or even decline in employee compensation; more privatization, intergovernmental contracting, and public-private partnerships; and perhaps even a transformation in how governments choose their tasks and generate their revenue (Goldsmith 2010, Brock 2009, Miller 2011, ICMA 2009).  

We will offer in this paper our own thoughts on the future of local government, based in part on our assessment of the resiliency of cities and counties in the wake of previous crises and their tendency to adjust modestly and evolve gradually to a changing environment.  
Forecasts from Others
In the late 1970s the International City Management Association’s (ICMA) Committee on Future Horizons confronted a troubled local government environment in which service demands outstripped resources and encouraged governments to “learn to get by modestly” and rely on more public-private cooperation (ICMA 1979).1  Other groups studying the plight of state and local government in the 1970s and 1980s similarly noted a mismatch of service demands and resources, compounded by “a cascade of infrastructure and environmental problems” (Hitchcock and Coates 1985).

Today’s predictions of the future of local government emphasize the persistent problems of escalating demands, mandates, rigid systems, citizen mistrust, and a tax system that is “out of whack” (Figone, Walesh, Danaj, and Benest 2011). Warner (2010) forecasts strong pressure to privatize infrastructure investment but waning zeal for outsourcing local services; the further fragmentation of local government, fueled by “private ‘club’” approaches to providing public goods; greater attention directed toward long-term consequences of decisions; and a rebuilding of the capacity of local government, especially with regard to finances, public employment, and citizen engagement.  Figone et al (2011) forecast an emerging model of more disciplined local governments that focus on core “businesses,” make greater uses of technology, emphasize collaborative service delivery and nongovernmental solutions, demonstrate their value, employ a changing workforce, and engage their citizens more than in the recent past.

Many of the challenges facing local governments, as noted by various forecasters, are persistent rather than new.  Because the challenges are great, forecasters predict that changes will, of necessity, ensue.  They imply that the changes will come soon and they will sweep across the local government landscape. 
Change in Local Government through the Years
American local governments have evolved over the span of U.S. history.  Organizational structures and services have changed.  For instance, executive authority in many early cities was diffuse, spread intentionally across several elective offices.  In most modern city governments this pattern has given way to more concentrated authority in the hands of an elected or appointed executive—the mayor in cities operating under the mayor-council form of government and the city manager in council-manager cities.  Services have expanded and become more professionalized.  The notion that public safety could be preserved by volunteer night watchmen and bucket brigades seems quaint in today’s world of professional police forces and fire services.  Elected bodies have become more broadly representative of the citizenry. New methods of civic communication and engagement are available to those who wish to use them. 
Still, many calls for change over the years have gone unheeded.  Where change has come, it more often has been evolutionary rather than abrupt. 2  Even in the face of formidable challenges and intense pressures—the Great Depression and the urban riots of the civil rights movement, for instance—most changes have come gradually.3  

Local governments will most certainly continue to change in the coming years, but even the shock of the Great Recession is unlikely to change the pattern of gradual rather than dramatic change.  In 2009, almost two-thirds of responding local government officials nationally reported no more than “moderate” impact from the economic downturn (Svara 2011, ICMA 2009) and more than three-fourths of the respondents to an economic development survey expected at least slow growth in the next five years (Warner and Zheng 2011).  These are not the signals of dramatic and sweeping change.  While a few cities and counties will respond to the current economic turmoil with dramatic, permanent changes, these local governments will be far outnumbered by those making less dramatic or temporary changes to cushion the blow, adapting only to the extent necessary.

Lessons from Severely Distressed Local Governments of the Past
Many individual cities and counties have experienced their own financial crises every bit as severe as the crisis more broadly confronting local governments today. Local governments facing default often have found the authority of their elected and appointed officials temporarily reduced or suspended and their affairs managed by a state-appointed financial control board (FBC) (Henry et al. 1998).  The powers of an FBC far exceed those of the locally elected officials they supplant—powers granted in an effort to right a sinking ship.  In granting such powers, the state has “chosen to pass up the opportunity to involve citizens in decision making that affects their lives in favor of a process that ensures swift and decisive action by ‘experts’ free from political considerations” (Henry et al. 1998).  
That states consistently take the step of appointing an FBC when local governments face fiscal emergencies is testimony to the difficulty of imposing sweeping reforms on oneself.  Even on the brink of financial default these local governments have been unable to step away from the edge; FCBs were appointed to do for them what they had been unable to do for themselves.  FCBs took the steps that had been too painful for elected officials facing the certain wrath of employees and constituents to take.  What does this say about the likelihood of dramatic and sweeping changes in the wake of the Great Recession? 

The lessons of cities and counties in severe economic crises of the past have strong implications for our view of the future of local governments more broadly. Absent outside control, major efforts for reform are likely to be blocked by insiders as well as the population at large. Several cases illustrate how difficult change can be.

When the city of Chelsea, Massachusetts, faced default in the early 1990s, local officials found it impossible “to stay focused on the primary mission—providing basic services to their citizens. Instead, politicians and managers are caught up in a complex web of competing interests, laws and traditions which have created a dangerous political stalemate” (Cyr, 1993).  The city was subsequently placed under receivership. Many of the reforms made to move Chelsea from the brink of disaster were possible only because of the special nature of the receiver relationship. For example, a new contract with firefighters, deemed “fair to the city, the citizens and the firefighters, “ by the assistant receiver, “ was only possible because the receiver did not have to run for re-election and face the wrath of an organized, focused opposition” (Cyr, 1993).

Chelsea underwent radical changes. It adopted a council-manager form of government and emerged from receivership in 2005. Still, the opposition to change remained unrelenting. One of the candidates elected to the city council was a former police officer, who had been indicted earlier on corruption charges, but ran for the council on a campaign dedicated to reversing the efforts of the receiver (Canellos, 1997).

This story of enormous political obstacles to change has been repeated in other localities. The city of Yonkers repeatedly struggled against financial difficulties. In 1975 Yonkers was first placed under the control of the New York Fiscal Control Board. The board returned control of finances to Yonkers in 1980, yet by 1984 Yonkers was again in fiscal trouble. The fiscal control board finally left Yonkers in 1998 but few structural changes had been made. Instead, the board achieved cost control not by dramatic changes but instead via “a hiring freeze and plans for drastic cuts” (NYT, 1998).
When state-appointed reformers are given special authority and do not have to answer to the voters, substantial reform is possible.  Even then, however, local citizens and various political forces may be expected to resist the steps taken and to quickly begin efforts to reverse them at the first opportunity.
Tension Points
One of the reasons why the pace of change in local government has been gradual and the extent of change has not been transformational is the presence of competing political, economic, and systemic pressure points. Often local officials and many citizens find themselves drawn to first one and then to the other of competing demands and arguments. Following are nine key areas of tension that have been featured in the on-going “tug of war” over the size, scope, and structure of local governments, together with our predictions regarding their influence on future directions.

1. Only Core Services vs. Full-Service Local Government
It has been suggested that local leaders and managers will in the future have to identify and prioritize core services, and adjust citizen expectations regarding the scope and quality of services provided through local taxes and fees. Instead of the “vending machine” model of local government with something for citizens’ every desire, the new normal will call for leaner, limited service organizations with a “less for less” philosophy (Miller 2011; Scorsone and Pierhoples 2010).

What remains unclear, however, is how local officials will choose “core” local services and to what extent these services will be advantaged. Historically, essential services in most cities included fire and police protection, water and sewer services, street and sidewalk maintenance, and trash collection. Some communities, especially those with greater affluence, added libraries and parks and recreation to their list. During previous periods of budgetary cutback, functions considered core in a given community were usually off the table due to the political clout of their stakeholders. 

As the economic crisis continues, we predict that even core services will be targeted as candidates for trimming but that few services—even non-core services—will be eliminated. Advocates for a given service will be able to prevent outright elimination—except perhaps for the few services with small or politically weak constituencies—and may be able to convince local managers and elected officials to restore cuts to their favored services when budget conditions improve, contrary to new normal expectations.  Core services will receive favored treatment throughout the crisis, but the notion that they will be cushioned by resources made available through the elimination of many non-core services is unlikely to be realized.
2. Cutting Costs vs. Raising Revenues

Adjusting to an environment of growing service demands and diminished resources will require local governments to find ways of cutting costs, increasing revenues, or approaching the problem on each side of the ledger by doing some of both.  Continuing reluctance to raise taxes will put additional pressure on local officials not only to further trim services but also to manage smarter and more aggressively.  The open question, however, is whether the economic downturn will actually propel the adoption of data-driven, results-oriented management practices long advocated by critics of the status quo but embraced by relatively few local governments until now.  Will the public and its representatives now insist on smarter and more aggressive management and tolerate no less?

Almost inevitably, contracting for services will remain part of the service delivery mix, whether contracting with for-profit firms, nonprofits, or other governments.  What is less certain is whether governments will be prudent about their contracting choices—i.e., limiting contracting with the private sector to instances where the local economy truly provides a competitive environment and limiting all forms of contracting (private, nonprofit, and intergovernmental) to instances where careful analysis demonstrates the likelihood of actual cost savings.

Despite current distress, public pressure to manage innovatively and aggressively might not be as strong as some may presume. Survey research shows that citizen satisfaction with the services they are receiving from their local governments has not declined during the economic downturn (Miller and Hayden 2011).  Even in these difficult economic times, “most residents in most communities across America are pleased with where they live and with the services their local government provides” (Miller and Hayden 2011, 74).  This is hardly the sentiment that will compel dramatic disruption of the status quo.

Ultimately, we envision a modest increase in pressure to adopt smarter, more aggressive management practices, but such practices will take root only in selected local governments rather than universally.  Cities and counties taking the lead on this front will attempt to find ways to cut costs without reducing services.  We also envision continuing efforts to broaden tax bases—for instance by adding services and Internet sales to the base—rather than by relying on increasing tax rates. We see little encouragement for the latter.

3. Regionalism vs. Localism

The continuum that runs from regionalism to localism presents a range of possibilities for organizing a metropolitan area. At one extreme, a region would be characterized by an authoritative metropolitan or area wide government, probably as a result of a city-county consolidation. At the other extreme, a region would exhibit extensive fragmentation of governmental units, which would engage in voluntary cooperation only where mutually desired.  Evidence indicates that the vast majority of metropolitan areas in the United States are closer to the localist end of the spectrum, but with extensive collaborationist arrangements for various functions—especially for capital intensive functions such as water and sewer.  

The Great Recession undoubtedly will rekindle interest in local government structural reforms among regionalists, but in our judgment there is little to suggest that this will go beyond the rhetoric of a few proposals and perhaps initial merger talks. Governors in at least four states (Indiana, New Jersey, Michigan, and Maine) have proposed that their legislature enact bills to eliminate non-viable units like townships and small general purpose units or to strengthen counties to become regional governments, but these proposals have not been supported by legislators or local officials. Not since 1969 when the Indiana legislature consolidated Indianapolis and Marion County (with local leadership support) has there been a state-initiated merger. Nor have the states provided incentives for interlocal collaboration in their grant-in-aid applications or denied financial aid to small or non-viable jurisdictions.  The movement to merge mostly small and rural school districts will perhaps continue—but little beyond that.
The most recent locally-initiated efforts at regionalization were in 2008, and there have been no successful mergers since. Instead, failure to demonstrate the economic and functional advantages of consolidation to a public and professional staff skeptical that “bigger is better,” resistance from council members reluctant to give up their seats, and opposition from upper and middle managers who stand to lose their positions have eroded support for upsetting the status quo in many communities. Added to these obstacles are the political dynamics of racial divisiveness, local official parochialism, resistance by suburban voters, and citizen distrust of big government (Martin and Schiff 2011). 

Although in the wake of the Great Recession there will be calls for merger in order to achieve purported efficiency gains and other presumed advantages, we predict that few if any major local consolidations will occur. The emphasis will continue to be on incremental, pragmatic, and politically acceptable approaches to service delivery such as special districts, functional consolidations, and interlocal contracts.4 

4. Infrastructure Investment vs. Deferral
The U.S. economy grew to its position of global leadership in part on the strength of massive investments in public infrastructure. Ten years ago, Greenstone and Looney concluded: “Previous generations of Americans endowed today’s economy with an extremely valuable infrastructure network.  However, underinvestment in maintenance and overcrowding and overuse threatens to reduce the value Americans get from these resources. Devoting more resources to maintenance, implementing new technologies and practices, and introducing appropriate user fees has the potential to increase the social value of existing infrastructure” (Greenstone and Looney 2001, 15).  Their call for investment was ignored by many communities, and today capital infrastructure is in desperate need of maintenance and development.   
Unfortunately these issues are likely to be continually deferred. Federal and state grants and support for local infrastructure face stiff opposition and are likely to get leaner. The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act provided more limited infrastructure funding than proponents sought.  Finding ways to finance local projects and rebuild the nation’s physical infrastructure will be increasingly challenging in view of severe state and federal spending constraints. 
Limited resources and the need to deal with immediate problems tempt local governments to stretch the current infrastructure to its breaking point and sometimes beyond. At a time of economic turmoil and high unemployment, building public support for the mix of increased fees and taxes necessary to fund infrastructure overhaul will be difficult. Thus, we predict that even the most forward thinking local governments will address their infrastructure problems on a piecemeal basis and many local leaders will ignore aging infrastructure until crisis strikes.

5. Rebuilding Human Capital: Systemic vs. Piecemeal
Local governments face an enormous human capital challenge over the coming decades. On the one hand, a significant fraction of their workforce will be retiring and with that local governments face the loss of managerial capacity and institutional knowledge. Simultaneously,  new technology, an increasingly computer savvy citizenry, and the opportunity for long term savings will pressure local governments to make increased investments in technology and the human capital needed to make it work. A redesigned and more sophisticated work environment will require that talented professionals be given perhaps more autonomy and held to higher standards than ever before. 
Yet rather than forcing local governments to systematically address their current and long-term human capital needs through workforce development, succession planning, and other steps, the current economic downturn has more often led “reaction and reduction,” with city and county personnel targeted, than to innovation and investment (Stenberg 2011). Indeed, some local leaders think the problem will take care of itself. They remain optimistic about the future of local government human capital, noting an entering cadre of motivated and capable professionals. 
Pressures on local governments to increase emphasis on developing their own professional staff and rebuilding managerial capacity will continue. This pressure, however, is counterbalanced by the need to address legacy pension and health care costs, and to develop a more sustainable plan for current and future employees. Health care and pension costs have been steadily escalating. While some local governments currently share these responsibilities with state health and retirement plans, many localities will experience serious fiscal strain in meeting their obligations. The primary revenue tools available to local governments – property and sales taxes – offer little flexibility. Therefore, unless dramatic changes are made to current benefit plans, these entitlements will command a growing portion of local budgets, constrain the ability of local governments to cover increasing costs of other services, and reduce investments in innovative practices. The high cost of supporting previous generations of professional staff will likely mean lean resources for new personnel. Thus, like investment in physical infrastructure, investment in human capital will likely be piecemeal and incremental.
6. Innovation vs. Status Quo






Asserting that “a crisis is a terrible thing to waste,” some optimists urge governments to see the Great Recession as an historic opportunity for innovation (Svara 2010).  Although examples of innovation in times of crisis can be found, ample evidence suggests that worsening economic conditions will cause local elected officials and public administrators to “hunker down” and focus on cutting and capping programs and personnel, not on taking risks on untested ideas or launching initiatives requiring new spending. 
Formidable challenges lie in the path of local innovators, including these:

· Economists forecast that localities will not emerge from the recession until at least 2014, and many will be preoccupied with making tough budget-balancing choices until then.
· Local managerial capacity has been stretched and diminished by furloughs, retirements, and layoffs.
· The administrative “status quo” – characterized by rigid regulations and procedures, hierarchical command-control systems, and anachronistic personnel, budgeting, and personnel processes – while intended to promote consistency, compliance, and conformity could stifle innovation.
· Rewards are not often provided (and sometimes there are penalties) for risk-taking, creativity, and exercise of discretion, and a fear-of-failure mentality exists in many public bureaucracies.
Indeed, while crisis conditions can sometimes spur creativity, innovation is easier when growing and flexible funding is available. When budgets are constrained, in many communities local innovation laboratories could be closed until economic conditions improve (Thoreson and Svara 2010). If promising new ideas are sparked by the Great Recession, some of them are most likely to focus on new ways of addressing employee retirement and benefits.  Otherwise, we envision only pockets of local innovation across the country, chiefly but not exclusively in communities and regions that have been affected less adversely by the economic downturn. 
7. Representative Democracy vs. Direct Democracy

Today’s interest in citizen engagement and modern, more expansive notions of “governance” are aligned to push local governments in the direction of direct democracy.  Engaged citizens—more influential than ever before in policy and service choices and more active in service co-production and evaluation, not only through surveys and focus groups but also through “crowdsourcing” solutions to problems via social networking—offer promising opportunities for cities and counties of the future (“A Conversation with Goldsmith” 2011, 23).


Citizen engagement on a much larger scale than ever before holds enormous promise if citizens truly wish to be regarded as owners rather than as customers—as participants in decision processes and perhaps even as partners in service production and delivery.  But what if the notion that citizens prefer to be owners and participants rather than customers is incorrect, at least for sizable portions of the citizenry?  What if a large share of the electorate considers local government to be simply one of several providers of basic services for daily life—much like the cable television company, the telephone provider, and the local grocery store?  What if they do not want to be engaged?  What if they simply want to be served and otherwise left alone?  What if they want to be treated as customers and prefer that their indirect engagement be through an elected governing body?  If this is the case, the principles of representative democracy and the role of the elected governing body deserve to be protected against inroads that purport to be direct democracy but actually represent something much narrower.


Engaging citizens as service-delivery volunteers is especially attractive to cities and counties struggling to make ends meet financially.  James Svara writes, “Many local governments are exploring how to better involve citizens in the delivery of public services.  A shift from a government-centered model to co-production with citizens is anticipated.  Neighborhoods will shift from a dependent to an interdependent state.  The approaches include increasing opportunities for volunteerism; encouraging neighborhoods to raise funds to support nearby parks and other amenities; and generally including residents in decision-making roles in areas that affect their quality of life” (Svara 2011, 81).  The positives of these arrangements are abundant and obvious; the potential negatives are more subtle.  If local governments strip away public funding and count on co-production and neighborhood funding, will only affluent neighborhoods and those having civic-minded residents with discretionary time for volunteerism have nice parks while others have much less?
We anticipate that concerns about equity, representativeness, and stalemate will be heightened as communities experiment with new forms of direct democracy.  We anticipate that movement in the direction of direct democracy will continue but will be held in check to a degree by the recognition that qualities embedded in representative democracy have distinctive value, too. 

8. Self-Determination vs. State Control
Over the past several decades there has been growing tension in the relationship between local and state authorities. City and county officials have sought support for constitutional and statutory changes that would give their units greater discretion over their form of government, types of services provided, personnel policies, and finances. At the same time, they have called on governors and legislators to increase financial assistance to localities, exercise restraint on unfunded mandates, and assume greater financial and administrative responsibility for functions like courts, social welfare, mental health, corrections, elementary and secondary education, and transportation. 

The state’s responses have varied widely. In recent years, greater financial and functional responsibilities have been transferred from the federal government to the states and from states to local governments. However, these shifts have come with adverse ramifications for local governments, as Kearny et al. (2011) suggest: “The implication is that financial devolution has two faces: one shows that local governments are receiving enhanced authority, power, and discretion over finances; the other shows that states are increasingly withdrawing state-shared taxes and fees, ‘borrowing’ from state-funded local government accounts, and imposing new financial requirements on local governments.  The inequitable exchange is akin to a second-order version of the classic ‘shift and shaft’ federalism usually attributed to the federal government” (Kearny et al. 2011).
The expanded scale of local government operations and the need for commensurate resources have created greater tension between suburbs and central cities. Increased operating responsibilities and financial burdens have been less threatening to suburbs than to central cities. Suburbs often face fewer of the social problems that drive the need for many programs and tend to be more affluent. They also have a higher retail activity and have fewer strains placed on their infrastructure and other services than their central city counterparts. While central cities have higher commercial property tax bases, these properties require high levels of service, particularly transportation infrastructure. In the absence of effective state redistribution policies these disparities and inequities are likely to grow. 
While the second-order devolution trend continues, the respective roles of states and localities have been blurred rather than clarified. Cities and counties often find themselves trapped in a cycle in which state relationships are financially and functionally supportive in good times and tense in bad times. In the long run, a sorting out of responsibilities between state and local governments could be beneficial in achieving greater efficiency and equity, as well as providing awareness of who does what in terms of functional performance, but these efforts will likely be incremental, not systematic. 
9. Equal Service Provision vs. Increasingly Unequal Communities
Income disparity in the United States has reached levels unseen since the Gilded Age of the late 19th and early 20th centuries (Saez and Pinkney, 2004). This, too, will pose a challenge for local governments.
More diverse communities will face greater challenges in achieving a mix of services that meets the needs and desires of their citizenry. More affluent residents will demand better services and have the capacity to pay for them. However, less affluent residents, while they might prefer such services, will be less able to afford them. Local governments will have to walk an increasingly fine line in determining the correct service mix. These strains will only be exacerbated by concerns over redistribution. More affluent residents will be increasingly subsidizing services for lower income residents even under the flat tax structures that most local governments impose. Higher property values and retail spending by high income residents will be used to compensate for low property values and lower spending of less affluent residents. We do not expect that this will go unnoticed by those asked to pay more. We predict increased pressure from these residents to focus extra or higher quality services on communities within a locality that are paying more. This conflicts directly with principles of equality and will challenge the ability of local government managers to maintain equal services for all.
This tension will also exist between neighboring communities. Efforts towards collaboration will be more difficult in an environment where high income residents increasingly see themselves as subsidizing those of moderate means. Even in cases where efficiency gains could be achieved, collaboration will be opposed by those who fear it will result in redistribution of resources.

Svara (2011) predicts that communities will involve “a partnership between government, community organizations and citizens” in the face of dwindling resources. While on the surface this will solve some of the strains facing local government, it does so only by exacerbating inequalities. Communities with greater capacity to form and fund their own partnerships will receive greater services, while communities that lack the capacity will go without. This puts in jeopardy the public nature of public services.

We predict both collaboration and partnership will be difficult to reconcile with increased income inequality and the maintenance of equal service provision for all.
Conclusion
Since the Progressive Era, several notable changes have taken place in the world of local government that over time have influenced the landscape generally. Some of these—such as the introduction and widespread adoption of the merit system, introduction of new forms of government (i.e. commission and council-manager forms), expansion of modern budgeting and management techniques, and growth in staff professionalism—viewed over a span of years are dramatic changes.  But most changes in local government are dramatic to only a few adopting local governments at a time and evolutionary to the body as a whole. 
As indicated in the preceding discussions of lessons from past periods of economic stress, local governments have demonstrated a remarkable ability to bounce back in the wake of crises without fundamentally altering their jurisdictional boundaries, governing and organizational structures, core services, or personnel. While there has been greater collaboration among local governments and between cities and counties and non-governmental organizations, and changes have occurred in the mode of delivery of some services, most of this activity has involved a limited range of functions and it has not permanently altered the size, shape, or fundamental management structure of local units. 

The new normal is the latest but not the last serious economic downturn that local governments will experience. In the wake of previous crises, observers have predicted or advocated that cities and counties “think the unthinkable” and make fundamental changes in their revenues, services, structures, and politics. Yet, there is little evidence that these forecasts have proven accurate or that the recommended steps have been taken by most local governments. Coping and adaptive strategies, rather than transformational approaches, have typically characterized the response of local leaders (Thoreson and Svara 2011).  And public opinion polls by the Gallup Organization show that two-thirds of the responding citizens continue to have a great deal or fair amount of confidence about the ability of local governments to handle their problems, reducing pressures for dramatic changes (Gallup 2011).
We expect that this pattern will continue even as greater challenges confront local officials. Looming cutbacks in state financial aid and federal discretionary spending will disrupt city and county budgets and programs. The preference of elected officials to cut spending instead of raising revenues will reduce the options available to close budget gaps. And citizens will continue to expect “more for less.” While there will be permanent changes in the shape, size, and services of local government in some communities, on balance the resilience of the system will prevail in most cities and counties. Long-standing tensions in local government – including representative democracy, wealth inequities, regionalism, infrastructure, and human capital – will continue to present challenges and inspire gradual, evolutionary adaptations.

Notes

1.   ICMA has since been renamed the International City/County Management Association.
 

2.  Many calls for change have gone virtually unheeded.  While the consolidation of school districts dramatically reduced their numbers, similar encouragement for the consolidation of cities and counties has brought little action.

3.  An exception to the gradual, evolutionary pattern of change was the fairly dramatic movement to a strong executive mayor late in the nineteenth century and the rapid adoption of the council-manager form of government, with its appointed chief executive, during and following the Progressive Era early in the twentieth century.

4.  One form of collaboration is known as “functional consolidation.”  Such an arrangement calls for two or more governments to join forces to produce a given service cooperatively or for one local government to produce services for the citizens of the other.  Functional consolidations do not require one government to be dissolved in favor of the other. 
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