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ABSTRACT 

Increasing attention is being paid to local government functions and activities that extend 

beyond the boundaries of general-purpose governments (Carr, 2005; McCabe, 2000; Burns, 

1994; Foster, 1997; MacManus, 1981). As citizens’ demands grow for the provision of 

governmental services, local governments must find new ways to meet these demands. 

Consequently, local governments may look beyond their boundaries to provide needed services. 

Within these efforts, these governments often engage in voluntary arrangements such as 

interlocal agreements or regional partnerships to encourage coordination to capture economies of 

scale in the production of services (Feiock 2007). 

From this perspective, fragmented local governmental units will cooperate to address 

needs that span across regional boundaries while retaining local autonomy. These efforts, 

referred to as institutional collective action (ICA), come forth when local governments 

voluntarily form institutional arrangements to address common goals (Feiock, 2007). Collective 

action of this sort borrows from the notion of individual collective action (Olson, 1965). Multiple 

jurisdictions are seen as working together to enhance their own interests, while still contributing 

to the needs of the broader region. Such efforts allow local governments to augment the provision 

of their services and address citizens’ demands where doing so on an individual basis may be 

more difficult, specifically when limitations exist that hinder governments from taxing and 

borrowing for service production. 

As with individual collective action, institutional collective action is easier when the 

number of actors is small and homogenous, and when they share common goals. The costs of 

acting collectively must also be lower than the costs of individual actions (Steinacker 2004; 

Post, 2004). When these conditions are not met barriers to institutional collective action exist. 

If jurisdictions are tempted to renege, there is less incentive to cooperate because local 

government actors may have incentives to defect from inter-governmental agreements and 

collective efforts. This problem creates a need for less voluntary mechanisms to address 

regional needs, while maintaining some measure of self governance. In this situation 

collective action may require local governments to give up some autonomy in order for 

commitments to the common purpose to be credible. This research argues that regional 

special districts provide this mechanism.   
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To explore this proposition, this dissertation investigates when and how local 

governments create regional special purpose governments. The specific focus is on county 

governments, and their choices to use multi-jurisdictional special districts when faced with 

barriers to institutional collective action. Therefore the research asks, “Under what conditions do 

county governments use multi-jurisdictional special districts?” Investigation of this question 

allows exploration of the extent to which local governments create other local governments when 

taxation and borrowing are limited, and barriers to voluntary arrangements of cooperation exist. 

This builds upon Burns’ (1994) notion of local government formation when there is a need to 

harness taxation and overcome borrowing limitations in the face of collective action. In addition, 

investigating regional special district formation allows exploration of how the creation of 

regional special purpose districts can be framed as institutional collective action. 

This question is addressed using descriptive and empirical analyses.  To conduct the 

descriptive analysis, surveys were conducted among 18 fire, hospital and library special districts 

that explored the implications of barriers to voluntary cooperation on regional special district 

formation.  With that, the major lesson which was brought forth tells us that it is important to 

consider the implications of the service sector when examining special district usage.  The 

consideration of barriers to institutional collective action revealed that conditions did not have 

uniform effects among the various service sectors.  In order for all three district types to be used, 

a regional need had to exist; however, the extents of those regional needs were based upon 

specific contextual factors.  Likewise, the condition that denoted group size or geographic 

concentration had different effects among the examined service sectors.  For library services 

groups tended to be larger, where as fire and hospital districts revealed to be developed where 

participant groups were smaller. 

 The empirical portion of this study was conducted using data for 790 counties collected 

from the U.S. Census of Governments for the periods of 1992 and 2002.  Logistic and Poisson 

regression analyses were used to analyze these data.  The empirical analyses of this study 

reflected the descriptive analysis, in that various conditions affected each service sector 

differently.  Additionally, the results of the empirical analyses reflected the survey findings of 

the descriptive analysis in regards to how certain conditions affected a given service sector.  

These findings led to other implications that brought forth further ideas about how this study 

could be elaborated.  Such ideas focus on the consideration of other factors that delve deeper into 
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the institutional dynamics of county governments as they relate to specific service sectors. These 

factors may give deeper understanding of service sectors in regards to special district usage.  

Therefore, this research not only extends the theoretical emphasis of this issue, but it also brings 

forth understanding of the practical implications of how institutional creation can be an option 

when barriers to voluntary cooperation exist.   
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CHAPTER 1  

 

AN INTRODUCTION TO SPECIAL DISTRICT FORMATION AS REGIONAL 

COLLECTIVE ACTIONS  

 

 

 Interests in local government functions and configuration have extended beyond the 

boundaries of general-purpose governments (Burns, 1994; Foster, 1997; MacManus, 1981).  As 

citizens’ demands grow for the provision of governmental services, local governments must 

often find innovative ways to meet these demands.  With citizens requiring more services, 

governments are often faced with the dilemma of producing more outputs than available inputs.  

Therefore, local governments may decide to look beyond their boundaries to provide needed 

services.  As such, local governments may frequently form regional partnerships with 

neighboring jurisdictions to encourage coordinated efforts to capture economies of scale (Gerber 

and Gibson, 2005).  Thus, governments will attempt to work within the dominion of regional 

governance.   

 However, regional cooperation among multiple jurisdictions can at times be difficult to 

achieve as each government would be better off if the other government took on the burden of 

the organization or crafting and carrying out the agreement (Feiock, 2004; 2007).  The 

transaction costs of collective action may not easily be reduced because each government may be 

reluctant to coordinate their actions with the other participating government.  Collective action in 

this case typically requires third party enforcement that can provide incentives for a single 

jurisdiction to shoulder a disproportionate share of the financial burden and bring together 

disperse regional interests (Feiock, 2004).  Economically, this may not be feasible as each 

government may have more to gain financially by free riding.  Politically, it may be difficult for 

local governments to give up some authority to achieve regional coordination, as local political 

actors may be held accountable for regional policies that are contrary to the preferences of their 

local constituents (Gerber and Gibson, 2005).  Therefore, local governments may find more 

feasibility in creating independent special purpose governments to take on the burdens of 

regional needs.  

 Where regional governance requires at least one participant to take on the majority of the 

obligations, each actor in the agreement would be better off if someone else took those 

obligations by forming an additional government.  Here, the participants would enjoy the 
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benefits of a special district, even if they did not participate in its formation (Burns, 1994).  

Special districts as an alternative to regional governance among multiple jurisdictions have 

received increasing attention in recent years (Burns, 1994; Foster, 1997; McCabe, 2000; Carr, 

2005).  As special districts can be viewed as solutions to some collective action problems, critics 

argue that these types of governments intensify governmental competition while simultaneously 

draining the tax base in the name of narrow interests (Carr, 2005).   Specifically, private business 

interests are often cited as directly benefiting from special interest governments at the expense of 

the wider community (Carr, 2005).  Scholars of regional studies (Lowery, 2000; O’Looney, 

2004) have also been cited as viewing large numbers of special districts as significant obstacles 

to effective regional governance (Carr, 2005).   

 Despite these criticisms, special district governments play an interesting role in local 

governance in that they can be instruments of competition and cooperation (Carr, 2005).  

Likewise, with their versatility, limited governing authorities and ability to overlap other local 

governments (Carr, 2005); these governmental entities have made an interesting laboratory for 

studying urban phenomena.  Given this, extant analyses on special district formation have both 

criticized and supported the usage of special districts.  Most research has focused on sub-city or 

sub-county districts.  Formation of these types of districts adds to fragmentation and creates 

problems of regional governance.  In contrast multi-jurisdictional districts can provide solutions 

to regional problems.   In these analyses researchers have examined such phenomena as 

centralization-fragmentation, local government autonomy, and how and why individuals seek to 

form local governments (Burns, 1994; Carr, 2005; Foster, 1997; McCabe, 2000).  However, 

minimal scholarly work has been done that focuses on the institutional dynamics of special 

district formation that encompasses multiple jurisdictions within a region.  While prior research 

has given us a good foundation of special district formation it has focused primarily on sub-city 

and sub-county districts and does not address regional district formation from an institutional 

collective action perspective.   

 

Significance and Objective of this Research: The Research Question 

 

 This dissertation is intended to advance our understanding of special district formation in 

two ways.  First, this study extends the existing research in this area by developing a general 
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model of special district formation in the face of collective action problems among local 

governments.  This is done by building upon the basic concepts of institutional collective actions 

among multiple jurisdictions (Feiock, 2004), and local government formation in the face of 

collective action problems as conceptualized by Nancy Burns (1994).  Special district formation 

is conceptualized as a function of regional cooperation among local governments.  From a 

regionalism perspective, competition and uncertainty will often draw local government 

institutions from various jurisdictions to forge agreements while setting up institutional 

arrangements.  From a governmental formation standpoint, citizens are presumed to seek 

government formation to address service provision, taxation and population problems often 

associated with collective actions.  Therefore this study asks, “Under what circumstances do 

local governments create multi-jurisdiction independent special districts?”   

 By asking this question this dissertation breaks away from previous studies in two ways.  

First, previous analyses often treat special districts in isolation of regional governance, ignoring 

the consequences of not having regional partnerships when such agreements are needed.  As a 

result, empirical interests have been too narrowly focused on the policy implications of special 

districts and their formation.  Second, prior works have allowed us to focus on why citizens, 

rather than government units, seek to form governments. 

 Local governments (specifically counties), and the extent to which they create other local 

governments (special districts) are central to this analysis.  Here, the issue of greatest interest is, 

when do governments find it in their interest to give up certain governmental authorities to create 

and use other governments.  The answer to this question should greatly increase our 

understanding of why local governments form other local governments in the face of collective 

action problems.   

 The second objective of this dissertation is to address the considerable gaps in the 

empirical literature on special district formation.  The isolated approach to examining special 

district formation that has narrowed theoretical development is also apparent in empirical 

literature.  Several studies have explored the implications of special district formation (Burns, 

1994; Carr, 2005; Foster, 1997; McCabe, 2000; MacManus, 1981); however, they have done so 

monolithically and the distinction between regional and local districts is neglected.  Additionally, 

empirical models have often been under-specified because they neglect factors encompassed in 

regional governance, as well as the motivations of local governments to create other 
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governments for collective benefit.  Consequently, a second contribution stems from the 

implementation of a process grounded in empirical research that will allow for the understanding 

of local government formation from an institutional perspective that entails regional collective 

actions.   

 The empirical investigation focuses on three types of regional special districts; fire, 

library and hospital districts.  Though special districts can be designed to serve a multitude of 

functions, it is important to maintain parsimony by focusing on the specific aspects of certain 

services sectors.  From here, we can draw conclusions as to how various service sectors may play 

a role in local government decisions to create districts.  Likewise, the observation of district 

formation among these service sectors is important because the usage of these services is often 

based upon the development of intergovernmental agreements, which constitute institutional 

collective actions.  Observing districts of this nature is beneficial because this gives the current 

study a consistent means of observing special district formation and usage as a part of 

regionalism.        

  

Regional Governance and the Problems of Collective Action: A Need for an Alternative 

 

 Before proceeding, it is appropriate to examine some of the theoretical underpinnings of 

regional governance.  Regional governance, which entails local governing bodies making 

decisions that benefit neighboring jurisdictions through economic development, taxing policies, 

and coordinated service delivery (Gerber and Gibson, 2005), can be approached from two 

competing perspectives: the traditional and neo-progressive perspectives (Feiock, 2004).  The 

traditional connotation of regional governance sees centralization as being the focal point of 

regionalism and efficiency while equity and accountability are attainable only through 

centralization.  This view builds upon the progressive reform tradition of the early 20
th

 century, 

which relied on centralizing authority to remove the control of local governments from the 

political machines that dominated municipal politics.  The “post-reform” regionalism viewpoint 

emphasizes decentralization and fragmentation.  From this perspective, scholars view regional 

cooperation as encompassing a system of horizontally and vertically linked organizations 

(Feiock, 2007).  Here, organizations voluntarily work together under institutional arrangements 

to coordinate efforts to meet regional needs.  The following sections explore these competing 
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perspectives deeper to give better understanding of these scholarly approaches to regional 

governance. 

 The Traditional View of Regionalism 

 The progressive reform tradition argues that the consolidation of existing governments 

under a centralized authority to control land use and development better promote economic 

development while reducing regional externalities and inequalities (Carr and Feiock, 2004).  

Fragmented governmental organizations are seen as being more susceptible to promoting their 

own narrow interests rather than the interests of the community or region as a whole.  Reformers 

assert that individual interests often realize the benefits of decentralization at the expense of the 

rest of the community (Carr, 2006) producing inefficiencies in service production that are often 

costly to others.  Overlapping units of government are likely to lead to the wasteful duplication 

of services and over production.  Additionally, reformers see service overlapping as causing 

citizen confusion, voter apathy, and structural illusion that hinders citizens from reasonably 

articulating their preferences (Foster, 1997).  Problems of this type are presumed to lead to 

certain governmental failures
1
.  In this sense, governmental failures may entail the public or the 

voter being “rationally” ignorant of the consequences of their choices with adverse effects on all 

citizens.  Public choice literature dictates that, “a typical voter will have little interest in deeply 

studying how he would be affected by a policy proposal” (Rhoads, 1985:69).  Consequently, 

structural illusions within complex institutional arrangements merely make information 

acquiring more difficult; therefore, reducing the likelihood that a voter will obtain adequate 

information to make a rationally informed decision.  Thus, the complexities inherent within 

disperse governments with overlapping units can lead to high transaction costs, as citizens’ 

preferences are not fully articulated in regional governmental efforts.    

 Traditional regionalism also assumes that fiscal disparities and inequities are perpetuated 

by politically fragmented systems (Foster, 1997).  Autonomous local governments are 

administratively inefficient, full of financial inequalities, organized poorly, and unnecessarily 

expensive and only remedied through centralized jurisdictions.  Here, placing the control over 

service delivery and taxation into a centralized unit enhances efficiency and equity by 

internalizing externalities, realizing economies of scale, lowering the costs of transactions and 

information accessibility, and by fairly distributing the costs and benefits of delivering services 



 6

(Foster, 1997).  In short, reformers view the concept of regionalism through a lens of efficiency, 

conceptualizing that competition makes cooperation at the regional level all but impossible.  

Post-Reform Regionalism:  Institutional Collective Action  

 Post-reform scholars see decentralization and fragmentation as beneficial.  Financial, 

legislative, geographic, and political complexities often make centralization and integration 

unrealistic.  Multiple jurisdictions have their own interests or charters, budgets, and political 

objectives.  Thus it is often difficult for such jurisdictions to consolidate under a centralized unit.  

Likewise, the preferences and demands of citizens within one jurisdiction may not be the same in 

another.  Instead of consolidating, this perspective suggests local governments can cooperate 

through more voluntary means, such as intergovernmental contracts, agreements and exchanges.   

 Cooperation of this nature is generally driven by at least one of two motivations.  First, 

cooperation can be driven by the need for an entity to look outward for the provision of non-

market services (Feiock, Dasse, and Clingermayer, 2004; Williamson, 1981; 1979).  In this case, 

a local government may find it appropriate to seek some outsourcing method in order to provide 

a needed service to its community that it may not have the capacity to provide.  Second, 

cooperation may be driven by a need for communities to act collectively to bring forth joint 

efforts that will realize positive benefits for the regional community as a whole (Feiock, 2004).  

Here, multiple jurisdictions may face problems affecting the region as a whole.  Such problems 

may come forth in the form of negative spillovers and free-riders
2
, forcing local governments to 

draft formal agreements that will assist them in alleviating these problems.  The post-reform 

approach to regionalism encompasses these two motivations, and allows us to conceptualize how 

decentralized governmental units can often work together to address service provision needs, and 

address other issues that arise in the face of collective action problems.  The two motivations of 

cooperation are further explained below.     

Cooperation Driven by the Need to Seek Outward for Service Provision 

 Advocates of the traditional view cite competition within a decentralized system as 

having negative repercussions on regional governance, thus making the existence of cooperation 

difficult.  Nevertheless, “proponents of decentralization have a powerful body of economic 

theory backed by formal models and empirical evidence to explain competition in public good 

provision and its generally positive implications for efficiency” (Feiock, 2004:12).  Here, 

governmental organizations can be viewed as firms.  In this light, these organizations often must 
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provide desired services as demanded by voters.  However, some services are more costly to 

provide than others, making some governments limited in their production. Therefore, these 

limited governments must look beyond their own boundaries for certain modes of service 

production.  In cases such as this, governments find it beneficial to vertically integrate with other 

governments in order to provide needed services to citizens.   

 Vertical integration entails keeping certain modes of service production in house.  

According to Williamson (1981), firms will vertically integrate when the transaction costs of 

keeping services in house are higher than the transaction costs of contracting out.  This manner 

of integrating may often be difficult to achieve, as some services that are provided by 

governmental jurisdictions are asset specific.  This means that some services that are provided by 

governments are non-market services, making the suppliers of these services limited.   Therefore, 

the specific identity of the parties providing these services has important cost-bearing 

consequences on the transactions that are to take place (Williamson, 1981).  As these services are 

non-market and are often costly to produce, governmental jurisdictions in need will often seek 

services from other governmental jurisdictions, forging inter-local agreements.  Because of these 

agreements, cooperation between decentralized governmental units is realized where the option 

of centralization otherwise could not exist; thus allowing the problem of limited service 

production to be addressed through regional collaboration, rather than hierarchical regional 

government.    

Cooperation Driven by the Need to Act Collectively 

 Inter-local agreements are also generally designed to act as specialized governance 

structures to monitor recurring transactions between multiple jurisdictions (Williamson, 1979).  

This ensures that the jurisdictions involved act collectively in their agreement.  Like individuals, 

institutions must adhere to collective actions to cooperate in order to achieve favorable benefits.  

Because these benefits could not be realized through solitary action, institutions are often 

motivated to enter into voluntary collective action agreements (Feiock, 2004; 2002).  These 

institutional collective actions come forth as a dynamic contracting process among local 

governments facing collective action problems (Feiock, 2004), which can come three-fold.  

Specifically, the problems that often must be addressed in collective action efforts are the 

problems of limited supply, credible commitment, and mutual monitoring (Ostrom, 1990).  

Given this, institutional collective action is similar to individual collective action because 
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incentives to overcome collective action costs drive political leaders, like individual leaders to 

advance collective action efforts (Feiock, 2004; Schneider and Teske with Mintrom, 1995).  

Therefore, governments and organizations are urged to adhere to common institutional incentives 

in order to address these problems.  To further this point, this discussion will begin by addressing 

the problem of limited supply.     

Collective Actions and the Problem of Supply 

 Collective action problems generally come about as the result of a need to cooperate and 

create collaborative efforts within the face of competition, in order to gain control over the usage 

of common pooled resources (resources available to all) (Ostrom, 1990; Olson, 1965).  

Cooperation among governmental entities over the usage of common pooled resources can often 

be challenging because there are often strong incentives to free ride and defect.  This challenge 

arises when each actor in the agreement receives a direct benefit from the usage of scarce 

resources and suffers delayed costs from the deterioration of those resources when they are over 

used (Ostrom, 1990).  Each entity is motivated to use more and more of these resources because 

of this direct benefit while bearing only a share of the costs resulting from over usage.  This 

situation becomes problematic as each entity is locked into a system that compels it to increase 

its consumption without limit in a world that is limited (Ostrom, 1990; Hardin, 1968).  

 Resource limitation can lead to competition because as the usage of those resources 

continues, fewer resources will be available to all actors.  Therefore, each actor involved is 

motivated to use more of the resources today because there is no assurance that the resources will 

be available tomorrow.  The nature of this competition can be conceptualized within a prisoner’s 

dilemma game
3
.   In this analogy, let us assume that we have two actors using a common 

resource.  For this resource let us also assume that there is a maximum limit of usage of this 

resource that each actor may use and have all of his or her needs met at the most optimal level.  

This maximum limit will be 15 units.  In order to meet at least some of their needs, each actor 

must obtain no less than 7.5 units.  Within a two-person game, the “cooperate” strategy can be 

thought of as the usage of 15 units being divided evenly among each actor (7.5 units).  The 

“defect” strategy is for each actor to use more than 7.5 units to obtain as much of the resource 

that he or she thinks will allow them to come closer to meeting the most optimal level of their 

needs.  If both actors limit their usage to 7.5 units, they will both meet the minimum 

requirements of their needs.  However, if they both choose to defect, they will both obtain 0 
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units; therefore, not allowing either actor to meet any of their needs.  Conversely, if one actor 

chooses to cooperate while the other actor chooses to use as much of the resource as he or she 

can, the “defector” will obtain 15 units, while the other actor will obtain 0 units. 

 

 

Table 1-1 Strategic Game 

  Actor 2 Actor 2 

  Cooperates Defects 

Actor 1 Cooperates 7.5, 7.5 0, 15 

Actor 1 Defects  15, 0  0, 0 

 

 

 

 As highlighted in Table 1-1, the best choice for each player is to obtain the maximum 

number of units in order to reach the desired level of satisfaction.  However, as illustrated above, 

this choice requires that at least one actor must prefer an outcome that is at least as good for the 

other party.  The second best choice for each player is to cooperate, allowing all parties to obtain 

some of the units, thus allowing them to meet the minimum requirements of their needs.  

However, this option calls for each player to sacrifice some portions of the units; therefore, never 

meeting the desired optimal levels of their needs.    Lastly, each actor has a dominant strategy of 

choosing to defect no matter the other actor’s choice.  When both players choose their dominant 

strategy they create an equilibrium that is caused by each player ending up with the same 

outcome.  This equilibrium is the third best choice for each player, as both players chose to 

defect resulting in neither player obtaining any resource units of usage.  Therefore in a two-

person’s prisoner’s dilemma game, both actors prefer the cooperation effect to the defection 

effect.   

 Institutions are often confronted with limited but shared resources.  In such cases, these 

actors must find ways to cooperate in order to find a mutual benefit that will allow all parties to 

receive some desirable portion of the resources.  However, as illustrated above institutions like 

individuals are subject to defection in cooperative situations.  Thinking back to the concept of 

resource limitation, institutions will absorb as much of the limit resources as they can due to 



 10

resource scarcity.  Institutions not unlike private actors will seek to fulfill their own self-interests. 

However, unlike private actors, institutions must adhere to various social, economic, as well as 

political constraints.  As a result this can bring forth dire consequences for one or both parties.  

Therefore, to avoid such problems institutions attempting to cooperate will often form binding 

institutional agreements.  However, these institutional agreements can sometimes be insufficient 

because in addition to the problem of supply, collective actions can bring forth the problem of 

credible commitment. 

 Collective Actions and the Problem of Credible Commitment 

 At the risk of over simplification, there are 15 units to be shared between actors 1 and 2.  

As before, if both actors choose to cooperate they each will receive 7.5 units of the resources.  

Likewise, if both actors defect from the agreement, neither actor will receive any units, and if 

one actor defects while the other cooperates, the Pareto-optimal effect will occur.  Naturally, to 

prevent loss on either side, both actors will find it in their better interest to form some mutual 

agreement that will disallow either from defecting.  

  But what if the benefits of defecting out-weigh the costs imposed in breaking the 

agreement?  The immediate issue then is finding a way to assure that both parties credibly 

commit themselves to the agreement.  To address this issue, it has been stated “external coercion 

is a frequently cited theoretical solution to the problem of commitment” (Ostrom, 1990:44; 

Schelling 1984).  In this sense, the assumption is made that if a neutral third party can make strict 

contract enforcement, each actor can maintain a credible commitment and reach benefits that are 

otherwise unobtainable (Ostrom, 1990).  However, when third party enforcement is not feasible, 

and mutual agreements are self-governed, then both actors must find a way to solve the credible 

commitment problem without external enforcement.  The question then becomes, how do the 

actors motivate themselves to monitor activities and be willing to impose enforcement in order to 

maintain contractual compliance?  This question brings us to the problem of mutual monitoring.  

Collective Actions and the Problem of Mutual Monitoring                  

 The presumption behind the problem of mutual monitoring assumes that individuals will 

not monitor a set of rules themselves, even if they are the ones who devise those rules (Ostrom, 

1990).  This problem stems from a second-order free-rider problem.  To understand the existence 

of the second-order free-rider problem, we must think back to the problem of limited supply.  As 

mentioned above, the problem of limited supply can often lead the desire of one or more parties 
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to free-ride (which could be considered the first-order free-rider problem).  In particular, if one 

actor has an incentive to defect from an agreement, he or she will do so, which leads to the need 

for monitoring within the agreement.  However, finding incentives for rational, selfish actors to 

enforce an agreement can be difficult, especially when punitive enforcement is costly.  

Therefore, the actors may find it better to remain passive.  As stated by both Elster and Ostrom, 

“punishment almost invariably is costly to the punisher, while benefits from punishment are 

diffusely distributed over the members” (Ostrom, 1990:45; Elster, 1989:41).  Once again, 

thinking back to the prisoner’s dilemma game, it was established that there would be an overall 

benefit if both parties were to cooperate.  However, in the event that defection occurs one or 

more of the actors will be negatively impacted, leading to Elster (1989) and Ostrom’s (1990) 

assumption about diffusely distributed benefits.   

 Second-order free-riding then is when one party defects from an agreement, while the 

remaining party or parties remain passive, and not punish the defector due to a lack of incentives 

to do so.  In this case free-riding is considered to fall upon the party not enforcing punishment 

due to a lack of incentives.  This then leads to a situation with a layered dilemma.  The problem 

of limited supply brings forth one layer of the dilemma that dictates that at least one party 

involved in the agreement will not obtain the shared resources, while the other party is left 

unmonitored in their resource consumption.  As such, unmonitored resource consumption can 

lead to an overuse in the limited resources.  This overuse may eventually end up being more 

costly than punitive enforcement to all actors, bringing forth the dilemma’s second layer.   

 In order to solve collective action problems and maintain credible commitment among all 

actors, it is important to enforce the rules.  Self-monitored enforcement can often be brought 

forth by the development of institutional tools that will give both parties incentives to impose the 

rules, as well as conform to the agreement (Ostrom, 1990).  This means that in order to achieve 

self-monitoring, the agreement would need to offer second-order incentives
4
.  Second-order 

incentives are incentives that offer benefits for monitoring an agreement.  Incentives of this 

nature offer all parties long-term benefits for conforming to an agreement that surpass the short-

term benefits associated with defection.  Likewise, second-order incentives dictate that there will 

be a mutual benefit for both parties as long as they adopt the same level of commitment (Ostrom, 

1990).   
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 Arrangements offering these types of incentives give rise to self-enforcement in that both 

parties find it in their better interest to monitor the rules.  Conformance in this sense is stemmed 

from both parties declaring that they will commit, if the other party commits due to the net long-

term benefits that are gained.  Here, individuals cannot be exploited for long by those who break 

their commitment (Ostrom, 1990).  Through second-order incentives, actors find it beneficial to 

protect their investments by monitoring for deviations from the agreement.  

  Suppose two actors agree to commit to a certain level of resource allocation.  If both 

actors give the agreed levels of resources, they will mutually benefit from the agreement.  In this, 

it is understood that long-term maximum benefits can only be reached if both individuals 

conform to their committed levels of resource allocation.  If one individual deviates from this 

agreement, then the other individual will not only loose potential benefits, but would have also 

lost his resource investment.  These actors will monitor each other’s actions, as to avoid potential 

exploitation.  Credible commitment is more likely to be maintained because if rule-breaking 

occurs the other compliant actor can adjust her rate of rule conformance downward until the rule 

following behavior of the other actor returns to an acceptable level (Ostrom, 1990).  In self-

monitored agreements, individuals will be reluctant to break the rules because they know that 

there will be some chance that the rule-breaking will be discovered.  Upon discovery, “the 

probability increases that others will reduce their rates of rule conformance to the detriment of 

that individual” (Ostrom, 1990:186).  

 Although second-order incentives can be useful in assuring that individuals credibly 

commit when there is limited supply, there are times when their usefulness is limited in the face 

of collective actions.  Often times collective action situations bring forth several internal and 

external variables that warrant dynamic changes to an agreement, like the development of new 

rules (Burns, 1995; Ostrom, 1990).  These changes may sometimes make it unfeasible to realize 

the benefits inherent within second-order incentives.  Given the vast complexities that are born 

within local governments, it is not uncommon for dynamic changes to take place within an 

agreement, especially at the regional level.  As mentioned earlier in this chapter, governmental 

institutions are full of financial, legislative, geographic, and political complexities.  As a result of 

these complexities come several internal and external variables that often times make the 

problems of mutual monitoring as well as limited supply and credible commitment unsolvable.  

Therefore, governmental institutions must look to other sources to assist them in solving these 
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collective action problems.  Thus, local government authorities are required to create innovative 

alternatives that will expand the post-reform view of regionalism.  One such alternative, which 

will be explored in this dissertation, will be the formation and usage of regional special purpose 

governments.   

A Possible Alternative to the Nested Dilemma of the Commons  

 “All collective action, for either private or public sectors will at some point fail, or not be 

fully satisfactory” (Frederickson, 1997:7).  At the regional level collective action problems often 

arise as the result of multiple governmental institutions having a need to share limited resources.  

As with individual actors, limited supply can also bring forth the problems of credible 

commitment and mutual monitoring for local government institutions.   This brings forth the 

metaphorical “Tragedy of the Commons” (Ostrom, 1990).  Thinking back to the strategic game 

analogy, the tragedy comes forth when multiple local government institutions are locked into a 

system that compels them to increase their utility without limit in a world that is limited (Ostrom, 

1990).  Since multiple local governmental institutions bring forth a decentralized nature of 

regional governance, they must often enter into inter-local agreements to monitor the usage of 

these limited resources.  But how do decentralized units with their own authorities of autonomy 

mutually monitor credible commitment?   

 The nested dilemma now becomes a problem of maintaining a sense of centralized 

governance over decentralized governmental units.  In thinking about solving collective action 

problems, privatization often comes to mind; however, it is often difficult and unwise to give 

private entities the rights to control common-pooled resources.  This is in part due to problems 

that are inherent in asset specificity, which can lead to problems of monopolization, and high 

costs (Williamson, 1981).  Additionally, one could also argue that the interests of private 

industry may conflict with the interests of local governments, bringing forth more potential 

problems.  To conceptualize this point in relative terms, one would have to consider the logic and 

feasibility of granting fire protection authority to private entities.  With certain sensitive, but yet 

essential services such as fire protection, one would have to consider the consequences of 

allowing these services to be provided on a for-profit basis by private interests.  Therefore, 

decentralized governmental units may find it in their better interests to control and monitor 

common-pooled resources through the creation of independent, centralized special purpose 

governmental units.   
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 Special districts can be viewed as an alternative solution to collective action problems, 

especially when the dilemma of limited supply is haunted by the difficulties of maintaining 

credible commitment and mutual monitoring.  In this sense, special purpose governments can be 

viewed as independent third parties with specific functions designated to fit as a piece of the 

regional puzzle.  With their own governing boards, and taxing authorities, special districts have 

the ability to maintain political neutrality as well as generate revenue through the region’s tax 

base (Foster, 1997).  Continually, these specified governments have the ability to provide 

sensitive and essential common-pooled services that are otherwise not able to be provided by 

private entities and cannot be regionally monitored or distributed due to collective action 

problems.  Given this, it is important to consider the formation of special districts in light of the 

dynamics of regional governance.  As such, the underlying theory investigated within this 

dissertation dictates that the formation of special districts is a function of regionalism, 

specifically when collective action problems bring forth barriers to voluntary regional 

cooperation.  This theory will be explored throughout this study.             

 

Dissertation Overview 

 

 As emphasized throughout this chapter, it is important to examine the formation of 

special districts in light of regional activities.  In this sense, we can begin to conceptualize 

special districts as a function of collective action among local government jurisdictions.  Here, 

this study explores special purpose government formation in the face of collective action 

problems on a regional level.  Using this unique approach, this work explores the concept of 

governments forming other governments to solve regional problems.  The purposes of this 

chapter were to present the overarching research question and establish the foundation for a 

conceptual framework that links institutional collective action problems to local government 

formation.   

 Before this framework is explored, chapter 2 first takes a look at the basic concepts of 

special districts.  This chapter highlights important distinctions among the various types of 

special districts and their functions, and identifies the governmental units being studied.  From 

this point the main framework of this study is developed as chapter 3 explores existing literature 

and attempts to stabilize the bridge between regional collective actions and special district 
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formation.  Here, the discussion addresses the motivations of local government officials to form 

multi-jurisdictional special districts and the collective action constraints that they face.  Here 

over-aching propositions are developed to guide the analytical approaches of this research.  

Using the presented propositions, chapter 4 presents a descriptive analysis that conceptually 

connects the established framework with the hypotheses and analytical methods presented in 

chapter 5.  The fifth chapter gives a more in depth look at the phenomenon to be explored and 

highlights the empirical methods of the collection and usage of data.  Chapter 6 applies these 

methods and presents findings that are based upon these scientific inquiries.  The final chapter 

examines the implication of the presented findings and summarizes the lessons found within this 

study.  This chapter then discusses the possible applications of these lessons to policy makers, 

and finally discusses how these lessons can be useful within a scholarly body of research.          
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Chapter 1 Notes 

 

1.For an in depth discussion on government failures, see Rhoads (1985).  

  

2. Elinor Ostrom (1999) highlights the free-rider problem as a major problem of collective 

action. 

 

3. This conceptualization of the prisoner’s dilemma is derived from Garret Hardin’s (1968) 

herder game, as described by Ostrom (1990:3).  Figure 1, is also a directly based upon Ostrom’s 

depiction of Hardin’s game.  

 

4. For a further explanation on second-order incentives see Jon Elster (1989).  
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CHAPTER 2 

 

WHY STUDY REGIONAL SPECIAL DISTRICTS? 

 

 

In October 1992 officials of Wakulla, Jefferson, and Franklin counties in Florida 

established The Wilderness Coast Public Libraries District (WILD).   Prior to 1992, the three 

counties operated their own libraries, but increased demand and limited resources led to the need 

for each county to expand its services.  A three-way intergovernmental agreement was signed, 

and the three counties were able to combine resources to create a cooperative multi-county 

library system for the three county areas that serves over 40,000 residents with a combined 

collection of approximately 100,000 items in its four libraries and bookmobile.  Through 

intergovernmental collaboration and bargaining they established a governing board consisting of 

two members from each participating county and established the administrative office in 

Crawfordville, Florida in Wakulla County, near the center of the three counties.  

 Multi-jurisdiction or regional special districts are sometimes imposed on local 

governments through state legislative acts.  In other cases, like the Wilderness Coast Public 

Libraries District, they can also be created through cooperative efforts by local government units 

to resolve collective problems that they face.   This dissertation investigates the extent to which 

local governments act jointly to create new governments.  Specifically, it focuses on county 

governments, and their choices to use multi-jurisdictional special districts when barriers to 

voluntary cooperation exist.  

   

Special District Types 

 

  It is important to understand the purposes and varieties of special districts.   The U. S. 

Bureau of the Census (2002), defines special districts as any local entity other than a county 

government, sub-county general purpose government (i.e. municipal governments and township 

governments), or school districts that are authorized by law to provide only one or a limited 

number of designated functions.  Further the  definition states that they are granted “sufficient 

administrative and fiscal autonomy to qualify as separate governments; known by a variety of 

titles, including district authorities, boards, commissions, etc., as specified in the enabling state 

legislations” (The U. S. Bureau of the Census, 2002:B-1).  Special districts provide specific 
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services that are generally not provided by general purpose governments.  “Most districts 

perform a single function, but, in some instances, their enabling legislation allows them to 

provide several, usually related types of services” (The U. S. Bureau of the Census, 2002:V).   

 Special districts come in two categories.  First, dependent special districts are districts 

that are governed by the councils or commissions of other general purpose governments such as 

municipalities or counties.  These districts rely on the larger governments usually for their 

administrative authority, and financing powers (U. S. Bureau of the Census, 2002).  The 

governing bodies of these governments are usually appointed by the law making body of the 

larger government.  Additionally, the taxing powers of dependent special districts are limited, if 

existent at all.  Where present, taxing powers must filter through the taxing authority of the 

authorizing general purpose government.    In some cases, dependent special districts act almost 

like an extension of the larger, authoritative government.  Under these circumstances, special 

purpose governments have very little sovereignty over their administrative and financial affairs. 

 Second, independent special districts are special purpose governments where the 

governing body is usually directly elected by voters, or appointed for a fixed term of service by a 

board of supervisors (ACWA, 2005).  “As independent entities, districts have sovereignty over 

their administrative and financial affairs and enjoy substantial freedom from oversight by their 

parent government” (Foster, 1997:10).  According to the U. S. Bureau of the Census (2002), a 

special district is independent if it meets three criteria: the existence as an organized entity, 

government character, and substantial autonomy.  The existence of an organized entity means 

that the district must provide evidence of their corporate powers (Foster, 1997).  Here, districts 

must have the right to develop and negotiate contractual obligations, and conduct activities such 

as holding regular board meetings and raising revenue (Foster, 1997).  Government character 

means that the district must have an elected board of officials.  Further, these officials must have 

the financial right to tax and acquire debt, and be responsible for the provision of a public service 

(Foster, 1997). Substantial autonomy refers to the fiscal and administrative independence of the 

district.  In this, special districts must have the power to determine their own budgets, impose 

taxes, and determine service charges and fees, and issue debt without the review or modification 

of another government (Foster, 1997).  Additionally, substantial autonomy requires that the 

district provides a distinct service from the general purpose government, or performs similar 

services without oversight from the parenting general purpose government (Foster, 1997).   
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Single jurisdiction districts verses multi-jurisdiction districts 

 As the scope of a special district’s autonomy may vary, so will the scope of is service 

area.  Special districts that are formed by general purpose local governments can either be 

considered as single or multi-jurisdictional districts.  Single jurisdiction districts are special 

districts that are created by one county or city.  These districts will only serve the populations of 

the governments in which they were created, and they only have the authority to generate 

revenues from this population.  Therefore, if a city needed to find a way to generate revenues to 

provide a service, but its revenue sources were limited, it would then sanction a dependent or 

independent special governing body that could generate its own revenues to provide that service.  

This type of governmental service provision could almost be considered a form of horizontal 

integration, except that the special district has the authority to directly charge citizens for the 

provision of services, rather than charging the general governing authority.        

  Multi-jurisdiction or regional districts are districts that are designed or formed to serve 

residents of multiple government jurisdictions within a given region.  Such districts are formed 

through a state legislative act, or through the act of an intergovernmental agreement.  This 

distinction is important because state mandated districts are given less autonomy than districts 

formed at the local level.  This means that the state’s governor or state legislature appoints 

district officials and set district policies.  However, locally formed regional districts normally 

have more sovereignty and self-governing capacity.  At the local level, regional districts usually 

have the ability to set their own policies and appoint or elect their own governing boards.  

Therefore, the nature of these districts defines them as independent.  Like single jurisdiction 

districts, regional districts have governing boards, and must adhere to state mandated public 

financial reporting. Unlike single jurisdiction districts, multiple jurisdiction districts have the 

authority to generate revenues from the population of more than one government.  Understanding 

the difference between single jurisdiction and multi-jurisdiction districts is important because the 

latter often require collective actions among multiple governments.  

 According to the U.S. Census of Governments, there were over 31,000 special districts 

in 1992.  Of that number there existed over 2,700 regional districts.  In 2002, there were over 

35,000 special districts, while 4,400 were considered to be regional.  Since 1992, the number of 

special districts increased by approximately 4,000.  Of the 4,000 districts acquired between the 

years of 1992 and 2002, almost half were regional special districts.  This trend is an indicator of 
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how regional districts are rapidly becoming a popular instrument of service provision for local 

government entities.  As local governments continue to look beyond their own boundaries to find 

innovative ways to enhance their service provision, regional special districts are becoming 

functional sources in these efforts.  Likewise, they are also beginning to take on the burden of 

services while enhancing local governments’ economies of scale.  To this end regional special 

districts are rapidly becoming useful tools in the facilitation of regional governance.  Therefore, 

these districts provide an interesting laboratory to observe urban phenomena associated with 

institutional collective action efforts in the formation of local governments.     

  

The Broad Functions and Usage of Special Districts 

 

            The two main categories of functions within special districts can be categorized as taxing 

district functions, and public authority functions.  First, taxing districts are special purpose 

governments that have the power to tax and levy special assessments (Foster, 1997).  These 

districts are similar to general purpose governments in that they have elected governing boards to 

give fair representation of taxation (Foster, 1997).  Taxing districts usually provide a general 

public service that gives the user little or no control over whether or not they will use that 

service.  Likewise, the user is charged for the use of that service through taxes, regardless of the 

level of usage.  For example, fire protection districts would be considered to be taxing districts.  

In this case, the users individually have no control over the provision of this service.  

Additionally, whether or not the user needs immediate fire protection, he or she will be taxed the 

same, as the taxes are based upon a pre-determined rate.  Taxing districts are generally designed 

to regulate common-pooled services that have potentially high spillover, and are highly 

susceptible to the problem of free-riders.    

 Second public authorities are made up of special purpose governments that do not have 

property taxing powers (Foster, 1997).  Public authorities generate most of their revenues 

through user fees, grants and private bonds (Foster, 1997).  Unlike taxing districts, public 

authorities tend to provide chargeable services that benefit specific individuals, rather than 

provide services that spillover to a multitude of individuals.  In such cases, water control districts 

could be considered public authorities due to their ability to charge users for the consumption of 

common pooled resources such as water on a per use basis.  It is also not uncommon for public 
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authorities to control public services such as mass transportation.  For example, transit and 

airport authorities collect revenues based upon the usage of specific transportation services.  

Transit authorities have the ability to charge the traveler directly by charging fees on a per-ride 

basis for the usage of trains, sub-ways, and bussing systems.  Airport authorities on the other 

hand, charge users for services indirectly by charging various airliners fees for the rental of 

business space within airports.  From here, the fees incurred by the airliners are then passed on to 

the airline passengers.  The same holds true for other miscellaneous business sites within airports 

such as rental car businesses, coffee shops and news stands.  Through the implementation of 

such fees, public authorities are able to recoup their administrative costs.  “As non-taxing 

entities, public authorities ordinarily operate under appointed rather than elected boards, with 

most appointments made by officials of the parent government (city, county, or state, for 

example) that created the district” (Foster, 1997:7).  Given these two broad categories of 

functions, special districts are created to provide a multitude of specific functions that span from 

monitoring housing practices, to controlling and regulating public fisheries.    

Trends in Special District Formation 

 Due to their ability to focus on specified modes of service provisions, more and more 

individuals and governments are turning to the usage of these special purpose governments to 

provide concentrated services.  Special district governments are the most rapidly growing type of 

government in the United States (Foster, 1997; Burns, 1994).  There are approximately 87,525 

local governments in the United States, including school districts (U.S. Census Burearu, 2002).  

Of this, special districts make up the most governments in number.  Accordingly, there are 

approximately 3,034 counties in the United States, 19,429 cities, 16,504 towns, and 35,052 

special districts.  As Table 2-1 reveals, in the 50 year time span between 1952 and 2002
1
, the 

trend in governmental increases is the largest under the government type special districts.   
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   Table 2-1 The Creation of Local Governments Between 2002 and 1952 in the U.S. 

           

Government Type 2002 1992 1982 1972 1962 1952

County 3,034 3,043 3,041 3,044 3,043 3,052

Municipal 19,429 19,279 19,076 18,517 17,997 16,807

Township 16,504 16,656 16,734 16,991 17,114 17,202

Special District 35,052 31,555 28,078 23,885 18,323 12,340

 

 

 

Table 2-2 displays these increases by percentage.  Between 1952 and 2002, special districts are 

revealed to have increase over 100%, validating claims that special districts have had the most 

rapid increase in number of governmental units in the United States (Foster, 1997; Burns, 1994). 

 

 

Table 2-2 Percentage of Local Government Usage in the U.S. 

Government Type 2002 1992 1982 1972 1962 

County -0.59% -0.29% -0.36% -0.26% -0.29% 

Municipal 15.60% 14.71% 13.50% 10.17% 7.08% 

Township -4.06% -3.17% -2.72% -1.23% -0.51% 

Special District 184.05% 155.71% 127.54% 93.56% 48.48% 

   

 

         

Regional Districts 

 As explained above, regional districts can be created either by state legislation, or by a 

non-state legislative action (via local government action)
2
.  For the purposes of this study, the 

focus of research is on the usage and creation of special districts brought forth by non-state 

legislative action.  As with conventional special districts, regional special districts that have been 

created and used by local governments have become popular tools of service provision.  The 

following table and figure
3
 display states that have 50 or more non-state legislated regional 

districts.  Here, we can see that Texas ranks the highest in number of regional districts with 245, 

with California ranking the lowest.  This table allows us to clearly see how district usage differs 

across states with Texas and California being at opposite ends of the spectrum, while the 
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following figure displays a visual of how the trends of usage tend to be almost even among the 

other states.   

 

 

 

Table 2-3 Ranking of States with 50 or More Regional Districts 

Rank State 

Number of 

Regional 

Districts 

1 Texas 245 

2 Georgia 155 

3 Missouri 109 

4 Illinois 102 

4 Kansas 102 

5 Iowa 96 

6 Kentucky 95 

7 Nebraska 92 

9 Virginia 90 

8 Tennessee 88 

9 Ohio 87 

10 Indiana 86 

10 Minnesota 86 

11 Mississippi 81 

12 Michigan 78 

13 Arkansas 75 

14 Okalahoma 74 

15 Alabama 67 

16 Pennsylvania 66 

17 

South 

Dakota 63 

18 Florida 62 

18 

North 

Carolina 62 

19 Colorado 60 

20 California 57 

21 New York 55 

21 

West 

Virginia 55 

 22 

North 

Dakota 53 
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Figure 2-1 States with 50 or More Regional Districts 

 

 

 For states with less than 50 regional districts, Wisconsin yielded the highest frequency 

ranking number 1 in district usage with 48, while Montana, Idaho and South Carolina fell close 

behind (See Table 2-4 below).  The state with the lowest frequency in regional districts was 

Alaska, yielding only three districts.  The information displayed in tables 2-3 and 2-4, and 

figures 2-1 and 2-2 show that throughout the United States, local governments are beginning to 

more frequently form and use regional special districts.  These figures begin to give some 

indication as to how important these units of government are to local government functions.  The 

figures following these illustrations display trends in usage by district function.  Here, we begin 

to explore the differences that service sector needs play in regional special district formation.    
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Table 2-4 Ranking of States with Less than 50 Regional Districts 

 

Rank State 

Number of 

Regional 

Districts 

1 Wisconsin 48 

2 Montana 44 

3 

South 

Carolina 41 

4 Idaho 39 

5 Washington 36 

6 Louisiana 35 

7 Oregon 34 

8 New Mexico 33 

9 Utah 28 

10 New Jersey 20 

11 Wyoming 19 

12 Maine 14 

12 Vermont 14 

13 Maryland 13 

14 Nevada 12 

15 Arizona 10 

16 

New 

Hampshire 8 

17 Massachusetts 5 

18 Alaska 3 

18 Delaware 3 
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Figure 2-2 States with less than 50 Regional Districts 

 

 

Regional Districts and Various Functions 

 Special districts have been created and used to serve various functions.  As of 2002 there 

were over 35,000 special districts throughout the United States.  Of those 35,000 plus districts, 

over 2,800 were regional districts that were created by other local governments or non-state 

enacted districts.  The frequency of these districts extends over a wide variety of functions.  For 

example, there were only 36 regional districts designed to handle air transportation functions; 

however, there were almost 300 districts that were designed to address soil and water 

conservation issues (see Appendix A).  Likewise, as there were only eight regional districts 

designed to provide seaport services, there were over 200 regional districts dedicated to 

community housing and development.   

 As these regional districts vary in functions and in numbers, they demonstrate how these 

units of government are employed to provide a broad array of functions.  Figure 2-3 shows 

regional districts by type throughout the United States.  Here, we see that the largest proportion 

of regional districts throughout the U.S. constitute water supply districts.  Soil and water 

conservation districts make up the second largest proportion of districts, with libraries, fire 

protection, and housing and community development districts making up other large proportions.  

The “other” category on the pie chart signifies a collapsed category of regional districts that 
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make up less than 2% of the regional districts through out the country.  These districts consist of 

parking districts, parks and recreation districts, seaports, and nursing homes as well as others.    
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Figure 2-3 Chart of Regional District Usage by Function 

 

 

 District usage illustrates strong variations among service types.  This trend is maintained 

when we examine special district usage among various service sectors.  The following diagram 

displays regional district usage by taking a look at a selection of consolidated services to gauge 

the service sector.  Figure 2-4 reveals that among the different types of frequently used service 

sectors, services surrounding water and conservation are used by local governments most 

frequently.  The “other” category, which includes non-utility miscellaneous services, has the next 

highest frequency.  This says that local governments generally used a variety of other types of 

regional districts to address given service needs.  Among the other sectors, healthcare, 

emergency services and education related services all fell relatively even with frequency in usage 

around the 200 range.  Transportation related services yielded the least frequency. 
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Figure 2-4 Chart of Regional District Usage by Service Sector 

 

 

Service Sectors and the Current Study 

 As the preceding illustrations shed light on the trends of regional district usage, it is 

important to keep in mind the emphasis on the differences in service sectors.  Local governments 

use special districts as needed.  Therefore, certain needs may arise more frequently than others.  

Likewise, the emphasis on regional districts, which were created through local government 

actions dictate which service areas would have more frequency.  The purpose of this study is to 

observe special district formation in light of regional collective action efforts.  As such, this 

dissertation seeks to capture instances where institutional collective action might exist, and 

observe how special district formation is affected.  To do this, it is important to understand and 

recognize that certain service areas would lend themselves to act as better laboratories for 

analysis than others.  Therefore, the focus of this study will only place emphasis on specific 

types of services. 
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 From this point forward, this analysis will focus solely on fire, library and hospital 

districts.  The reason for this is that first, the frequency in usage among these types of services 

yields enough instances of regional district usage that a robust observation can occur (see 

Appendix A, and Figures 2-3, and 2-4).  Second, the three types of services lend themselves as 

attractive service areas because they allow for easily recognizable instances of collective action 

efforts.  Each of these service areas provides services that are tangible enough such that the 

common taxpayer would recognize immediate differences in provision patterns.  Third, these 

services provide a good laboratory for this study because unlike water supply, or soil 

conservations districts, the occurrence of statewide legislation that mandates the provision of 

these services is less frequent.    This means that using fire, library and hospital districts allows 

this study to better control for state legislative mandates dictating district formation.    

 Lastly, these services all represent services that may be deemed as being important to the 

median citizen-consumer.  The services observed throughout this study each provide a unique 

function that all give citizens a tangible benefit.  Likewise, all of these services are taxable 

services that often do not require user fees and charges, and could also be subjected to potential 

problems such as the free-rider problem.  For library services, citizens may deem these services 

as being valuable enough to the overall community such that local governments make them a 

high policy priority.  Hospital services are deemed as having a vital nature because these services 

provide healthcare and emergency benefits to the community.  Likewise, fire services are 

considered to be vital because they not only provide emergency type services, but they also 

provide property protection.  Property protection services such as police and fire protection have 

been found to be important enough to taxpayers, such that these services will determine if 

communities are attractive to live in (Bickers et al., 2006).   The observation of special district 

formation among each service sector lends insight to the regional implications of governments 

creating other governments in the presence of the need to act collectively.  

        

Chapter Summary 

 As more local and state governments turn to special districts for the provision of 

common-pooled services, more theoretically interesting question are bound to be discovered.  In 

this light, the topic of this dissertation deals with the formation of these specified governments, 

and how this formation is impacted by regionalism.  From here, the emphasis will become more 
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specific, focusing on the formation of multi-jurisdictions that are formed as the result of an 

intergovernmental agreement between two or more jurisdictions.  Likewise, the emphasis 

becomes specific as this work focuses on regional district formation among the characteristics of 

three service sectors.     

 The emphasis on these special districts is important, because the fact that these districts 

are the result of an intergovernmental agreement reveals that these districts are the products of 

collective action efforts between governments.  Additionally, this emphasis is important because 

it sheds light on how the differences among service sectors shape the needs and characteristics of 

special district formation.  The study of these regional special purpose governments provides 

insight on the issue of special district formation in the face of collective action problems.  

Chapter 3 begins the development of this framework by exploring the conditions of multi-

jurisdiction district creation, as well as the incentives for local governments to do so.  This 

chapter elaborates this issue by focusing on the motivations of local government officials to form 

these districts and the constraints that they face.  Within this chapter, three overarching 

propositions are developed that guide the analyses of this study.      
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Chapter 2 Notes 

 

1.  The data for district usage between 1952 though 2002 come from the U.S. Census of 

Governments – Government Organization Report for 2002. 

 

2. Local government actions of this type often take place within parameters set by state 

authorizing legislation. 

 

3.  Data for all figures come from the U.S. Census of Governments – Government Organization 

Report for 2002. 
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CHAPTER 3 

 

THE COLLECTIVE ACTION FRAMEWORK OF THE FORMATION OF MULTI-

JURISDICTIONAL DISTRICTS 

 

 

The institutional framework developed in this dissertation conceives a process of local 

governments fixed within regional relationships addressing collective problems through the 

formation of other independent local governments.  In this process, when barriers to voluntary 

means of cooperation exist such as economic, political or social complexities, these governments 

will look to other alternatives to assist in the provision of services.  Specifically, this framework 

asserts that difficulties in achieving regional partnerships will lead general purpose local 

governments to depend on third party specialized governments to achieve goals.   

This chapter presents a theoretical concept for understanding the relationship between 

regionalism and special district formation.  This framework places emphasis on the motivations 

of local government officials to form multi-jurisdiction special districts, as well as the various 

constraints they face in trying to do so.  The framework combines the ideas of local government 

formation based upon Burns’ (1994) theory of private values and government formation, and the 

theory of institutional collective action advanced by Feiock and his associates (2004; 2007).  

Both ideas address solutions to solving collective action problems; however, they require 

different approaches in doing so.  Burns’ conception perceives individuals as agents of local 

government formation who attempt to solve these problems by creating a centralized body to 

give them access to services, and various governmental financial powers.  ICA perceives 

fragmented local governments working together under a dynamic process that consists of 

voluntary agreements to achieve regional goals and address various collective action problems.  

Unlike Burns’ concept, ICA sees local government institutions as being agents of collective 

efforts who address problems while maintaining autonomy.  Though merging these two 

conceptions may seem counter-intuitive because government formation within itself requires 

centralization while ICA seeks fragmentation, the proposed framework identifies an area of 

overlap that constitutes a unique institutional solution to regional problems. 

Institutional Collective Action 

This research examines institutional collective actions, government formation in the face 

of collective action, and the free rider problems that are barriers to joint action.  The institutional 
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collective action theory argues that the individual gains from collective action need to outweigh 

the individual costs for joint action to occur.  Competition and uncertainty draw local 

government institutions from various jurisdictions together to forge agreements while setting up 

institutional arrangements to achieve regional cooperation.  Collective action of this nature is 

derived from the concept of individual collective action, which entails that individuals or groups 

of individuals will come together to achieve a common goal (Olson, 1965).  Additionally, 

conditions such as small group sizes, common objectives, and appropriate incentives must be 

present for individual collective action to exist.   

Like individual collective action, institutional collective action must also have favorable 

conditions to subsist.  The conditions for institutional collective action are similar to those for 

individual cooperation in that there must be a small group size (or less geographic concentration 

in the case of local governments), they must all have common policy objectives, and there must 

be the existence of selective incentives to cooperate  (Post, 2004).  When these conditions are not 

favorable for institutional collective action efforts, this proposal argues that the local 

governments in questions will turn to special districts to take the place of regional cooperation.   

The institutional mechanisms for resolving collective action problems range from simply 

specifying the “property rights” of authorities and letting them negotiate through informal 

arrangements or legal specification of contracting agreements to the consolidation of existing 

units into a regional general-purpose government.   In between these extremes are several 

alternatives including voluntarily established regional districts for specific functions.   Scholz 

and Feiock (2007) arrayed eight regional governance institutions according to the autonomy 

retained by the individual local government actors involved. 

 

 

High                Low 

 |_____|________________|____________|______________|_____________|_____________|__________|________|________ 

     informal     “adaptive”          inter-  partnership         council of    voluntary   imposed     consolidated    

     policy         agreements      governmental agreements         governments         districts     districts     general  

      networks         contracts                                                                                                             government 

 

Figure 3-1 Array of Regional Governance Institutions 
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While some research has been directed to each of these mechanisms we know far less about the 

creation and operation of voluntary regional districts than any of the other alternatives.   Burn’s 

theory of local government formation can provide insight into how multi-jurisdictional districts 

are different than the alternative governance mechanisms. 

Local Government Formation 

 Burns (1994) argues that local government formation will take place among citizens 

when the need(s) exist(s) to enhance service provision, harness taxation, or obtain borrowing 

powers to enhance infrastructure.  Additionally, prior research has also argued that local 

governments will often utilize special districts to circumvent certain borrowing and taxation 

constraints brought forth by state legislation (Benton, 2002; MacManus, 1981).  Additionally, 

local governments have also been found to form and use special districts to enhance their 

provision of services (Foster, 1997).  It is argued that like citizens, local governments will seek 

to form new governments to address service provision problems, as well as to provide access to 

mechanisms for taxation and borrowing.    

 This research brings these two conceptions together to examine why local governments 

(counties) choose to give up certain rights of autonomy to multi-jurisdictional special districts.  

Multi-jurisdictional special districts are central to this analysis because they represent institutions 

addressing regional problems while utilizing a mode of service delivery that is not decentralized, 

allowing them to maintain their own jurisdictions.  As such, multi-jurisdictional special districts 

are assumed to provide a mechanism for regionalism where institutional collective action efforts 

are considered to be difficult to achieve when regional problems exist.  Integrating the collective 

action and government formation explanations suggests several propositions to investigate, 

which are presented throughout this chapter. 

The argument begins by exploring the various factors found within existing research that 

has motivated local governments to use special districts.  Next, the incentives of local 

government officials to form multi-jurisdictional districts are explored.  Here, these incentives 

are approached from institutional and sociological standpoints that shed light on why local 

government actors wish to give up certain powers to cooperate through special districts.  From 

here, the concepts and characteristics of local government formation are explored to outline the 

incentives actors have to form local governments in general.  The thesis behind this argument is 

that taxation and service provision problems bring forth the desire to form governments.  This 
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brings forth the discussion of ICA to address the incentives and disincentives for collective 

action by counties.  As individuals are driven to act or not act collectively, institutions are also 

driven in this same manner.  However, unlike individuals, institutions are faced with other 

constraints and incentives that dictate whether they will cooperate.  To this end, this framework 

implies that the lack of incentives to cooperate brings forth barriers to ICA, which in turn will 

encourage the formation of multi-jurisdictional districts.       

Special District Formation and Motivating Factors 

 Previous research provides some understanding of some of the major issues regarding 

special district formation.  To date, there has been relatively no research that has combined the 

conception of collective actions at the institution level with the formation of special purpose 

districts.  Most of the relevant research gives thoughtful insight to the importance and dynamics 

of special districts, but have not explored special district formation from a regional standpoint.  

Highlighted below are explanations in the extant literature that seek to identify the circumstances 

under which local governments will form special districts.  

Special Districts as a Mechanism to Relieve Taxing Pressures  

 One of the recurring arguments is that special governments arise as a result of local 

governments’ desire to relieve taxing pressures.  In this light, local governments have a need to 

provide a service; however, taxing constraints implemented by states may hinder them from 

generating enough revenue to do so.  Essentially, the assumption is that local governments will 

shift fiscal responsibilities to special districts to alleviate or stabilize the pressures of financing 

costly services (MacManus, 1981).   

MacManus (1981) empirically tested this assumption.  Specifically, this analysis explored 

whether the formation of special districts actually relieves some of the pressures of a general-

purpose government’s tax structure. Additionally, this analysis explored whether or not special 

districts would lessen the rate of increase of a local government’s expenditure levels.  Her 

analysis found that the creation of special districts assisted in stabilizing or reducing fiscal stress 

on city and county governments.  For both taxing and spending levels, her analysis found modest 

support for the assumption that special purpose governments aided general-purpose governments 

by creating an additional revenue source for taxation (MacManus, 1981).  This analysis supports 

Burns’ (1994) argument of taxation contributing to local government creation.  Though 
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MacManus’ research was not intended to consider special districts as being related to collective 

action efforts, this analysis provides a good starting point for this consideration to be developed. 

Exploring the Political-Economy of Special Districts 

  Special districts account for the majority of local governments in the United States 

(Burns, 1994; Foster, 1997).  Therefore, we should consider the questions of why does the trend 

toward specialized governance exists and whether and how it makes a difference (Foster, 1997).  

It is important to consider Foster’s (1997) explanations of why people choose these governments.  

Her contribution takes a comprehensive look at the dynamics of special districts explaining why 

special districts have emerged so abundantly over the last five decades, and why people use these 

governments.  Her analysis highlights various perspectives of special district usage and identifies 

several thoughtful hypotheses that explore these perspectives.   

Institutional Reform Perspective 

 The institutional reform perspective assumes people will choose to form region-wide 

special districts to ameliorate inefficiencies of political fragmentation.  Continually, this 

perspective assumes that special districts are formed to enable small municipalities to better 

capture economies of scale.  Foster (1997) finds that institutional reformers choose to create 

region-wide districts; however, districts are created more so to sustain fragmented political 

structures.  Empirical findings also predict that larger municipalities form special districts more 

so than smaller municipalities to enhance efforts to capture economies of scale. 

Public Choice Perspective 

 The public choice perspective assumes that individuals form special districts primarily in 

unincorporated areas.  This perspective also assumes that special districts come about as the 

result of demands from rapidly growing areas, while tailoring services to diverse residential 

preferences (Foster, 1997).  Empirical findings counter these predictions.  “Population growth 

rates have an insignificant influence on the number of districts in a metropolitan area” (Foster, 

1997).  This analysis also revealed that slow growing areas turn into financially powerful and 

politically isolated districts to exploit revenue raising abilities (Foster, 1997).   

Local Government Ecology Perspective 

  The metropolitan ecology perspective assumes that special districts are created to 

circumvent constraints on municipal boundary change, municipal revenue raising, and municipal 

home-rule powers.  The empirical literature finds only modest support for the hypothesis that 
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boundary constraints lead to special district formation.  However, these findings also illustrate 

that before people turn to special districts, they will first explore non-district forming alternatives 

to counter these constraints.  The results considering taxing constraints were contrary to the 

hypothesis.  Here, the findings reveal that local officials form fewer districts, rather than more 

when faced with taxing constraints.  Broad home-rule powers were associated with more region-

wide districts, but not coterminous ones.   

Structuralist Perspective 

 The structuralist perspective assumes that special districts are formed to meet the 

property demands of developers.  Considering this hypothesis, Foster (1997) finds that such a 

link does not exist.  Her explanation for the lack of this relationship is that cities and counties are 

generally pro-growth, so the presence of a developer may not have made a difference in the first 

place.  Also, it was difficult capturing the intent of developers in the data (Foster, 1997).  This is 

significant as developers may develop special districts for countless reasons.  

 Foster’s (1997) analysis of why local government officials, and citizens do or do not 

create special districts gives us a good starting point of understanding special district formation.  

However, some of her findings should be approached with caution, especially the findings 

considering the relationship between taxation constraints and special district formation.  Foster 

(1997) claims that the data does not control for states with pre-existing districts that were put 

under high taxing constraints.  Here, states that already had existing districts had no need to 

create new districts; therefore this factor may have contributed to the inverse relationship 

between taxing constraints and district formation.    

 States Constraints and Special District Formation 

 Scholarly work has explored the effects of various institutional constraints on special 

district formation.  Specifically, McCabe (2000) examined the affects of constraints imposed by 

state institutions on forming special-purpose governments.  Here, she examined whether state 

imposed limitations on local government financing powers would hinder special district 

development.  She also examined the effect of citizens’ demand for services on special district 

formation.  Finally, this analysis explored the notion that private developers’ demand for land 

would spark special district formation.   

Empirical findings provided some support for her three explanations.  McCabe (2000) 

found that special districts are driven by the demand for services.  This finding implied that 
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growing state populations represented a higher demand for services.  Therefore, as populations 

increased, so did the number of special districts.  McCabe (2000) also asserted that state 

restrictions on general purpose governments tend to lead to the creation of more special districts. 

This finding is consistent with the other arguments in urban politics that explores the effects of 

state imposed fiscal constraints on local governments (Benton and Feiock, 2005; Clingermayer 

and Feiock, 1999; Oakerson, 1999; MacManus, 1981).  When the effects of developers as public 

entrepreneurs on special district creation were explored, the findings reveal that a positive 

relationship does exist.  However, different kinds of developers have very different effects on 

special district creation (MacManus, 2000).  As with Foster (1997), this finding warrants further 

investigation, due to the difficulties of capturing and controlling for developers’ intent. 

Carr (2006) extends this argument examining this assumption for variations of home-rule.  

In this case Carr assumes that cooperation between local governments plays an important role in 

the levels of autonomy granted or used by local governments.  The findings of this analysis 

suggest that variations of home-rule do have a statistically significant effect on the number of 

special districts governments created within states (Carr, 2006).  This finding is important as it 

drives us to begin to consider the home-rule variation as an important factor in behavioral 

assumptions of local governments.   

 This analysis is significant to the study of urban politics because many studies consider 

home-rule as an important variable in local government formation; however, few account for the 

varying factors of the different types of home-rule.  According to the ICMA (1994), there exist at 

least two types of home-rule governments; home-rule charter, and home-rule grant governments.  

Home-rule charter governments have the freedom to exercise the powers expressly given to them 

by their own locally adopted charter, or powers necessary related thereto (ICMA, 1994).  Home-

rule grant can exercise any power of local government except those expressly denied by state law 

(ICMA, 1994).  Between the two variations of home-rule, home-rule charter implies fewer 

restrictions by state governments on local government. Though these restrictions may be 

miniscule in the grand scheme of things, these small variations may lead to major implications in 

local government studies.   

 The findings presented in these studies provide a starting point for the conceptual 

framework presented in the current research.  This literature gives insight as to why local 

governments form and use special districts.  Motivations for special district formation stem from 
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issues regarding taxation, economies of scale, service demands, and reasons to circumvent 

various state constraints.  The conceptual framework seeks to extend these arguments, while 

linking the concepts of regional district formation and collective action.  The following sections 

explore this connection.         

The Motivations of Local Government Officials to Form Multi-Jurisdiction Special 

Districts 

 

Why might local government officials wish to use specialized public sector institutions to 

address regional problems?  This study asserts that special district governments often form in the 

face of collective action problems among actors.  Where actors choose to create these types of 

governments, there also have to be incentives for them to do so as the creation of special districts 

entails general purpose governments giving up significant rights of government authority.  Once 

this is considered, the focus then becomes more directed towards the incentives of local 

government officials elected and appointed in forming special districts.   

When we think of local governments forming special districts, we really are referring to 

the local government decision makers within these governments.  Like private citizens, local 

government officials form special districts to gain access to the benefits of these specialized 

governments.  However, unlike private citizens, local government officials are faced with 

additional motivations that are inherent within various institutional and sociological constraints. 

Efforts to create special purposes governments from a governmental point of view are therefore 

based upon various institutional and sociological incentives.  Institutionally, we can assume that 

government officials are driven by various institutional incentives dictated by their governmental 

arrangement to form special districts for the provision of public services.   Sociologically, we can 

assume that officials’ motivations to form special districts may be driven by the need to create 

bridges of information to achieve dissimilar policy objectives.  While some of these incentives 

are universal in both multi-jurisdiction districts and single jurisdiction districts, others incentives 

are only relevant to the creation of the former.   Motivations relevant to both types of districts are 

driven by institutional constraints entailed in fiscal stress, the circumvention of borrowing and 

revenue limits, the lack of services, and other political interests (MacManus, 1981; Foster, 1997; 

Clingermayer and Feiock, 1999; McCabe; 2000).  Motivations more relevant to multi-

jurisdictional districts may be driven by sociological and institutional constraints inherent in 
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governments attempting to achieve economies of scale, break down relational barriers to 

communication and reduce externalities through multi-government cooperation (Feiock, 2004; 

Post, 2004; Carr, 2006; Feiock, 2006).  The following sections elaborate this point and explain 

the various institutional and sociological incentives that may lead to multi-jurisdictional district 

formation and usage.   

Service and Taxation Incentives   

Institutional choices may stem from developers, farmers, homeowners and other citizens 

having an interest in changing the existing local structure for the delivery of services (Burns, 

1994; McCabe, 2000).  Nancy Burns (1994) takes a comprehensive look at local government 

formation in the United States.  Here, she examines historically, and empirically the reasons why 

citizens engage in efforts to create local governments.  She concludes that citizens seek local 

government formation for the delivery of services, and to harness taxation.  

 Citizens’ desire to create government stems from both the need to be included in certain 

services, and to control their excludability in order to avoid free-rider problems.  It is here where 

the formation of local governments is framed as collective action.  Burns (1994) also asserts 

where private citizens seek special district formation for service delivery, public entrepreneurs 

seek to obtain the authority of public financing.  In this light, public entrepreneurs are seen as 

seeking special district formation in order to obtain certain governmental powers to assist them 

in development for the purposes of service delivery.  

 Citizens also form local governments for the purposes of controlling taxes.  When 

citizens (usually developers) are seeking sources to generate revenue, they may form special 

purpose governments that would allow them to pursue taxation efforts.  As with general purpose 

governments, citizens within special districts may use finances raised from taxes to provide 

services that they are unable to acquire from existing municipalities.  “Creating 

government…means defining access to certain forms of public finances and signifies the 

character of local taxes-who pays and how much” (Burns, 1994:14).  In this light, the formation 

of special districts allows citizens to control the taxation levels of those districts in order to 

provide certain services.                

Service Delivery Context: The Inclusiveness of Services and Governmental Powers 

The creation of special districts can provide citizens access to services that they were 

excluded from prior to government formation (Burns, 1994).   To put inclusiveness into context, 
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say there were a group of citizens who desired a certain service that was provided by a local 

general purpose government.  However, because they were not included in its jurisdiction they 

were not included in the provision of said services.  Therefore, in order to enjoy these same 

services, this group decides to form a special purpose government to meet their needs.  In this 

case, these citizens have created a vehicle that allows them to enjoy their desired services, while 

maintaining control over the provision of these services.  Within this newly formed special 

purpose government, these citizens as a collective now have certain crucial powers that are 

afforded to local governments.  They now have the power to tax and charge fees, the power to 

issue debt, and the power of eminent domain (Burns, 1994).  As a result of these powers, the 

citizens within this special purpose government now have the ability to fund infrastructure 

through the issuance of bonds allowing this group of citizens to incur the cost of development in 

order to provide these services without high-risk.  In this light, we begin to understand that 

special districts provide more than just services, but they also provide citizens with a means of 

developing through the usage of public funds.  In essences these citizens now have a service 

providing organization with unrestricted, publicly support incentives for development (Burn, 

1994). 

Public entrepreneurs, which include universities, civic associations, governments and 

business (McCabe, 2000), often form special districts for these very same purposes.  As citizens 

have demands for services in the face of collective action problems, public entrepreneurs often 

act as agents of institutional change in response to unmet needs (Burns, 1994; McCabe, 2000).   

However, these agents of institutional change differ from private citizens because of their 

discovery of the incentives of meeting these unmet needs by creating institutional arrangements 

that allow them to collect above normal profits (rents) for doing so (McCabe, 2000).  The 

governmental powers inherent within the formation of special districts can allow developers to 

engage in profitable development through both the access of eminent domain and the ability to 

fund infrastructure through the issuance of bonds (Burns, 1994).   Special district powers have 

been seen as enabling land developers to enhance and provide infrastructure that increase land 

values while minimizing investment risks (Burns, 1994; McCabe, 2000).  This is in part due to 

general builders being, “expected to act as public entrepreneurs, because new special districts 

may subsidize the cost of infrastructure their developments require” (McCabe, 2000:124).  Given 

this, researchers of urban politics warn that special district formation can be used for the 
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purposes of gaining self-interested incentives, rather than working for the common-good of the 

community (Carr, 2005).   

Service Delivery Context: Local Government Formation and Excludability   

 The implications of Burns’ (1994) research suggest that excludability plays an important 

factor in citizens’ choices to create local governments.  Often times, it is difficult and quite costly 

to exclude beneficiaries from services once they have been produced, therefore it is often 

presumed that they be provided publicly rather than privately (Ostrom, 1999).  This assertion 

especially holds true in the provision of common-pooled services.  As Ostrom asserts, “when the 

benefits of a good are available to a group, whether or not members of the group contribute to 

the provision of the good, that good is characterized by problems with excludability” (1999: 54). 

 To accurately describe the excludability problem, we must look at excludability from two 

perspectives.  First, excludability problems can arise from citizens needing a certain service but 

are unable to be included in the provision of those services due to various reasons such as a local 

government’s incapacity to provide services, or specific zoning legislations (Ostrom, 1999).  In 

such cases, service provision to excluded citizens may be too costly for the providing 

government, therefore shifting the burden of service provision and costs over to the excluded 

citizens.  As a result, the citizens may seek boundary changes by forming a local government to 

relieve these burdens.  Second, excludability problems can arise from spill-over problems 

(Ostrom, 1999).  The spill-over problem within itself can come two-fold.  One problem 

attributed to spill-over may force citizens to be included in services whether they wish to or not.  

A second spill-over problem may stem from citizens benefiting from services who do not 

attribute to the provision of those services, or to the local tax base.  Within the second spill-over 

problem is where we began to realize the problems of free-ridership.    

The Problem of Being Excluded from Certain Services 

 Burns’ (1994) reason of inclusiveness for special district formation can be directly related 

to the problem of excludability.  As mentioned above, when citizens desire un-provided services, 

they may take the initiative of forming a governmental organization in order to provide the 

lacking services.  This initiative may stem from problems that arise when it is costly or difficult 

for the existing government to provide needed services to citizens.  As a result, said citizens will 

often develop a desire to be included within the provision of those services.  Given this, the 

providing government may either enter into an inter-local agreement with a neighboring 
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government to increase its service capacity, or seek boundary changes through annexation (Carr, 

2000).  However, when this is difficult or undesirable, the general purpose government may 

simply leave the burden of providing those services up to the citizens; thus, requiring them to 

seek boundary changes through voluntary annexation, or through the formation of special 

districts (Feiock and Carr, 2001).   

 Usually, when certain allocational services (Peterson, 1981), such as public safety, or 

garbage collection are needed, the general purpose government will find other means of 

providing these services when they cannot provide the services themselves.  In such instances it 

is not uncommon for general purpose governments to form inter-local agreements, or contract 

with another service provider when feasible.  Considering Peterson’s (1981) typology of urban 

politics, it is presumed that general purpose governments will make efforts to provide these 

allocational services as they have neither a positive nor negative fiscal impact on the tax-payer, 

while having a community-wide benefit.  In this conception, the costliness of providing these 

services to excluded citizens can simply be shifted to the tax-payer through local taxes.  

Additionally, the non-provision of these services may be more costly to the general purpose 

government, as the consequences of not having these services may be harmful to the community 

as a whole.  As such the environmental and transaction costs of not providing these services may 

be higher than finding a means of service provision.  This is in part due to the fact that these 

services reduce the likelihood of catastrophic events such as wholesale violations of persons and 

property, community epidemics, and the use of public spaces as disposal dumping grounds 

(Peterson, 1981).   

 In other instances, it will be in the better interest of the central city with individuals 

outside of its boundaries who are in need of services to seek boundary expansion (Clingermayer 

and Feiock, 2001).  One such incentive is that annexation may minimize competition from other 

local jurisdictions, as well as expand agency budgets in a manner consistent with the interests of 

the agencies (Clingermayer and Feiock, 2001; Fleishmann, 1989). 

 Often times when citizens are excluded from less essential services, the general purpose 

government will leave the burden of these services up to the citizens.  For example, some 

citizens reside in neighborhoods where their streets fall outside of the service area of the general 

purpose government.  As a result, the residents of those streets must take it upon themselves to 

utilize and find their own resources to maintain those streets.  In such examples, residents may 
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form neighborhood associations, which entail will collectively to form special districts to finance 

the provision of these services (Burns, 1994).  Within these districts the citizens are empowered 

with taxing and borrowing authorities that will allow them to gain access to the financing powers 

that will enable them to provide these services.    

 In many cases, the overarching problem of citizens being excluded from given services 

stems from the politics inherent within predetermined boundaries.  This problem of excludability 

can come from individuals simply living outside of the service boundaries of the local 

government institution.  Citizens who live in unincorporated areas of a county may lack the 

benefits of services that citizens have who reside within incorporated areas.  Likewise, those 

individuals who live outside of the service boundaries are not seen as contributing to the local tax 

base, therefore not paying for service provision (Ostrom, Bish and Ostrom, 1988).  As the 

unincorporated citizens do not pay taxes, they have no say in the public choices that dictate local 

policy.   

“Boundaries determine who is included within a jurisdiction and define local 

arrangements of service provision and production, patterns of economic development, and the 

exercise of political power” (Feiock and Carr, 2001:383).  Boundary decisions have important 

implications as they determine whose preferences are crucial in the implementation of public 

policy (Feiock and Carr, 2001).  As such, citizens are often interested in changing local 

boundaries to gain access to the powers and benefits of local governments.  Creating new 

jurisdictions through special district formation or altering existing boundaries through annexation 

provide collective benefits to the entire community (Feiock and Carr, 2001).  Boundary change 

can produce these benefits by allowing unincorporated citizens to undertake cooperative actions 

to provide services or allow them to be included within the existing local economy of the general 

purpose government.  Considering the local economy, local institutions and citizens alike share a 

mutual benefit when citizens are annexed into a community.  Annexation allows citizens to not 

only benefit from the provision of services, but also allows them to contribute to the local tax 

base, thus enhancing the community’s local economy.  Individuals being included in the service 

boundaries of a local government not only guarantees their inclusion in the reception of services, 

but also their inclusion in the political powers that dictate the public choices encompassing how 

these services are to be provided.    
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Excludability and the Problems of Spill-Over   

One characteristic of the spill-over problem occurs when a local institution provides a 

service to a specified target of the population, and the effects of that service often affect 

(negatively or positively) an unintended set within the populous.  This can be problematic, 

simply because of the wastefulness of resources.  In this sense, assume that a given population is 

receiving unintended benefits from a local governmental institution.  This can bring forth 

overlap, especially when that population is already receiving that service from another local 

institution.  This overlap represents wastefulness in the resources used to produce those services 

because they are not needed.  Wastefulness can be costly on local budgets, because the local 

governmental institution may be expending more than it needs to spend to produce these 

services.  Consider a service like mosquito control.  The pesticides used to spray within one 

community can spill-over to another community.  In this case overlap may occur, because the 

second community may already be receiving mosquito control form its local government.  Here, 

wastefulness occurs because the first local institution may be expending and utilizing more than 

it needs to on pesticide.  In this sense, spill-over may be costly to the local government providing 

the services. 

Spill-over can also be costly to the un-intended beneficiaries of those services.  Again, 

assume a community is receiving mosquito control as the result of spill-over.  However, in this 

case the spill-over community is harmed by the effects of the services.  The receiving 

community’s main source of revenue is generated from the crops of the local agriculture.  Here, 

the effects of the excess pesticides can be harmful to the crops, resulting in a loss of revenue to 

that community.  At this point, the spill-over effects have become a costly burden on the 

unintended recipients of those services.  The issue of excludability now becomes an issue of 

recipients having no say in whether they desire to receive services.  In this light, the excludability 

problem of spill-over can be problematic and costly for the providers and recipients of over-

produced services.   

A second characteristic of spill-over stems from the free-rider problem.  In this sense, 

when the members of a group benefit from a service, whether they contribute to the production 

of that service or not, that service is characterized as having excludability problems associated 

with free-ridership (Ostrom, 1999).  This problem is heavily related to the spill-over problem 

above, with the emphasis of individuals benefiting from a good, but wishing not to contribute to 
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that good.  “A strong incentive exists to be a free-rider in all situations where potential 

beneficiaries cannot easily be excluded for failing to contribute to the provision of a good or 

services” (Ostrom, 1999:55).  This issue can be problematic, especially on the behalf of the 

institutions providing the services.  Thinking back to the issue of public entrepreneurs, when 

these investors must recoup their investments through even exchanges, the problem of free-

ridership can lead to a disincentive to provide services (Ostrom, 1999).  This in turn leads to an 

underinvestment in the development of infrastructure.   

Like public entrepreneurs, general purpose institutions experience problems with free-

riders through the provision of common-pooled services to an unintended populous.  In the 

provision of these services, it is often costly to exclude some beneficiaries from such services.  

However, when those beneficiaries do not contribute to the provision of those services, this can 

bring forth additional costs.  This is especially true when certain common-pooled services are 

deemed as having a high subtractability flow (Ostrom, 1999).  When the use of a flow of services 

by one individual subtracts from what is available to others, those services are deemed as being 

subtractable (Ostrom, 1999).  Services with high subtractability then are services that rely upon 

limited resources.  As these services are delivered and used, the resources that make up these 

services are lessened.  Regarding these services, free-ridership can be costly because users who 

consume more than they contribute incur costs among others by further limiting the overall 

supply of the needed resources.  If free-ridership is not strictly monitored, the consumption of 

these limited resources will be diminished such that the contributing users will no longer have 

access.  As such, the contributing users will have no incentive to pay for the provision of these 

services. 

Public sector provision of subtractable common-pooled services can lead to service 

allocation problems.  To address these problems, governments must think of resourceful ways to 

control the flow and usage of these services. In thinking about the provision and control of 

subtractable services, water supply comes to mind.  Water supply is often monitored and 

controlled by municipalities through the use of user fees and charges for consumption.  

Essentially, the more water a user consumes, the more he or she pays.  The instituting of such 

allocation mechanisms (Ostrom, 1999) is often effective in controlling service flow, especially 

where subtractability is of concern.  However, monitoring free-ridership by charging for services 

can lead to other problematic issues.  Ostrom argues that one such issue may arise when some 
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users are able to consume more of the services than others simply because they can afford too.  

This can then lead to the non-economic uses of the flow of services and conflict among users 

(Ostrom, 1999).  This in turn can lead back to free-ridership, because the users who cannot 

afford to grab more of the resources will have an incentive to obtain said resources without 

contributing if the opportunity arises.   

Allocation problems, which result from free-ridership and spill-over, can often lead to the 

formation of special districts to monitor and remedy such problems.  In such cases, citizens may 

form a special purpose government to adjust the existing boundaries in order to exclude free-

riders from services.  Where exclusion is neither feasible nor desirable, special districts come 

about as the result of a need to monitor and enforce allocation rules.  Here, special districts may 

incur costs and consumption limits among users, therefore allowing the allocation of services to 

be distributed more equitably and economically.   

Taxation Context: Local Government Formation and Taxing Implications 

 As citizens create special purpose governments to acquire new services, they will need to 

create new ways to finance these services.  Like general purpose governments, special districts 

require a means of financing in order to maintain its efforts to meet citizens’ needs.  Taxes 

provide a way to distribute the cost of services to all citizens rather than charge each citizen per 

usage (Foster, 1997).  This method assures that the governmental entity will have a continuous 

flow of revenue for its operations.   

 Like the power to issue bonds and institute eminent domain, taxation allows citizens to 

pay for goods and services, while controlling  costs.  Where special districts have come on board 

as new sources of taxation  for the provision of goods and services, the tax rates within cities 

have dwindled over the last quarter of the 20
th

 Century (Burns, 1994).  Findings have shown that 

the early part of the 20
th

 century was a time when citizens who were concerned with high taxes 

would form new local government jurisdictions to avoid taxes (Burns, 1994).  Accordingly, tax 

worries had their greatest effect in the 1960’s where annexation was more abundant (Burns, 

1994).  However, as time progressed, cities changed from being the provider of services to being 

the providers of lower taxes (Burns, 1994). From this standpoint, we can see that as more 

municipalities began to turn services over to special districts, they also transferred their powers 

of taxation.  Thus, over the last three decades, more citizens were recorded as taking on the 



 48

power to tax. As municipalities were worried about population decreases, they were glad to give 

up services to citizens along with the burden of taxation.   

State taxing mandates, may have also contributed to more citizens taking on taxing 

burdens.  As illustrated in chapter 2, special districts have more financial flexibility when it 

comes to generating revenues (Foster, 1997).  Therefore, these governments have more leeway to 

cover the costs of operating,which can be problematic for general purpose governments.  Once 

local governments reach their taxing ceilings, they cannot increase taxes to supplement the costs 

of providing services.  Governments can become handicapped when this happens, because limits 

on revenue generating may cause for an increasing gap between income and expenditures, 

especially when the costs of providing services continue to increase due to growing populations 

or more demands for services (Burns, 1994).  In cases such as this, special districts can spring up 

to take on the burden of providing these services, while having the freedom to increase taxes to 

do so.  State laws limiting local government taxation may be a mechanism that spawns citizens 

to harness the powers of taxing to relieve financial pressures.  

Taxation Context: Fiscal Stress and the Circumventing of Financial Constraints 

   Like general purpose governments, special districts must adhere to state mandated 

limitations on borrowing, taxing, and spending while maintaining formal methods of accounting, 

budgeting, and financial reporting (Foster, 1997).  The advantage that special districts have over 

general purpose governments is that they are often subject to fewer and less severe financial 

restrictions (Foster, 1997).   

 Foster (1997) contends that financial restrictions have three important implications on the 

choices of actors to become involved in special districts.  First, state mandates may impose 

ceilings on raising revenues that may cripple a government’s capacity to meet the full demand of 

citizens.  Second, special districts can be used as a mechanism to circumvent citizens’ 

preferences on local government spending (Foster, 1997).  Third, special districts may be used as 

a mechanism to allow local governments to double-dip from the existing tax base (Foster, 1997).   

 Financial restrictiveness can provide a major institutional incentive for local government 

officials to create special districts, as they may not be able to fully meet the service demands of 

citizens.  From the standpoint of the elected executive official, not meeting the demands of 

citizens could have major negative political consequences.  From the standpoint of the appointed 

executive official, not being in the financial position to meet essential service demands could 
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have long-term negative repercussions on the local community.  In either case, the local official 

can only maintain the political and financial health of a city by providing demanded services to 

citizens.  Given Tiebout’s (1956) theory of local government economics, municipalities that do 

not meet citizen’s demands will loose taxpayers, as these citizens are hypothesized to move to 

other areas where their demands are met.  Municipalities maintain their fiscal health by 

maintaining a tax-base.  If populations dwindle, the local economy dwindles.  As such, the long-

term fiscal health of a community will decline resulting in politicians not getting re-elected and 

appointed officials loosing their jobs.   

 To prevent these situations, local officials must consider innovative alternatives that will 

allow them to deliver goods and services within their revenue limits.  One such way is through 

the formation and usage of special districts.  The usage of special district governments generally 

derives from the inherent limitations of general-purpose governments (Oakerson, 1999).  Special 

districts generally have more flexibility to generate revenue and to borrow, resulting in them 

having more positive fiscal positions (McCabe, 1981; Clingermayer and Feiock, 1999).  Mild 

restrictions on revenue raising can make them a tempting choice for the implementation of public 

sector services (Foster, 1997).  The incentives to use special districts may be evident in their 

financial flexibility to generate more revenues to offset expenditures.  Where a general purpose 

government may only be able to collect a certain percentage of overhead costs for various 

services, special district governments may be granted leeway to recover the full cost of providing 

that same service.  

 When we consider public choice, the preferences of citizens go a long way in 

determining municipal services.  As such, local government officials may be put in positions 

where their decisions on government spending may not go over well with citizens.  In these 

cases, citizens may consider certain spending decisions as being deemed unpopular and at times 

even unnecessary.  Given cases where officials are faced with a community problem that 

requires some type of redistribution, taxpayers may not be willing to support a tax increase to 

address this problem.  This “catch-22” situation puts the local government official in a position 

where she is faced with a community problem that local government constituents are not willing 

to pay for.  In such cases, politically insulated special districts have the flexibility to get around 

citizen preferences on governmental spending.  In this light, special districts do not have to 

concern themselves with political constituents being unhappy, as their survival is generally not 
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left in the hands of the common voter.  Likewise, these governmental entities have the ability to 

use various sources of revenue generating mechanisms that may undermine the fiscal preferences 

of informed citizens.  For example, by them being exempt from voter approval they have fewer 

restrictions on the issuance revenue bonds (Foster, 1997).      

In some instances, special districts may give local government officials a means of 

stretching the current tax-base.  This entails the concept of “double-dipping” in order to generate 

more revenue while getting around state taxing restrictions.  Some states may have a tax ceiling 

that caps the percentage of taxes that can be levied by a given local government.  However, a 

special district, being its own local government has the ability to expand the tax ceiling, allowing 

local governmental officials to levy additional taxes.  For example, a state may have a tax ceiling 

on the rate of sales taxes that can be levied by a county for indigent services.  In this case, let’s 

assume that the county has reached its capacity on sales taxes.  Additionally, the residing 

municipality within that county has reached its taxing capacity as well.  To complicate matters, 

the community requires an additional emergency health care center for the community.  Here, 

both the city and the county would benefit from the formation of a special district to provide this 

service.  By providing a special district, the city and the county have created a new mechanism 

that would allow them to expand the current tax base.  This special purpose government has the 

ability to levy additional taxes on the community for the provision of this service.  Where the 

existing city and county ran into a taxation barrier, the special district gave them the capacity to 

expand their ceiling.  Therefore, as illustrated in this scenario, local government officials may 

have an incentive to form special districts to find additional sources of revenue collection 

(MacManus, 1981).   

Taxation Context: The Perspective of Debt Constraints 

Local government officials may also be motivated to use special districts to overcome 

restrictions to borrowing.  One of the main factors that hinder local governments from using debt 

is the effect that institutional constraints have on individual local government units.  State 

policies often regulate the acquisition of local government debt.  This is done with the intent of 

making sure that local governments do not over exert their budgets while pushing the burden of 

this over extended debt on future tax payers (ICMA, 1987).  As such some states require that 

local governments maintain a significantly high proportion of income to debt ratio.  Other state 

restrictions limit local governments to borrowing amounts equal to a certain percentage of their 
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budgets (ICMA, 1987).  Yet, other state mandates require a referendum approval for local 

government debt (McCabe, 2000).  The assumption within this framework is that local 

government officials may wish to use special districts to circumvent state borrowing restrictions 

and gain access to additional resources that allow bond issuance.   

County Governments and Institutional Dynamics 

The institutional design of a county government dictates the powers, which give that 

government the ability to function.  This can be an important motivating factor when 

determining whether to use special districts.  When observing how county governments carry out 

policies and make decisions, it is important to consider the dynamics that surround this important 

factor.  Such dynamics can come two fold.  First, one must consider the level of a county 

government’s autonomy.  Essentially, non-chartered county governments will function 

differently than chartered county governments (Benton, 2002b).  Second, one must consider the 

county’s institutional arrangement.  At one level, we must consider the differences in abilities to 

function between counties with executive heads, and non-executive headed counties.  At another 

level, we must consider the differences between elected verses non-elected officials, in their 

abilities to carry out policy decisions.  The implications of these factors are considered for the 

further exploration of special district usage.  

The level of a county’s autonomy should be considered when examining its usage of 

special districts.  County governments are considered to be the administrative extensions of state 

governments.  As such, counties were generally designed to provide certain traditional services 

(welfare, health, transportation and judicial) (Benton, 2002b).  Because many of these services 

were mandated, counties had little authority to provide optional services (Benton, 2002b).  

A county’s level of autonomy can be depended upon whether it is a chartered local government.  

Because charters are expected to grant counties a degree of higher rule, charter county 

governments will generally have more leeway to provide higher levels of mandated services 

(Benton, 2002b).  Mandated services refer to services that have a more specific nature than the 

basic traditional services (hospitals for example).  On the other hand, non-charter governments 

essentially have less autonomy and may not be able to provide a fuller variety of services like 

charter governments.  This distinction may be an important factor in determining why county 

governments use special districts to provide regional services.  Considering this argument, one 

might expect that non-charter county governments may have more of an incentive to form and 
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use special districts than chartered governments.  Essentially, since a charter government has the 

ability to expand its service provision and production, it would have a lesser need to look 

outward for services.  Conversely, a non-charter government, not having the ability to provide a 

broader variety of services may have the need to look outward to find other means to provide 

services.   

 In a similar light, county governments often vary in their executive power.  Considering 

this, they will generally fall within two main categories, which are counties ran by an executive 

official, and counties with no executive head.  The belief is that counties with executive officials, 

whether they are appointed or elected, will generally be more responsive to citizens’ demands 

than counties ran by a commission.  “The existence of an appointed administrator or an elected 

executive provides the leadership and expertise necessary for county government to respond 

expeditiously and effectively to the citizenry’s appetite for existing services or the provision of 

new services, as well as to better manage programs” (Benton, 2002b:474). 

 Empirical findings from prior research lend support for this argument, in that counties 

that have an executive head spend more money per capita and account for a larger proportion of 

all local government spending (Benton, 2002b; Park 1996; Schneider and Park, 1989).  What this 

tells us is that as executive headed governments generally spend more, more efforts are geared 

towards providing services.  Spending patterns within these studies act as an indicator of service 

provision activity, with higher spending referring to more services being provided.  Considering 

the previous findings regarding the spending patterns of executive and non-executive headed 

governments, the institutional dynamics of a county government may lend itself as a motivating 

factor as to whether officials will use multi-jurisdictional special districts.   

The Motivations to Achieve Economies of Scale 

 The motivations of local officials to create multi-jurisdictional districts may stem from 

the desire to obtain efficiency through economies of scale.  In this sense, the attribute of certain 

services may lead to local governments seeking separate organizations of production (Oakerson, 

1999) in order to enhance or maintain service production in relation to cost.  To elaborate, 

“economies of scale” refers to the decrease in the average unit cost of production as the scale of 

production increases (Oakerson, 1999).  In other words, this could be considered as localities 

seeking to “get more bang for their buck.”   Services with higher attributes of externalities will 

have an effect on neighboring jurisdictions.  Goods that are provided by one community that 
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have an impact on other communities are deemed as having attributes of externalities.  In the 

case where a neighboring jurisdiction is enjoying the benefit of a service produced in another 

community, cooperation often times will exist that will allow both communities to incur the cost 

of producing that service to enhance the economy of scale.  Efforts to these measures often will 

entail coordinated production that will motivate jurisdictions to seek ICA.  However, certain 

constraints to ICA may bring forth the motivation of local government officials to participate in 

multi-jurisdictional districts that will allow institutions to circumvent these constraints while still 

achieving economies of scale. 

Local government institutions are cited as seeking ICA when the transaction costs are 

low enough to do so (Feiock, 2006; 2004; Post, 2004).  Certain factors that may reduce the 

transaction costs of local government cooperation may be associated with the reduced costs in 

mutual monitoring (Ostrom, 1990), the existences of homogeneity between communities, 

geographic location, smaller numbers of institutions involved, and common policy goals and 

objectives (Post, 2004).  However, when the transaction costs of ICA exceed the benefits of 

doing so, local governments will reframe from coordinating efforts in this manner.  As such 

constraints such as dissimilarities between communities (Feiock, 2006) for example, may be a 

hindrance to cooperation.  Therefore, local government officials may be motivated to seek the 

formation of multi-jurisdictional districts in order to achieve economies of scale.  This brings 

forth the logic that constraints to the incentives of ICA will bring forth the motivations to create 

special districts.  The incentives of ICA are more thoroughly explained later in the chapter. 

  Multi-Jurisdictional Special Districts as Bridges of Information  

Like any other organization or institution, special districts can be viewed as the result of 

dynamic relationships among individual actors.  Specifically, local government officials can be 

viewed as having incentives to form special purpose governments because they may act as 

mechanism to enhance interorganizational and intergovernmental relationships.  Local 

government officials build their careers through interpersonal relationships and through their 

interactions with their peers.  Through these interpersonal relationships and personal interactions, 

these officials are able to share and obtain needed information in order to achieve the goals and 

objectives of their governing institutions.  As Granovetter (1985, 1973) argued, the way officials 

disseminate information to conduct their business and transactions depends upon the strength of 

their ties.  Ties refer to the relationship between individuals, whether formal or informal (Berry 
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et al., 2004).  The strength of ties is defined as “a combination of the amount of time, the 

emotional intensity, the intimacy (mutual confiding), and reciprocal services which characterize 

the tie” (Granovetter, 1973:1361).  Naturally, as local government officials interact with other 

private sector and public sector officials within their own communities, they build strong ties, 

and the flow of information will be fluid as these relationships continue.  However, as local 

officials need to accomplish goals that require cooperation from outside the community, they 

may have to depend more on weak ties.  Weak ties develop as individuals build linkages between 

groups outside the existing network (Granovetter, 1973).  This same concept can be applied to 

government settings.  A local government official who has to interact with another local 

government has created weak ties between the two government entities.  When a need arises that 

requires the cooperation of another governmental jurisdiction, the individual decision makers of 

both jurisdictions must forge a relationship.  The strength of this relationship dictates how the 

two individuals or sets of individuals will work together to accomplish goals.  The more these 

individuals will work together and the more the partners have in common, the stronger their ties 

will be.  Likewise, the stronger the ties between individuals, the more knowledge and control 

they have over each other (Granovetter, 1973).   

 We can assume that two local government jurisdictions that have strong ties between 

their leaders will generate better cooperation and coordination to accomplish goals because of 

shared information.  In this sense, cooperation and coordination is dependent upon the fluidness 

of information exchanges.  So, if the ties were weaker then fewer similarities would exist, and 

cooperation and coordination would be more difficult.  When this occurs we can conceptualize 

special districts being formulated to help strengthen these weak ties by providing routine 

interactions among institutional actors.  

Local government cooperation is advanced by relational ties that bridge structural holes 

within information exchanges (Scholz, Feiock, and Ahn, 2006; Burt, 2005).  Considering the 

concept of the Prisoner’s Dilemma costly information is often unavailable to actors.  Therefore, 

they must make the best decision with limited information.  This can spark opportunistic 

behavior brought forth by uncertainty.  However, “information bridging” through weak ties can 

link local government organizations to enhance shared information that is required to coordinate 

collective actions (Scholz, Feiock, and Ahn, 2005; Feiock, 2006).    In this light, multi-

jurisdictional special districts can act as a bridge allowing actors to work together to share costly 
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information in order to accomplish goals.    To this end, we can conceptualize special districts as 

tools of sharing and receiving costly information between competing actors who may have 

dissimilarities in policy objectives. 

Motivations Inherent within Varying Service Transaction Costs 

 The levels of transaction cost within a given service can also act as motivating 

determinants of whether local governments will use special purpose governments.  Accordingly, 

different levels of transaction costs inherent within different services have been found to dictate 

their modes of service delivery.  Specifically, Brown and Potoski (2003) assert that services with 

high levels of asset specificity and high levels of difficulty in measuring production are 

considered to have high transaction costs, which may be averted through various modes of 

service delivery.  Here, they argue that as asset specificity becomes higher, local governments 

may rely more on internal modes of delivery.  However, when asset specificity reaches its 

highest level, local governments will reduce internal service production and use non-joint 

contracting efforts of vertical integration (Brown and Potoski, 2003).  Additionally, they make 

the case that when service production is difficult to measure, local governments may provide 

these services through efforts of joint contracting.  Conversely, when measurement difficulty is 

extreme, local governments will maintain efforts to internally produce these services.   

When considering levels of asset specificity, it is assumed that higher levels will yield 

higher fixed costs or start-up costs.  The transaction costs of these types of services are deemed 

to be high especially when these services yield a low return on their investment (Brown and 

Potoski, 2003).  When fixed asset costs are deemed to be extremely high, local governments may 

avoid service production all together and push these services out to a non-governmental vendor.  

Considering difficulties in measuring production, it is argued that when contract monitoring is 

difficult or costly for a given service, local governments will cooperate with other local 

governments in the production of these services, rather than allow them to be provided by a 

private vendor.  However, when difficulties in contract monitoring are deemed as being extreme, 

the argument is made that local governments will fully internalize these services (Brown and 

Potoski, 2003).   

Relating this concept to the current framework, it can be asserted that variations in the 

levels of transaction costs regarding specific services may motivate local government officials’ 

decisions to use regional special districts.  When services are deemed as having low to moderate 
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levels of asset specificity and low to moderate levels of transaction costs, local governments may 

be more apt to use special districts as a means of providing these services.  However, when 

services are deemed as having high levels of transaction costs, local governments may be more 

apt to internalize these services, or find means to provide them through the private market.  

Where Brown and Potoski (2003) argue that high measurement difficulty may lead to the 

internalization of services, this framework maintains that if a given service has extremely high 

asset specificity and high measurement difficulty, governments may avoid service production all 

together and allow these services to be provided through the private market.  This is impart due 

to local governments wishing to avoid extremely high fixed cost, as well as special districts not 

having the financial power to make large investments in services that provide little return.  

Additionally, extremely high difficulties in measuring production outcomes can be costly from a 

political standpoint, because citizens may not be willing to incur taxes on services that cannot be 

fully defined, measured, or conceptualized.  Therefore, it is expected that lower service 

transaction costs may act as a motivating factor for local government officials to use special 

districts.  On the contrary, services with higher transaction costs may be too difficult for special 

districts to maintain due to 1) high fixed costs, which may significantly weaken economies of 

scale; and 2) high difficulties in measuring production which may act as a disincentive for 

general-purpose governments regarding the usage of special districts.      

 The Character of Institutional Collective Action 

Drawing upon Burns’ (1994) framework of local government creation, the prior sections 

outlined the motivations and logic that would lead actors (governments and citizens alike) to 

utilize special districts.  Accordingly, actors form special districts to acquire services that they 

did not receive from the preexisting general purpose governments.  The second thesis of this 

argument is that actors form special districts so that they may take on the power to tax, as well as 

acquire other revenue generating powers that may be limited by state mandates.  Lastly, actors 

are argued to form special districts because they may be motivated by various institutional and 

sociological incentives.  Specifically, actors may be motivated to utilize special districts to allow 

them to implement politically difficult decisions, as well as obtain economies of scale and use 

networks to bridge costly information (Foster, 1997; Scholz, Feiock, and Ahn, 2005; Burt, 2005).    

Burns’ (1994) framework of local government creation is a good starting point for the 

development of this study’s framework.  However, her framework takes a historical standpoint in 
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accounting for the choices of citizens to use special purpose verses general purpose governments.  

In contrast, this study seeks to explain the choices of local government institutions to use multi-

jurisdictional special districts.  By doing so, the research integrates the concept of regional 

collective action among institutions with the concept of local government creation.  Extant 

literature explores both concepts; however, to this point there have been no efforts to integrate 

the two thoughts.  The following sections will seek to make this integration.   

Traditional Collective Action 

When considering the idea of collective action, it is first appropriate to start with Mancur 

Olson’s (1965) work, The Logic of Collective Action: Public Goods and the Theory of Groups.  

In this piece Olson outlines some of the basic concepts and ideas of acting collectively.  Here, he 

highlights some of the concepts of group behavior and how group size can dictate the extent of 

that behavior.  Given these concepts, we began to conceptualize how group behavior can dictate 

the way public goods are distributed. 

The basic concept of understanding that Olson provides is that individuals will come 

together to form groups in order to fulfill an individual need.  However, while fulfilling that 

individual need, the collective efforts of each individual will lend to the fulfillment of the group 

need.  Accordingly, the group need can only be fulfilled if each individual contributes to the 

group.  As such, in order for the individual to join the group in the first place, there has to be 

some incentive for him to do so (Olson, 1965).  

Group formulation can be formal or informal.  Informal (usually small) groups consist of 

individuals who decide on their own to come together to provide some collective need.  Formal 

groups, which can be voluntary or non-voluntary consist of individuals who decide to form 

organizations.  These organizations are brought together under formal agreements, and these 

agreements dictate how much individuals will contribute verses how much they will get in 

return.  Non-voluntary organizations such as governments require contributions from individuals, 

whether they have an incentive to contribute to that collective good or not.  One such mechanism 

of doing this is through taxation.  Taxes impose the burden of contributing to collective goods on 

citizens whether they choose to enjoy that good or not.  Organizations that provide a great 

collective good such as governments cannot survive off of voluntary dues and payments because 

they provide fundamental services that must be available to everyone at all times (Olson, 1965).   
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When we consider group dynamics, we must also consider the importance of group size.  

According to Olson (1965) group size plays an important role in the way individuals will 

contribute to groups.  Based upon this argument, individuals who make up smaller groups will 

contribute more to the collective good than individuals making up larger groups.  In larger 

groups, individuals usually will reap smaller portions of the benefit of the good.  This is simply 

because there are more individuals to divide the collective benefit among.  This within itself can 

counter the efficiency of the group in that the individuals may not have a large enough incentive 

to act collectively.  Therefore, the largest maximum benefit available for an individual will be 

small enough such that there may be a tendency for large groups to fail to provide themselves 

with any collective good (Olson, 1965).   

Individuals in small groups on the other hand have an incentive to contribute more to the 

collective good of the group because they stand to get more in return.  Investors investing in a 

business venture can be equated to the dynamics of small groups.  Here, we have five investors, 

each investing twenty percent of the start up cost with the hopes of receiving twenty percent of 

the earnings.  Naturally, each investor will have considerable concerns with the financial health 

of the business.  Therefore, each investor would have a vested interest in contributing more to 

assure that the business maintains its health.  However, if there were 500 investors equally 

investing in that same business, each investor would only receive .2% of the profit.  Given this, 

the investors would not have as much of an incentive to invest additional time and interest in the 

business, as each portion is extremely small.   

Small groups can also have problems with distribution of benefits among members.  Like 

large groups, the individuals of small groups will have no incentive to provide anymore of the 

collective good once the member with the largest maximum gain has received their portions.  

However, because the group is smaller, the person with the largest maximum gain will also 

receive a disproportionate distribution of the burden (Olson, 1965).  “Where small groups with 

common interests are concerned, then, there is a systematic tendency for “exploitation” of the 

great by the small” (Olson, 1965:29).   

Given this elaboration of group dynamics and the consideration of individuals forming 

groups to act collectively, we must now turn to the concept of collective behavior among 

institutions.  Institutions often require formal arrangements that dictate group behavior.  Such 

institutional arrangements such as contracts, or government laws and mandates have been shown 
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to dictate the behavior and choices that individuals will make.  Considering institutions and large 

organizations, such as municipalities, and large businesses, individuals will often be required to 

adhere to formal institutional arrangements that will govern their behavior.  To further this 

concept, we must begin to consider the dynamics of large groups coming together to act 

collectively to form institutions.  Olson (1965) brought forth the concept of applying economic 

factors to group dynamics; however, much research has elaborated his work and applied these 

concepts to the thought of groups having to work together to manage scarce, common-pooled 

resources.   

The concept of scarcity makes matters a bit more complex.  Following the work of Olson, 

other authors began to make attempts to demonstrate just how complex matters will be when we 

integrate economic group dynamics with the concept of scarce, common-pooled resources 

(Hardin, 1968; Ostrom, 1990; 1999).  To demonstrate how common goods can bring forth 

problems among groups authors began to apply game theoretic analogies to group dynamics 

(Hardin, 1968; Ostrom, 1990).  With these analogies we began to better understand the behavior 

of individuals in collective action situations.  Here, we are able to apply the notion of actors 

behaving in a self-interested manner.  With these analogies we are also better able to understand 

the role that limited information plays in these settings.  A third lesson that these analogies bring 

forth is, that once there is a mix of self-interested individuals, limited information, and scarce 

common-pooled resources, problems of credible-commitment such as defection will often times 

come into play.  Defection within itself warns us that individual behavior must often times be 

monitored or else at least one of the individuals within the game will be exploited (Hardin, 

1968). 

Elinor Ostrom (1990; 1999) explored the concept of group behavior on a much larger 

scale than basic group dynamics involving common pooled resources.  Here, the application of 

game theoretic analogies among individuals in large institutions such as local governments began 

to reveal that among common pooled resources, and among basic individual behaviors, we have 

various institutional attributes that must be considered.  In this framework, the actions of 

individuals are dictated by the various institutional attributes.  These attributes determine choices 

and the outcomes of a given situation.  To elaborate this concept, Ostrom (1990) explored the 

notion of individuals acting collectively within large institutions, such as municipalities.   
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“The actions of individuals in a situation directly affect the physical world.  

Resource units are withdrawn from a CPR (common-pooled resource).  Inputs are 

transformed into outputs.  Goods are exchanged.  Appropriation and provision problems 

occur at an operational level…The rules affecting operational choice are made within a 

set of collective-choice rules that are themselves made within a set of constitutional-

choice rules.  The constitutional-choice rules for a micro-setting are affected by 

collective-choice and constitutional-choice rules for larger jurisdictions” (Ostrom, 

1990:50).    

 

Individuals operate within an arena dictated by higher degrees of institutional constraints and 

rules.  These rules are what dictate the various actions or inactions of individuals.  This multi-

level of analysis assumes that rules from a higher level of the institution, dictate the rules of a 

lower level of the institution that eventually dictates the rational choices of individuals in what 

Ostrom (1990; 1999) refers to as action arenas.   

 The way individuals approach the scarcity of common-pooled resources is dictated by the 

rules of the institution.  Individuals living within a general purpose government will contribute to 

the provision of common-pooled resources even though they may only receive a miniscule rate 

of return for their contribution.  This is the case not because the individual wishes to contribute 

to act collectively, but because the individual is constrained by rules to do so through taxation.  

As mentioned by Olson (1965), government institutions that provide common good resources 

must assure that those resources are readily available to the public; therefore they rely on non-

voluntary means of contributions from citizens. 

 Some common-pooled resources have a high degree of subtractability.  Essentially, the 

usage of resources by one individual will subtract from the flow of resources from others 

(Ostrom, 1999).  When we think back to the game theoretic analogies, when there is limited 

information, self-interested individuals will seek to use as much of a subtractable source as they 

can in order to meet their full efficiency before the “well runs dry.”  This can result in both short-

term and long-term problems for all individuals relying on this resource.  Therefore to prevent 

the inefficient usage of subtractable common-pool resources, institutions may implement per 

usage fees on these resources (Ostrom, 1999).   
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 Other issues that lead to the understanding and analysis of collective action problems at 

the institutional level include the provision and supply of common-pooled resources, finding 

ways to manage free-rider problems, spillovers, and maintaining adequate supply.  In his focus 

on the economics of group dynamics and behavior, Olson (1965) introduced some basic concepts 

of collective action problems.  This was made evident in his analysis of group size.  However, 

Ostrom (1990; 1999) broaden our assumptions about collective action problems by considering 

how these problems exist at the institutional level.  As individuals who are driven by various 

institutional attributes are involved in these dynamic institutional settings, various collective 

action problems surrounding these resources will arise.  Such problems that arise at this level are 

therefore left to the institution to solve.  Even though, the individuals involved in this dynamic 

setting contribute to these collective action problems, the institution itself must take 

responsibility for addressing these problems.   

 The implications of Ostrom’s (1990; 1999) work entails a look at collective behavior that 

allows us to consider the institutional dynamics of collective action and how they go about 

solving collective action problems.  However, her research conceives individuals as the unit of 

analysis.  In this sense, individuals are the major players of collective behavior, and their 

behavior is driven by various institutional arrangements and attributes.  Here, institutions are 

seen as one of several independent variables that contribute to the way common-pooled 

resources are used.  This idea is very insightful in that it has given us an understanding of how 

institutions and institutional arrangements play a role in the way individuals solve particular 

problems; but it does not fully account for collective behavior at the institutional level.  

 Collective action at the institutional level entails institutions behaving like individuals 

and acting collectively to address some collective need.  Essentially, the same assumptions of 

individual behavior can be applied at the institutional level.  Like individuals, institutional 

actions will seek to address their own self interests.  Like individuals, institutions will also seek 

to make rational decision based upon limited information.  Additionally, like individuals, 

institutions also must share common-pooled resources with other institutions (Feiock, 2007).  

This is especially true when we consider the situations that involve local governments.  

However, unlike individual collective action, institutions must consider various political, 

financial, and geographical constraints that individuals often do not face.   
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 When this study refers to institutional actors, it is specifically addressing units of local 

government that are independent of each other.  The basis of discussion then considers 

fragmented local government institutions acting collectively on a voluntary basis to provide 

some regional need, or institutional collective action (ICA) (Feiock, 2007).  “ICA can be viewed 

as a form of collective action generalized to governmental institutions” (Feiock, 2004:12). These 

governmental institutions form formal arrangements that address collective needs, while 

integrating a region across multiple jurisdictions (Feiock, 2007).  At this point, the focus moves 

from observing local government to paying more attention to regional governance (Oakerson, 

2004).  This concept extends basic theories of collective action by assuming that cooperation will 

exist between multiple jurisdictions to address common needs.  This concept also extends prior 

conceptions of collective action by assuming that like individuals, multiple jurisdictions will 

come together voluntarily to set up various institutional arrangements to monitor the behavior in 

cooperative efforts.   

Incentives of Institutional Collective Action    

ICA can be explained using the basic principals of group formation (Post, 2004).  “The 

conditions for institutional collective action are similar to those for individual cooperation: group 

size, common policy objectives, coercion/selective incentives…” (Post, 2004:102).  Essentially, 

smaller groups in ICA efforts will give the acting governments more benefits to forge the 

agreement.  However, as with individual efforts, larger groups seeking ICA efforts will yield 

higher transaction costs, as the benefits of cooperating would decrease (Post, 2004).  Tiebout 

(1956) and Peterson (1981) assert that an increase in the number of local governments generates 

competition among those governments for capital and labor, which may be a hindrance to 

cooperation (Post, 2004).            

      Unlike individuals, local government institutions are geographically limited.  

Municipalities generally will cooperate with geographically close governments (Post, 2004).  

Occasionally, local governments will cooperate with other governments outside of their direct 

regional area.  These types of agreements will work especially for instances where local 

governments will buy and sell power to each other using long-distance underground pipeline 

systems.  However, long distance cooperation may reduce the cost-to-benefit ratio often 

associated with contracting (Post, 2004).   
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 Geographic limitations dictate the number of partners a metropolitan area will have to 

partner with.  If an area has a large number of partners, this means that there will a larger number 

of opportunities for intergovernmental cooperation (Post, 2004).  As noted above, more 

jurisdictions lead to larger groups involved in ICA, which may lead to a lack of cooperation.  

However, the geographic distribution can also be a factor in this matter.  Accordingly, the more 

geographically concentrated municipalities are, the greater the chance of local government 

cooperation (Post, 2004).  Geographic concentration increases the chances that local government 

officials will forge more personal relationships, allowing them to become more socially 

embedded with each other.  As reciprocity and trust builds among local government officials, so 

will the formation of stable governing coalitions (Post, 2004).   

 In addition to geographic limitations, local governments who wish to cooperate must 

have common goals.  “One of the strongest incentives for local government cooperation is 

common policy objectives” (Post, 2004).  Naturally, in order for two entities to work together, 

whether as individuals or as institutions, they must have at least some of the same goals.  

Common policy objectives may include a common desire to realize cost savings, the desire to 

service a community across jurisdictions, the heterogeneity or homogeneity of constituent 

preferences for specific goods and services, and the attributes of the goods and services being 

provided (Post, 2004).  Other policy objectives may include such things as the investment in 

capital infrastructure.  Capital infrastructure projects normally entail long-term commitments.  

Therefore, if one community is eager to invest in such projects, but another is not, then such 

cooperation efforts will be difficult to forge.  However, if both jurisdictions agree on the way 

capital investment is to be carried out, both would have the potential to realize significant cost 

savings as the burden of the expenses will be divided between the two.  Another way of 

considering common policy objectives is to consider the budgets and the governments.  If one of 

the governments is having financial strains, then it may be difficult for that government to make 

such a commitment.  Common policy objectives can also be determined through the direction of 

spending.  If one government’s main focus is to invest in redistribution, while another 

government’s focus is to invest in development, the two governments may have difficulties 

cooperating.  However, if the demands of citizens in both localities dictate spending in the same 

direction, then cooperation may be more apt to exist.   
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 Another condition to consider in local government cooperation is the institutionally 

coercive measures that are in place.  State mandates have often encouraged or discouraged 

cooperation among local governments through regulation (Post, 2004).   State laws influence the 

number of governments that are available for cooperation by regulating local government 

formation and the expansion/contraction of existing local government boundaries (Burns, 1994; 

Post, 2004).  The assumption that lies behind this statement is that state regulations on boundary 

changes may lead to more local government cooperation.  Additionally, state laws also influence 

the cost of intergovernmental collective action through the regulation of intergovernmental 

agreements (Post, 2004).  Therefore, when states impose heavy regulations on localities 

regarding intergovernmental agreements, cooperation through the use of ICA’s will be difficult 

to achieve.       

Considering these conditions and incentives, the main assumption behind ICA is that 

local governments will forge cooperative agreements across regions, when the transaction costs 

of doing so are low. However, when local governments do not benefit from the transaction cost 

of cooperating they will fail to do so.  When cooperation is difficult to achieve, local government 

officials may be motivated to participate in independent multi-jurisdictional districts in order to 

achieve economies of scale in the production of certain services.   The following section will 

explore some of the existing research regarding special district formation to further understand 

the theoretical conceptions surrounding this issue of study. 

Combining the Two Perspectives 

 The preceding sections outlined two major concepts.  First, they outlined local 

government formation as a function of actors attempting to acquire services and harness taxation.  

According to the government formation framework, citizens seek to form governments as the 

result of a need solve the problems of service inclusion and excludability.  In this sense, citizens 

seek governmental powers to either become included in the provision of missing services, or 

exclude themselves or others from services of which they did not wish to partake.  Additionally, 

government formation was found to be driven by a need of citizens to harness taxation (Burns, 

1994).  Taxes, being the major source of revenue for local governments (Ostrom, Bish and 

Ostrom, 1988) will be brought under major scrutiny by citizens as they may feel that taxes are 

too high, or tax revenues are not expended in accordance with their demands (Clingermayer and 

Feiock, 1999; Oakerson, 1999).  As such, citizens have been found to take it upon themselves to 
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tax by forming a new local government jurisdiction (Burns, 1994).  Second, the preceding 

sections outlined various characteristics of collective actions.  Here, collective actions were seen 

as being driven by groups of individuals acting collectively to accomplish common goals.  Group 

size was found to be an important factor in the dynamics of collective actions (Olson, 1964).  

According to this logic, smaller groups would have less problems acting collectively than larger 

groups.  When common goods are added to the equation, groups will often form institutional 

arrangements that will help them to alleviate various collective action problems associated with 

the behaviors surrounding those goods (Ostrom, 1990).  Considering the group size dynamics 

propositioned by Olson (1964), the smaller the number of groups, the more likely cooperation 

surrounding common goods will occur.   

 Institutions like individuals often must cooperate to achieve some collective good.  It has 

been found that local government institutions must often voluntarily cooperate to manage 

common-pooled resources.  In this, they will often come together to form formal institutional 

arrangements to cooperate under what some refer to as institutional collective actions (Feiock, 

2004; Post, 2004).  Accordingly, institutional collective actions come about as local government 

institutions have some regional need that must be addressed.  However, like individual collective 

actions, institutional collective actions must present situations where the transaction costs of the 

cooperating do not out weigh the benefits.  This assumption is what brings forth the major 

development of this study’s framework.  Given this, the following proposition states: 

P1: Local governments form special districts when there are regional needs to enhance 

services and harness taxation. 

 When the transaction costs of institutional collective action are high, this research 

assumes that local governments will need to find some alternative to solving existing collective 

action problems.  The response to this assumption is that local governments will form special 

districts to take the place of institutional collective action efforts when barriers to such efforts 

exist.  Accordingly, the sections above assume that individuals form governments when there is a 

collective action problem that needs to be addressed.  This framework applies this same concept 

to institutions.  As such, the over arching thesis of this study assumes that local governments will 

look to special districts when they are faced with a regional collective action problem that cannot 

be addressed by voluntary cooperation (institutional collective actions).  This thesis suggests the 

following proposition:  
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 P2: Local governments form special districts to overcome barriers of institutional 

collective action. 

This study highlighted some of the financial circumstances that may bring forth 

incentives for local government officials to use special districts when collective action problems 

exist.  Under one circumstance, local governments often incur large amounts of long-term debt 

for the development of major capital infrastructure.  However, the political and financial 

atmosphere of some local governments may disallow such long-term commitments.  Under 

another circumstance, local governments are often constrained in their abilities to tax by state 

codes and mandates.  Such constraints on taxing abilities can have adverse effects on local 

governments’ capacities to provide services.  This work assumes that governments that are 

subjected to constraints on borrowing and taxation will use special districts as a mechanism to 

fund major development and provide services.   

  Special district creation becomes a likely candidate among options to cooperate because 

of their attractive powers to tax and borrow.  Under this logic, state-imposed limits that restrict 

local governments’ financial abilities are likely to lead to the creation of special districts 

(McCabe, 2000).   Likewise, the general hypothesis has been that when states constrain their 

local government’s ability to raise revenue from taxes, new independent special districts are 

formed as a way around these limits (McCabe, 2000).  The current research builds upon this 

general hypothesis and presents the following proposition: 

P3: Local governments form districts to circumvent higher institutional constraints 

inherent within state restrictions on taxation, borrowing and service provision in order to 

achieve regional needs 

 

Chapter Summary 

 This chapter outlined a framework that seeks to integrate the concept of local government 

institutional cooperation at the regional level with the concept of local government formation as 

a solution to collective action problems.  Theoretical propositions about multi-jurisdictional 

district formation were then derived from this framework.   The main premise of this theory is 

that when barriers to institutional collective actions exist, local government officials will be 

motivated to form regional special districts to harness taxation and service related issues.  The 
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three propositions developed in this chapter provide guiding assumptions that allow for the 

empirical testing of this framework.   

The next chapter employs a descriptive analysis to conceptually ground the presented 

framework using the three propositions.  From these propositions, guiding questions are 

developed to give a more direct focus to the theoretical concepts being explored within this 

study.  This portion of the study acts as a conceptual bridge between the framework and testable 

hypotheses.  The lessons brought forth from the next chapter lend to the development of a formal 

plan to investigate multi-jurisdictional special district formations as a function of regional 

collective action.  
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CHAPTER 4 

 

AN EXAMINATION OF THE THREE DISTRICT TYPES:  THE DIFFERENCES IN 

THE THREE SERVICE FUNCTIONS 

 

 The previous chapter outlined a framework that explains special district formation among 

local governments when there is a regional need to act collectively.  This framework applies 

concepts captured in individual efforts to create government institutions and act collectively.  

This dissertation applies these same concepts to institutions, and argues that they will forge other 

institutions when there is a need to act collectively to harness service provision and taxation.  

This chapter explores the current framework by investigating special district formation in the 

face of regional collective action.   

Before testing this explanation this study presents a descriptive analysis that conceptually 

grounds the presented framework, and sets the premise for the empirical testing.  This method of 

analysis is important because it provides a vision that dictates the analytical direction of this 

research (Straus and Corbin, 1998).  Using the concepts captured in this portion of the 

dissertation, a detailed description of the conditions that lead to special district usage is 

developed, which in turn furnishes a bridge between the research question and the testable 

hypotheses presented in the next chapter.  Within this investigation, the motives of local 

governments in their efforts to form multi-jurisdictional special districts are questioned.  The 

lessons about why local governments form special districts are derived from the responses of 

officials who work within these districts.  The 18 districts studied are dispersed throughout the 

U.S. and provide one of three types of services, fire, library or hospital.                    

Analysis 

 The focus of this study is to determine if the lack of various conditions that have been 

claimed to stimulate informal institutional collective actions, lead to the formation of special 

districts.  In this chapter, I do not attempt to analyze the micro-circumstances that impact local 

government formation, but try to answer important generic questions that derive from the 

conditions of collective actions.  As a result, this chapter does not go beyond identifying broad 

categories of concepts related to special district formation and regional collective action.  This 

chapter investigates the role of regional collaboration.  Specifically, officials were asked how 

various conditions of collective action, as well as other regional conditions impacted the 
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formation of their special districts (See Appendix B).  Among the issues discussed, the following 

questions guide this chapter:  

1. What effect does the regional need to act collectively have on local governments’ 

decisions to use multi-jurisdictional special districts? 

2. How does the ability of local governments to obtain intergovernmental partnerships 

affect their decisions to use multi-jurisdictional special districts? 

3. What roles do geographic concentration and the number of willing participants to 

cooperate play in the formation of multi-jurisdictional special districts? 

4. How do dissimilar policy objectives and the lack of homogeneous community attributes 

impact local governments’ decisions to use multi-jurisdictional special districts? 

Answers to these questions will lend to the further development of this dissertation’s 

framework.  These answers will also give additional insight on the roles that collective action 

plays in the formation of local governments.   

 

Design of Descriptive Research  

Chapter 3 highlighted three propositions that sought to explain how the conditions of 

institutional collective actions dictate whether local governments will use multi-jurisdictional 

special districts.  Here, these propositions are developed into four questions that are designed to 

give theoretical grounding to the framework of this dissertation.  This is done by systematically 

connecting the concepts within this study to formulate ideas that explain the phenomenon (Straus 

and Corbin, 1998).  While the qualitative analysis is not  a grounded theory approach per se,  it 

seeks to explain the conditions that drive local governments to use multi-jurisdictional special 

districts to address regional needs, by drawing inferences from codified data, which offers 

meaningful insight and guidance to this work (Straus and Corbin, 1998). 

The descriptive analysis consists of three major components; data, data coding, and 

procedures of data interpretation (Straus and Corbin, 1998).  In the summer of 2007, I 

interviewed 18 special district officials by phone to collect their insight on the roles that regional 

collective action played in their creation.  Of the 18 districts surveyed, were five fire districts, six 

library districts, and seven hospital districts selected randomly from a larger population.  The 

respondents within each district were either the district’s head administrative officer or someone 

of equal administrative capacity.   
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All interviews were semi-structured, asking a series of 10 questions (see Appendix B) 

that queried on the specifics of the implications of collective actions on the creation of these 

special districts.  Following the technique of prior qualitative work (Argonoff, 2003; Brower and 

Abolafia, 1996; Lofland and Lofland, 1995; Schensul, et al., 1999; Straus and Corbin, 1998), this 

research uses an open coding system to codify data based upon information gathered from the 

surveys (Straus and Corbin, 1998).  As data emerged, various concepts were created that 

systematically established relationships between different characteristics, actions, and themes 

brought forth throughout the analysis.  This data coding system allowed the data to be bridged 

with this framework, while providing to this research an analytical method of assessing the raw 

data drawn from the administered surveys (Straus and Corbin, 1998).   

The data were then interpreted and conceptually ordered according to their property and 

dimensions and described based upon categories (Straus and Corbin, 1998).  This step led to the 

process of developing ideas which were conceived based upon data interpretation, and then 

formulating them into explanatory schemes.  Finally, specific aspects of these explanatory 

schemes were developed to build the causal hypotheses presented in the next chapter.   

A Comparison of the Three Service Functions 

 This analysis presents findings that suggest that collective action plays an important role 

in the usage of these three types of special districts; however, the extent of those roles varied by 

service function.  One major reason for this outcome is that all three of these services represent 

various policy types that all have varying degrees of politics and transaction costs.  From the 

political perspective, high political sensitivity would play an important role in whether certain 

types of services may be outsourced or kept in-house.  The assumption under this logic is that 

services that are more political may be kept in-house while less political services may be 

outsourced.  This may be the case more so for local governments with elected executive officials. 

From the standpoint of transaction costs, as discussed in Chapter 3 the levels of a service’s asset 

specificity and difficulty in measuring production may also play important roles in the decisions 

to use special districts or find some other method of provision.  Transaction costs and political 

sensitivity may go hand-in-hand as highly asset specific services, and services that are difficult to 

monitor may have the highest political sensitivity.  The following sections describe the findings 

in detail and provide a comparative analysis of the observed service function.     

Fire Services  
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From the conducted interviews, it was discovered that financial attributes were more 

important for the formation of fire districts. Considering the nature of this service sector, fire 

protection is deemed as a crucial service to local government tax payers.  Empirical evidence 

from prior research found that the median taxpayer deemed services such as police and fire 

protection high enough to drive decisions about where they would reside (Bickers et al., 2006).  

Likewise, in several states counties are statutorily mandated to provide some type of fire service 

(Benton, 2002b).  Because governments may not have a choice as to whether they will provide 

these services, factors such as citizen demands, and population shifts will have smaller effects.  

Therefore, the economies of scale and cost efficiency tend to dictate production arrangements 

(Oakerson, 1999).  If counties are mandated statutorily and politically to provide such services, 

then the question becomes how will we pay for these services?  As a result of this question, 

governments must find efficient ways to pay for necessary “big-ticket-items” such as equipment, 

large capital infrastructure, and personnel. 

 Taxes and the issuance of bonds are useful tools in financing such items.  However, if 

borrowing is hindered, or if the government is restricted from generating taxes to support these 

items, fire districts become a practical solution to these dilemmas.  At this point, the concept of 

special district usage being a result of existing barriers to ICA becomes overshadowed by needs 

to financially support crucial services.  Here, third-party governments are seen as a useful tool to 

assist general-purpose governments in financing needed services.  In this light, special districts 

are the result of needs to generate and spend public funds, while holding the responsibility of 

sharing governmental functions (Salamon, 1989).  Logically, financial characteristics such as 

taxation and borrowing will have heavy implications on whether or not county governments will 

use fire districts.   

Library Services 

   Within the descriptive analysis, library districts were reported as being the result of 

citizens wishing to gain access to services where those services did not exist.  Within this 

finding, we begin to take into consideration the importance of a service’s marginal value 

(Rhoads, 1985).  In this sense the marginal value of a service refers to its perceived worth.  In 

this case, the perceived worth of library services was deemed high enough to tax payers such that 

officials sought efforts to provide these services.  Some would consider library services not to be 

crucial services such as hospital or fire services.  However, the surveys revealed that because of 
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the nature of the services that libraries provide such as reading, access to free information, 

education, and culture enhancement, citizens deemed them as having great value, which brings 

forth the following question.   

  Why are library services deemed as having such high value even when they are not 

considered to be services that protect property of provide healthcare?  One reason can be 

attributed to the involvement of the state and federal governments in the promotion and 

facilitation of educational and reading programs.  For example, in 2001 Florida implemented 

Executive Order Number 01-260 known as “Just Read, Florida!” as a comprehensive and 

coordinated reading initiative throughout the state (Florida Department of Education, 2007).  In 

addition to the implementation of reading programs for Florida’s public schools, this initiative 

was developed to facilitate public/private partnerships to give students access to free 

supplemental books and other reading material.  In 2002, the federal government implemented 

the reading first initiative, which provides formula grants to states and school districts to provide 

high quality reading instruction (U.S. Department of Education, 2007).  In this effort, local 

school districts and states may use these funds to promote local reading programs through public 

schools and local libraries.   

Another reason that library services may be deemed valuable is that libraries have the 

ability to provide free public services to a wide array of populations.  Referring back to the  

survey responses, library districts were primarily reported as existing in areas with dense 

populations.  One might argue that larger and denser populations may bring forth more diversity 

within a community.  As such, more diversity within the population means more cultural 

diversity.  Library services, which provide programs to promote cultural experiences, and 

educate people about other cultures, may be useful where more people from various cultural 

backgrounds reside in the same area.  Hence, areas with larger populations may yield a desire for 

library services because of the diverse needs and desires of their given populations.  

Considering the explanation of larger group sizes as related to collective actions, it can be 

hypothesized that larger group sizes will bring forth barriers to cooperation, therefore sparking 

the usage of special districts.  Within this study, it was discovered that larger numbers of 

communities willing to cooperate were related (but not statistically proven) to the formation of 

library districts.  This obviously disputes one of the hypotheses of collective action.  Which 

brings forth the question of why?  Why didn’t the group size theory apply to library districts?  
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One reason that comes to mind is that the nature of library services within itself may have lent to 

this explanation of group size not necessarily applying to library districts.  Rather, than just 

applying an explanation of institutional collective action, a model more focused on policy 

research could also be applied.  Library services as mentioned above can be heavily driven by 

state and federal policies, therefore bringing forth the appropriateness of a policy explanation.   

Berry and Berry (1999, 1990) applied a regional diffusion model to explain why 

governmental entities adopt certain policies.  In this, they hypothesized that the probability that a 

state will adopt a lottery is positively related to the number of states bordering it that have 

already adopted one (Berry and Berry, 1999; 1990).  Using this same concept, we might assume 

that county governments’ usage of library districts may be positively related to the number of 

neighboring counties already using such districts.  Likewise, we may be able to tie the usage of 

library districts to county governments by using a “fixed-region model”.  Such models assume 

that the nation is divided into multiple regions and that states tend to emulate the policies of 

other states within the same region (Berry and Berry, 1990).  This model could be applied from a 

state perspective by assuming that county governments within the same state will emulate other 

counties within that state when it comes to the provision of library services.  However, other 

theoretical factors and implications would have to be accounted for within this model, such as 

state legislation and local government autonomy.  

Hospital Services 

 Within the analysis, hospital district officials reported that the development of their 

districts was driven by increased demands for healthcare services within their local communities.  

As populations continued to grow, and as citizens began to live longer lives, health care needs 

began to grow and become more diverse.  Healthcare like fire prevention is considered to be a 

crucial service that is often provided by local governments (ICMA, 1994).  Likewise, healthcare 

is a service that many states mandate counties to provide (Benton, 2002b).  Therefore, as 

populations grow local governments are obligated to adjust their modes of service delivery to 

account for growth.  But, why did service demands have such strong implications on officials’ 

decision to use hospital districts?  To answer this question, we must first consider the basics of 

hospitals and hospital related services.  First, hospitals are designed to take care of human health 

and well being.  One might argue that such services may slightly overlap with those of fire 

services, which are also designed to take care of human well being and health to a certain degree 
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(first response and ambulance services, for example).  However, unlike fire services hospitals 

obviously provide a much wider array of healthcare services.  But what we must also consider is 

that unlike fire service delivery, the mode of hospital service delivery is primarily more passive. 

 By passive service delivery, I refer to services that are generally not rendered until the 

recipient of the service goes directly to the service provider.  Conversely, assertive service 

delivery refers to services that are rendered when the service provider goes directly to the 

persons desiring the service.  With the exception of ambulance and other first response services, 

hospitals primarily provide services that require a more passive mode of service delivery.  When 

people become ill, they will generally go to the hospital where services are then rendered.  Fire 

services on the other hand, are rendered on the site of where services are needed.  This is an 

important factor to consider when observing the implications of service demands.  Since 

hospitals are more passive in nature, and at any given time there may be more people who are in 

need of healthcare services than fire services, shifts in the demands for these services may have a 

greater impact than fire services.  Accordingly, population increases also mean increases in the 

number of persons who may need direct healthcare.  So, an increase in population by about 1,000 

persons means that the local hospital has a customer base that has potentially increased by 1,000 

customers, all of whom may have individual service demands.  On the other hand, a population 

growth of 1,000 persons may only mean an increased service base of about 330 to 500 private 

properties depending upon the number of individuals per home.  Here, we can begin to 

understand how population growth would have more of an impact on hospital services than fire 

services. 

 Though this argument gives an explanation in the differences between fire services and 

hospital services, this explanation still leaves the issue of why hospital services were more 

affected by increased service demands than library services.  Considering the argument of 

passive verses assertive service delivery, libraries like hospitals provide services through a 

passive mode of provision.  One might argue that libraries’ modes of service delivery are even 

more passive than hospitals in that ambulance and first response services are occasionally 

provided by hospitals.  On the other hand libraries only provide services to patrons who seek 

those services by visiting libraries or library related entities (such as bookmobiles, and book 

fairs).   So, why were service demands deemed more important in the usage of hospital districts?  
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One fitting explanation may be attributed to the fact that hospital services are deemed to be of a 

more critical nature than library services.   

Hospitals are designed to take care of citizens’ physical well-being, where libraries are 

more catered to educational and cultural needs.  To elaborate this explanation, we can link the 

heavier impact of service demands on hospitals to the theory of human motivation as brought 

forth by Maslow (1997 [1943]).  In this, we can understand that hospital services are designed to 

take care of citizens’ physiological and safety needs, where library services cater more to needs 

of esteem and self-actualization.  Physiological and safety needs refer to ones physical well-

being, and personal safety.  Hospitals provide these services through healthcare, ambulance and 

emergency response services.  On the other hand, esteem refers to one having a high evaluation 

of his or herself, for self respect, self esteem or for the esteem of others, where as self-

actualization refers to ones need for self-improvement or evolution (Maslow, 1997 [1943]).  

Libraries provide these services through the provision of books, music, resources, art and 

educational material.  According to the human motivation theory, human needs are based upon a 

hierarchy, and as higher priority needs are satisfied, we will then seek to satisfy other lower 

priority needs. 

Accordingly, physiological and safety needs are the first two needs that humans seek to 

satisfy according to Maslow.  Conversely, Maslow suggests that esteem and self-actualization 

are the last two needs that humans consider in their hierarchy of needs.  Factoring this into the 

current argument, this theory suggests that hospital services are of a higher priority to citizens 

than library services, therefore leading to a higher prevalence in demands.  When we consider 

this factor, we can begin to understand how the nature of hospitals may spark more demands for 

services than that of libraries.  The following sections interpret the findings in the context of 

needs and characteristics surrounding collective action. 

Special District Usage and the Conditions of Institutional Collective Action 

The premise of this framework is that the lack of favorable conditions for institutional 

collective actions, in light of a regional need to collaborate leads to the usage of multi-

jurisdictional special purpose districts. This analysis uses the four guiding questions identified at 

the beginning of this chapter to investigate this relationship.  The conditions explored within 

these questions are; the existence of a regional collective needs, the occurrences of 

intergovernmental partnerships, geographic concentration, and homogeneity in policy objectives.  
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These conditions encompass the explanation of “New Regionalism,” which sees the cooperation 

of metropolitan governments on a policy-by-policy basis, with the lack of full political 

consolidation (Feiock, 2004; Post, 2004; Savitch & Vogel, 2000).  In this light, formal 

institutions are manifested that are designed to achieve regional goals through collaborative 

efforts.  As these collaborative efforts are brought forth through voluntary local government 

cooperation, regional governance becomes existent (Post, 2004; Miller, 2002).   

This form of regional governance applies the same concepts of individual collective 

action.  As described in Chapter 3, Olsen (1965) dictated that in order for individuals to 

cooperate, certain conditions must exist.  These conditions dictate that groups must be small, and 

homogeneous, having a common group interest (Olsen, 1965).  Accordingly, individuals will 

cooperate when these conditions are met and they find the cost-benefits favorable enough for 

them to do so.  In such cases, common property often calls for the development of institutional 

arrangements to forge cooperative efforts (Bromley, 1992).   

As with individuals, institutional collective action is assumed to exist when there are a 

small number of institutions seeking cooperation, when homogeneity exists between institutions 

and when there is a common policy objective (Post, 2004).  Additionally, acting collectively 

must also yield transaction costs that are favorable enough for institutions to pursue such efforts.   

In a quasi-competitive market, local government managers must often act as public entrepreneurs 

(Schneider, Teske & Minitrom, 1995; Salavar, 1992).  They must find alternatives to employ the 

efficient provision and production of services.  Hence, local government actors must make 

decisions in high-risk situations that are likely to maximize their expected utility (Schoemaker, 

1981).  In doing so, they must find ways to provide sustainable services, while simultaneously 

keeping taxes at desirable rates.  Political and financial risks become factors when decision 

situations must be made on the basis of the limited knowledge of consequences.  When local 

government officials act while the relative likelihood of political and financial outcomes are 

known, the situation is one of objective risk (Schoemaker, 1981).  Conversely, higher uncertainty 

of political and financial outcomes yields higher risk in decision making efforts.  When it is 

difficult to lower the risk of costly decisions by sharing the direct costs with multiple actors, 

transaction costs are deemed to be undesirable, and local government actors may pursue other 

alternatives to avoid such risk.    
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The Existence of Collective Regional Needs 

 

    The first proposition in Chapter 3 stated, that counties will create multi-jurisdictional 

special districts where there is a regional need to act collectively to provide services.  Therefore, 

the supporting question seeks to find out to what extent does the need to act collectively effect 

decisions to use multi-jurisdictional special districts.  This question seeks to explore the 

implications behind the relationship of regional collective actions and special district usage.    At 

this point, Olson’s (1965) explanation of actors working collectively to meet a common goal is 

explored at the institutional level.  The concept of institutional collective action is explored as it 

relates to local government institutions seeking special district formation. Here, we explore the 

implications of multiple jurisdictions having the need to act collectively, while not being able to 

formulate arrangements of institutional collective actions.  This purpose is to find out why did 

certain governments turn their authorities of service provision over to third party governments, 

rather than collaborate with other governments to provide more direct means of services.  

Regional Needs to Finance and Provide Services 

Among the observed special districts, the existence of regional needs played an important 

role in their inception.  Generally, these needs stemmed from local government institutions 

needing to provide a given service, as well as find ways to finance such services.  Specifically, 

the needs of enhancing service provision and finding additional financial resources were reported 

as being the most important issues in the creation of these special districts.  Some district 

officials asserted that greater regional efforts were needed to better sustain citizen needs.  This 

was found to be especially true for hospital and library districts.   

Fire Districts as Financial Mechanisms 

Although fire protection or the lack of, was a key issue in local governments’ decisions to 

form such districts, officials within these districts described them more so as tools of financing.  

District officials in some areas asserted that some of the smaller communities in their 

surrounding areas could no longer sustain fire protection through the use of voluntary fire 

services.  Specifically, the costs of providing adequate resources for fire dispatch and 

suppression were of major regional concern.  Here, local government officials, as well as citizens 

wanted to assure that there was enough protection to cover all populated areas.  For dispatch, 

having sufficient response times for expanding communities was the overarching issue.   
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Community growth in these areas called for more coverage, as well as more consistent coverage.  

More coverage required the construction and usage of more fire stations.  The construction of 

additional fire stations required large commitments of financial resources.  Fire district officials 

reported that some of their communities could not afford to sustain such financial commitments.  

Therefore, these districts were created as mechanisms to obtain debt to sustain capital 

infrastructure.          

For fire suppression, government officials were concerned with assuring that adequate 

financial and equipment resources were available to quickly extinguish fires.  To address this 

issue, local government officials saw fit to form special districts with taxing powers to finance 

these needs.  From a critical need perspective, citizens were not opposed to taking on an 

additional tax burden for these services.  Taxing in this instance was looked upon favorably 

because all fire district officials agreed that local government officials and citizens within their 

given jurisdictions saw inadequate fire services as a major problem to their communities.  This 

finding lends support to prior research, which asserts that citizens generally will support core 

services that are oriented towards personal and property protection (Bickers, et al., 2006).   

Regional Needs for Accessible Library Services 

Library district officials dictated that the regional needs to enhance services are what 

motivated the formation of their districts.  Unlike fire districts, library officials revealed very 

little indication of their districts being the result of financial motivations.  Rather, these officials 

reported that citizens’ desire to promote reading and access to free information were the major 

issues that sparked the creation of these districts.  Additionally, it was reported that citizens were 

also concerned with enhancing their communities’ educational and cultural needs.  Regional 

library districts were found to be established in areas where residents had little or no access to 

library services.  Meaning that in some of the areas surveyed, the regional library was the only 

public library accessible to all citizens.  For these cases, regional library districts were developed 

as a direct result of communities desiring to acquire these services.  There was a consensus 

among library district officials that citizens found great value in the services that libraries 

provide.           

Officials reported that population growth within these communities also attributed to the 

development of these districts, but contend that citizens’ perceptions of having a valuable service 

were the key issue in these cases.  However, among further investigation, it was found that 
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population growth was more important in instances where library districts added branches.  So, 

as communities began to grow, an existing library district may have acquired additional service 

areas to account for that growth.  This implied that increased service demands led to the 

expansion of existing districts, while the perception of valuable services led to their initial 

inception.  Districts with few service areas maintained that the value of having library services 

was most important.   

Hospital Services and Regional Service Demands  

 Similar to that of library districts, the observed hospital districts were primarily created as 

the result of an existing regional need for services.  However, where library officials saw service 

value as being the driving factor of their districts’ formation, hospital officials revealed that 

increased service demands were directly related to the development of their districts.  One key 

concept that all officials agreed upon was that their districts were established to provide a larger 

array and scope of services to their expanding regional communities.  Population increases and 

increases among aging populations were seen as being related to these increased demands.  

Growing populations also resulted in an increase in the variety of health care service needs.  

Officials revealed that not only were demands increasing, but the varieties of the demands were 

increasing as well.  One official revealed that as their surrounding communities began to grow, 

the local jurisdictions were no longer able to fully sustain adequate healthcare provision.    Their 

special district came as a direct result of these inadequacies.  This finding lends support to 

existing studies that assert that escalating citizen demands will force local governments to re-

evaluate their current modes of service delivery to accommodate those demands (Sharp, 1986).  

 Officials also reported that the hospital districts in their areas were also useful in 

supporting capital infrastructure.  The construction of hospitals was deemed as too expensive for 

local governments to fund from their budgets.  Therefore, local government officials saw it to 

their advantage to use hospital districts to acquire debt for such construction.  One administrator 

related that because their district had the ability to acquire debt that local governments were 

reluctant to take, the regional community as a whole has benefited from their services.   

  Regional Partnerships and Special District Formation: Inconclusive  

 

The ability of local government jurisdictions to enter into collective action agreements is 

postulated to affect whether they will use multi-jurisdictional special districts to harness 
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collective action efforts.  In this light, we investigate the relationship between governments’ 

abilities to obtain regional partnerships and their decisions to use special districts.  Using the 

assumptions of institutional collective action, the second guiding question assumes that where 

partnerships are difficult to exist, local governments will turn to the formation of special districts 

to address collective regional needs.   

The theoretical assumption behind this explanation of special district formation gives a 

simplified, but logical depiction of this relationship.  However, when the sample of special 

districts was queried about the effects of local government intergovernmental partnerships on 

their creation, it was indicated that this assumption may only account for a minor portion of the 

explanation.  The officials within the sampled districts revealed that to their knowledge, no 

formal or informal partnerships existed that pertained to their service sectors.  On the surface, 

this within itself appears to coincide with the given argument.  At face value, one could assume 

that these districts exist because of the lack of regional partnerships within their areas.  But when 

analyzed further, we cannot ignore the fact that regional partnerships often heavily depend on 

complex social, political, and economic situations.  Unfortunately, the district administrators 

within this sample could not fully speak to the complexities of these situations, revealing little 

about what may or may not have led to intergovernmental partnerships.  The only fact that was 

revealed was that such partnerships did not exist.  Further analysis must be done that fully 

investigates the institutional dynamics of intergovernmental partnerships within these areas 

before concrete conclusions can be drawn.  Therefore, any implications of district formation 

being the result of the difficulty to forge regional partnerships should be approached with 

caution.             

 The Roles of Spatial Parameters and Group Size  

For the third question, subsequent questions were developed that explore the link 

between geographic density and special district formation.  Essentially, when local governments 

are in an area where they are in close proximity with several other local governments, they are 

speculated to be more apt to cooperate (Post, 2004; 2002).  In this light the close proximity of 

local governments facilitates the creation of spatial organizations to manage economic activity 

(Clark, et al. 2000; Barlow, 1981).  The subsequent questions within the survey instrument were 

designed to acquire data that sought to give an explanation of the role that geographic limitations 

play on special district formation.  Prior research based upon quantitative methods used the 
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measure of square miles between metropolitan service areas (MSA) to measure geographic 

density between local government institutions (Post, 2002).  However, this is not an ideal 

measure of geographic density as it does not account for the exact geographic distribution among 

local governments, neither does this method fully account for the spatial proximity of smaller 

local governments (Post, 2002).  Therefore, a qualitative analysis was deemed appropriate to 

conduct a deeper explanation of this condition, and acquire the full essence of this phenomenon.  

Prior analyses have found spatiality to be a fundamental element of institutional 

cooperation (Porter, 2000; Sheppard, 2000).  In this sense, geographic concentrations of 

organizations form institutions to harness competition and manage cooperation.  From an 

institutional collective action perspective, the creation of spatial organizations is facilitated 

through multiple, neighboring jurisdictions, who wish to cooperate.  Accordingly, the fewer the 

number of willing participants, the more apt institutions are to cooperate.  This portion of the 

analysis seeks to make a connection between the number of willing participants to create a 

spatial organization, and the creation of special districts. 

  Within this analysis, geographic concentration was found to be an important element in 

local governments’ decisions to use special districts.  For fire and hospital districts, officials 

asserted that county governments were less spatially concentrated.  Here, special districts were 

found to exist in areas where there were fewer local governments to cooperate.  Likewise, these 

districts were found to exist in areas where populations were smaller, and areas were more rural.  

Considering the ICA framework, this finding goes against the notion of group size, in that 

smaller groups with fewer populations were found to utilize fire and hospital districts in certain 

areas, rather than form regional partnerships. 

The opposite was found for library districts.  When asked about the conditions of group 

size in the creation of library districts, officials asserted that their districts primarily existed in 

areas where more local governments resided.  Likewise, these districts were found to exist in 

areas where populations were denser than the service areas for fire and hospital districts, and 

areas were more urbanized.  This particular finding lends some support to the framework 

highlighting group sizes in ICA efforts.  From this standpoint, more local governments appear to 

lead to special district usage among library districts.  Here, we can infer that as more 

governments resided within the spatial proximities, more difficulties to regional cooperation 
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existed.  As such, this may have led to less homogeneity among governments, and more political 

complexity, which may have brought forth more barriers to ICA.               

The Implications of Common Policy Objectives and Community Homogeneity 

The fourth guiding question seeks to explore the circumstance of ICA that focuses on 

local government institutions having a common policy directive, as well other similar 

community attributes.  In this light, it is speculated that homogeneity among local governments 

will lead to local government cooperation (Post, 2004).  A qualitative analysis was deemed 

appropriate for this exploration because the nature of this question brings forth obscurities in the 

measuring of its causal mechanism.  In designing this study, it was apparent that one could not 

fully capture the implications of policy objectives and community homogeneity on special 

district formation within aggregate data.  Rather, the nature of this phenomenon required a 

deeper analysis that could not be conducted under a generalized, modeled situation.  Therefore, 

this analysis uses specific questions (See Appendix B), which require a descriptive analysis to 

obtain information on the nature of these relationships.  

Considering the ICA framework, regional cooperation is deemed as being favorable 

where there are similar policy objectives, and there exists homogeneity among community 

attributes (i.e., race, industry, etc.).  From another perspective of community attributes, Glaeser 

(2000) asserts that where homogeneity does not exist, community growth is stimulated.  

Communities that are greatly dissimilar with other communities are forced to look within for 

growth and production.  Conversely, the lack of diversity suppresses community development in 

that no new ideas are established, and no incentives for development are brought forth because of 

a dependence on other communities.  Therefore, institutional cooperation is deemed necessary 

and favorable because the lack of development and growth lend to the need to rely on other 

institutions for services and production.  According to this same logic, similar policy objectives 

are deemed favorable for cooperation because they implicate similarities in the direction of 

community goals and attributes.  Dissimilar policy objectives between communities bring forth 

distortions that can badly hurt growth (Glaeser, 2000).  One community that is deemed as having 

a pro-business outlook may find difficulties cooperating with a community that has the opposite 

point of view.  

Within the current analysis, this study explores the implications of community and policy 

homogeneity on the uses of special districts.  Considering similarities in community attributes, 
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little was reported that gave any implication as to whether homogeneity played into local 

governments’ decisions to form special districts.  Similarities and variations in community 

attributes appeared to have minimal impact.  The only important similarity in community 

attributes could be found in the local governments’ geographic locations.  In this light, local 

governments within certain regional areas had similar needs, which would imply that similarities 

within community attributes may be connected to the spatial proximities.  For example, 

governments within rural areas may have needs that are similar with other rural governments; 

where as governments in urban areas may have similar needs and concerns.  Likewise, spending 

patterns and willingness to spend on certain services may be similar among communities that 

reside within neighboring areas.     

Common policy objectives brought forth attention-grabbing responses.  Officials asserted 

that common policy objectives existed among all governments within their service areas.  This 

brought forth interesting findings in that special districts were seen as existing where barriers to 

ICA were minimal.  This particular finding within itself goes against the given framework of this 

dissertation.  Here, local governments were found not to cooperate when goals were similar, but 

instead used special districts to achieve regional needs.   

  However, further investigation disclosed that where policies were similar, there were 

differences in the approaches to achieving these policy objectives.  Therefore, districts in these 

areas were seen as being bridges of communication and mechanisms of resolving differences in 

approaches to achieving goals.  In this light, special districts can be viewed as filling relational 

holes that disallow local governments from cooperating and fulfilling their objectives.  From a 

network perspective, special districts were used to create organizational structures that forge 

communication between local government officials and allow communities to achieve common 

objectives.   

Chapter Summary and Lessons on Special District Formation 

The sections within this chapter gave a look at some of the reasons why local 

governments use and create special districts.  Using the given framework of this dissertation, this 

research builds off of two of the three propositions of the formation of multi-jurisdictional 

special districts to conduct a descriptive analysis based upon survey responses and develop the 

following lessons.  These lessons pertain to the existence of regional needs, the roles of 



 84

geographic parameters and group size, and the roles of common community attributes and policy 

objectives. 

Lesson 1: The Existence of Regional Needs 

The first and most obvious lesson brought forth from the surveys is that a regional need 

must exist in order for multi-jurisdictional special districts to come forth.  However, the more 

latent lesson learned within this analysis is that the extent of these needs are determined by the 

nature of the service sector.  Fire districts were seen as financial mechanism to harness taxing 

and borrowing powers, where as library and hospital districts were more so the results of service 

demands.  Library districts were the result of needs for a desired service that citizens deemed as 

valuable, whereas hospital districts were the result of increase service demands brought forth by 

increased populations, which brought forth more complexities in the desire for services.   

Lesson 2:  The Roles of Geographic and Spatial Parameters   

 One important lesson that may grab the reader’s attention is that group size and 

geographic location played important roles in the formation of special districts.  However, the 

extent to which group size and location impacted special districts varied by district type.  As 

highlighted above, fire and hospital districts were found to be in areas where groups would be 

deemed smaller, whereas library districts were found to be in areas where groups were deemed to 

be larger.  Likewise, fire and hospital districts were reported to be in more rural areas where 

populations were smaller, whereas library districts were found to be in more urbanized areas 

where populations were larger and more condense.  The implications of these findings tell us that 

the impacts of geography and group size vary by service sector. Also one can infer that 

population sizes may also have important implications on the formation and usage of special 

districts. 

 Lesson 3: Community Attributes and Common Policy Objectives  

 The third important lesson within this study is that homogeneity plays an important role.  

Regarding community attributes, implications of community commonalities could be brought 

forth from physical attributes such as the environment and geographic location.  From this 

perspective, certain industrial and environmental needs may have driven local governments to 

seek special district formation rather than cooperate.  Though officials did not report to this 

implication directly, an examination of the geographic location and industrial and socio-

economic makeup gave hints to the behaviors of the local governments within these areas.    
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 With regard to common policy objectives, this study revealed that special districts may be 

used as bridges of communication.  This was especially found to be true when differences in 

achieving common policy objectives existed.  Here, officials revealed that in some instances 

disagreement existed among local government officials on how to address certain policy issues.  

Therefore, special districts were brought forth to act as remedies to these differences in 

approaches.  The lesson revealed in this instance is that special districts arose when goals were 

similar, but approaches to achieving certain goals are different.  Thus, revealing some evidence 

that they are used to overcome barriers to ICA, but not in the light as originally perceived 

throughout this framework.   

Implications to be Carried Forward 

 

 The following chapter of this dissertation describes methods and hypotheses that seek to 

apply empirical tests to some of the implications brought forth in this chapter.  Essentially, these 

tests will focus specifically on the implications regarding service provision, population, and 

financial characteristics of local governments.  In the first two lessons of this analysis, a 

substantial amount of survey responses revealed that special districts act as mechanisms to 

enhance local government services at the regional level, and that shifts in population sizes may 

have implications on the uses, and formation of special districts.  However, as these surveys only 

focused on a specific group of districts, caution must be used not to generalize the implications 

of these findings to all local governments using multi-jurisdictional special districts.  Therefore, 

empirical tests using aggregate data sets of a large sample of local government will be employed 

in the following chapters. 

 For service provision, hypotheses are developed that seek to explore some of the 

contextual factors of service needs.  Specifically, they address issues such as service demand, 

and county governments’ willingness or abilities to provide certain services in-house.  For 

population factors, shifts in population are used to indicate the extent to which citizens demand 

services, as well as give implications of the size of the local governments using the observed 

districts.  Furthermore, population size gives hints as to how large a given area is, as well as hints 

to a local government’s population concentration.  

 Finally, hypotheses regarding some of the financial factors of local governments are 

developed to explore the extent to which local governments use special districts as financial 



 86

mechanisms.  Specifically, as the responses revealed that taxation and borrowing powers were 

important in decisions to use special districts, this dissertation explores this idea further 

empirically.  Here, multi-jurisdictional special district usage is tested against certain borrowing 

and taxation factors to estimate the existence of effects.  The statistical tests used in this research 

give some empirical support to the findings captured within this study.   
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CHAPTER 5 

DESIGN OF RESEARCH: DATA, METHODS AND HYPOTHESES 

 

 The examination of the three conditional statements in chapter 3 was set to explore the 

relationship between institutional collective action efforts and multi-jurisdictional special district 

formation.  The four questions developed in the previous chapter allowed for a close observation 

of the given phenomenon to examine how certain conditions of institutional collective action 

impact decisions to differ cooperation through conventional methods and form special districts to 

address regional needs.  The exploration of these conditions lends to the theoretical grounding of 

the presented framework and to the current development of the empirical analysis. 

The propositions developed in chapter 3, and some of the lessons brought forth from 

chapter 4 are extended, elaborated and operationalized as hypotheses in this chapter.   Thus the 

framework is brought forth into a research design that seeks to explore the impact of the 

conditions of institutional collective actions on special district formation.   The design presents 

testable hypotheses, identifies data sources, measurements of variables and methods to 

investigate the effects of various service and financial conditions on local government choices to 

use special districts.  This study narrows its focus on three specific district types; fire, library and 

hospital districts, which are discussed more closely in the following section.  These three district 

types were used because the nature of the service sectors within these districts allow for less 

ambiguity when it comes identifying regional collective action efforts.  To capture the true 

essence of special district usage in the face of regional collective action problems, this research is 

conducted in two stages separately outlined in this chapter.  The following sections elaborate the 

presented analyses.   

 Explanatory Measures 

 

 The explanatory analysis of this dissertation empirically assesses the research question 

through quantitative analyses of multi-jurisdictional special district formation among an 

aggregate collection of U.S. counties.  Using these data, variables and the measurements of these 

variables are developed to test hypotheses that specify the underlining framework of this 

research.     
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Dependent Variables 

The dependent variable for the state level analyses is the number of counties that acquired 

special districts between 1992 and 2002 within a state.  This variable was operationalized by 

accounting for the number of events in which counties acquired multi-jurisdictional special 

districts among all district types.   These districts exclude public authorities to maintain 

consistency and give further empirical support to the descriptive analyses, as well as to fully 

isolate the effects of state taxing laws on counties’ decisions to use multi-jurisdictional special 

districts.  Here, districts with the ability to levy taxes were of greatest interest.  The nature of 

special districts with taxing authority constitutes non-divisible services that are available to all 

residents and that are supported through taxation, rather than through fees based upon usage.  

Public authorities on the other hand normally comprise of government corporations without 

taxing powers, and provide services that generate revenues based upon user charges and fees 

(Foster, 1997). The data used in this analysis disqualify states that require special district 

formation through state legislation. 

  The dependent variable for the county level analysis is whether a county used a multi-

jurisdictional special district in 2002.   Special district usage is operationalized by special district 

type, which is measured by a dichotomous value.  Therefore, if a county used a certain type of 

district in 2002, it was coded as 1 and 0 otherwise.  In this analysis, the usage of special districts 

is synonymous with special district formation.  A multi-jurisdictional special district is 

considered a special district that serves more than one general-purpose local government
1
.  All 

data were collected from the surveys of the 1992 and 2002 Census of Governments.  

 The types of multi-jurisdictional special district usage used for this analysis are fire 

district usage, library district usage, and hospital district usage.  These three categories of district 

usage were selected due to the nature of their services.  First, fire services are considered to be 

essential services to local communities because they meet basic human safety and property 

protection needs (ICMA, 2000; Peterson, 1981).  Likewise, the nature of this service makes it a 

practical laboratory for examination as it is deemed valuable enough that it is rare that a local 

government will not make provisions for this service, even when it is deemed as un-affordable.  

Therefore, this service may have more noticeable instances of local government collective 

actions than other services.  Additionally, its allocative nature deems it as a service that most 

taxpayers would not mind paying for (Peterson, 1981).  For fire district usage, this model 
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analyzes 223 counties using 154 multi-jurisdictional districts (See Appendix C, Table C-1).  

Approximately, 27 states had counties that used multi-jurisdictional fire districts.  However, 

districts in California and Illinois were dropped from the sample as their districts are mandated 

by state legislation and are over seen by their state fire marshals.  This left the sample with 

districts from 25 states, not including federally mandated fire and forestry districts.     

 Second, library district usage was used because like fire districts, the nature of this 

service also brings forth more obvious collaborative efforts between local communities.  

However, unlike fire services library services may not be deemed to be as critical to the public 

welfare of the community.  Therefore, a local government would be more apt to not provide 

library services if they were deemed as being unaffordable.  On the contrary, the marginal value 

of library services may be high enough that local communities may make provisions for such 

services, which may lead them to seek collective action efforts.    For library district usage, this 

model examines 39 districts that are used by 90 counties throughout the United States (See 

Appendix C, Table C-2).  In order to control for states requiring local governments to use 

regional library districts, this analysis only examines districts in states without such legislation 

with the exception of Ohio.  Ohio posed as an exception because these state mandated districts 

are designed to provide services to locally created libraries and library districts while allowing 

them to maintain their autonomy.  Therefore, the NOLA Regional Library System, the Ohio 

Valley Area Libraries, and the Ohio Valley District Free Public Library were omitted from the 

sample as they are all state mandated library districts.  All other multi-jurisdictional library 

districts in Ohio were included.  Approximately, 11 states met the criteria of having multi-

jurisdictional districts, while not having state legislation requiring them to do so.     

 Like the prior two districts types, hospital districts were used because they too provide 

services that allow for easily recognizable collective action efforts.  Additionally, as locally 

created multi-jurisdictional districts are somewhat of a rare occurrence, hospital districts lend to 

a sample that is large enough to provide statistical power to the analysis.  This holds true for the 

prior two district types as well.  Accordingly, 118 counties used hospital districts throughout the 

United States in 2002 (See Appendix C, Table C-3).  Some states had hospital districts that were 

established as the result of state legislations.  However, unlike fire and library districts, state-

wide mandates for hospital districts were an uncommon occurrence.  Rather, many states 

implemented state legislation to start up hospital districts on a hospital by hospital basis.  This 
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made it more difficult to control for state legislation by disqualifying states with such mandates.  

Therefore, the sample consists of states that may have state legislation requiring some areas to 

use special districts, but it only includes districts within those states that were established by 

local governments. 

As in the state analysis, the data used in this model disqualify states that require special 

district formation through state legislation.  To fully control for state legislation among all three 

types of districts, separate models are used.  This method allows for each model to capture only 

the states that do not have legislation for a given type of district.  For example, a state legislation 

may exist in Florida mandating the creation of hospital districts, whereas that same state may not 

mandate such requirements on library or fire districts.  Testing each district type separately 

controls for such instances, and avoids threats to internal validity.   

Explanatory Variables and Hypotheses 

 To explain the conditions under which local governments use multi-jurisdictional special 

districts, the analyses use variables that account for some of the effects of circumstances 

surrounding local government service provisions and financial constraints. The following 

sections elaborate the explanations behind these variables. 

Special Districts as Instruments to Enhance Service Provision and Harness Taxation 

 Citizens seek to create local governments because they seek to enhance service provision 

(Burns, 1994).  In this light, the current framework argues that local governments will create 

special districts to enhance their abilities to provide services to citizens.  Cities, counties, and 

towns seek to enhance their tax base by increasing their populations (Pelissero, 2003; Stein, 

2003; Peterson, 1981; Ostrom, Bisch and Ostrom, 1990).  However, the more that populations 

grow, the more services are demanded (Pelissero, 2003; Burns, 1994).  In such cases, local 

communities may find it in their better interest to look outward for the provision of services.  As 

such, they may form governance structures with other local governments that reduce 

uncertainties while securing the provision of services as well as other property rights (Jeong and 

Feiock, 2006).  Such governance structures may come in the form of contractual agreements that 

create institutional arrangements between localities or through the creation and usage of third-

party special purpose governments.  

 According to Burns (1994), population growth represented a historical increase in 

citizens’ desires for more services.  Accordingly, her analysis of local government formation 
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found a positive relationship between the population change within a local government from the 

previous decade, and local government formation.  Her explanation for this relationship was that 

historically fiscal strains on cities drove citizens to seek the creation of other local governments.  

However, throughout the progression of the latter part of the 20
th

 Century, citizens began to form 

fewer and fewer new special districts because they had to pay more and more for those service 

providing governments.  This increase in service cost was due to a drastic tax increase among 

local governments in the 1960’s (Burns, 1994).  As a result of this increase in service costs, 

citizens became uninterested in the attainment of new services. 

To add to this argument, this dissertation makes the case that where citizens are no longer 

interested in the creation of special districts; local government institutions have picked up that 

interest.  As time continues to progress, populations continue to grow, as populations continue to 

grow, so do citizens’ desires for enhanced services.  However, the difference between now and 

the mid 20
th

 Century is that the transaction costs of citizens to create local governments are much 

higher now than they were in the past.  In more modern times, more financial power is needed to 

start a new government; likewise more policies and constraints at the local and state level exist 

that make it more difficult to bring new local government institutions to life.  Additionally, an 

individual may find it not worth his or her time to invest in the startup costs of a new government 

for the provision of services when it would be cheaper and easier for them to relocate to another 

area.  On the other hand, the transaction costs of creating a special district are much lower for 

local government institutions because they give local governments the ability to provide more 

services to a larger population off budget.  Likewise, as citizens’ demands for services grow 

between neighboring communities, special districts allow these communities to maintain a 

metropolitan civil society (Oakerson, 1999) while remaining geographically, and politically 

fragmented.  Therefore, Burns’ argument that citizens are forming less special districts in more 

modern times should not be confused with the assumption that less special districts are being 

created; neither should it be mistakenly assumed that citizens are no longer desiring more 

services.  Rather, her findings show that fewer citizens are creating special districts, which 

should imply that governmental institutions have taken on the burden of new government 

creation in recent years because citizens’ demands continue to grow.   

For this analysis, citizens’ demands for services are measured by the percentage change 

in a county’s population between the two time periods and the log of the population for 2002.  
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Accordingly, the population trends are a good indication of citizens’ desire for more services 

because, “population pressure is essentially pressure for new services” (Burns, 1994:127).  In the 

likeness of Burns’ assumption, this dissertation assumes that the reason more special district 

usage takes place where there are larger populations, is that more services are needed and the 

complexity of those needs is greater than there are in areas with fewer people (Burns, 1994).  

The log of the population is used because as the population becomes larger, the effect of the 

population increase should become smaller (Burns, 1994; Clingermayer and Feiock, 1999).     

H1: Citizens’ demands for more services will more likely have a positive 

relationship with multi-jurisdictional special district usage. 

 

General-purpose local governments exist with the purpose of providing services to local 

citizens.  In fact, these local governments actually seek to improve their positions by maintaining 

and improving their services (Peterson, 1981).  However, in some instances, local governments 

may not be in the position to provide services directly to their citizens.  In such cases they may 

vertically integrate with other service providing entities to maintain their level of services 

(Williamson, 1979).  In some cases, vertical integration may come in the form of out-sourcing 

services to private vendors.  In other cases, vertical integration may come in the form of forging 

institutional arrangements with other general-purpose governments.  Yet another method may be 

implemented through the creation of other optional units of government designed for a specific 

purpose and to serve specific communities (Oakerson, 1999).  The nature of many services may 

lend to transaction costs that are far too high for outsourcing to private vendors, such as police 

and fire services.  Therefore, local government institutions may find it in their better interests to 

work with other local government institutions to provide these services.  However, certain 

services such as indigent health care services that may be provided by public hospitals may be 

politically difficult to convince taxpayers to fund.  Therefore, rather than forming an institutional 

arrangement that would require taxing citizens for this service, the local governments may 

choose to provide this service off budget through the usage of a special district.   

Fire protection services, are services deemed necessary to tax payers.  Therefore, if a 

local government entity cannot provide such services, there could be negative political 

ramifications in store for the government officials.  Specifically, as local government officials 

cannot guarantee basic property protection, their municipality’s economic position may dwindle, 
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leading to a loss in property values and taxpayers (Peterson, 1981).  In some instances, local 

governments do not have the fiscal means of providing services of this nature; therefore they 

may work with other government entities to provide these services.  As revealed in the data, a 

fairly common way that local governments provide services of this nature is through the usage of 

multi-jurisdictional special purpose districts.  The provision of fire services through special 

districts may be deemed useful because they give local governments an option to provide 

services that they themselves cannot provide nor out-source to a private vendor.  Additionally, 

these types of services may bring forth political and operational issues that may cause a political 

rift between multiple jurisdictions.    For example, if an institutional arrangement between two 

parties called for them to provide fire services to their communities, differences in motivations 

and opinions over who controls the budget, and who makes operational decisions, etc. may cause 

for political fights to erupt.  Therefore, by granting an independent party the power to control 

budgetary and operational decision, the transaction costs of providing services to citizens within 

both communities may be lower.  This eventually would result in a local government that could 

not invest in a particular service without certain budgetary and political ramifications.  

Consequently, local governments that are unable to invest in services may turn to special districts 

as an alternative. 

A county’s ability to invest in a service is measured by a dummy variable indicating 

whether or not it directly provided a service in 1992 (coded 1 for providing a service and 0 

otherwise).   The ability of a government to invest in a service is a good indicator of service 

provision, because if the governmental unit could not directly provide the services, then it is 

assumed to use some other means of service delivery.   A lagged independent variable is used in 

order to account for the time-ordered effect of a county’s ability to provide services on multi-

jurisdictional usage in 2002.  So, the lack of a service in the previous decade would be assumed 

to lead to multi-jurisdictional special district usage at the beginning of the current decade.   

H2: Counties’ investments in certain services will more likely to have a negative 

relationship with multi-jurisdictional special district usage in those service areas. 

 

 Local governments have a long history of using debt financing to provide infrastructure 

such as highways, waterlines and power plants (Clingermayer and Feiock, 1999).  “Public debt 

issued by any government represents a shifting of nominal financial burdens from one point in 
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time to a later period” (Clingermayer and Feiock, 1999:77).  This can be appealing to local 

government officials in that it allows them to finance costly projects without necessarily tying up 

funds in their current budgets.  This is especially true when it comes to large, expensive projects 

requiring the long-term commitments of local dollars.   

 The usage of long-term debt has been deemed as non-controversial in that this 

mechanism of financing infrastructure entails the principal that holds that those who receive the 

benefits of such projects should pay for their provision (Clingermayer and Feiock, 1999).  

Likewise, local government officials often protect their political positions by justifying the usage 

of long-term debt as an investment that will pay for itself, and enhance the local economy.  This 

justification for the usage of long-term debt is more obvious for infrastructure projects that are 

designed to support airport service, utility services and the construction of roads.  However, with 

other types of services, it may be a bit more difficult to convince local taxpayers that the 

acquisition of large debt may be in their best interest.  For instance the construction of 

infrastructure, to provide redistribution, such as hospitals to provide indigent emergency and 

healthcare services may be deemed as unfavorable to citizens (Peterson, 1981).  Therefore, local 

government officials would be forced to find other means to pay for these services.   

 Other services such as library services may be more favorable in that the nature of these 

services may be seen as having a wider benefit to the community.  However, because they may 

have lower economic impacts than say airport services, long-term financial commitments to the 

construction of library infrastructure may still be a more difficult to sell.  Conversely, the 

political benefits behind such services may lead local government officials to find other means of 

paying for library supporting infrastructure.  This same logic may hold true for the provision of 

hospital services as well.  Where the overall benefit of hospitals and hospital related services is 

deemed as a positive to the community, taxpayers may be hesitant to incur any additional tax 

burdens to provide such services, especially if these services are more redistributive in nature.  

As such, rather than invest in long-term debt for the provision of such services, local government 

officials may be motivated to seek collaborative efforts with other community leaders to find 

alternative ways to sustain such services. 

 Unlike library and hospital debt, local citizens may be more tolerant of debt that is 

focused on the protection of property and public safety such as fire protection.  Empirically 

scholars have found that citizens’ perception of fire protection and personal security were 
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important factors in determining whether or not they stayed within a given area (Bickers et al., 

2006).   In order to retain citizens and maintain a public perception that the community is in 

standing, local government officials may find it in their better interests to make appropriate 

investments in property protection services; even if these investments require long-term financial 

commitments.  However, long-term financial commitments often require governments to “rob 

Peter in order to pay Paul.”  Therefore, while seeking debt to provide public safety may seem 

politically pleasing to tax-payers, financially such moves may severely cripple local governments 

in other critical areas of service provision.  As with other types of services, local government 

officials may find it in their communities’ better interests to seek other means of providing these 

needed services.  While some communities may find it beneficial to seek collaborative efforts 

with other communities, others may use the options of special districts to avoid the acquisition of 

debt.  Given this logic, the assumption can be made that where local government communities 

seek to avoid debt, they may seek to use special districts as an alternative.   

  A county’s usage of long-term debt is measured by a dummy variable indicating 

whether or not it acquired more debt between the time periods of 1992 and 2002 (code 1 for 

acquired more debt, and 0 otherwise).  Change in debt is used to measure whether or not a 

county’s ability to acquire more debt will affect that county’s decision to use a special district.  

In this sense, special districts are seen as mechanisms of providing service infrastructure when 

counties do not have the ability to assume more debt.  Conversely, a county’s assumption of 

more debt disqualifies its desire to use a special district because acquiring more debt allows the 

county to keep its services in-house, thus maintaining political and financial control.  On the 

other hand, a county’s lack of debt acquisition while using a special district could be an indicator 

of that county’s desire to avoid long-term debt for the provision of certain types of services. 

H3: Counties with more long-term debt will more likely have a negative relationship 

with multi-jurisdictional special district usage.    

 

In some cases, the lack of financial strength may prohibit local communities from 

incurring long-term debt for the provision of needed services.  Bond companies generally prefer 

local governments to have proportionately high levels of available monetary resources on hand 

as compared to their levels of debt (S& P, 2005).  As such, little or no wealth within a local 

government can lead to a lower bond rating
2
, which in turn leads to an inability to acquire debt.  
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An inability to acquire debt can be problematic, because this can lead to governments not being 

in the position to meet the demands of citizens.  The lack of meeting citizens’ demands can have 

negative political repercussions on local government officials (Clingermayer and Feiock, 2001).   

In order to circumvent constraints on debt and avoid problems of meeting citizens’ 

demands, officials may seek service provision through institutional arrangements with other local 

governments or through the formation of special purpose governments to provide such services.  

The first option may be deemed unfavorable because it would require at least one of the 

communities to use the pay-as-you-go method, thus tying up significant amounts of funds.  From 

a collective action standpoint, the costs may out weigh the benefits in that it would appear that 

one community is carrying significantly more of the costs than the other community.  The latter 

option may be deemed more favorable in some cases because this gives both communities the 

opportunity to avoid pay-as-you-go infrastructure development, while still being in the position 

to provide expensive infrastructure to sustain needed services.  Therefore, the logic behind this 

argument assumes that where local governments are not financially empowered to acquire debt, 

special district usage will be more prevalent.    

A county’s ability to acquire debt is measured by its total debt to total revenue ratio for 

1992.  If a county’s debt to revenue ratio was less than 45.0, then it was deemed as having a 

stronger financial ability to acquire additional debt (coded 1 and 0 otherwise).  A lagged 

independent variable is appropriate because it accounts for the time-ordered effect of a county’s 

ability to acquire debt in the prior decade on multi-jurisdictional special district usage in 2002.  

Therefore, counties with weaker abilities to acquire debt are expected to use multi-jurisdictional 

special districts. 

H4: Counties with stronger abilities to obtain long-term debt will more likely have a 

negative relationship with multi-jurisdictional special district usage. 

 

Popular pressure to maintain low tax rates within communities brings forth a dilemma for 

local government officials in their efforts to maintain a reasonable level of service provision.  

Likewise, this dilemma becomes greater in that state and federal laws dictate that local 

governments cannot run deficits in their budgets (Ostrom, Bish and Ostrom, 1988).  Therefore, in 

efforts to circumvent this dilemma, local government officials are motivated to use special 

districts.  In this sense, special districts come about as a result of local governments attempting to 
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harness taxation in order to provide local government services while maintaining a desirable tax 

rate for citizens.    

The harnessing of taxes has been found to be a strong motivator for citizens to create 

local government institutions (Burns, 1994).  This analysis applies this same logic to 

governments in their efforts to create other local governments.  In essences, local governments 

pay for and fund services through taxation.  However, local government officials are often driven 

by competition and political pressures to keep taxes low, thus reducing their ability to provide 

services (Ostrom, Bish and Ostrom, 1988).  According to the ‘Tiebout Model,’ when local 

government taxes are too high, citizens will make their preferences known by relocating to other 

areas in search of a tax relief.  Efforts to keep taxes low bring forth competition among local 

governments for residents.  Residents look for local governments with the lowest tax base, and 

the resulting competition leads to more efficient governmental behavior (Stein, 2003; Oakerson, 

1999).  It is this same nature of competition that leads to local government cooperation.  To keep 

taxes at a reasonable level such that local governments can continue to provide services, and to 

keep other local governments at bay when it comes to taxation, these governments may act 

collectively through the usage of special purpose governments.  Using Olson’s (1965) 

explanation of collective goods, acting collectively can lead to local governments being able to 

tax more (though indirectly) for services.  In this light, special districts are used as a tax 

collecting mechanism for cooperating local governments.  Here, all cooperating parties benefit in 

that services are provided, and taxes within both governments are kept at reasonable, but yet 

sustainable levels. 

 This analysis uses local government tax revenues to test whether local government 

officials will use special districts as a means of harnessing taxation.  Tax revenues are measured 

by taxes collected within a local governmental unit per capita.  Here, the lack of local 

government tax revenues can be seen as a motivator for special district formation.  Essentially, 

the assumption can be made that if one party is not taxing or providing a service, there is another 

near by who is.  Likewise, as competition can be seen as an influence on taxing levels, the 

assumption is also made that this competition is also what drives local government cooperation 

through the usage of multi-jurisdictional special purpose governments.  Therefore, an inverse 

relation between taxing revenues and special district usage is expected. 
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 H5:  County taxes will more likely have a negative relationship with multi-

jurisdictional special district usage. 

 

The Institutional Dynamics of County Governments and Service Provision 

The institutional design of a county government dictates the powers, which give that 

government the ability to function.  When observing how county governments carry out policies 

and make decisions, it is important to consider the dynamics that surround this important factor.  

Such dynamics can come two fold.  First, one must consider the level of a county government’s 

autonomy.  Essentially, non-chartered county governments will function differently than 

chartered county governments (Benton, 2002b).  Second, one must consider the county’s 

institutional arrangement.  At one level, we must consider the differences in abilities to function 

between counties with executive heads, and non-executive headed counties.  At another level, we 

must consider the differences between elected verses non-elected officials, in their abilities to 

carry out policy decisions. 

County governments are considered to be the administrative extensions of state 

governments.  As such, counties were generally designed to provide certain traditional services 

(welfare, health, transportation and judicial) (Benton, 2002b).  Because many of these services 

were mandated, counties had little authority to provide optional services (Benton, 2002b). A 

county’s level of autonomy can depend upon whether it is a chartered (home-rule) local 

government.  Because charters are expected to grant counties a degree of higher rule, charter 

county governments will generally have more leeway to provide higher levels of mandated 

services (Benton, 2002b).  Mandated services refer to services that have a more specific nature 

than the basic traditional services (hospitals for example).  On the other hand, non-charter 

governments essentially have less autonomy and may not be able to provide a fuller variety of 

services like charter governments.  This distinction may be an important factor in determining 

why county governments use special districts to provide regional services.  Considering this 

argument, one might expect that non-charter county governments may have more of an incentive 

to form and use special districts than chartered governments.  Essentially, since a charter 

government has the ability to expand its service provision and production, it would have a lesser 

need to look outward for services.  Conversely, a non-charter government, not having the ability 
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to provide a broader variety of services may have the need to look outward to find other means to 

provide services.   

Home-rule is used as a factor in both the county and state level analyses.  Within the 

county level analysis, home-rule is measured by a dichotomous variable which indicates 1 for 

counties with home-rule and 0 otherwise.  To measure home-rule within the state level analysis, 

the proportion of counties within each state that have home rule was used.  This variable was 

created by using the number of counties within each state that were coded 1 for home-rule and 

dividing it by the total number of counties statewide.  As home-rule is used as an indication of a 

county’s ability to provide services, an inverse relationship is expected between this factor and 

special district usage. 

H6: Counties with home rule will more likely have a negative relationship with 

multi-jurisdictional special district usage. 

 

Counties generally fall within two main categories of executive power, which are 

counties ran by an executive official, and counties with no executive head.  The belief is that 

counties with executive officials (modernized counties), whether they are appointed or elected, 

will generally be more responsive to citizens’ demands than counties ran by a commission.  “The 

existence of an appointed administrator or an elected executive provides the leadership and 

expertise necessary for county government to respond expeditiously and effectively to the 

citizenry’s appetite for existing services or the provision of new services, as well as to better 

manage programs” (Benton, 2002b:474). 

 Empirical findings from prior research lend support for this argument in that counties that 

have an executive head spend more money per capita and account for a larger proportion of all 

local government spending (Benton, 2002b; Park 1996; Schneider and Park, 1989).  Empirical 

research also suggests that the type of executive headed government (whether council-manager 

or mayor-council) may also make a difference in policy decisions (Feiock et al., 2003).  What 

this tells us is that as executive headed governments generally spend more, more efforts are 

geared towards providing services.  Spending patterns within these studies act as an indicator of 

service provision activity, with higher spending referring to more services being provided.  

Considering the previous findings regarding the spending patterns of executive and non-
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executive headed governments, I use this factor as an indicator of whether such governments will 

form special districts.   

 “Modernized counties” is used in both the county and state level analysis and is measured 

at two levels.  At the first level, modernized counties are measured by whether a county is 

headed by an executive official.  If the county had an executive head, it was coded 1; while 

commission ran governments were coded as 0.  The state level analysis uses the proportion of 

counties within each state that are modernized.  At the second level, modernization of counties is 

measured by whether a county has an appointed county manager verses an elected official or 

non-county manager executive.   Within the county level model, counties that have a county-

manager form are coded as 1 and 0 otherwise.  Within the state level model, the proportions of 

counties that have county managers are used as an indicator.  Counties with council-manager 

forms of government are considered to be the more modernized than counties with elected 

officials or appointed officials with less executive autonomy (such as county or treasure-clerks).  

In light of findings of prior research, it is expected that multi-jurisdictional special district usage 

will be less existent in more modernized counties. 

H7: Counties that are more modernized are more likely to have a negative 

relationship with multi-jurisdictional special district usage. 

 

The Usage of Special Districts to Overcome Barriers to Institutional Collective Action 

According to collective action theory, common goals and characteristics play an 

important role in the promotion of collective action efforts (Post, 2004; Olson, 1968).  

Heterogeneity has been viewed as acting as a barrier to institutional collective action.  To 

account for heterogeneity between counties the analyses use the portion of the population that is 

White/Non-Hispanic, median household income, the percent of the population in poverty, owner 

occupancy and property values.  Other factors such as whether county governments existed in 

Sunbelt South and West census regions, and type of industry are also used as measurements for 

institutional goals and characteristics. 

 H8: Less heterogeneity will more likely have a negative relationship with multi-

jurisdictional special district usage. 
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Explanations of collective action argue that larger group sizes or groups with more 

members who are willing to participate may have more difficulties achieving collective action 

efforts than smaller groups (Olson, 1968).  Essentially, smaller groups in ICA efforts will give 

the acting governments more benefits to forge the agreement.  However, as with individual 

efforts, larger groups seeking ICA efforts will yield higher transaction costs, as the benefits of 

cooperating would decrease (Post, 2004).  An increase in the number of local governments 

generates competition among those governments for capital and labor, which may be a hindrance 

to cooperation (Post, 2004).  As such, more special districts may be yielded.  

As local governments are geographically limited, the issue of geographic dispersion also 

plays an important factor in whether or not local governments will cooperate.  Generally, larger 

counties refer to areas that are more geographically disbursed.  As areas become more disbursed 

or less geographically concentrated, less opportunities exist that lead to cooperation.  According 

to explanations of ICA, more geographic dispersion may actually act as a barrier to cooperation 

(Post, 2004). 

Geographic concentration and number of participants are measured by county size and by 

the number of county jurisdictions within a state.  For these analyses, these variables were 

created by using the average number of county square miles within each state, and by using the 

state’s total number of counties.  The county level analysis uses total square miles to control for 

geographic concentration, and is coded for the number of counties within a given state.  

H9: States with more counties will more likely have a positive relationship with 

counties using multi-jurisdictional special districts.   

H10: Less geographic concentration will have a positive relationship with multi-

jurisdictional special district usage. 

 

 Special Districts as Tools to Circumvent State Level Institutional Constraints 

One of the main factors that hinder local governments from using long-term debt is the 

effect that institutional constraints have on individual local government units.  State policies 

often regulate the acquisition of local government debt.  This is done with the intent of making 

sure that local governments do not over exert their budgets while pushing the burden of this over 

extended debt on future tax payers (ICMA, 1987).  As such some states require that local 

governments maintain a significantly high proportion of income to debt ratio.  Other state 
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restrictions limit local governments to borrowing amounts equal to a certain percentage of their 

budgets (ICMA, 1987).  Yet, other state mandates require a referendum approval for local 

government debt (McCabe, 2000).   

In states that restrict local government borrowing, prior research has found that the 

likelihood that special districts will arise increases (McCabe, 2000).  In light of this finding, this 

analysis also assumes that local government debt will have an effect on special district usage.  

However, the current research attempts to specify the role of debt on multi-jurisdictional special 

district usage by examining the differences between states with more verses less debt restrictions.    

State debt restrictions are measured by using the median range of the log of county debt among 

states in 1992 (6.1).  States with a county debt value less than 6.1 are deemed as having higher 

debt restrictions (coded 1).  States with a county debt value of 6.1 or higher are deemed as 

having less debt restrictions (coded 0).  Therefore, it is expected that there will be a positive 

relationship between state debt restriction levels and local government multi-jurisdictional 

special district usage. 

H11: States with stricter constraints on local government borrowing will more likely 

have a positive relationship with multi-jurisdictional special district usage.  

 

               Local governments are often constrained in their abilities to tax by state codes and 

mandates.  Such constraints on taxing abilities can have adverse effects on local governments’ 

capacities to provide services.  Therefore, to circumvent such constraints, local governments may 

cooperate with other local governments to provide services.  Special district creation becomes a 

likely candidate among options to cooperate because of their attractive powers to tax and borrow.  

Under this logic, state-imposed limits that restrict local governments’ ability to tax are likely to 

lead to the creation of special districts (McCabe, 2000).   Likewise, the general hypothesis has 

been that when states constrain their local government’s ability to raise revenue from taxes, new 

independent special districts are formed as a way around these limits (McCabe, 2000).  The 

current research builds upon this general hypothesis to develop its analysis. 

 To test the effects of local government taxing constraints on special district formation, 

this analysis uses state taxing limits on local governments in the previous decade.  Calculating 

the percentage of personal income taken for local government tax revenue created the measure 

for state taxing limitations.  The range of this percentage is 8.9 to 14.9.  The mean percentage of 
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taxes is 10.9, with 1.26 standard deviations above or below the mean.  States with local 

governments that obtained less than 10.9 percent of personal income for tax revenues were 

deemed as having more restrictive tax limitations (coded 1).  States with larger proportions of 

personal income taken for local government taxes were deemed as having more relaxed taxing 

restrictions (coded 0).  It is expected that a positive relationship will exist between states that had 

more tax restrictions and local governments’ decisions to use multi-jurisdictional special purpose 

districts. 

H12:  States with stricter constraints on local government taxing will more likely 

have a positive relationship with multi-jurisdictional special district usage. 

 

 Explanatory Models 

 Using pooled cross-sectional and time series data, two discrete regression models were 

used to test the seven variables highlighted above.  First, the state level analyses used an event 

count model to explain special district usage among the state level variables.  Second, the county 

level analyses test the relationship between binary response variables indicating whether counties 

used multi-jurisdictional special districts, and the county level explanatory variables.   

State Level Model 

 The hypotheses at the state level analysis seek to explain the relationship between state 

level financial constraints on local governments, and multi-jurisdictional special district usage.  

An event count analysis is used to model this relationship.  In some policy studies, event counts 

have been used to address such questions as how many seats the president’s party lost in each 

mid-term election (King, 1988), and do council-manager governments provide more 

developmental services than mayor-council governments (Farmer, 2005).  Models that deal with 

event counts have been found to be very useful to scholars of political science because they are 

very useful in dealing with dependent variables that account for occurrences across fixed 

domains, such as time, geographic units or individuals (King, 1988).    

To evaluate the occurrences of special district usage as related to state financial 

constraints, the event count analysis technique of the exponential Poisson regression (EPR) is 

employed.  The Poisson regression is efficient in this case because its distribution provides the 

probability of the number of occurrences, and its parameter that corresponds to the expected 

number of occurrences is modeled as a function of explanatory variables (Kennedy, 2003).  
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Although the most common model applied to event count data in political science is ordinary 

least squares, the EPR is most appropriate for dealing with event count data because  

“OLS assumes a linear relationship…This is an implausible functional form for two 

reasons: (1) it often results in predicted event counts that are less than zero and therefore 

meaningless.  Moreover, a “truncated linear” model, where negative fitted values are 

forced to zero, makes unrealistic assumptions at the and near the cutoff point…(2) it 

makes the unrealistic assumption that the difference between zero and one event 

occurring in a particular time interval is the same as the difference between, say, 20 and 

21 events” (King, 1988:846). 

 

   In an attempt to more appropriately address such data, a Poisson regression model was 

developed that addresses this research’s pooled data.   The basic model formulation is that the 

mean of the set of Poisson processes representing the number of recorded events is a function of 

a set of predictor variables (King, 1988).  Therefore, the Poisson regression can be defined as: 

E(Yi) ≡ λi = exp(α + β1x1 + β2x2 +…+ βixi) 

Let i be the observation period denoting (year1…year10) and Yi  be a random variable 

representing the number of observations during a given time period.  The symbol λi , which is 

congruent to the expected number of observations within a given period represents the rate at 

which the observations occur.  Also, let x = (x1, x2,…, xi) be a set of predictor variables, while α 

denotes the constant of the equation, and β represents the coefficients. 

Model Specification 

 Regarding special district formation and state fiscal restrictions, this dissertation argues 

that state fiscal constraints will lead to more occurrences of special district usage and formation 

among counties.  Using the EPR, a model is developed that allows for this argument to be 

empirically tested using pooled data that captures these occurrences between the years of 1992 

and 2002.  The follow equation specifies the developed model.  

Change in District Usagei = E(a + b1*State Tax Constraintsi + b2*State Debt Constraintsi +  

b3*Home Rulei  + b4*Executive Headi  + b5*Council-Manageri + b6*Median Populationi + 

b7*Median Household Incomei + b8*Number of Countiesi + b9*County Sizei + 

b10*Sunbelti + e) (1) 

Where, 

 E: expected value of random dependent variable 

 a: constant 



 105

 b: coefficient 

i: observation of special district usage (1,…,n) 

e: error term 

 Change in District Usagei at the left of Equation 1 represents the dependent variable, 

which is the number of events at which counties use multi-jurisdictional special purpose districts.  

State Tax Restriction Leveli indicates the level at which states restrict a local government’s 

ability to levy local taxes.  State Borrowing Restriction Leveli indicates the independent 

variable that measures the level that states restrict debt.   Home Rulei  indicates the proportion of 

counties within a state that are governed under their own charters. Executive Headi indicates the 

proportion of counties within a state that are headed by an executive official that is either elected 

or appointed.  Council-Manageri  indicates the proportion of counties within a state that are 

headed by council-managers.  Median Populationi   denotes median county population within 

each state.  Median Household Incomei denotes the statewide average of median household 

incomes within each county.  Number of Countiesi indicates the total number of counties for 

each state.  County Sizei   indicates the average county wide square miles within each state.  

Sunbelti   indicates whether or not the state exists in the Sunbelt South or West census regions.  

Table 5-1 below lists and briefly defines the independent variables used within this model.   
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County Level Model 

   The hypotheses at the county level seek to explain the relationships between whether 

counties use multi-jurisdictional special districts and several explanatory circumstances.  The 

binary logistic regression model examines the probability that counties will use multi-

jurisdictional special districts when interacted with various service provision and taxation 

circumstances.  Since the response variable of whether counties use special districts is a 

dichotomous outcome, indicating 1 for use special districts and 0 otherwise, logistic regression 

rather than ordinary least squares (OLS) is more appropriate to model the relationships (King, 

Table 5-1 Variables in State Level Analysis 

State Tax 

Constraints Whether a state had more restrictions on local governments'  

 ability to tax (dummy variable) 

  

State Debt 

Constraints 

Whether a state had more restrictions on local government 

borrowing (dummy variable) 

  

Home-rule The proportion of counties that are governed under home-rule  

 charters within each state 

  

Executive Head The proportion of counties that are headed by executive officials  

 within each state 

  

Council-Manager The proportion of counties within a state that are under the council- 

 manager form of government 

  

Median Population Log of the median population of counties within each state 

  

Median Household 

Income 

Log of the statewide averages of the median household incomes of 

each county 

  

Total Counties Total number of counties within each state 

  

County Size Log of the averages of county square miles for each state  

  

Sunbelt Whether a state exists in the Sunbelt South or West census regions 

 (dummy variable) 
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1986).  The application of this model required the usage of the Bernoulli distribution.  The 

Bernoulli distribution is a situation where a random variable has only two possible events with 

nonzero probability (King, 1989).  Hence, in this analysis the response outcomes are either use 

multi-jurisdictional special districts or not use multi-jurisdictional special districts.  The 

principles in this case require the use of the Bernoulli distribution because the random variable Yi 

has two mutually exclusive outcomes, Yi =0 and Yi =1, which are exhaustive (King, 1989).  

Since Yi = 0 and Yi = 1 are mutually exclusive, the probability function is denoted as:    

Pr(Yi = 1|Yi = 0) = 0 

The outcomes are also exhaustive, which indicates: 

Pr(Yi = 1) = 1 – Pr(Yi = 0) 

This indicates that there is a zero probability that both outcomes will occur at the same time, 

while one outcome represents the opposite of the other. 

 Given the available binary responses, the logistic regression modeled the relationship 

between these outcomes and several predictor variables.  Binary outcome data is common in 

political and social inquiry, often allowing researchers to conceptualize the stochastic and 

systematic components of the problems separately (King, 1989).  The logistic regression is 

useful in this analysis because it extends the Bernoulli distribution to allow for the modeling of 

the effects of predictor variables on dependent binary responses.  The general model for the 

logistic regression can be defined as: 

Pr(Yi = 1|x) = π(x) 

Where π(x) denotes:  

π(x) =  exp(α + β1x1 + β2x2 +…+ βixi) 

             1+exp(α + β1x1 + β2x2 +…+ βixi) 

 

Let Y be the dichotomous random variable denoting the outcome of the experiment, i be the 

range of observations, and π be the parameter of the distribution, while the distribution range is 

[0,1]
3
.  Also let x = (x1, x2,…, xi) be a collection of predictor variables, given that α is the 

constant of the equation, and β is the coefficient of the predictor variables. 

Model Specification 

 The prior discussion postulates that the ability of counties to tax and provide services 

dictates whether they will use multi-jurisdictional special districts.  The preceding formula 
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develops a model that seeks to explore this relationship.  The following equation specifies the 

relationship of county service provision and taxation on multi-jurisdictional special district 

usage. 

Multi-Jurisdictional Special District Usagei = E(a + b1*Population Changei +  b2*Log 

Population 2002i + b3*White/Non-Hispanici + b4*Median Household Incomei + 

b5*Povertyi + b6*Owner Occupancyi + b7*Property Valuesi + b8*Council-Manageri + 

b9*Executive Headi + b10*Home Rulei + b11*Service Provision 1992i + b12*Long-Term 

Debti + b13*Debt Capacityi + b14*Taxesi + b15*Square Milesi + b16*Sunbelti + b17*Non-

Farm Industryi + b18*State Tax Restriction Levels + b19*State Borrowing Restriction 

Levels + b20*Number of Counties + e)/1 + E(a + b1*Population Changei +  b2*Log 

Population 2002i + b3*White/Non-Hispanici + b4*Median Household Incomei + 

b5*Povertyi + b6*Owner Occupancyi + b7*Property Valuesi + b8*Council-Manageri + 

b9*Executive Headi + b10*Home Rulei + b11*Service Provision 1992i + b12*Long-Term 

Debti + b13*Debt Capacityi + b14*Taxesi + b15*Square Milesi + b16*Sunbelti + b17*Non-

Farm Industryi + b18*State Tax Restriction Levels + b19*State Borrowing Restrictions 

Levels + b20*Number of Counties + e)   (2) 

Where, 

E: expected value of the random dependent variable 

a: constant 

b: coefficient  

i:  each county (1,…,n) 

e:  error term 

  

 Multi-Jurisdictional Special District Usage within Equation 2 is the dependent variable 

that represents the probability that each county will use a multi-jurisdictional special district.  

The independent variables are operationalized as follows: Population Change and Log 

Population in 2002 are used to indicate demand for services. White Non-Hispanic is used to 

indicate the number of non-racial minority citizens within a county.  Median Household 

Income denotes the median household income of county citizens.  Owner Occupancy 

represents the portion of the population that owns and occupies property.  Property Values 

indicate the average property values per county.   Council-Manager is used to indicate whether 
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the county government is a council-manager form of government.  Executive Head is used to 

indicate whether the county is headed by an executive official (appointed of elected) or by an 

elected body (commission or council).   Home Rule indicates whether the county was 

established by home-rule charter.  Service Provision 1992 is used to indicate whether a county 

invested in a given service in 1992.  Long-Term Debt indicates whether a county acquired more 

debt between 1992 and 2002.  Debt Capacity reveals a county’s ability to obtain debt. Taxes 

indicate tax collection per capita within a given county.  Square Miles represent the number of 

square miles within a county’s boundaries.  Sunbelt is used to determine whether a county 

resides within the Sunbelt West or South Census regions, and Non-Farm Industry indicates the 

portion of the population that obtains income from non-agricultural related jobs.  State Tax 

Restriction Level indicates the level at which states restrict a local government’s ability to levy 

local taxes.  State Borrowing Restriction Level indicates the independent variable that 

measures the level that states restrict debt, and Number of Counties indicates the total number 

of counties for each state.  Table 5-2 below, gives a brief description of each of the explanatory 

variables that are used in this model.      
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Table 5-2 Variables in County Level Analysis 

Population 

Change 

Percentage population change from 1992, denotes Demand for 

Services 

  

Log Population 

2002 Log of population in 2002, denotes Demand for Services 

  

White/Non-

Hispanic 

Portion of the population within a county that consists of White/non-

Hispanic origin, denotes a county’s level of racial diversity 

  

Median 

Household Income Median household income of a county 

  

Poverty Denotes the percent of the population in poverty 

  

Owner Occupancy 

Represents the portion of a county’s population that owns and 

occupies property 

  

Property Values Denotes the average property values per county 

  

Council-Manager 

Whether the county is a council-manager form of government 

(dummy variable) 

  

Executive Head 

Whether the county is headed by an executive official or an elected 

body (dummy variable) 

  

Service Provision 

Whether a county directly provided a service in 1992 (dummy 

variable) 

  

Long-Term Debt Whether a county acquired more debt between the time periods  

 of 1992 and 2002 (dummy variable) 

  

Debt Capacity 

Whether a county had the ability to obtain additional debt based 

upon the percentage of debt (dummy variable) 

  

Taxes County taxes collected per capita 

  

Square Miles Total square miles within a county’s boundary 

  

Sunbelt 

Whether a county exists with the Sunbelt South or West Census 

regions of the United States (dummy variable) 

  

Non-Farm 

Industry 

Denotes the portion of the population that obtains income from non-

agricultural related industry 

State Tax 

Restriction Level Whether a state had more restrictions on local governments'  

 ability to tax (dummy variable) 

State Borrowing 

Restriction Level Whether a state had more restrictions on local governments'  

 ability to borrow (dummy variable) 

Total Counties Total number of counties within each state 
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Chapter Summary 

 

 This chapter developed the framework brought forth in chapter 3 into a research design 

that seeks to explore the impact of the conditions of institutional collective actions on special 

district formation.   Using presented hypotheses, this chapter identified data sources, 

measurements of variables and methods to investigate the effects of various service and financial 

conditions on local government choices to use special districts.  First, a design to test the effects 

of state level constraints on special district formation was brought forth.  Here, an event count 

model will be employed to estimate the effects.  Second, a binary logistic analysis was presented 

to account for the effects of local government service provision and county characteristics on the 

usage of regional districts.  The first model attempts to give a birds-eye-view of special district 

formation from a broader institutional standpoint, while the second model attempts to display 

some of the micro-circumstances of special district usage.  Using the outline of this design, the 

next chapter presents the analyses and findings of the empirical portion of this study.  Here, a 

conceptual link is connected between the descriptive analysis of chapter 4 and the empirical 

analyses.   
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Chapter 5 Notes 

 

1. Note: Some districts consisted of one county, but include cities and towns.  Therefore, in 

Appendix C where some districts display one county, this means that the district is shared with 

that county and some other municipality.   

 

2. “Under present commercial bank regulations issued by the Comptroller of the Currency, bonds 

rated in the top four categories (AAA, AA, A, BBB, commonly known as “Investment Grade” 

ratings) are generally regarded as eligible for bank investment.  In addition, the Legal Investment 

Laws of the various states impose certain rating or other quality standards for obligations eligible 

for investment by savings banks, trust companies, insurance companies and fiduciaries 

generally” (S&P, 2005:60). 

  

3. In this case the parameter of the distribution varies according to the beta of the predictor 

variables.  In most cases when using probability distributions, the distribution range is denoted 

by θ (King, 1989); however, since the range only indicates 0 to 1, this researched used π to 

denote the parameter of the distribution. 
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CHAPTER 6  

 

EMPIRICAL ANALYSES AND FINDINGS: LOCAL GOVERNMENT USAGE OF 

REGIONAL DISTRICTS 

 

 

 The hypotheses developed from the framework were tested using 790 U. S. counties and 

44 states for the time periods of 1992 and 2002.  The ten-year time frame was based upon the 

periods of data collection for the U.S. Census of Governments and the 2002 International 

City/County Management Association (ICMA) survey of local government institutions.  

Originally, data consisted of 48 states and 3,033 counties, but the analyses only include counties 

that provided responses to the survey.  Consistent with the descriptive methods of chapter 4, this 

study narrowed its focus of regional district formation to three types of special districts: fire, 

library and hospital districts.  Additionally, as various types of districts require various federal 

and state policies for local governments; separate models were employed to analyze these data.   

This chapter gives a descriptive analysis of the data, followed by an empirical examination of the 

characteristics that led to multi-jurisdictional special district formation among local 

governments.   

 Before proceeding into the analysis, three matters are to be noted.  First, as indicated 

above and in prior chapters, this analysis takes place at two levels.  The first level takes a broad 

look at special district formation across states.  This model gives a bird’s eye view of local 

government usage of special districts, while interacted with the effects of state institutional 

constraints (Ostrom, 1999).  The second level of this analysis takes a more specific look at 

special district formation by focusing specifically on the activity of county governments, and 

examining special districts by type.  Here, the analysis begins to focus more on specific 

conditions that may lead to the usage of multi-jurisdictional special districts.  

Second, the independent variables used in the state level model were operationalized by 

using the median of a range of numbers as a gauge of the level of state financial constraints on 

localities.  Concerns may arise because one could argue that the median range of debt accrued, or 

the median range of taxable personal income collected by local governments may not be a strict 

indicator of whether states are more lenient in their financial policies.  An alternative method, 

which was considered for this examination was to use the ratio of high to low numbers within a 

range.  The indicator of high verses low state financial policy constraints would have been 
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determined by the proportion of higher debt accrued or higher taxes collected by local 

governments.  The method chosen for this analysis was used as a means to replicate the methods 

of prior analyses (Burns, 1995).   

Third, change in debt was used as an indicator of local governments’ usage of long-term 

debt.  Though this variable was deemed appropriate to capture a county’s debt activity, a 

measure of local government’s capacity to accrue debt was also considered.  In some cases, the 

lack of financial strength may prohibit local communities from incurring long-term debt for the 

provision of needed services.  Bond companies generally prefer local governments to have 

proportionately high levels of available monetary resources on hand as compared to their levels 

of debt (S& P, 2005).  As such, little or no wealth within a local government can lead to a lower 

bond rating, which in turn leads to an inability to acquire debt.  An inability to acquire debt can 

be problematic, because this can lead to governments not being in the position to meet the 

demands of citizens.  The lack of meeting citizens’ demands can have negative political 

repercussions on local government officials (Clingermayer and Feiock, 2001).   

A county’s ability to acquire debt could be measured by its bond rating in 1992.  If a 

county were assigned a high to adequate Standard & Poor’s bond rating (S&P ratings: AAA to 

BB), it would be deemed as having strong financial ability to acquire debt.  If a county were 

assigned a bond rating that was lower than adequate (S&P ratings: BB- to D) it would be deemed 

as having a lower ability to acquire debt.  This indicator of debt usage was not used due to the 

lack of readily available data for the time periods captured within this study.   

Findings and Analysis 

Trends of special district usage reveal from a regional perspective that counties’ patterns 

of special district usage varied greatly.  Table 6-1 illustrates that between the years of 1992 and 

2002, counties in the Midwestern region of the United States acquired more special district usage 

than in other regions.  Here, states in the Midwest yielded 134 counties using multi-jurisdictional 

special purpose governments, while the southeastern region shows that 119 counties gained 

district activity during this time period.   The Northeastern states yielded the least activity of 

gaining special district usage with 36 counties, while the west gained slightly more with 30.   
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Figure 6-1 Percentages of Counties Acquiring Special Districts 

 

 

Likewise, figure 6-1 shows statistics that support the trends of the preceding table.  Here, 

Midwestern states accounted for 35% of the changes in special district usage between 1992 and 

2002.  The Southeast accounted for 32% of the changes in usage, while the Southwest accounted 

for 13%.  Approximately, 20% of the local governments in the United States acquiring local 

governments resided in the northeastern and western states.  These trends contribute to the 

argument that dictates that the physical environment of a local government drives the demands 

and means of actions among institutions. The physical environment (geography), the built 

environment (human made structures) and the local climate all lend support to policy decisions 

Table 6-1 County District Usage By U. S. Region

U. S. Region  Number of Counties 

Northeast 36 

Southeast 119 

Midwest 134 

Southwest 50 

West 38 
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(Pelissero, 2003).  Accordingly, these illustrations also lend support to Ostrom’s (1999) notion to 

the physical and material world driving various policy outcomes.      

 The trends highlighted in the above chart also suggest further investigation of the 

argument within this framework, which dictates that less geographic concentration leads to more 

multi-jurisdictional special district usage.  As illustrated in both the table and figure, the regions 

of the country that may be deemed as having lesser geographic concentration have counties 

acquiring more special district usage between the two time periods.  According to Sharkansky 

(1968), the states deemed to be in the northeastern and western regions of the United States were 

noted as having higher population concentration patterns, or more urbanization.  As such, states 

with more urbanization have lower percentages of counties using special districts.  Conversely, 

the states with less urbanization illustrated opposite patterns.   

 Table 6-2 gives a more detailed presentation of states gaining counties that use special 

districts.  Here, this table shows the number of counties that acquired multi-jurisdictional special 

districts for the first time by 2002.  This illustration shows that 390 counties began using special 

districts between the years 1992 and 2002.  Georgia had the most number of counties that began 

to use or form special districts with a total of 36.  Michigan gained 23 counties that used districts, 

with Iowa and Kentucky close behind showing totals of 22 and 21.  Following the trends 

highlighted in table 6-1 and the above figure, the counties having the most activity resided within 

the Southeastern and Midwestern states.  However, New York fell close behind these states 

gaining 18 counties that used special districts. Where the prior patterns revealed that northeastern 

states were weaker in gaining special district usage, the following breakdown gives an idea of 

how these patterns unfold.  Specifically, one can observe exactly which states were weakest and 

strongest in acquiring special districts.  
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Table 6-2 Number of Counties Acquiring Special Districts (All Districts) 

State Name 

Counties 

Prior to 92 

Counties 

Gained by 02 Total  

  Alabama 58 9 67 

  Alaska 10 2 12 

  Arizona 13 2 15 

  Arkansas 67 8 75 

  California 55 2 57 

  Colorado 58 4 62 

  Delaware 3 0 3 

  Florida 52 14 66 

  Georgia 120 36 156 

  Hawaii 3 0 3 

  Idaho 44 0 44 

  Illinois 87 15 102 

  Indiana 81 10 91 

  Iowa 77 22 99 

  Kansas 94 10 104 

  Kentucky 98 21 119 

  Louisiana 44 16 60 

  Maine 15 1 16 

  Maryland 21 2 23 

  Massachusetts 4 1 5 

  Michigan 60 23 83 

  Minnesota 82 5 87 

  Mississippi 75 7 82 

  Missouri 105 9 114 

  Montana 50 4 54 

  Nebraska 86 7 93 

  Nevada 15 1 16 

  New Hampshire 8 2 10 

  New Jersey 19 2 21 

  New Mexico 28 5 33 

  New York 39 18 57 

  North Carolina 95 5 100 

  North Dakota 50 3 53 

  Ohio 74 14 88 

  Okalahoma 69 8 77 

  Oregon 31 5 36 

  Pennsylvania 57 9 66 

  South Carolina 36 10 46 

  South Dakota 62 4 66 

  Tennessee 82 10 92 

  Texas 229 25 254 

  Utah 27 2 29 

  Vermont 11 3 14 
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Table 6-2 Continued 

 

State Name 

Counties 

Prior to 92 

Counties 

Gained by 02 Total  

  Virginia 89 6 95 

  Washington 36 3 39 

  West Virginia 49 6 55 

  Wisconsin 61 11 72 

  Wyoming 15 8 23 

Total 2644 390 3034 

 

 

 

 Focusing more on specific special districts, table 6-3 gives a detailed look of counties 

acquiring special district usage.  Here, emphasis is placed on counties that began to use fire, 

library and hospital districts.  For fire districts, 33 counties gained usage between the two time 

periods.  Illinois gained the most special district usage with a total number of 6 counties.  

Patterns of library district usage reveal that between the two time periods, 60 counties gained 

special district usage throughout the nation.  Michigan illustrates the highest numbers of counties 

that gained library district usage with 19 counties.  New York fell close behind with a total of 14 

counties acquiring library usage.  The least activity of new special district usage fell among 

hospital districts, with a total of 25 counties gaining usage between the time periods.  Over half 

of the counties accounting for the changes in hospital districts resided in Georgia, with a total of 

14.  Of the remaining counties, 6 resided in the Southeast (Florida and Alabama), and the 

remaining 5 were disbursed between the West and Midwest. 

 

 

Table 6-3 Number of Counties Acquiring Special Districts Between 1992 & 2002 

  Fire Districts Library Districts Hospital Districts 

State Name 

Change 

Between 

Years 

Change Between 

Years 

Change Between 

Years 

Alabama 0 0 3 

Arizona 1 0 0 

Arkansas 0 3 0 

California 0 0 0 

Colorado 0 0 0 

Florida 0 1 3 
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Table 6-3 Continued 

  Fire Districts Library Districts Hospital Districts 

State Name 

Change 

Between 

Years 

Change Between 

Years 

Change Between 

Years 

Idaho 0 0 0 

Illinois 6 1 0 

Indiana 0 1 1 

Iowa 1 2 0 

Kansas 0 5 0 

Kentucky 3 1 1 

Maryland 0 0 0 

Michigan 1 19 0 

Minnesota 0 2 0 

Mississippi 0 1 0 

Missouri 1 2 0 

Montana 3 0 0 

Nebraska 3 0 0 

New Hampshire 1 0 0 

New Jersey 1 0 0 

New York 2 14 0 

North Dakota 3 0 0 

Ohio 1 5 0 

Okalahoma 1 2 1 

Oregon 0 0 0 

South Carolina 
3 0 0 

South Dakota 1 0 0 

Texas 0 0 1 

Vermont 0 0 0 

Virginia 0 1 0 

Washington 0 0 1 

Wisconsin 1 0 0 

Wyoming 0 0 0 

Total 33 60 25 

 

 

Causal Conditions of Multi-Jurisdictional Special District Usage 

 This section examines the conditions that lead to multi-jurisdictional special district 

usage among county governments.  Multi-jurisdictional special district usage is examined by 
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considering the number of counties that acquired special districts between 1992 and 2002, and by 

considering whether a county used such districts.  These analyses are conducted in two stages 

employing both the modeling approaches of an event count, and a binary logistic.  The first stage 

is designed to explore multi-jurisdictional formation from the stand-point of state institutional 

constraints on county governments.  Special attention is paid to the effects of state taxation and 

debt constraints on local governments.  The second stage takes a more specific look at the 

various conditions that may affect counties’ usage of multi-jurisdictional usage.  At this stage, 

the analysis focuses on service demands, service provision, and the financial strengths of county 

governments. 

Summary Statistics 

 Table 6-4 presents summary statistics of counties acquiring multi-jurisdictional special 

districts between 1992 and 2002 and explanatory variables (n = 44).  Among the three district 

types, library districts displayed the most frequency in which counties acquired special districts 

displaying a maximum of 19 events.  Hospital districts displayed 14 events, while fire districts 

only had six occurrences.  On average the proportion of counties that were modernized were 

large, while the approximate average of counties that were reformed (council-manager) was 

considerably small.  Some states displayed approximately 50% of their counties operating under 

the council-manager form, while some of those same states reported that all of their counties 

were modernized.  Additionally, an average of 27% of counties within states had home rule, 

while some states reported up to 67% of their counties having home rule.  

 

  

Table 6-4 State Level Summary Statistics 

Variables N Minimum Maximum Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Number of District Changes Between 1992 and 

2002 44 0 36 8.77 7.63 

Number of Fire District Changes 44 0 6 0.75 1.27 

Number of Library District Changes 44 0 19 1.36 3.59 

Number of Hospital District Changes 44 0 14 0.56 2.18 

State Tax Restriction Level 44 0 1 0.56 0.50 

State Borrowing Restriction Level 44 0 1 0.36 0.48 

Proportion of Counties with Home Rule 44 0 0.67 0.27 0.17 

Proportion of Executive Headed Counties 44 0 1 0.67 0.28 
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Table 6-4 Continued 

Variables N Minimum Maximum Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Proportion of Counties with Council-Manager 

Form 44 0 0.5 0.07 0.114 

Log of Median County Population 44 2.53 252.55 43.15 47.89 

Log of County Median Household Income 44 27.12 54.79 35.60 6.10 

Number of Counties within a State 44 10 254 68.38 43.89 

Log of Average County Square Miles 44 3.37 191.36 18.44 31.03 

Whether state is in Sunbelt Region 44 0 1 0.29 0.46 

 

 

  Table 6-5 presents summary statistics of counties using multi-jurisdictional special 

districts (n = 790).  The proportion of population changes within counties throughout the United 

States were on average small, with the highest population changes occurring at 51%.  The 2002 

population index indicates population patterns that are identified by the logarithm of the actual 

number to simplify equations within the model.  Therefore, the average county population in 

2002 was 4.41, with the highest population being reported at 6.5.  Taxes index represents the 

amount of local government taxes collected by a given county per 1,000 people of the county’s 

population.  County tax collection fluctuated considerably with an average that fell between 0.03 

and 3.40.  The dependent and all institutional variables were interpreted based up a scale of 0 to 

1 indicating the occurrence of a particular phenomenon.   

  

 

Table 6-5 Summary of County Level Data 

Variables N Minimum Maximum Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Use Multi-County Fire District 790 0 1 0.09 0.29 

Use Multi-County Library Districts 790 0 1 0.11 0.31 

Use Multi-County Hospital districts 790 0 1 0.04 0.19 

Percent of Population White 

NonHispanic 790 0.11 0.99 0.81 0.17 

Log of County Median House Hold 

Income 790 19.31 92.05 36.70 9.06 

Percent of Population in Poverty 790 2.70 37.60 13.02 4.96 

Percent of Owners Occupancy 790 0.05 0.38 0.28 0.04 

Property Values Per Capita 790 0.00 431.01 12.14 35.37 
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Table 6-5 Continued 

Variables N Minimum Maximum Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Log of Farm Industry Population 790 0.01 33.65 6.04 4.36 

Log of County Square Miles 790 0.03 18.66 1.13 1.56 

Number of counties in state 790 10.00 254.00 97.86 58.39 

State is in Sunbelt Region 790 0 1 0.29 0.45 

Total Taxes Per Capita 790 0.03 3.40 0.38 0.35 

Debt Change 790 0 1 0.40 0.49 

Debt Capacity for 1992 790 0 1 0.82 0.39 

State Tax Restrictions 790 0 1 0.64 0.48 

State Debt Restrictions 790 0 1 0.27 0.44 

Percentage of Change in Pop. from 1992 790 -0.34 0.51 0.09 0.12 

Log of the population for 2002 790 2.55 6.53 4.44 0.61 

Provision of Fire Services in 1992 790 0 1 0.06 0.24 

Provision of Library Services 1992 790 0 1 0.07 0.25 

Provision of Hospital Services in 1992 790 0 1 0.17 0.38 

County has Home Rule 790 0 1 0.29 0.45 

Executive Official (Elected/Appointed) 790 0 1 0.72 0.45 

Council-Manager Government 790 0 1 0.19 0.40 

 

 

 

 Both tables represent sample data drawn from larger populations.  As highlighted in 

Chapter 5, the samples these data are drawn from include counties that responded to a 2002 

International City/County Management Association (ICMA) government survey regarding 

government structure.  All other observations were omitted from the analyses.  Using this 

method greatly reduced the population, specifically for the county level data.  Here, the observed 

N went from 3,033 to 790.  This raises a concern that the sample within the analyses may not be 

representative of the population.  This issue is addressed in two ways.  First, summary statistics 

data are reported for the full population as they are for the samples, with the exception of the 

variables drawn from the ICMA survey.  Second, estimates are reported for both the full 

population and the samples, using the same variables.  This method allows for data to be 

compared between both populations, while showing similarities in the effects.  Full population 

data and their comparison to the sample populations are reported in Appendix E.   
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Estimation Procedure 

  Chapter 5 of this dissertation presented a research design that constructed two models 

using an exponential Poisson analysis and a binary logistic regression.  As the goal of this 

research is to accurately obtain explanatory inference (King, Keohane & Verba, 1994), two 

models are employed that best address the variance in the data.  For the first model, King (1988) 

mentions that the exponential Poisson regression is the appropriate method for addressing 

dependent variables that consist of a count of observed occurrences.  For the second model, the 

binary logistic regression is an appropriate model for examining dependent variables that are of a 

dichotomous nature (Kennedy, 2003; King, 1989).  Before examining the causal conditions of 

multi-jurisdictional special district formation, issues pertaining to the estimation procedures for 

both models are noteworthy.  

 The first issue to be noted is the determination of the relationship between counties 

acquiring multi-jurisdictional special district usage by 2002 and state level institutional 

constraints.  The nature of this particular inquiry calls for an event count to examine these 

effects, since the dependent variable is a discrete rare event (Burns, 1994; King, 1988), and there 

are no assumptions of normality.  To estimate the number of counties acquiring special districts, 

the dependent variable consists of data that captures the number of changes in special district 

usage between 1992 and 2002.  This particular method of estimation was used for two reasons.  

This lag accounts for logical time-ordered effects that are brought forth by the independent 

variables, and because capturing district activity in the prior decade provides a historical context 

for local government formation decision (Burns, 1994).  Therefore, the number of events of 

counties acquiring special district usage over a set time period is of the up most interest.      

 Because the independent variables for the state level model include state institutional 

constraints, the dependent variable includes an observation of all special districts as defined by 

the U.S. Census of Governments (2002, 1992).  All multi-jurisdictional special districts are used 

because state laws generally will have an across the board (across all district types) effect on 

counties’ decisions to use special districts.  Specifically, the state debt financing and taxing 

constraints observed in this analysis were specific to general purpose local governments.  As 

mentioned in chapter 5, district usage does not include public authorities, because of their weaker 

abilities to collect taxes.   
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 The specific explanatory variables for this model include state level institutional 

constraints on counties’ abilities to borrow and generate revenue.  Prior analyses considered the 

impact of these factors and found empirical support suggesting their importance (MacManus, 

1981).  State taxation constraints include a binary variable, which represents whether a state had 

more or less restrictions on counties’ abilities to tax.  State debt constraints include a binary 

variable that represents whether a state had more or less borrowing restrictions on county 

governments.  As mentioned above, the interpretation of the effects bring forth implications that 

consider the impacts of institutional constraints at the intergovernmental level.   

 The dependent variable for this model is continuous variable, which represents the 

number of counties that acquired a new special district within a given state between 1992 and 

2002.  The effects for this analysis are observed among four sub-models, which include 

observations for all districts and the three specific district types.  This separation of models 

allows for the observation of the effects of state constraints on counties when interacted with 

various district types.   

 The second issue is to determine the relationship between various local government 

characteristics and county usage of regional districts.  The inquiry for this particular model calls 

for the usage of a logistic binary regression.  Here, the dependent variable consists of a binary 

variable, which indicates whether a county uses a regional district.  County usage of regional 

special districts is observed for 2002.  As in the state level analysis, this model uses lagged 

independent variables to account for the time-ordered effects on the observed dependent 

variable.  

 As state legislation regarding special district usage varies given the residing state and 

service type, the effects on district usage are observed among different models.  Three models 

are generated to reflect district usage among fire, library and hospital districts.  With the 

exception of “Service Provision 1992,” the same independent variables are used across the three 

models.  The service provision variable is generated depended upon the district type.  For 

example, the model for fire districts is only observed against counties’ provision of fire services.  

Corresponding service provision is used within each respective model to fully capture the effects 

of whether or not a county’s ability to provide a given service would impact its decision to use a 

given special district.   
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 The explanatory variables for this analysis include various local government financial 

and service characteristics as employed by Burns (1994).  The service characteristics include 

population change, log of the population and service characteristics.  The financial characteristics 

include the usage of long-term debt, debt capacity, and the collection of county taxes.  Each 

variable is interacted with the given district types to give an estimation of the effects of local 

government characteristics on the usage of regional special districts.                   

Analysis of Regional Special District Usage and Formation  

 To test the hypotheses presented in chapter 5, this dissertation presents two models.  The 

first model uses aggregate data across states that accounts for the number of counties acquiring 

special districts.  The general assumption of this model is that the level of state fiscal constraints 

will have an effect on the frequency in which counties gain and use special districts.  The 

following model takes a bit of a closer look at the circumstances under which local governments 

use special districts.  This model captures county district usage among several factors that 

capture the specific population, service and financial attributes of the observed counties.  The 

assumption behind this model is that these specific factors are important determinants in local 

governments’ decisions to use and form other local governments.  The results of both models are 

discussed below.   

State Level Constraints 

 The following tables report Poisson regression estimates regarding counties’ usage of 

regional special districts in comparison to state institutional constraints and other characteristics.  

The log likelihood values for each model indicate an acceptable goodness of fit, while the Chi-

square tests for all included models suggest that the null hypothesis be rejected.  The r-square 

statistics for each indicate that the independent variables strongly account for the variances in the 

dependant variables across all four models.   Mild differences in results were found among the 

explanatory variables across special district types.   

Table 6-6 report estimates for all districts.  Here, state with a higher proportion of 

counties that were modernized generally yielded more counties that used regional special 

districts.  States with higher proportion of counties with executive officials displayed a positive 

relationship with counties acquiring special districts, while council-manager yielded an inverse 

effect.  The same results held true for states with counties that had lower median household 

incomes.  Regarding group size, states with more counties were more likely to use special 
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districts. To expand these findings, simulation models were run to test the differences in 

frequency for the dependent variable in relation to variances in the independents.
1   

Frequency 

variations were assumed to be between 1 and 36. Given this I found that increases in tax limits 

tended to spark an increase in special districts by at least 1 district.  Likewise similar effects were 

found for increases in debt limitations, population, and median household income.   Increases in 

these explanatory factors generally led to the acquisition of about 1 special district.    

 

 

Table 6-6 Counties Acquiring Special Districts (All District Types) 

Variable Coefficient

Standard 

Error 

Motivation of Regional Service Provision   

Log of Median County Population 0.002 0.002 

   

Motivations of Institutional Collective Action   

Number of Counties within a state 0.013*** 0.002 

Log of Average County Square Miles 0.002 0.004 

Log of County Median Household Income -0.050*** 0.018 

Whether a State is in Sunbelt Region -0.61*** 0.183 

   

Motivations of Institutional Constraints   

State Tax Restriction Level 0.164 0.133 

State Borrowing Restriction Level 0.211 0.171 

Proportion of Counties with Home rule -0.046 0.371 

Proportion of Counties with Executive Head 

Officials 2.26*** 0.38 

Proportion of Counties with County Managers -3.38*** 0.749 

   

Constant 1.384 0.596 

n 44  

Log Likekihood -120.25  

Pseudo R Square 0.42  

Note. *P=<.1; **P=<.05; ***P=<.01.  Two-tailed significance test.   
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Table 6-7 reports estimates for the states acquiring fire districts.  For multi-jurisdictional 

fire districts, states with higher taxation restrictions on counties were found to acquire more fire 

districts.  Additionally, states with a higher proportion of counties that were modernized and 

reformed were less likely to use multi-jurisdictional special districts.  As with the All District 

type variable, fire districts displayed an inverse relationship with median household income.  

Considering barriers to institutional collective action, county square miles displayed a positive 

relationship with the number of counties acquiring multi-jurisdictional fire districts.  For Sunbelt 

states within western and southern regions of the United States, results displayed an inverse 

effect with counties obtaining fire districts.  The simulated difference estimates in Appendix E 

supplement these findings.  As such, it was revealed that when states increase their restrictions 

on taxation and debt, states acquired more special districts (generally between 1 and 6).  

Accordingly, states with higher proportions of counties that are ran by executive heads, and that 

have home rule tended to acquire more districts.  However, states with higher proportion of 

counties with council-manager governments generally used less fire districts.  Additionally, 

population increases also led to more fire district usage, while states with lower household 

income used these district types. 

 

 

Table 6-7 Counties Acquiring Fire Districts 

Variable Coefficient Standard Error 

Motivation of Regional Service Provision   

Log of Median County Population 0.012* 0.006 

   

Motivations of Institutional Collective Action   

Number of Counties within a state 0.007 0.007 

Log of Average County Square Miles 0.023** 0.012 

Log of County Median Household Income -0.116*  

Whether a State is in Sunbelt Region -2.941*** 0.875 

   

Motivations of Institutional Constraints   

State Tax Restriction Level 1.39** 0.558 

State Borrowing Restriction Level 0.469 0.622 

Proportion of Counties with Home rule 1.47 1.32 

Proportion of Counties with Executive Head 

Officials 2.132 1.45 
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Table 6-7 Continued 

Variable Coefficient Standard Error 

Proportion of Counties with County Managers -9.355* 4.8 
   

n 44  

Log Likelihood -44.61  

Pseudo R Square 0.24   

Note. *P=<.1; **P=<.05; ***P=<.01.  Two-tailed significance test.  

 

  

Table 6-8 reports states acquiring library districts.  Like fire districts, states acquiring 

library districts displayed a positive relationship with state taxation restrictions.  For states with 

more executive headed counties, library district utilization revealed a positive relationship.  

However, states with more modernized counties yielded a negative relationship with counties 

acquiring library districts.  Median household income and Sunbelt region states both displayed 

inverse effects with library districts.  The supplemental simulations further substantiate these 

findings.  Other things being equal, states with higher taxing and debt limitations generally 

acquired 1 special district between the years of 1992 and 2002.  States with a higher proportion 

of counties with an executive head official acquired between 1 and 19 library districts.  Likewise, 

states with higher populations also would gain between 1 and 19 districts, while areas with less 

household income obtained more districts.  Additionally, states with counties with more square 

mileage tended to gain more library districts between the two time periods.   

 

 

Table 6-8 Counties Acquiring Library Districts 

Variable Coefficient

Standard 

Error 

Motivation of Regional Service Provision   

Log of Median County Population 0.008 0.005 

   

Motivations of Institutional Collective Action   

Number of Counties within a state 0.005 0.009 

Log of Average County Square Miles 0.006 .028 

Log of County Median Household Income -.163** 0.064 

Whether a State is in Sunbelt Region -4.170*** 0.774 
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Table 6-8 Continued 

Variable Coefficient

Standard 

Error 

Motivations of Institutional Constraints   

State Tax Restriction Level .916** 0.433 

State Borrowing Restriction Level .724 0.208 

Proportion of Counties with Home rule .724 0.575 

Proportion of Counties with Executive Head 

Officials 8.514*** 1.419 

Proportion of Counties with County Managers 

-

15.096*** 3.892 

   

n 44  

Log Likelihood -64.56  

Pseudo R Square 0.46   
Note. *P=<.1; **P=<.05; ***P=<.01.  Two-tailed significance 

test.   

 

 

As shown in Table 6-9, mild results were displayed for hospital districts.  Here, the only 

significant effect to be displayed among district acquisition was for states that existed within 

Sunbelt regions.  This relationship suggests that hospital districts are more likely to be prevalent 

in states that exist in the southern and western regions of the United States.  In an attempt to 

expand this finding, simulations models were ran for this district type.  All findings as described 

are displayed in Appendix E.  Generally, having higher proportions of counties with executive 

headed officials within a state tended to lead to an increase in the usage of hospital districts 

throughout that state.  Conversely, more counties with elected officials tended to use these 

districts.  Additionally, states with more counties that had smaller populations increased their 

hospital district usage, while less square mileage for counties tended to increase hospital district 

usage throughout a state. 
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Table 6-9 Counties Acquiring Hospital Districts 

Variable Coefficient

Standard 

Error 

Motivation of Regional Service Provision   

Log of Median County Population -0.007 0.011 

   

Motivations of Institutional Collective Action   

Number of Counties within a state 0.007 0.011 

Log of Average County Square Miles -0.110 0.156 

Log of County Median Household Income 0.056 0.092 

Whether a State is in Sunbelt Region 2.42*** 1.38 

   

Motivations of Institutional Constraints   

State Tax Restriction Level 16.56 2138.46 

State Borrowing Restriction Level 0.140 0.931 

Proportion of Counties with Home rule 2.36 1.94 

Proportion of Counties with Executive Head 

Officials .466 3.651 

Proportion of Counties with County Managers 3.38 3.91 

   

n 44  

Log Likelihood -29.56  

Pseudo R Square 0.56   
Note. *P=<.1; **P=<.05; ***P=<.01.  Two-tailed significance 

test.   

        

     

 The Effect of County Attributes 

 The following tables present binary logistic regression analyses of various county 

characteristics as compared to counties’ usage of regional special districts.  All three models 

yield moderate to strong data fits.  A number of the predicted effects are statistically significant.  

Interestingly, the directions of some relationships differ across special district types.  Factors 

encompassing the characteristics of ICA play an important role in whether or not counties used 

special districts.   

Table 6-10 reveals results pertaining to county usage of multi-jurisdictional fire districts.  

Here, coefficients that suggest the direction of significant relationships were revealed.  Multiple 

simulation models that calculated the first differences and expected values were also ran to lend 

fuller interpretations of these findings (see Appendix E).  Regarding the motivations of service 
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provision and financial flexibilities, these analyses suggest that county governments with fewer 

increases in populations generally had a higher probability to use regional fire districts.  Other 

things being equal, lower property tax revenues tended to raise the likelihood that a county used 

a regional fire district.  Additionally, counties’ that were motivated to use more long-term debt 

were also motivated to provide fire protection through special districts.   

The variables pertaining to institutional collective action yielded interesting results.  As 

indicated in the following table and supported in the simulations tests, counties that had a higher 

percentage of White/non-Hispanic citizens were revealed to use regional fire districts.  Findings 

also revealed that increasing household incomes on average also tended to increase the usage of 

regional fire districts.   Likewise, increasing property values per capita also increases fire district 

usage.  The findings within this study also show that more square mileage also leads to district 

usage, while counties that resided in non-Sunbelt regions of the U.S. were more likely to use 

these special districts.  Regarding the motivations of institutional constraints, counties in states 

with higher restrictions on taxation and borrowing had higher probabilities to use regional fire 

districts.  Additionally, counties that operate under the council-manager form also had the 

increasing probability to use regional fire districts. 

 

  

Table 6-10 County Usage of Regional Fire Districts 

Variable Coefficient

Standard 

Error Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Motivations of Regional Service Provision and Financial Flexibilities   

Change in Population from 

1992 -3.01 1.54 3.85 0.05 0.05 

Log of Population 2002 -0.42 0.50 0.71 0.40 0.66 

Provision of Fire Services 1992 -3.63 12.49 0.08 0.77 0.03 

Property Taxes Per Capita -4.18 1.11 14.16 0.00 0.02 

Change in Longterm Debt 0.90 0.34 6.86 0.01 2.45 

Debt Capacity -0.03 0.52 0.00 0.96 0.97 

      

Motivations of Institutional Collective Action    

Percent Population White 4.29 2.17 3.92 0.05 73.27 

Log of Median Household 

Income 0.07 0.04 3.80 0.05 1.08 

Percent Population in Poverty 0.06 0.07 0.88 0.35 1.06 

Percent of Owner Occupancy -5.40 5.89 0.84 0.36 0.00 
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Table 6-10 Continued 

Variable Coefficient

Standard 

Error Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Property Values Per Capita 0.01 0.00 10.35 0.00 1.01 

Log of Population in Agri. 

Indutry 0.01 0.05 0.04 0.84 1.01 

Log Square Miles 0.38 0.10 13.37 0.00 1.47 

Number of Counties in a State 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.93 1.00 

Sunbelt -3.59 1.47 5.96 0.01 0.03 

      

Motivations of Institutional Constraints     

State Tax Restriction Level 0.87 0.34 6.71 0.01 2.39 

State Borrowing Restriction 

Level 0.65 0.33 3.78 0.05 1.91 

Home Rule 0.44 0.32 1.90 0.17 1.55 

Executive Head 0.29 0.33 0.75 0.39 1.33 

Council-Manager Government 0.79 0.46 2.91 0.09 2.19 

Constant -6.93 4.24 2.67 0.10 0.00 

      

n 790     

-2 Log Likelihood 340.53     

Nagelkerke R Square 0.37         

    

         

 

Table 6-11 reveals findings highlighting the usage of library districts among counties.  As 

with the model regarding fire districts, this model presents coefficients that suggest the direction 

of the relationships between the dependent and explanatory variables.  Like the previous 

analyses, this analysis is also supported by simulation tests that lend to a more robust 

interpretation of the findings.  For library districts none of the service and financial flexibilities 

factors were revealed as being significant.  However, the motivations of institutional collective 

action factors yielded noteworthy results.  Here, counties with decreases in median household 

income were more probable to use library districts.  Likewise, the probability of library districts 

tended to be higher for counties that had lower percentages of their populations in poverty.  

Additionally, counties that resided in non-Sunbelt regions of the U.S. tended to be more likely to 

use these districts.  
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 For the institutional constraints factors, counties that resided in states with higher taxation 

restrictions tended to use regional library districts.  Conversely, less state restrictions on 

borrowing generally lead to a higher probability of library district usage.  Lastly, counties that 

did not have an executive headed official had a higher probability to be motivated to use this 

type of special district.   

 

 

Table 6-11 County Usage of Regional Library Districts 

Variable Coefficient

Standard 

Error Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Motivations of Regional Service Provision and Financial Flexibilities   

Change in Population from 1992 -1.40 1.52 0.85 0.36 0.25 

Log of Population 2002 0.44 0.39 1.26 0.26 1.55 

Provision of Library Services 

1992 -0.22 0.31 0.53 0.47 0.80 

Property Taxes Per Capita -0.17 0.50 0.11 0.74 0.85 

Change in Long-term Debt -0.19 0.29 0.44 0.51 0.82 

Debt Capacity 0.01 0.38 0.00 0.97 1.01 

      

Motivations of Institutional Collective Action    

Percent Population White 0.15 1.49 0.01 0.92 1.16 

Log of Median Household 

Income -0.10 0.04 5.70 0.02 0.90 

Percent Population in Poverty -0.23 0.08 7.88 0.00 0.79 

Percent of Owner Occupancy 3.17 5.45 0.34 0.56 23.74 

Property Values Per Capita 0.00 0.00 0.20 0.66 1.00 

Log of Population in Agri. 

Indutry -0.02 0.04 0.33 0.57 0.98 

Log Square Miles -0.04 0.14 0.08 0.77 0.96 

Number of Counties in a State 0.00 0.00 0.26 0.61 1.00 

Sunbelt -1.56 0.58 7.21 0.01 0.21 

      

Motivations of Institutional Constraints     

State Tax Restriction Level 0.62 0.30 4.29 0.04 1.85 

State Borrowing Restriction 

Level -1.94 0.42 21.24 0.00 0.14 

Home Rule -0.31 0.30 1.08 0.30 0.73 

Executive Head -0.96 0.43 4.88 0.03 0.38 

Council-Manager Government -0.91 0.80 1.31 0.25 0.40 
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Table 6-11 Continued 

Variable Coefficient

Standard 

Error Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Constant 2.76 3.79 0.53 0.47 15.73 

      

n 790     

-2 Log Likelihood 440.71     

Nagelkerke R Square 0.22         

    

 

 The final table within this chapter reveals findings pertaining to the usage of hospital 

districts.  Minimal findings were brought forth from this model.  Of the various explanatory 

variables tested, the Sunbelt region was the only one to reveal any significance.  Here, it is 

suggested that counties that reside in states that are in one of the U.S. Sunbelt regions have a 

higher probability to use regional hospital districts.  As with the prior tests, this finding is 

supported by simulation models ran for all variables.   

 

 

Table 6-12 County Usage of Regional Hospital Districts 

Variable Coefficient

Standard 

Error Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Motivations of Regional Service Provision and Financial Flexibilities   

Change in Population from 1992 -0.43 2.17 0.04 0.84 0.65 

Log of Population 2002 -0.61 0.64 0.92 0.34 0.54 

Provision of Hospital Services 

1992 -0.41 0.47 0.78 0.38 0.66 

Property Taxes Per Capita 0.32 0.71 0.21 0.65 1.38 

Change in Longterm Debt -0.34 0.55 0.38 0.54 0.71 

Debt Capacity -0.66 0.55 1.44 0.23 0.52 

      

Motivations of Institutional Collective Action     

Percent Population White 2.07 1.86 1.24 0.27 7.94 

Log of Median Household Income -0.07 0.06 1.30 0.26 0.93 

Percent Population in Poverty -0.11 0.10 1.08 0.30 0.90 

Percent of Owner Occupancy -11.03 6.93 2.53 0.11 0.00 

Property Values Per Capita -0.01 0.01 1.06 0.30 0.99 

Log of Population in Agri. Indutry -0.01 0.06 0.06 0.81 0.99 

Log Square Miles -0.40 0.37 1.13 0.29 0.67 
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Table 6-12 Continued 

Variable Coefficient

Standard 

Error Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Number of Counties in a State -1.44E-04 4.02E-03 1.27E-03 0.97 1.00 

Sunbelt 2.43 0.66 13.54 0.00 11.37 

      

Motivations of Institutional Constraints     

State Tax Restriction Level 0.76 0.76 0.98 0.32 2.13 

State Borrowing Restriction Level 0.17 0.71 0.06 0.81 1.18 

Home Rule -0.46 0.52 0.80 0.37 0.63 

Executive Head 0.30 0.58 0.27 0.60 1.36 

Council-Manager Government -7.92 21.39 0.14 0.71 0.00 

      

Constant 4.69 6.09 0.59 0.44 109.09 

      

n 790     

-2 Log Likelihood 188.71     

Nagelkerke R Square 0.25         

      

 

 

Chapter Summary 

 

This chapter presented results about the factors that lead local governments to form 

regional special districts.  Several tests were employed to measure these factors.  The first series 

of tests considered the impact of various factors on county government decisions to use regional 

districts from a state level perspective.  The findings within this test suggest that to a certain 

degree state constraints on local governments’ abilities to collect taxes played a role on their 

choices to use regional special districts.  However, these findings give no support that state 

institutional constraints on local government borrowing also plays a role on local governments’ 

decisions to employ regional districts.  These findings seem to give some support to prior 

empirical tests regarding this issue (MacManus, 1981).  However, empirical support for this 

observation is limited by district type.  Higher taxation restrictions were found to matter for fire 

and library districts in addition to varying degrees of government modernization, economic and 

geographic factors.  The usage of hospital districts exhibited no empirical support for the 

hypotheses that suggest the consideration of tighter state institutional constraints.   
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The second series of tests employed certain institutional and physical attributes that were 

considered by Burns (1994).  Accordingly, the findings of this test suggest that various financial 

and service characteristics play a role in local governments’ decisions to use special districts.  

However, like the prior test, the findings vary according to district type.  While one of the 

financial attributes was important under the fire districts model, it yielded no significance among 

the other two district types.  Likewise, where the majority of the county factors were suggested 

to play no role under hospital district usage, some of these factors were shown not to be 

discounted for the usage of library and/or fire districts.  The implications of these findings 

suggest that the given characteristics of both the state level and county level analyses do play a 

role in local governments’ decisions to use special districts.  However, the specific service type 

drives the extent to how those characteristics impact certain decisions.  This point is elaborated 

in the following chapter along with the suggestions brought forth by these empirical findings.  

This final chapter will also incorporate these empirical findings with the descriptive findings of 

chapter 4, and explain how variations in the types of service sectors play important roles in local 

governments’ decisions to form regional special districts. 
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Chapter 6 Notes 

 

1.  Simulation estimates run for the state and county analyses were run using CLARIFY: Software 

for Interpreting and Presenting Statistical Results (Tomz, etal. 2003; King et al. 2000). Due to 

the volume of outputs generated by this software all statistical results are reported in Appendix 

E.  For the state analyses, estimates were tested using the first difference estimate to test the 

probability of change in the dependent variable when interacted with variations in the 

independent variables.  The county level analyses were tested by estimating expected values to 

find the probability that a county used a special district when dichotomous values were set to 

their active responses (1), and continuous variables were set at their means.   These additional 

models were used as substantive material to support the findings of the primary models, as well 

as allow the researcher to better expand the presentation of the findings.  All estimates were 

produced and presented based upon the 95% confidence interval. 
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CHAPTER 7 

 

CONCLUSIONS: IMPLICATIONS AND DISCUSSION OF RESEARCH 

 

 

 This dissertation brought forth a concept that sought to explore why local governments 

form and use other local governments to provide needed services.  In doing so, it explored the 

circumstances under which county governments use regional special districts.  A heavy emphasis 

was placed on the concept of collective action.  As such, the given framework of this study 

dictated that barriers to collective action at the institutional level would lead local governments 

to seek other means of addressing regional needs, specifically by using regional special districts.  

After an exploration of this framework, a descriptive analysis was brought forth that explored the 

overall concept of this study.  Within this analysis, the motives of local governments in special 

district formation were explored.  Following this examination, an empirical analysis was 

designed and explored to investigate various macro and micro characteristics of regional district 

formation by local governments.  The implications of the findings of both analyses are 

elaborated within this chapter. 

Discussion of Findings and Implications 

 This research endeavor explored the phenomenon of local governments seeking to create 

special districts to harness regional goals.  While the broader perspective of this study explored 

the concept of local governments creating other local governments; this study also sought to 

explore the notion of institutions creating other institutions.   This dissertation developed a 

general model of regional special district formation in the face of collective action problems by 

building upon the concepts of local government formation and institutional collective actions 

(ICA’s) (Burns, 1994; Feiock, 2004).  As asserted by Burns, citizens are presumed to seek local 

government formation to address service provision, taxation and population problems often 

associated with certain collective actions.  The ICA framework dictates that competition and 

uncertainty will often draw municipal institutions from various jurisdictions to forge agreements 

setting up institutional arrangements that will allow them to work together to attain certain goals. 

 Using these ideas, the proposed research addressed the question, “under what 

circumstances do local government institutions create independent special districts?”  Prior 

works have allowed us to focus on why citizens seek to form governments, and why separate 

governments choose and agree to cooperate under institutional arrangements; however, little 
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research can be found merging these two conceptions.  The current work proposed to combine 

these concepts, thus allowing us to focus on why governments choose to cooperate in order to 

form other independent governments.  Where Burns’ work focused on individuals seeking 

government formation, this work concentrated on institutions seeking local government 

formation.  Likewise, as the ICA framework work focused on multiple governmental 

jurisdictions forming inter-local agreements to achieve specific goals, this work focused on the 

issue of multiple governmental jurisdictions working together to form independent special 

purpose governments to attain those goals.  In this research, municipal institutions, and the extent 

to which they wish to create regional special districts were central to this analysis.  Here, the 

issue of greatest interest is, when do governments find it in their best interest to give up certain 

governmental authorities to create other governments.  From a broader institutional standpoint, 

this analysis sought to explore why institutions create other institutions.   

 To elaborate the issues of interest, this research presented three overarching propositions 

that sought to explain why local government institutions would be motivated to create regional 

special purpose governments.  Using explanations brought forth from prior research (McCabe, 

2000; Foster, 1997; Burns, 1994; and MacManus, 1981), the first proposition asserted that local 

governments form special districts when there are regional needs to enhance service provision 

and harness taxation.  The second proposition, which was based upon basic assumptions of ICA 

(Feiock, 2007; Post, 2004; 2002) assumes that local governments form special districts to 

overcome barriers of institutional collective action. Lastly, the third proposition that guided this 

analysis assumes that local governments form special districts to circumvent higher level 

institutional constraints inherent in state imposed borrowing and taxation limitations (Benton, 

2002; McCabe, 2000; MacManus, 1981).   

While the three asserted propositions developed a map that allowed for analytical 

exploration, a fourth more latent assumption was also developed that contributed to the overall 

design of this analysis.  Here, certain assumptions of transaction cost economics dictated that 

local governments may be more motivated to use certain types of special districts over others 

when the transaction costs are low enough for them to do so.  Specifically, this research assumed 

that services that are deemed as having higher transaction costs regarding asset specificity, and 

measurement difficulties, would be less likely to be candidates for special district usage.  To 

control for this assumption, this dissertation narrowed its focus to three district types; fire, library 
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and hospital districts.  According to an analysis brought forth by Brown and Potoski (2003), each 

service represents a unique level of transaction cost, with libraries having the lowest costs, and 

hospitals having the highest with fire districts falling somewhere in the middle.  

The formal propositions within this study were tested by first conducting a descriptive 

analysis which explored special district formation among the three district types, and second by 

developing more specific testable hypotheses that allowed these propositions to be tested using 

more explanatory techniques.  The findings and implications brought forth within this two-tiered 

analysis are discussed in the following subsections, and are explained as they relate to the 

presented propositions of this study. 

Motivations to Enhance Service Provision and Harness Taxation   

   According to prior research, special district creation has been found to be motivated by 

individual needs to enhance service provision and harness taxation (Foster, 1997; Burns, 1994).  

In light of these previous findings, the current research made the assumption that local 

government institutions will behave like individuals and seek special district formation for 

similar reasons, especially when there is the existence of a regional need.  The theoretical 

framework in this study asserted that when local governments are faced with the need to provide 

services at the regional level, regional special districts come forth as tools to avert service 

provision problems such as service excludability and spillover issues.  To enhance economies of 

scale, while maintaining levels of fragmented government autonomy, local governments use 

special purpose governments to provide regional services.  This framework also assumed that 

special districts allow local governments to expand their tax base and borrowing to allow them to 

obtain sufficient funding for needed services while avoiding certain financial constraints.   The 

two-tiered analysis conducted throughout this dissertation brought forth findings related to these 

assumptions. 

 The descriptive analysis more so than the explanatory analyses supported the assumption 

that local governments form special districts when there are regional needs to enhance service 

provision.  However, the extent of these finding varied by district type.  This was not surprising 

as various district types require various transaction costs, and are driven by a variety of needs.  

Hospital services were indicated as being important to officials because they allowed them to 

address expanding service needs regarding healthcare.  Library district usage on the other hand 

was indicated as being a mechanism of addressing diverse service demands.  This particular 
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finding was expected because first hospital services, being services that are needed and that are 

provided on an individual basis would be more sensitive to population changes. Second, library 

services, which are services designed to benefit a broad array of the population are more 

sensitive to diverse preferences.  Within the explanatory portions of this analysis, virtually no 

evidence was presented that support these assumptions.  Unlike the prior two districts, fire 

districts displayed no sensitivity to service demands.  This was another expected finding because 

fire services unlike the other services are services that are often state mandated to counties.  

Thus, as a basic function some states require that county governments provide fire protection at 

some level (Benton, 2002).  As a result, fire protection services may be unaffected by service 

demands as counties must provide these services anyway.  Regarding district usage, fire districts 

were empirically shown to be primarily used in areas where populations were smaller.  This 

particular finding went hand in hand with the finding regarding fire districts in the descriptive 

analysis.  Specifically, officials were reported as using fire districts in smaller areas.       

 Regarding financial flexibilities, both the descriptive and explanatory analysis displayed 

support that special districts act as mechanisms of funding given services.  Specifically, this 

study revealed that fire districts more so than the other two district types were more sensitive to 

financial motivations and constraints.  Because fire districts rely heavily on capital infrastructure, 

and because counties are often required to provide these services, the issue becomes more or less 

an issue of maintaining adequate funding. 

Motivations to Overcome Barriers to Institutional Collective Action     

 One of the major recurring themes throughout this dissertation was that institutional 

collective action plays an important role in local government officials’ decisions to use regional 

special districts.  Therefore, using the second proposition presented in the third chapter, I 

asserted that local governments will be motivated to use regional districts in order to overcome 

certain barriers to institutional collective action.  This assumption takes into consideration the 

certain characteristics inherent within the concept of acting collectively.  Such characteristics 

include small and homogeneous groups, the existence of a collective need, the existence of 

willing participants, and the existence of an economic benefit.  Prior research has stated that 

when these characteristics do not exist, barriers to efforts of ICA will come forth.  Using this 

same logic, this research assumes that when these barriers come forth, but the collective need 
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still exists, local governments will use special districts to circumvent those existent barriers.  As 

with the prior proposition, the two-tiered analysis explored this assumption. 

 As indicated in the descriptive analysis, special district creation was indeed motivated by 

the existence of a regional need.   This finding was consistent among all district types.  However, 

as with the previous assumption, the other ICA characteristics varied by service sector.  Fire and 

hospital districts were found in the survey research to be created in areas where groups of willing 

participants were considerably smaller, indicating that geographic limitations restricted 

opportunities for cooperation.   For fire districts, this finding gained some support from the 

empirical analysis in that fire districts were more likely to be created in areas that were more 

geographically disbursed having more square miles.  The increases in square mileage implied 

that fewer governments were available that were willing to formulate ICA efforts. 

 Regarding homogeneity and common policy objectives, the descriptive research 

suggested that common policy goals existed, but where common policy goals existed, there may 

have been differences in how to go about achieving those goals.  The respondents to the surveys 

suggested that their districts acted as mechanisms for bridging communication in achieving 

policy goals. In an attempt to capture this characteristic empirically, this study examined factors 

that gauged an area’s social and economic diversity.  Accordingly, the results varied regarding 

special district types.  Specifically, fire districts were primarily found to exist in areas with less 

racial and economic diversity, where library districts were found to exist in areas with more 

economic diversity.  Regarding the assumption brought forth from the second proposition, which 

dictates that less homogeneity would act as a barrier to ICA, these findings are of interest.  

Essentially, fire districts existed where barriers to ICA were more likely to be lacking.  This 

suggests that ICA barriers have no impact on decisions to use regional fire districts.  However, 

such barriers can be said to motivate the usage of library districts.  Specifically, the existence of 

economic heterogeneity was suggested to act as a barrier to ICA efforts in library services, thus 

sparking the existence of library districts.       

 Motivations to Overcome Institutional Constraints 

 The third proposition entails the assumption that local government form regional districts 

in order to circumvent certain higher level institutional constraints to achieve regional goals.  

Within this general assumption, the assertion was made that when states impose mandates that 

limit local governments’ abilities to tax and borrow, those governments may use special districts 
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to circumvent these restrictions.  Prior research has been conducted that confirms this assertion 

(McCabe, 2000; MacManus, 1981); however, this has not been done at the regional level.  

Another assertion made based on this assumption was that the institutional arrangements that 

dictate a local governments’ mode of operation, can also constrain its ability to provide certain 

higher level services.  Specifically, as county governments can either have an executive head 

official or be commission ran, the assumption is that counties that lack appointed officials may 

not have as much leeway to provide certain services as would its counter part.  Likewise, among 

governments with executive headed officials, this framework maintains that appointed officials 

might have more leeway for service provision than elected officials due to political constraints.    

 In exploring these assumptions, the presented research found some evidence that supports 

the assumptions regarding higher level institutional constraints on local government finances.  

Specifically, fire district usage was most sensitive to state level institutional constraints on 

borrowing and taxation.  On the other hand the effects of constraints on library districts varied, 

indicating that the usage of these districts was driven by other important factors.  These findings 

support the implication that decisions to use fire districts are more sensitive to financial factors, 

where decisions to use library districts are more sensitive to factors inherent in diverse service 

demands.   

Considering the constraints pertaining to institutional arrangements, this study found 

some evidence that substantiates the assumptions brought forth from the propositions.  In this 

light, some of the results indicated that the lack of appointed or executive head officials sparked 

special district usage.  For the county level analysis, this held true especially for library districts.  

However, opposite results were yielded for the state level models. This may have been due to the 

fact that continuous variables were used at the state level where dichotomous variables were used 

at the county level.  This implies that where the lack of executive headed officials yield special 

districts for the county level analysis, the state level analysis simply tells us that most states had a 

higher proportion of counties with executive heads.    

One interesting caveat to add to these results was that fire districts displayed a positive 

relationship with council-manager governments in the county level analysis.  This implication 

behind this finding reveals the effects of more political constraints.  As fire services may be 

deemed as being more political than say library services, appointed officials may be more apt to 

outsource these types of services in the name of cost efficiency.  Conversely, this implies that 
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elected officials would be more apt to keep these services in-house to maintain control over these 

services due to certain high-powered political incentives (Clinger and Feiock, 2001; Frant, 

1996).      

Overall Implications and Contributions of this Study 

The three propositions explored within this dissertation were all proven at some level.  

However, where each proposition was proven, there were other findings that contradicted these 

assumptions.  What this reveals is that local governments create and use regional special districts 

due to very diverse circumstances, which are brought forth according to service types and needs.  

Based upon the findings within this study, we can say that local governments do use special 

districts to enhance service provision and to relieve themselves of financial constraints when 

there is a collective need.  Given these results, we can also say that local governments form other 

local governments for some of the same reasons that Burns (1994) attributes to citizens’ local 

government formation.  Additionally, the analyses brought forth within this study suggest that 

special districts can act as mechanisms to meet diverse service needs as claimed by Foster (1997) 

and to overcome barriers to ICA efforts.  Likewise, evidence was brought forth that substantiates 

the claims of McCabe (2000) and MacManus (1981) in that special districts are useful tools in 

circumventing governmental fiscal constraints.  At some levels, special districts were also found 

to provide local governments ways to overcome certain constraints which were inherent in their 

institutional arrangements.  In one way or another, all of these claims and assumptions were 

supported within the current work, which lends some merit to the previous works that went 

through great lengths to explore these general hypotheses.  However, upon looking deeper into 

the findings and results of the current research other issues must be discussed that should bring 

further clarification of this work’s implications and contribution of knowledge.   

The presented findings lent support to the propositions; however, much of that support 

was undeniably conditional.  A recurring phenomenon revealed throughout this study was the 

impact that service sector differences had on governmental decisions to use regional special 

districts.  In this, the findings varied revealing that certain types of services responded to certain 

types of conditions.  Fire districts for example, were very responsive to the financial factors, 

where library districts tended to be more responsive to factors regarding economic diversity.  

The usage of hospital districts on the other hand was virtually unresponsive to the given factors 

within this study.  What this implies is that the factors inherent within the three propositions 
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were merely small circumstantial pieces of a larger puzzle that tells the story of why local 

governments use regional districts. The largest piece of the puzzle entails the levels of 

transaction costs that encompass specific service sectors. 

The focus of this study was set to examine regional factors that involved service 

provision, fiscal, and institutional characteristics.  This study’s design was to explore these given 

characteristics as they relate to special district formation across three service sectors that 

highlight three unique levels of transaction action costs.  Specifically, each service had unique 

levels of both asset specificity and difficulties in measurement of production (Brown and 

Potoski, 2003).  Because each district provided unique transaction cost levels, it was expected 

that each would behave differently when interacted with the given factors.  To elaborate, library 

and fire services having the lower levels of transaction costs were expected to be outsourced 

more so than hospital services.  Additionally, because fire services had higher transaction costs 

than library services, fire districts were more apt to be utilized to maintain local government cost 

efficiency.  Hence, these districts were more responsive to the fiscal factors and constraints than 

the other two district types.   

A general assumption that was outlined in Chapter 3 asserted that local government 

motivations to use regional special districts may be driven by the level of transaction costs 

entailed within those services.  As such, it was asserted that services with lower levels of 

transaction costs might be more apt to be candidates for special district usage.  This more latent 

proposition was proven throughout this dissertation.  If one were to reexamine the presented 

models of Chapter 6, one could not help but notice how weak the statistical relationships are 

regarding hospital districts.  This finding was consistent among all models at both the state and 

county level analyses.  This within itself presents strong evidence that services with higher levels 

of transaction costs will be provided through special districts less frequently than others.  This 

particular finding is consistent with the findings of Brown and Potoski (2003), in that they found 

that services with higher levels of asset specificity and measurement difficulties are subjected 

more frequently to vertical integration with less governmental joint contracting efforts.  This is 

consistent with the current analysis in that because these special districts are created through the 

efforts of multiple regional governments, they may be considered to be indirect modes of 

governmental joint contracting.  Thus, this suggests that governments may defer these types of 

services off completely to a non-governmental vendor. This explanation seems somewhat 



 146

counterintuitive to conventional explanations of transaction costs, in that conventional 

explanations expect high transaction cost services to be internalized due to the risk of 

monopolization.  However, because services such as hospital services have such high fixed costs, 

local governments may be compelled to produce these services externally (Brown and Potoski, 

2003).  The implication behind this suggests that local governments may avoid providing 

services such as hospital services directly or indirectly, because the high fixed costs associated 

with production required significant financial investments, which may lead to relatively weak 

economies of scale (Brown and Potoski, 2003).  As such, the determinants outlined within this 

study displayed weak relationships with the usage of hospital districts, due to them being 

overshadowed by the high levels of transaction costs associated with this service type. 

If any major contribution to local government studies were to be drawn from this 

research, it would have to be the fact that special districts reacted differently under different 

service types when interacted with various factors.  The lesson learned here is that special 

districts are diverse in both their scope and nature, thus their formations are based upon diverse 

service needs and circumstances.  Although, general needs to enhance service provision, harness 

taxation, overcome barriers to voluntary cooperation, and circumvent institutional constraints are 

important in local government motivations to form special districts; these motivations are often 

overshadowed by the nature of the districts’ given service sector.  What this suggests is that the 

type of service to be produced dictates how various service needs, financial and institutional 

constraints will affect decisions to use regional special districts.  Therefore, the diverse nature of 

special districts within itself acts as a major determining factor in local governments’ decisions 

to form these institutions.  As such, if one were to dare present a definitive answer to the overall 

research question of this dissertation, one might argue that the circumstances under which local 

governments form regional special districts are dictated by the types of services to be provided.       

    

Other Considerations 

 The findings and implications of this research merely skimmed the surface of a topic with 

many other considerations and issues to be explored, many of which would have gone beyond 

the theoretical and methodological scope of this dissertation.  The contribution made here is that 

this work has given an introduction to a body of research with much fertile ground to be 

explored.  The issues of regional government and governance as related to special district usage 
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provided an excellent laboratory in which to examine the phenomenon of local governments 

forming other local governments.   

 However, before this dissertation can fully conclude it is appropriate to discuss some of 

the other considerations and issues that could lead work into the direction of bringing forth a 

more complete answer to this study’s question.  Likewise, it is also important to understand the 

practical implications of this research.  The study of why local governments use special districts 

can be approached from many different perspectives, while being viewed through several 

different lenses.  For this study, a survey of special districts was employed to gain a sense of why 

they were created and how collective action played a role.  This survey was followed up with 

two empirical analyses that focused on specific state and county level characteristics.  However, 

these methods could be expanded by focusing more specifically on the dynamics of particular 

service areas, and how these dynamics impact special district usage.  For example, the hospital 

service area should be viewed differently and separately from the library and fire service areas.  

In this case, the industry specific characteristics of hospitals and healthcare providers may lend 

themselves to being reasons why governments may push these services out to special districts.  

One such instance may be that local governments may wish to avoid the risk management 

associated with these types of services, therefore leading them to seek service provision through 

the usage of special districts or some other means (Benton and Feiock, 2005).  Such industry 

factors may not be of much concern among the library and fire service sectors.  With this, we 

begin to see the importance of having a specialized focus on specific service areas, as they may 

not react in the same manner when exposed to other given factors.  Future research on this 

subject, may query more about the specific industrial dynamics and implications of various 

service sectors.  Such dynamics and implications may be found to have more of an effect on 

governments’ usage of special districts for some services more so than others.   

 Likewise, future studies may broaden the focus on special district types and place an 

emphasis on different types of special districts.  Local governments provide different services for 

different reasons.  Having a broader focus on more service areas would allow one to better 

explore and expose these reasons.  One such example would be to explore whether or not 

regional impacts have more of an effect for local governments’ usage of environmental 

protection districts, or for utility districts.  As mentioned earlier, the regional need for services 

may be driven by the type of service that is needed.  Additionally, the regional need may be more 
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of a political desire for some services, and more of a critical need for others.  One research 

question that comes to mind is whether governments will consider special district usage rather 

than institutional collective action efforts for critically needed services over politically desired 

services.  An exploration of such dynamics would shed light on other circumstances that may 

lead to special district usage.     

 From a more empirical standpoint, the question about the circumstances under which 

local governments form special districts was approached using models that compared special 

district usage to a set of factors on a variable by variable basis using standard regression 

analyses.  However, considering the nature of the research question, and the dynamics of the 

dependent variable among the factors involved, future studies may extend this analysis by 

employing methods that consist of interaction models.  With interaction models, researchers can 

examine institutional arguments, which imply that the relationship between political inputs and 

outcomes varies depending upon the institutional context (Brambor et al, 2006).   Models of this 

liking typically produce conditional hypotheses as well (Brambor et al, 2006).   

 Within this analysis, interaction terms were used regarding the scope of the district type.  

For example, the usage of regional districts increased as debt usage increased, but only under the 

condition of special districts being fire districts.  Such interaction gave use implications about the 

importance of considering differences in service sectors.  However, this study could be expanded 

by applying interaction models that employ more efforts to isolate geographic areas.  One such 

method may include more emphasis on regional differences.  Another interaction model might 

include the form of county government.  Where this study applied a simple regression that 

included government form as an independent variable, an interaction model could treat 

government form as a condition, thus isolating the occurrences of special district usage under 

one government form from another.  Therefore, the circumstances of special district usage may 

be viewed under the condition of the county government’s institutional arrangement.  This may 

be applied from several different viewpoints.  One may consider using whether or not an 

institutional condition of a county government is chartered or non-chartered.  Another viewpoint 

may call for the explanatory variables to be interacted with whether or not a county has an 

elected verses non-elected official.  Regardless of the condition used, the research outlined in this 

dissertation gives room for the usage of multiplicative interaction models, which within 
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themselves can expand the presented research and lead to other conditional hypotheses that may 

shed further light on this subject matter. 

 From a more practical perspective, this study allowed us to begin the conceptualization of 

how local government actors could overcome barriers to voluntary means of cooperation.  There 

have been many instances where local government actors failed to see eye to eye in cooperation 

efforts.  As such, other options were employed that allowed them to overcome regional 

problems; however, being done so at the greater expense of one or more of the parties involved.  

Such cases often bring the scenario of the “Prisoner’s Dilemma” to life.  Though we often think 

of this scenario as a simple mathematical formula that calculates the risks and rewards of 

decision makers, in real life scenarios such risk factors can be damaging to an entire government.  

That is why it is important for local government actors to understand and appreciate how the 

usage of special districts can be helpful when voluntary means of cooperation are hindered.  

Often times the appreciation of such mechanisms of service provision is realized when 

government institutions are attempting to manage scarce resources such as water supply.  Rather 

than solely rely on voluntary means of cooperation, these actors have employed special districts 

to help manage the usage of these resources. Therefore, allowing cooperative efforts to be 

manifested such that resources are manageably allocated to all parties.  Barriers to voluntary 

means of cooperation not only mean barriers to accomplishing goals and addressing regional 

needs, but it also entails barriers to local actors getting jobs done.  When local government actors 

cannot get their jobs done and deliver needed services, whether it is at the regional or the local 

level, the citizens are the ones who end up incurring the highest cost.                   

Chapter Summary 

 This chapter highlighted the major findings of this dissertation.  With that, the major 

lesson, which was brought forth, tells us that it is important to consider the implications of the 

service sector when examining special district usage.  The consideration of barriers to 

institutional collective action revealed that conditions did not have uniform effects among the 

various service sectors.  In order for all three district types to be used, a regional need had to 

exist; however, the extents of those regional needs were based upon specific contextual factors.  

Likewise, the condition that denoted group size or geographic concentration had different effects 

among the examined service sectors.  For library services groups tended to be larger, where as 

fire and hospital districts revealed to be developed where participant groups were smaller. 
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 The empirical analyses of this study reflected the descriptive analysis, in that various 

conditions affected each service sector differently.  Additionally, the results of the empirical 

analyses reflected the survey findings of the descriptive analysis in regards to how certain 

conditions affected a given service sector.  These findings led to other implications that brought 

forth further ideas about how this study could be elaborated.  Such ideas focus on the 

consideration of other factors that delve deeper into the institutional dynamics of county 

governments as they relate to specific service sectors. These factors may give deeper 

understanding of service sectors in regards to special district usage.  Finally, by developing 

models that could bring forth more robust findings, future research could expand this study’s 

framework and bring forth a fuller understanding of why local government institutions create 

other local government institutions to provide services.  Therefore, extending not only the 

theoretical emphasis of this issue, but also bringing forth more understanding of the practical 

implications of how institutional creation can be an option when barriers to voluntary 

cooperation exist.     
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APPENDICES 

APPENDIX A 

Regional Districts throughout the U. S. for 2002 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table A-1 U. S. Regional Districts for 2002 

 District Type No. of Regional Districts 

  Air transportation 

(airports) 
36 

  Cemeteries 32 

  Drainage 84 

  Education 18 

  Electric power 41 

  Fire protection 273 

  Flood control 77 

  Gas supply 32 

  Highways 16 

  Hospitals 118 

  Housing and community 

development 
211 

  Industrial development 15 

  Irrigation 118 

  Libraries 262 

  Mortgage credit 16 

  Natural resources and 

water supply - combination 

of services 
48 

  Other and unallocable 120 

  Other health 130 

  Other multifunction 

districts 
112 

  Other natural resources 27 

  Parks and recreation 16 

  Public mass transit systems 
72 

  Public nursing homes 17 

  Sea and inland port 

facilities 
8 

  Sewerage 66 

  Sewerage and water supply 

- combination of services 49 

  Soil and water 

conservation 
297 

  Solid waste management 131 

   

  Water supply 359 

  Total 3034 



 152

APPENDIX B 

Institutional Review Board Approval, Survey Instrument and Sample of Informed Consent 

Letter 
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District Name: _____________________________________________ 
 
Phone Survey 
 
1. When was your district created? 
 
 
 
 
2. Was your district created as the result of a state legislation? 
 
 
 
 
3. Is your district the result of a regional need for a (type) service? 
 
 
 
 
4. How many local governments does your district serve? 
 
 
 
 
5.  Which governments does your district serve? 
 
 
 
 
6.  What issues or citizens’ concerns sparked the creation of your district? 
 
 
 
 
7. Was your district created as the result of dissimilar goals between neighboring local 
governments? 
 
 
 
 
 
8. Does your district bring together any dissimilar goals between the local governments 
in your service area? 
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9. Does your district act as a bridge for information between the local governments of 
your service area? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
10. Are there any similar districts like this in any of your neighboring areas? 
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Sample of Informed Consent Letter 

My name is Jayce Farmer, and I am a graduate student under the direction of Professor Richard 

Feiock in the Askew School of Public Administration and Policy in the College of Social 

Sciences at Florida State University.   I am conducting a research study on the creation and usage 

of multi-jurisdictional special districts by county governments. 

I am recruiting individuals who work within special districts to conduct a brief telephone survey 

to gain information on these districts’ usage and creation, which will take approximately 10 

minutes. 

Your participation in this study is voluntary.  If you choose not to participate or to withdraw 

from the study at any time, there will be no penalty. The results of the research may be 

published, but your name or the specific district in which you work will not be used.  

Information contained during the course of this study will remain confidential, to the extent 

allowed by law. 

If you have any questions concerning this research study, please contact me at (xxx) xxx-xxxx or 

jf02g@fsu.edu, or you may contact Professor Richard Feiock at (xxx) xxx-xxxx. 

If you feel that you have been put at risk or discomfort in any way as a participant of this study, 

or if you have any questions regarding participant risk or discomfort, please do not hesitate to 

contact the chairperson of the Human Subjects Committee, in the Office of Research at Florida 

State University.  The contact number is (xxx) xxx-xxxx.  
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APPENDIX C  

Samples of Multi-Jurisdictional Districts in Analysis 

Table C-1 Sample of Fire Districts 

State District Name 

Number of 

Counties 

Arizona FOREST LAKES FIRE DISTRICT 3

 SEDONA – OAK CREEK FIRE DISTRICT 1

 Total 4

Arkansas CRAWFORD COUNTY RURAL FIRE DISTRICT 8 2

 FAIR OAKES FIRE PREVENTION DISTRICT 1

 Total 3

Colorado ALLENSPARK FIRE PROTECTION DIST 1

 CRAIG RURAL FIRE PROTECT DIST 1

 

DEERTRAIL RURAL FIRE PROTECTION 

DISTRICT 1

 ELK CREEK FIRE DISTRICT 1

 EVERGREEN FIRE PROTECTION DIST 1

 HAXTUN FIRE PROTECTION DIST 1

 HIGH COUNTRY FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT 1

 MONTROSE FIRE PROTECTION DIST 1

 NORTH METRO FIRE RESCUE DISTRICT 1

 NORTH WASHINGTON FIRE PROTECTION  1

 

SOUTH ARKANSAS FIRE PROTECTION 

DISTRICT 2

 SOUTH METRO FIRE RESCUE 1

 SOUTHWEST ADAMS CO FIRE PROTEC DIST 2 1

 Total 14

Idaho BAILEY CREEK FIRE PROTECTN DIST. 1

 GENESEE RURAL FIRE PROTEC DIST 1

 KAMIAH FIRE PROTECTION DIST 2

 MIDDLETON RURAL FIRE DISTRICT 1

 SPIRIT LAKE FIRE PROTECTION DIST 1

 ST MARIES RURAL FIRE DISTRICT 1

 Total 7

Iowa BEN LINN BENEFITED FIRE DISTRICT 3 1

 CONESVILLE BENEFITTED FIRE DIST 1

 ORIENT CORPS ORIENT TWP UNION TWP FIRE  3

 WALCOTT FIRE DISTRICT #6 1

 Total 6

Kentucky BIG SANDY FIRE DISTRICT 2

 MIDDLECREEK FIRE DISTRICT 2

 WORTHINGTON FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT 1

 Total 5
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Table C-1 Continued 

State District Name 

Number of 

Counties 

Maryland ARMSTRONG FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT 1

 Total 1

Michigan 

MID-MICHIGAN COMMUNITY FIRE CONTROL 

BOARD 2

 Total 2

Missouri ALMA FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT 1

 BENNETT SPRING FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT 1

 BOLCKOW FIRE DISTRICT 1

 

CENTRAL CROSSING FIRE PROTECTION 

DISTRICT 1

 CLEVER FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT 1

 CREIGHTON FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT 1

 FAIR GROVE FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT 2

 GALT FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT 1

 GOLDEN CITY FIRE PROTECTION DIST 3

 HOLT COMMUNITY FIRE PROTECTION DIST 1

 

LINCOLN COMMUNITY FIRE PROTECTION 

DISTRICT 2

 OSAGE BEACH FIRE PROTECTION DIST 1

 R-4 FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT 1

 REGIONAL WEST FIRE PROTECTION DIST 1

 SAVANNAH FIRE PROTEC DIST 2

 SNI VALLEY FIRE PROTEC DIST 1

 SPICKARD FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT 2

 STRAFFORD FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT 1

 SULLIVAN FIRE DISTRICT 1

 WARSAW FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT 1

 Total 26

Montana BIGFORK FIRE DIST 2

 DENTON RURAL FIRE DISTRICT 2

 FRENCHTOWN RURAL FIRE DISTRICT 1

 THREE FORKS RURAL FIRE DIST 1

 VALLEY FIRE DISTRICT 1

 WILLOW CREEK RURAL FIRE DIST 1

 Total 8

Nebraska ADAMS RURAL FIRE PROTECTION DIST 1

 ALLIANCE RURAL FIRE PROTECTION DIST 3

 AVOCA RURAL FIRE PROTECTION DIST 2

 BELLWOOD RURAL FIRE DISTRICT 1

 BRUNO RURAL FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT 2

 BURWELL RURAL FIRE PROTECTION DIST 1

 CAMBRIDGE RURAL FIRE PROTEC DIST 1

 CAMPBELL RURAL FIRE PROTEC DIST 2
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Table C-1 Continued 

State District Name 

Number of 

Counties 

 CLARKSON RURAL FIRE PROTECTION DIST 1 1

 COMSTOCK RURAL FIRE PROTEC DIST 2

 EDGAR RURAL FIRE PROTECTION DIST 1

 EMERSON RURAL FIRE PROTECTION DIST 1

 GREENWOOD RURAL FIRE PROTEC DIST 1

 HASTINGS RURAL FIRE PROTEC DIST 1

 HEMINGFORD RURAL FIRE PROTEC DIST 2

 KENESAW RURAL FIRE PROTECTION DIST 1

 LODGE POLE RURAL FIRE PROTEC DIST 3 3

 LYNCH RURAL FIRE DISTRICT 2

 LYONS RURAL FIRE PROTEC DIST 1

 MILLARD RURAL FIRE PROT DIST 2

 ORCHARD RURAL FIRE PROTEC DIST 3

 PRIMROSE RURAL FIRE PROTECTION DIST 1

 PURDUM FIRE DISTRICT 3

 RAVENNA RURAL FIRE PROTECTION DIST 5 1

 ST EDWARDS RURAL FIRE PROTEC DIST 2

 TRUMBULL RURAL FIRE PROTECTION DIST 1

 WAUNETA RURAL FIRE PROTECTION DIST 4

 WOLBACH SUBURBAN FIRE PROTEC DIST 2

 Total 48

New 

Hampshire COLEBROOK VILLAGE FIRE PRECINT 1

 TILTON NORTHFIELD FIRE DIST 2

 Total 3

New Jersey CHESTERFIELD & HAMILTON TWPS FIRE DIST 1 1

 Total 1

New York ARENA FIRE DISTRICT 1

 BREWERTON FIRE DIST 2

 CROTON FALLS FIRE DIST 1

 CUYLER FIRE DIST 1

 EARLVILLE FIRE DISTRICT 1

 HOWELLS FIRE DIST 2

 MORTON FIRE DISTRICT 2

 NATURAL BRIDGE FIRE DISTRICT 2

 STAMFORD RURAL FIRE DISTRICT 1

 STANFORD HEIGHTS FIRE DIST 2

 Total 15

North 

Dakota ANAMOOSE RURAL FIRE PROTECT DIST 1

 BILLINGS CO. RURAL FIRE DISTRICT 2

 BRADDOCK FIRE PROTECTION DIST 2

 CALVIN RURAL FIRE DIST 1
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Table C-1 Continued 

State District Name 

Number of 

Counties 

 CARRINGTON RURAL FIRE DISTRICT 1

 

CEDAR VALLEY RURAL FIRE PROTECTN 

DISTRICT 1

 ESMOND RURAL FIRE DIST 1

 GLEN ULLIN FIRE PROT DIST 1

 GLT FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT 1

 GRANDIN FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT 1

 HALLIDAY FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT 2

 KULM VOL RURAL FIRE DEPT DIST 1

 LANSFORD RURAL FIRE PROTECTION DIST 1

 LEEDS RURAL FIRE PROTECTION DIST 1

 LEONARD FIRE PROT DIST 2

 LITCHVILLE FIRE PROT DIST 3

 PAGE FIRE PROTECTION DIST 1

 POWERS LAKE RURAL FIRE DEPT DIST 2

 REEDER RURAL FIRE DEPT DIST 2

 RHAME RURAL FIRE PROT DIST 1

 SHEYENNE FIRE PROT DIST 1

 WARWICK FIRE PROT DIST 2

 WASHBURN RURAL FIRE DIST 1

 WESTBY RURAL FIRE DISTRICT 1

 WILLOW CITY RURAL FIRE PROTECTION DIST 1

 WIMBLEDON RURAL FIRE DISTRICT 2

 Total 36

Ohio FREDERICKTOWN COMMUNITY FIRE DISTRICT 1

 JEROMESVILLE COMMUNITY FIRE DT 1

 POLK-JACKSON-PERRY FIRE DIST 3

 Total 5

Okalahoma ADAMS RURAL FIRE DIST 561 1

 GRAHAM FIRE DISTRICT 1

 Total 2

Oregon ALSEA RURAL FIRE PROT DIST 1

 APPLEGATE VALLEY FIRE PROT DIST 9 2

 CANNON BEACH RURAL FIRE PROTEC DIST 2

 

CLACKAMAS COUNTY FIRE PROTECTION DIST 

#1 1

 

CORVALLIS RURAL FIRE PROTECTION 

DISTRICT #1 2

 LA PINE RURAL FIRE PROT DIST 1

 LAKESIDE RURAL FIRE PROT DIST 2

 MONROE RURAL FIRE PROTECTION DIST 1

 Total 12

So. Carolina MURRELLS CITY FIRE DISTRICT 2
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Table C-1 Continued 

State District Name 

Number of 

Counties 

 PIEDMONT PUBLIC SERVICE DISTRICT 2

 SHELDON TWP FIRE DISTRICT 1

 SOUTH LYNCHES FIRE DISTRICT 1

 Total 6

South 

Dakota BOWDLE RURAL FIRE PROT DIST 2

 CHESTER FIRE DISTRICT 1

 DEEP CREEK FIRE PROT DIST 4

 EMERY RURAL FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT 1

 ROCHFORD FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT 1

 SENECA RURAL FIRE PROT DIST 1

 TOWN AND COUNTRY FIRE DISTRICT 1

 Total 11

Texas GREGG CO RURAL FIRE DISTRICT 1

 Total 1

Vermont COLEBROOK VILLAGE FIRE PRECINT 1

 Total 1

Washington ADAMS COUNTY FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT 1 2

 GRAYS HARBOR COUNTY FIRE DISTRICT 1 1

 KING CO FIRE PROTEC DIST 49 1

 Total 4

Wisconsin APPLE RIVER FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT 1

 Total 1

Wyoming LARAMIE COUNTY FIRE DIST #9 1

 Total 1

   

Total Counties 223

Total Districts 154

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table C-2 Sample of Library Districts 

 

State District Name 

Number of 

Counties 

Florida WILDERNESS COAST PUBLIC LIBRARIES 3

 Total  3

Indiana 

CONVERSE-JACKSON TWP PUBLIC 

LIBRARY 1

 MARKLE PUBLIC LIBRARY 2
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Table C-2 Continued 

State District Name 

Number of 

Counties 

 MATTHEWS PUBLIC LIBRARY 2

 

MIDDLETOWN FALL CREEK TWP PUBLIC 

LIBRARY 2

 OTTERBEIN PUBLIC LIBRARY 3

 Total  10

Kentucky 

LOGAN COUNTY PUBLIC LIBRARY 

DISTRICT 1

 Total  1

Mississippi CENTRAL MISSISSIPPI REGIONAL LIBRARY 1

 FIRST REGIONAL LIBRARY 4

 KEMPER-NEWTON REGIONAL LIBRARY 1

 

LINCOLN-LAWRENCE-FRANKLIN 

REGIONAL LIBRARY 2

 

MID-MISSISSIPPI REGIONAL LIBRARY 

SYSTEM 5

 PIKE-AMITE-WALTHALL LIBRARY SYSTEM 1

 TOMBIGBEE REGIONAL LIBRARY SYSTEM 2

 Total  16

Missouri BARRY LAWRENCE REGIONAL LIBRARY 2

 MISSOURI RIVER REGIONAL LIBRARY 1

 NORTHEAST MISSOURI LIBRARY SERVICE 2

 OZARK REGIONAL LIBRARY 2

 RIVERSIDE REGIONAL LIBRARY DIST 1

 SCENIC REGIONAL LIBRARY 3

 Total  11

Nevada ELKO-LANDER-EUREKA LIBRARY SYSTEM 3

 Total  3

Ohio 

CLEVELAND AREA METROPOLITAN 

LIBRARY SYSTEM 9

 DELAWARE COUNTY LIBRARY DIST 4

 MT VERNON & KNOX CO PUB LIBRARY 2

 Total  15

Okalahoma CHICKASAW LIBRARY SYSTEM 3

 

EASTERN OKLAHOMA DISTRICT LIBRARY 

SYSTEM 5

 PIONEER LIBRARY SYSTEM 3

 WESTERN PLAINS LIBRARY SYSTEM 1

 Total  12

Pennsylvania WHITESVILLE PUBLIC LIBRARY 1

 Total  1

Virginia BLACKWATER REGIONAL LIBRARY 1

 EASTERN SHORE PUBLIC LIBRARY 2

 LONESOME PINE REGIONAL LIBRARY 2
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Table C-2 Continued 

State District Name 

Number of 

Counties 

 MEHERRIN REGIONAL LIBRARY 2

 ROCKBRIDGE REGIONAL LIBRARY 1

 SMYTH-BLAND REGIONAL LIBRARY 1

  

 Total  9

Washington FORT VANCOUVER REG LIBRARY 3

 MID COLUMBIA RURAL LIBRARY DIST 1

 

NORTH CENTRAL REGIONAL LIBRARY 

DISTRICT 4

 SNO ISLE REGIONAL LIBRARY 1

 Total  9

   

Total Counties 90

Total Districts 39

 

 

 

Table C-3 Sample of Hospital Districts 

 

State District Name 

Number of 

Counties 

Alabama CLAY COUNTY HOSPITAL BOARD 2

 FAYETTE COUNTY HOSPITAL BOARD 3

 HALE COUNTY HOSPITAL 2

 

NORTHEAST ALABAMA REGIONAL MEDICAL 

CENTER 3

 

NORTHWEST ALABAMA HEALTH CARE 

AUTHORITY 4

 PICKENS COUNTY HOSPITAL ASSOCIATION 1

 Total 15

Colorado GRAND RIVER HOSPITAL DIST 1

 Total 1

Florida BAY MEDICAL CENTER / BAY MED STAFFING 6

 GENEVA CO HEALTH CARE AUTH., INC. DBA 1

 Total 7

Georgia 

ALBANY DOUGHERTY COUNTY HOSPITAL 

AUTHORITY 6

 BALDWIN COUNTY HOSPITAL AUTHORITY 6

 BLECKLEY COUNTY HOSPITAL AUTHORITY 3

 CALHOUN COUNTY HOSPITAL AUTHORITY 3

 CANDLER COUNTY HOSPITAL 1

 CLARKE COUNTY HOSPITAL AUTHORITY 1

 CLINCH COUNTY HOSPITAL AUTHORITY 3
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Table C-3 Continued 

State District Name 

Number of 

Counties 

 CRISP COUNTY HOSPITAL AUTHORITY 5

 DORMINY HOSPITAL AUTHORITY 4

 FLOYD COUNTY HOSPITAL AUTHORITY 5

 FULTON-DEKALB HOSPITAL AUTHORITY 2

 

HABERSHAM COUNTY HOSPITAL 

AUTHORITY 4

 

HALL COUNTY GAINSVILLE CITY HOSPITAL 

AUTHORITY 2

 JASPER COUNTY HOSPITAL AUTHORITY 2

 JENKINS COUNTY HOSPITAL AUTHORITY 1

 MCDUFFIE COUNTY HOSPITAL AUTHORITY 3

 MILLER COUNTY HOSPITAL AUTHORITY 1

 NEWTON COUNTY HOSPITAL AUTHORITY 1

 TOOMBS COUNTY HOSPITAL AUTHORITY 1

 

VALDOSTA-LOWNDES COUNTY HOSPITAL  

AUTH 2

 Total 56

Illinois PINCKNEYVILLE COMM HOSPITAL DIST 1

 Total 1

Indiana MONROE CO HOSPITAL AUTH 3

 RICHMOND HOSPITAL AUTHORITY 2

 WABASH GEN HOSPITAL DIST 1

 Total 6

Kentucky FLEMING COUNTY HOSPITAL DISTRICT 2

 Total 2

Maine MAYO REG HOSP 1

 Total 1

Minnesota GLACIAL RIDGE HOSPITAL DIST 1

 NORTHERN ITASCA HOSPITAL DIST 1

 Total 2

Missouri HERMANN AREA HOSPITAL DISTRICT 1

 SALEM HOSPITAL DISTRICT 4

 Total 5

Montana POPLAR HOSP DIST 1

 Total 1

Nebraska GOTHENBURG HOSPITAL DISTRICT 1

 Total 1

North 

Carolina LORIS COMMUNITY HOSPITAL 1

 Total 1

Ohio RICHMOND HOSPITAL AUTHORITY 1

 Total 1

Okalahoma MEADE HOSPITAL DISTRICT 1
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Table C-3 Continued 

State District Name 

Number of 

Counties 

South 

Carolina HOPE HOSPITAL DISTRICT 1

 

LEXINGTON COUNTY HEALTH SERVICES 

DISTRICT 1

 Total 2

Texas FAIRFIELD HOSPITAL DISTRICT 2

 HIGGINS/LIPSCOMB HOSPITAL DISTRICT 1

 LOCKNEY GENERAL HOSPITAL DISTRICT 3

 STAMFORD HOSPITAL DIST 1

 TOMBALL HOSPITAL AUTH 1

 UVALDE CO HOSPITAL AUTHORITY 1

 Total 9

Utah GUNNISON VALLEY HOSP. ASSOC. 2

 Total 2

Washington CLALLAM CO HOSPITAL DISTRICT 1 1

 COLUMBIA COUNTY HOSPITAL DISTRICT 2

 PEND OREILLE CO HOSPITAL DISTRICT 1 1

 Total 4

   

Total Counties 118

Total Districts 56
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APPENDIX D 

  District Changes Between 1992 and 2002 

Table D-1 Changes Between 1992 and 2002 

State Name 

No New 

District 

New 

District Total  

  Alabama 58 9 67 

  Alaska 10 2 12 

  Arizona 13 2 15 

  Arkansas 67 8 75 

  California 55 2 57 

  Colorado 58 4 62 

  Delaware 3 0 3 

  Florida 52 14 66 

  Georgia 120 36 156 

  Hawaii 3 0 3 

  Idaho 44 0 44 

  Illinois 87 15 102 

  Indiana 81 10 91 

  Iowa 77 22 99 

  Kansas 94 10 104 

  Kentucky 98 21 119 

  Louisiana 44 16 60 

  Maine 15 1 16 

  Maryland 21 2 23 

  Massachusetts 4 1 5 

  Michigan 60 23 83 

  Minnesota 82 5 87 

  Mississippi 75 7 82 

  Missouri 105 9 114 

  Montana 50 4 54 

  Nebraska 86 7 93 

  Nevada 15 1 16 

  New Hampshire 8 2 10 

  New Jersey 19 2 21 

  New Mexico 28 5 33 

  New York 39 18 57 

  North Carolina 95 5 100 

  North Dakota 50 3 53 

  Ohio 74 14 88 

  Okalahoma 69 8 77 

  Oregon 31 5 36 

  Pennsylvania 57 9 66 

  South Carolina 36 10 46 

  South Dakota 62 4 66 
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Table D-1 Continued 

 

State Name 

Not Uses 

New 

District 

Uses 

New 

District Total  

  Tennessee 82 10 92 

  Texas 229 25 254 

  Utah 27 2 29 

  Vermont 11 3 14 

  Virginia 89 6 95 

  Washington 36 3 39 

  West Virginia 49 6 55 

  Wisconsin 61 11 72 

  Wyoming 15 8 23 

Total 2705 390 3095 
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APPENDIX E  

Auxiliary Models and Estimates 

 The following tables present data and estimates for the full populations and for the 

sample populations as indicated in Chapter 6.  These tables present comparisons between the two 

populations to show how estimates of the sample data compare to the full data sets.  Estimates 

for both models do not include variables from the International City/County Management’s 2002 

institutional arrangement survey.     

 

Table E-1 Summary Statistics for States from Full Population 

  N Minimum Maximum Mean 

Std. 

Deviation

Number of District Changes Between 1992 

and 2002 48 0 36 8.125 7.63 

Number of Fire District Changes 48 0 6 0.6875 1.24 

Number of Library District Changes 48 0 19 1.25 3.46 

Number of Hospital District Changes 48 0 14 0.5208 2.09 

Tax Limit 48 0 1 0.5625 0.5 

Debt Restrictions 48 0 1 0.4167 0.5 

Log of County Median Household Income 48 27.125 54.793 36.248 6.29 

Log of Average County Square Miles 48 3.3718 191.365 17.691 29.8 

 

Table E-2 State Level Estimates with Full Population All Districts 

Variable Coefficient

Standard 

Error 

Log of Average County Square Miles -0.019*** 0.005 

Log of County Median Household Income -0.046*** 0.009 

State Tax Restriction Level 0.201* 0.114 

State Borrowing Restriction Level -0.608*** 0.118 

   

Constant 4.053 0.372 

n 48  

Log Likekihood -177.59  

Pseudo R Square 0.24  

Note. *P=<.1; **P=<.05; ***P=<.01.  Two-tailed significance test.   
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Table E-3 State Level Estimates with Sample Population All Districts 

Variable Coefficient

Standard 

Error 

Log of Average County Square Miles -.021*** 0.005 

Log of County Median Household 

Income -0.34*** 0.01 

State Tax Restriction Level 0.207* 0.116 

State Borrowing Restriction Level -0.457*** 0.121 

   

Constant 3.64 0.121 

n 44  

Log Likekihood -164.46  

Pseudo R Square 0.21  

Note. *P=<.1; **P=<.05; ***P=<.01.  Two-tailed significance test.   

 

Table E-4 State Level Estimates with Full Population Fire Districts 

Variable Coefficient

Standard 

Error  

Log of Average County Square Miles 2.74-E04 0.007  

Log of County Median Household 

Income .009 0.03  

State Tax Restriction Level 0.713* 0.425  

State Borrowing Restriction Level 0.176 0.353  

    

Constant -0.562 1.158  

N 48   

Log Likekihood -177.59   

Pseudo R Square 0.24   

Note. *P=<.1; **P=<.05; ***P=<.01.  Two-tailed significance test.    

 

Table E-5 State Level Estimates with Sample Population Fire Districts 

Variable Coefficient

Standard 

Error 

Log of Average County Square Miles -.003 0.008 

Log of County Median Household 

Income 0.02 0.03 

State Tax Restriction Level 0.68 0.43 

State Borrowing Restriction Level 0.43 0.36 



 169

Table E-5 Continued 

Variable Coefficient

Standard 

Error 

Constant -1.44 1.18 

   

   

n 44  

Log Likekihood -56.14  

Pseudo R Square 0.04  

Note. *P=<.1; **P=<.05; ***P=<.01.  Two-tailed significance test. 

 

Table E-6 State Level Estimates with Full Population Library Districts 

Variable Coefficient

Standard 

Error 

Log of Average County Square Miles -0.084*** 0.029 

Log of County Median Household 

Income -0.006 0.019 

State Tax Restriction Level .341 0.272 

State Borrowing Restriction Level -0.907** 0.362 

   

Constant 1.73 0.829 

N 48  

Log Likekihood -106.64  

Pseudo R Square 0.15  

Note. *P=<.1; **P=<.05; ***P=<.01.  Two-tailed significance test.   

 

 

Table E-7 State Level Estimates with Sample Population Library District 

Variable Coefficient

Standard 

Error 

Log of Average County Square Miles -0.089*** 0.03 

Log of County Median Household 

Income -0.001 0.019 

State Tax Restriction Level -0.36 0.275 

State Borrowing Restriction Level -0.54 0.367 

   

Constant 1.46 0.83 

n 44  
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Table E-7 Continued 

Variable Coefficient

Standard 

Error 

Log Likekihood -103.24  

Pseudo R Square 0.14  

Note. *P=<.1; **P=<.05; ***P=<.01.  Two-tailed significance test. 

 

Table E-8 State Level Estimates with Full Population Hospital Districts 

Variable Coefficient Standard Error 

Log of Average County Square Miles -0.168** 0.082 

Log of County Median Household 

Income -0.137** 0.058 

State Tax Restriction Level 16.518 1184.69 

State Borrowing Restriction Level -0.907** 0.758 

   

Constant -10.51 1184.7 

N 48  

Log Likekihood -40.678  

Pseudo R Square 0.42  

Note. *P=<.1; **P=<.05; ***P=<.01.  Two-tailed significance test.   

 

Table E-9 State Level Estimates with Sample Population Hospital Districts 

Variable Coefficient

Standard 

Error 

Log of Average County Square Miles -0.169** 0.082 

Log of County Median Household 

Income -0.132** 0.058 

State Tax Restriction Level 17.54 1982.44 

State Borrowing Restriction Level -1.53** 0.756 

   

Constant -11.7 1982.44 

n 44  

Log Likekihood -40.53  

Pseudo R Square 0.4  

Note. *P=<.1; **P=<.05; ***P=<.01.  Two-tailed significance test. 
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Table E-10County Level Summary Statistics with Full Population 

  N Minimum Maximum Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Use Multi-County Fire District 3033 0 1 0.09 0.29

Use Multi-County Library Districts 3033 0 1 0.09 0.28

Use Multi-County Hospital districts 3033 0 1 0.04 0.19

Total Taxes Per Capita 3033 0.00 30.58 0.32 0.63

Debt Change 3033 0 1 0.40 0.49

Debt Capacity for 1992 3033 0 1 0.84 0.37

Percentage of Change in Pop. from 

1992 3033 -0.38 0.55 0.08 0.11

Log of the population for 2002 3033 2.55 6.98 4.43 0.60

Provision of Fire Services in 1992 3033 0 1 0.05 0.21

Provision of Library Services 1992 3033 0 1 0.06 0.24

Provision of Hospital Services in 1992 3033 0 1 0.18 0.38

 

Table E-11 County Level Estimates with Full Population Fire Districts 

Variable Coefficient

Standard 

Error Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Property Taxes Per Capita -0.93 0.30 9.51 0.00 0.39 

Change in Debt from 1992 0.64 0.15 19.39 0.00 1.90 

Debt Capacity -0.16 0.21 0.60 0.44 0.85 

Change in Population -4.78 0.70 46.81 0.00 0.01 

Log of Population 2002 0.14 0.13 1.14 0.29 1.15 

Provision of Fire Services 1992 -0.65 0.54 1.48 0.22 0.52 

      

Constant -2.56 0.65 15.35 0.00 0.08 

N 3033.00     

-2 Log Likelihood 1737.14     

Nagelkerke R Square .07         
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Table E-12 County Level Estimates with Sample Population for Fire Districts 

Variable Coefficient

Standard 

Error Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Property Taxes Per Capita -2.8203 0.84517 11.1354 0.00 0.059

Change in Debt from 1992 0.95085 0.30915 9.45987 0.00 2.58

Debt Capacity 0.15569 0.48902 0.10136 0.75 1.16

Change in Population -3.0678 1.2751 5.78864 0.01 0.046

Log of Population 2002 -0.3335 0.3145 1.12426 0.28 0.71

Provision of Fire Services 

1992 -5.2107 13.3789 0.15169 0.69 0.005

    0.80 0.67

Constant -0.3933 1.56439 0.0632 0.80 0.67

N 790.00     

-2 Log Likelihood 428.79     

Nagelkerke R Square .16         

 

Table E-13 County Level Estimates with Full Population for Library Districts 

Variable Coefficient 

Standard 

Error Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Property Taxes Per Capita 0.03 0.08 0.15 0.69 1.03 

Change in Debt from 1992 -0.27 0.15 3.36 0.07 0.76 

Debt Capacity 0.32 0.19 2.68 0.10 1.38 

Change in Population -2.83 0.67 18.05 0.00 0.06 

Log of Population 2002 0.65 0.13 24.40 0.00 1.91 

Provision of Library Services 

1992 -0.96 0.33 8.29 0.00 0.38 

      

Constant -5.18 0.64 66.22 0.00 0.01 

N  3,033     

-2 Log Likelihood 1741.47     

Nagelkerke R Square .03         
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Table E-14 County Level Estimates with Sample Population for Library Districts 

Variable Coefficient

Standard 

Error Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Property Taxes Per Capita 0.10 0.37 0.08 0.78 1.11 

Change in Debt from 1992 -0.28 0.27 1.06 0.30 0.76 

Debt Capacity 0.31 0.35 0.75 0.39 1.36 

Change in Population -3.13 1.17 7.15 0.01 0.04 

Log of Population 2002 0.26 0.26 1.00 0.32 1.30 

Provision of Library Services 

1992 -1.26 0.77 2.67 0.10 0.28 

      

Constant -3.19 1.29 6.13 0.01 0.04 

N  790     

-2 Log Likelihood 518.46     

Nagelkerke R Square .03     

 

Table E-15County Level Estimates with Full Population for Hospital Districts 

Variable Coefficient

Standard 

Error Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Property Taxes Per Capita 0.01 0.16 0.01 0.94 1.01 

Change in Debt from 1992 -0.45 0.22 4.29 0.04 0.64 

Debt Capacity -0.01 0.27 0.00 0.98 0.99 

Change in Population 3.23 0.83 15.34 0.00 25.32 

Log of Population 2002 -0.60 0.19 10.05 0.00 0.55 

Provision of Hospital Services 

1992 -0.92 0.35 6.75 0.01 0.40 

      

Constant -0.58 0.90 0.41 0.52 0.56 

N 3,033     

-2 Log Likelihood 964.92     

Nagelkerke R Square -038         
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Table E-16 County Level Estimates with Sample Population for Hospital Districts 

Variable Coefficient

Standard 

Error Wald Sig. Exp(B) 

Property Taxes Per Capita -0.20 0.54 0.13 0.71 0.82

Change in Debt from 1992 -0.56 0.49 1.29 0.26 0.57

Debt Capacity -0.72 0.47 2.34 0.13 0.49

Change in Population 1.45 1.71 0.71 0.40 4.24

Log of Population 2002 -0.62 0.41 2.24 0.13 0.54

Provision of Hospital Services 

1992 -7.06 13.89 0.26 0.61 0.00

      

Constant -0.58 0.90 0.41 0.52 0.56 

N 790     

-2 Log Likelihood 224.87     

Nagelkerke R Square 0.08         

 

 The following tables present outputs generated from simulation models ran in CLARIFY 

(Tomz et al, 2003; and King et al, 2000).  The following outputs are referenced in Chapter 6, and 

are used to substantiate the findings of the primary models. 

 

Table E-17 First Differences Simulations for All Districts at State Level 

First Difference: State Tax Restriction Level min max     

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

                 dE(All Districts) |    1.08753     .8918302    -.7250798    2.817384 

            dPr(All Districts = 1) |  -.0087937     .0086147    -.0312311     .004291 

           dPr(All Districts = 36) |   2.01e-13     1.11e-12    -2.46e-14    1.35e-12 

          

First Difference: State Debt Restriction Level min max    

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

                 dE(All Districts) |   1.464402     1.201541    -.8612235    3.853683 

            dPr(All Districts = 1) |  -.0084828     .0077674    -.0257962    .0055525 

           dPr(All Districts = 36) |   1.13e-11     9.00e-11    -2.11e-14    6.15e-11 
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Table E-17 Continued 

First Difference: Home Rule min max      

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

                 dE(All Districts) |  -.1901761     1.701176    -3.440309    3.232805 

            dPr(All Districts = 1) |   .0030196     .0136698    -.0199999    .0343247 

           dPr(All Districts = 36) |   7.06e-12     1.18e-10    -2.58e-12    1.17e-11 

 

First Difference: Council-Manager min max     

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

                 dE(All Districts) |  -7.120142     1.040692    -9.115509   -5.013401 

            dPr(All Districts = 1) |   .2992637     .0650154     .1376078    .3668069 

           dPr(All Districts = 36) |  -2.86e-11     1.18e-10    -2.00e-10   -6.86e-14 

          

First Difference: Executive Headed Official min max  

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

                 dE(All Districts) |   12.49861     1.908978      8.91688    16.42495 

            dPr(All Districts = 1) |  -.3222063      .046379    -.3677263   -.2076918 

           dPr(All Districts = 36) |   3.82e-06      .000012     1.91e-09    .0000395 

          

First Difference: Log of Population min max     

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

                 dE(All Districts) |   6.630537     5.414863    -1.623557    19.29491 

            dPr(All Districts = 1) |   -.013113     .0127088    -.0352242    .0171501 

           dPr(All Districts = 36) |   .0007373     .0049351    -1.53e-14    .0070271 

          

First Difference: Logged Median Household Income min 

max    

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

                 dE(All Districts) |  -7.676947     2.474508    -12.39853   -2.852033 

            dPr(All Districts = 1) |   .1918351     .0918805     .0273008    .3575106 

           dPr(All Districts = 36) |  -2.92e-07     6.74e-06    -3.33e-07   -1.05e-13 
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Table E-17 Continued 

First Difference: Logged  County Square miles min max    

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

                 dE(All Districts) |   6.655355      11.4823    -4.985275    39.70488 

            dPr(All Districts = 1) |   .0129435     .0577387    -.0227224    .2105859 

           dPr(All Districts = 36) |   .0037003     .0123565    -1.03e-13    .0536751 

 

Table E-18 First Differences Simulations for Fire Districts at State Level 

First Difference: State Tax Restriction Level min max     

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

                 dE(Fire Districts) |   .5536042     .2302136     .1264073    1.055176 

            dPr(Fire Districts = 1) |   .1844733     .0652525     .0333772    .2807712 

            dPr(Fire Districts = 6) |   .0002645      .000483     2.83e-06     .001654 

          

First Difference: State Debt Restriction Level min max    

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

                 dE(Fire Districts) |   .2311859     .3413748    -.3125859    1.048521 

            dPr(Fire Districts = 1) |   .0565558      .081943    -.1175404    .2042855 

            dPr(Fire Districts = 6) |   .0002587     .0010769    -.0000759    .0022641 

          

First Difference: Home Rule min max      

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

                 dE(Fire Districts) |   .5073769      .563903    -.3501984    1.817614 

            dPr(Fire Districts = 1) |    .106815     .0959335    -.0960311    .2641306 

            dPr(Fire Districts = 6) |   .0014612     .0068349     -.000078    .0121652 
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Table E-18 Continued 

First Difference: Council-Manager min  max     

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

                 dE(Fire Districts) |  -.8070749     .4938842    -1.611767   -.1628145 

            dPr(Fire Districts = 1) |  -.3099953     .0762641    -.3667747   -.0665346 

            dPr(Fire Districts = 6) |  -.0004977     .0046746    -.0048818   -3.21e-06 

          

First Difference: Executive Headed Official min max    

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

                 dE(Fire Districts) |   .6814417      .570659    -.4531614    1.819497 

            dPr(Fire Districts = 1) |   .2091285     .1165499    -.0796402    .3440782 

            dPr(Fire Districts = 6) |   .0013502     .0059191     -.000164    .0088601 

          

First Difference: Log of Population min max     

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

                 dE(Fire Districts) |   13.09402     23.89548    -.0348481    84.72447 

            dPr(Fire Districts = 1) |  -.0863393      .113618    -.2535897    .1647774 

            dPr(Fire Districts = 6) |   .0474706     .0564731    -2.07e-06    .1598487 

          

First Difference: Logged Median Household Income min 

max    

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

                 dE(Fire Districts) |  -1.083103      .843168    -3.189032    .2294785 

            dPr(Fire Districts = 1) |  -.2455135     .1024267    -.3526036    .0516243 

            dPr(Fire Districts = 6) |  -.0056687     .0170318    -.0612643    .0000506 

          

First Difference: Logged  County Square miles min max    

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

                 dE(Fire Districts) |   140.9091     506.1503     .0281914    1051.491 

            dPr(Fire Districts = 1) |  -.1685663     .0908051    -.2991415    .0864439 

            dPr(Fire Districts = 6) |   .0273872     .0493794    -.0000137    .1587392 
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Table E-19 First Differences Simulations for Library Districts at State Level 

First Difference: State Tax Restriction Level min max     

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

                 dE(Library Districts) |   .3116293     .1714147     .0330977    .7108477 

            dPr(Library Districts = 1) |   .1265006     .0546136     .0098505    

.2243183 

           dPr(Library Districts = 19) |   2.88e-16     8.68e-15     9.33e-30    3.66e-18 

          

First Difference: State Debt Restriction Level min max    

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

                 dE(Library Districts) |    .330868       .31615    -.1269003    1.167836 

            dPr(Library Districts = 1) |   .0971688      .074872     -.054074    .2336022 

           dPr(Library Districts = 19) |   1.51e-14     3.78e-13    -1.52e-23    2.58e-15 

          

First Difference: Home Rule min max      

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

                 dE(Library Districts) |  -.4904308     .3549305    -1.313697    .1463814 

            dPr(Library Districts = 1) |  -.1763511     .0984679    -.3210001    

.0479709 

           dPr(Library Districts = 19) |  -5.97e-15     1.71e-13    -2.82e-15    1.35e-23 

          

First Difference: Council-Manager min  max     

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

                 dE(Library Districts) |  -1.185761     .4482699     -2.24351   -.5374432 

            dPr(Library Districts = 1) |  -.3388147     .0357627    -.3675335   -

.2341688 

           dPr(Library Districts = 19) |  -2.93e-11     8.72e-10    -4.09e-12   -4.50e-23 
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Table E-19 Continued 

First Difference: Executive Headed Official min 

max     

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

                 dE(Library Districts) |   5.958381     2.650803     2.357267    12.70255 

            dPr(Library Districts = 1) |   .0469224     .0601779    -.0009429     .217366 

           dPr(Library Districts = 19) |   .0019408     .0077245     9.54e-12    

.0235646 

          

First Difference: Log of Population min max     

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

                 dE(Library Districts) |   3.631234     7.089338    -.2020448    18.92105 

            dPr(Library Districts = 1) |   .0046141      .140775     -.239378    .2319947 

           dPr(Library Districts = 19) |   .0031876     .0137336    -1.15e-24    

.0574747 

          

First Difference: Logged Median Household Income min 

max    

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

                 dE(Library Districts) |   -1.64022      1.17072    -4.750332   -.2536948 

            dPr(Library Districts = 1) |  -.2560225     .0956164    -.3584834   -

.0215753 

           dPr(Library Districts = 19) |  -2.64e-06      .000055    -5.26e-07   -9.81e-26 

          

First Difference: Logged  County Square miles min max    

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

                 dE(Library Districts) |   4028.215     57859.35    -.6534736    10863.36 

            dPr(Library Districts = 1) |  -.1537361     .1285249     -.339542     .147707 

           dPr(Library Districts = 19) |   .0033406     .0144904    -1.85e-21    

.0597067 
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Table E-20 First Differences Simulations for Hospital Districts 

First Difference: State Tax Restriction Level min max     

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

                 dE(Hospital Districts) |  -3.23e+33     7.56e+34    -1.10e+09    2.650886 

            dPr(Hospital Districts = 1) |   .1062775     .1077918     3.15e-08     .336497 

           dPr(Hospital Districts = 14) |   .0008667     .0055482            0    4.02e-06 

          

First Difference: State Debt Restriction Level min max    

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

                 dE(Hospital Districts) |   5.00e+34     1.25e+36    -1.70e+07    2.16e+17 

            dPr(Hospital Districts = 1) |  -.0033406     .0207379    -.0153299    6.65e-

06 

           dPr(Hospital Districts = 14) |   4.03e-07     7.11e-06    -2.08e-32           0 

          

First Difference: Home Rule min max      

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

                 dE(Hospital Districts) |  -2.28e+34     5.46e+35            0    4.35e+22 

            dPr(Hospital Districts = 1) |  -.0003603     .0481699    -1.63e-08    

.0003202 

           dPr(Hospital Districts = 14) |   .0005578     .0088263            0    1.03e-25 

          

First Difference: Council-Manager min  max     

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

                 dE(Hospital Districts) |  -1.44e+34     3.48e+35    -6.26e-17    2.65e+23 

            dPr(Hospital Districts = 1) |  -.0052615     .0415963    -4.27e-06    

.0000272 

           dPr(Hospital Districts = 14) |   .0000511     .0004486            0    4.05e-28 
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Table E-20 Continued 

First Difference: Executive Headed Official min max    

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

                 dE(Hospital Districts) |   2.41e+35     5.76e+36    -4.05e+08    1.03e+18 

            dPr(Hospital Districts = 1) |   .0018575      .026371    -.0001275    .0000828

           dPr(Hospital Districts = 14) |  -.0010573     .0097448    -4.91e-31           0 

          

First Difference: Log of Population min max     

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

                 dE(Hospital Districts) |  -7.59e+34     1.68e+36    -2.95e+24    1.68e-12 

            dPr(Hospital Districts = 1) |  -.0010939     .0209549    -.0001278    8.87e-

07 

           dPr(Hospital Districts = 14) |   5.75e-06     .0002193    -2.52e-32           0 

          

First Difference: Logged Median Household Income min 

max    

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

                 dE(Hospital Districts) |   6.56e+33     1.35e+35    -7.82e-15    3.59e+25 

            dPr(Hospital Districts = 1) |   .0044333     .0315874    -3.24e-07    .0371464

           dPr(Hospital Districts = 14) |  -1.25e-06     .0000115            0    5.62e-29 

          

First Difference: Logged  County Square miles min max    

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

                 dE(Hospital Districts) |   5.74e+34     1.06e+36    -4.77e+20    7.58e-21 

            dPr(Hospital Districts = 1) |  -.0005634     .0133898    -.0030916    .020 

           dPr(Hospital Districts = 14) |  -.0012746      .009448    -.0149445    4.31e-3 
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Table E-21 First Differences Simulations for Fire Districts at County Level 

First Difference:  Change in Population from 1992  min 

max     

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

           dPr(Fire Districts = 0) |   .0727847     .0602298    -.0068783    .2250733 

           dPr(Fire Districts = 1) |  -.0727847     .0602298    -.2250734    .0068783 

          

First Difference: Log of the Population 2002 min max    

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

           dPr(Fire Districts = 0) |   .0642889      .082138    -.0524918     .272534 

           dPr(Fire Districts = 1) |  -.0642889      .082138     -.272534    .0524918 

          

First Difference: Property Taxes Per Capita min max    

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

           dPr(Fire Districts = 0) |   .0850587       .03367     .0358478    .1699587 

           dPr(Fire Districts = 1) |  -.0850587       .03367    -.1699587   -.0358478 

          

First Difference: Debt Change min  max      

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

           dPr(Fire Districts = 0) |   -.027394     .0135153    -.0590649   -.0077399 

           dPr(Fire Districts = 1) |    .027394     .0135153     .0077399    .0590649 

          

First Difference: Debt Capacity for 1992 min max     

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

           dPr(Fire Districts = 0) |   .0020552     .0157683    -.0228199     .039877 

           dPr(Fire Districts = 1) |  -.0020552     .0157683     -.039877      .02282 
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Table E-21 Continued 

First Difference: Percent of Population White non-Hispanic min max   

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

           dPr(Fire Districts = 0) |  -.0503698     .0330027    -.1204578     -.00127 

           dPr(Fire Districts = 1) |   .0503698     .0330027       .00127    .1204579 

          

          

          

First Difference: Logged Median Household Income min 

max    

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

           dPr(Fire Districts = 0) |  -.4300114      .318559    -.9694604    .0194526 

           dPr(Fire Districts = 1) |   .4300114      .318559    -.0194526    .9694604 

          

First Difference: Percent of Population in Poverty min max    

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

           dPr(Fire Districts = 0) |  -.1804562     .2093313     -.720826     .046134 

           dPr(Fire Districts = 1) |   .1804562     .2093313     -.046134     .720826 

          

First Difference: Percent of Owners Occupancy min max    

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

           dPr(Fire Districts = 0) |   .1825749     .1847813     -.023313    .6578476 

           dPr(Fire Districts = 1) |  -.1825749     .1847813    -.6578476    .0233129 

          

First Difference: Property Values Per Capita min max    

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

           dPr(Fire Districts = 0) |  -.7238716      .249186    -.9749616   -.1152142 

           dPr(Fire Districts = 1) |   .7238716      .249186     .1152142    .9749616 
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Table E-21 Continued 

First Difference: Log of Farm Industry Population min max    

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

           dPr(Fire Districts = 0) |  -.0698577     .1067429     -.366741    .0305107 

           dPr(Fire Districts = 1) |   .0698577     .1067429    -.0305107     .366741 

          

First Difference: Number of Counties in State min max    

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

           dPr(Fire Districts = 0) |   .0521552     .0346682    -.0057928    .1364161 

           dPr(Fire Districts = 1) |  -.0521552     .0346682    -.1364161    .0057929 

          

First Difference: Sunbelt min max      

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

           dPr(Fire Districts = 0) |   .0425263       .01874     .0030676    .0814729 

           dPr(Fire Districts = 1) |  -.0425263       .01874    -.0814729   -.0030676 

          

First Difference: State Tax Restrictions min max     

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

           dPr(Fire Districts = 0) |  -.0202999     .0098435    -.0446518   -.0045111 

           dPr(Fire Districts = 1) |   .0202999     .0098435     .0045111    .0446518 

          

First Difference: State Debt Restrictions min max     

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

           dPr(Fire Districts = 0) |  -.0195176     .0130508    -.0509146   -.0006093 

           dPr(Fire Districts = 1) |   .0195176     .0130508     .0006093    .0509146 
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Table E-21 Continued 

First Difference: Home Rule min max      

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

           dPr(Fire Districts = 0) |  -.0107297     .0104459    -.0374215    .0055545 

           dPr(Fire Districts = 1) |   .0107297     .0104459    -.0055545    .0374215 

          

First Difference: Executive Official min max     

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

           dPr(Fire Districts = 0) |  -.0031298     .0083158    -.0185587    .0144708 

           dPr(Fire Districts = 1) |   .0031298     .0083158    -.0144708    .0185587 

          

First Difference:Council-Manager min max     

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

           dPr(Fire Districts = 0) |  -.0260972     .0209711    -.0760547    .0035918 

           dPr(Fire Districts = 1) |   .0260972     .0209711    -.0035918    .0760547 

 

Table E-22 First Differences Simulations for Library Districts at County Level 

First Difference: Change in Population from 1992 min max     

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

           dPr(Library Districts = 0) |   .0728088     .0903784    -.0797886    

.2601997 

           dPr(Library Districts = 1) |  -.0728088     .0903784    -.2601997    

.0797886 

          

First Difference: Log of Population 2002 min max     

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

           dPr(Library Districts = 0) |   -.091234     .1081018    -.3307006    

.0913948 

           dPr(Library Districts = 1) |    .091234     .1081018    -.0913948    

.3307006 
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Table E-22 Continued 

First Difference: Property Taxes Per Capita min max    

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

           dPr(Library Districts = 0) |  -.0054129     .1079273    -.3542635    

.0903946 

           dPr(Library Districts = 1) |   .0054129     .1079273    -.0903946    

.3542635 

          

First Difference: Debt Change min  max      

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

           dPr(Library Districts = 0) |   .0103843     .0158665    -.0234852    

.0414793 

           dPr(Library Districts = 1) |  -.0103843     .0158665    -.0414793    

.0234852 

          

First Difference: Debt Capacity min max      

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

           dPr(Library Districts = 0) |   .0005094     .0225133    -.0378684    

.0492127 

           dPr(Library Districts = 1) |  -.0005094     .0225133    -.0492127    

.0378685 

          

First Difference: Percent of Population White non-Hispanic min max   

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

           dPr(Library Districts = 0) |   .0122614     .0867561    -.1040761    

.2498887 

           dPr(Library Districts = 1) |  -.0122614     .0867561    -.2498887    

.1040761 
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Table E-22 Continued 

First Difference: Median Household Income min max    

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

           dPr(Library Districts = 0) |   .2683455     .1336305     .0620367    

.5821935 

           dPr(Library Districts = 1) |  -.2683455     .1336305    -.5821935   -

.0620367 

          

First Difference: Percent of Population in Poverty min max    

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

           dPr(Library Districts = 0) |   .3889153     .1778299     .0937138    

.7677572 

           dPr(Library Districts = 1) |  -.3889153     .1778299    -.7677572   -

.0937138 

          

First Difference: Percent of Owner Occupancy min max    

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

           dPr(Library Districts = 0) |  -.0398309     .0980418    -.1976553    

.2065897 

           dPr(Library Districts = 1) |   .0398309     .0980418    -.2065897    

.1976554 

          

First Difference: Property Values Per Capita min max    

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

           dPr(Library Districts = 0) |  -.1583945     .2370613    -.7696109    

.0643069 

           dPr(Library Districts = 1) |   .1583945     .2370613    -.0643069    

.7696109 
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Table E-22 Continued 

First Difference: Log of Farm Industry min max     

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

           dPr(Library Districts = 0) |    .011619     .0684281     -.175543    .0969986 

           dPr(Library Districts = 1) |   -.011619     .0684281    -.0969986    

.1755429 

          

First Difference: Number of Counties in State min max    

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

           dPr(Library Districts = 0) |   .0175392      .062035    -.1251181    

.1271678 

           dPr(Library Districts = 1) |  -.0175392      .062035    -.1271678    

.1251181 

          

First Difference: Sunbelt min max      

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

           dPr(Library Districts = 0) |   .0676343     .0219469     .0251556    

.1104986 

           dPr(Library Districts = 1) |  -.0676343     .0219469    -.1104986   -

.0251556 

          

First Difference: State Tax Restriction Level min max    

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

           dPr(Library Districts = 0) |  -.0286982     .0145042    -.0579008    

.0008005 

           dPr(Library Districts = 1) |   .0286982     .0145042    -.0008005    

.0579008 

          

First Difference: State Debt Restriction Level min max    

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

           dPr(Library Districts = 0) |   .0783178     .0168193     .0486542    

.1182667 
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Table E-22 Continued 

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]  

           dPr(Library Districts = 1) |  -.0783178     .0168193    -.1182667   -

.0486542 

          

First Difference: Home Rule min max      

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

           dPr(Library Districts = 0) |    .012246     .0163361    -.0225681    

.0433983 

           dPr(Library Districts = 1) |   -.012246     .0163361    -.0433983    

.0225681 

          

First Difference: Executive Headed Official min 

max     

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

           dPr(Library Districts = 0) |   .0176337     .0199284     -.015456    

.0647706 

           dPr(Library Districts = 1) |  -.0176337     .0199284    -.0647706     

.015456 

          

First Difference: Council-Manager min max     

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

dPr(Library Districts = 0) |   .0410824     .0152294     .0100136    .0707792 

           dPr(Library Districts = 1) |  -.0410824     .0152294    -.0707792   -

.0100136 

  

Table E-23 First Differences for Hospital Districts at County Level 

First Difference: Change in Population from 1992 min max     

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

           dPr(Hospital Districts = 0) |   .0091497     .0439816    -.0722446    

.1052011 

           dPr(Hospital Districts = 1) |  -.0091497     .0439816    -.1052011    

.0722445 
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Table E-23 Continued 

First Difference: Log of Population 2002 min max     

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

           dPr(Hospital Districts = 0) |    .091795     .1217185    -.0531047    

.4475827 

           dPr(Hospital Districts = 1) |   -.091795     .1217185    -.4475827    

.0531047 

          

First Difference: Property Taxes Per Capita min max    

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

           dPr(Hospital Districts = 0) |  -.1193997     .2036122    -.7619553    

.0271398 

           dPr(Hospital Districts = 1) |   .1193997     .2036122    -.0271398    

.7619553 

          

First Difference: Change in Debt min  max     

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

           dPr(Hospital Districts = 0) |   .0038559     .0090953    -.0144854    

.0220543 

           dPr(Hospital Districts = 1) |  -.0038559     .0090953    -.0220543    

.0144853 

          

First Difference: Debt Capacity min max      

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

           dPr(Hospital Districts = 0) |   .0194314     .0169538    -.0046206    

.0630929 

           dPr(Hospital Districts = 1) |  -.0194314     .0169538    -.0630929    

.0046206 

          

First Difference: Percent of Population White non-Hispanic min max   

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

           dPr(Hospital Districts = 0) |  -.0205071     .0197156    -.0540065    

.0221155 
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Table E-23 Continued 

Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval] 

           dPr(Hospital Districts = 1) |   .0205071     .0197156    -.0221155    

.0540065 

          

First Difference: Logged Median Household Income min 

max    

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

           dPr(Hospital Districts = 0) |    .036996     .1394762    -.3219102    

.2795558 

           dPr(Hospital Districts = 1) |   -.036996     .1394762    -.2795558    

.3219102 

          

First Difference: Percent of Population in Poverty min max    

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

           dPr(Hospital Districts = 0) |   .0344672     .0973348    -.2087208    

.2041593 

           dPr(Hospital Districts = 1) |  -.0344672     .0973348    -.2041593    

.2087208 

          

          

First Difference: Percent Owner Occupancy min max    

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

           dPr(Hospital Districts = 0) |   .2588246     .2387166    -.0101734    

.8535903 

           dPr(Hospital Districts = 1) |  -.2588246     .2387166    -.8535903    

.0101734 

          

First Difference: Property Taxes Per Capita min max    

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

           dPr(Hospital Districts = 0) |  -.0052794     .0921798    -.2969446    

.0327473 

           dPr(Hospital Districts = 1) |   .0052794     .0921798    -.0327473    

.2969446 
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Table E-23 Continued 

First Difference: Log of Farm Industry Population min max    

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

           dPr(Hospital Districts = 0) |   -.014568     .0751971    -.2160665    

.0468291 

           dPr(Hospital Districts = 1) |    .014568     .0751971    -.0468291    

.2160665 

          

First Difference: Number of Counties in State min max    

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

           dPr(Hospital Districts = 0) |   .0005488     .0173777    -.0430415    

.0317526 

           dPr(Hospital Districts = 1) |  -.0005488     .0173777    -.0317526    

.0430415 

          

          

First Difference: Sunbelt min max      

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

           dPr(Hospital Districts = 0) |  -.0778963     .0346952    -.1614459      -

.0287 

           dPr(Hospital Districts = 1) |   .0778963     .0346952     .0286999    

.1614459 

          

First Difference: State Tax Restriction Level min max    

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

           dPr(Hospital Districts = 0) |  -.0117661      .012421    -.0373187    

.0141129 

           dPr(Hospital Districts = 1) |   .0117661      .012421    -.0141129    

.0373187 
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Table E-23 Continued 

First Difference: State Debt Restriction Level min max    

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

           dPr(Hospital Districts = 0) |  -.0002953     .0130206    -.0306779    

.0232741 

           dPr(Hospital Districts = 1) |   .0002953     .0130206    -.0232741    

.0306779 

          

First Difference: Home Rule min max      

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

           dPr(Hospital Districts = 0) |   .0058924     .0074922    -.0098415    

.0198131 

           dPr(Hospital Districts = 1) |  -.0058924     .0074922    -.0198131    

.0098415 

          

First Difference: Executive Head Official min max     

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

           dPr(Hospital Districts = 0) |   .0073774     .0110291    -.0103412    

.0347818 

           dPr(Hospital Districts = 1) |  -.0073774     .0110291    -.0347819    

.0103412 

          

First Difference: Council-Manager min max     

          

      Quantity of Interest |     Mean       Std. Err.    [95% Conf. Interval]   

          

           dPr(Hospital Districts = 0) |  -.0093067     .0141288    -.0449721    

.0107009 

           dPr(Hospital Districts = 1) |   .0093067     .0141288    -.0107009    

.0449721 
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