
Online Appendix for “Reform Reconsidered: The Effect of Form of

Government”

Source Year FOG Data Type Bicam. n

Fairlie (1904) 1903 Mayor Council Snapshot Y 159
Census Fin. Stat. of Cities 1912, 1917 All Forms Snapshot Y 219
Chang (1918) 1918 Commission Year of adoption N 343
City Manager Yearbooks 1920-1, 1924-7 Manager Year of adoption N 547
Rice (1978) 1922 Commission Year of adoption N 522
Detroit Bureau of Gov. Research 1929 All Forms Snapshot N 261
ICMA Municipal Yearbook 1934 Manager Year of adoption N 429

Table A.2: Summary of Form of Government Data Sources
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Newport, RI
Petersburg, VA

Newport, KY
Everett, WA

Bellingham, WA
Newburgh, NY
Fort Smith, AR
Pensacola, FL
Muskogee, OK
Watertown, NY

Moline, IL
Wilmington, NC

Kokomo, IN
Colorado Springs, CO

Newport News, VA
New Brunswick, NJ

Amsterdam, NY
Lewiston, ME

Orange, NJ
Steubenville, OH

Revere, MA
Elgin, IL

Superior, WI
Zanesville, OH

Auburn, NY
Taunton, MA

Green Bay, WI
Cumberland, MD

Rock Island, IL
Meriden, CT

Quincy, IL
Sheboygan, WI

Waltham, MA
Butte, MT

East Cleveland, OH
La Crosse, WI
Anderson, IN
Oshkosh, WI

Poughkeepsie, NY
St. Petersburg, FL

Lynchburg, VA
Fitchburg, MA

Warren, OH
Muskegon, MI

Dubuque, IA
Council Bluffs, IA

Lima, OH
Portsmouth, OH

Joliet, IL
Cranston, RI

Columbus, GA
Salem, MA

Wichita Falls, TX
Chicopee, MA

Lorain, OH
Jamestown, NY
Portsmouth, VA

Lexington, KY
Chelsea, MA
Waterloo, IA

Stamford, CT
Muncie, IN
Clifton, NJ

Bay City, MI
Elmira, NY

Stockton, CA
Phoenix, AZ
Everett, MA

Jackson, MS
Newcastle, PA
Haverhill, MA

Woonsocket, RI
Pittsfield, MA
Asheville, NC
Kenosha, WI
Durham, NC

Hamilton, OH
Galveston, TX

Fresno, CA
Waco, TX

Greensboro, NC
Austin, TX

New Rochelle, NY
Macon, GA

McKeesport, PA
Kalamazoo, MI

York, PA
Jackson, MI

Hamtramck, MI
Holyoke, MA
Hoboken, NJ

Decatur, IL
San Jose, CA

Beaumont, TX
Bethlehem, PA

Madison, WI
Malden, MA

Union City, NJ
Medford, MA

Lancaster, PA
Augusta, GA

Charleston, WV
Davenport, IA

Mount Vernon, NY
Wheeling, WV

Charleston, SC
Terre Haute, IN

Evanston, IL
Brockton, MA

Topeka, KS
Hammond, IN

Pontiac, MI
Covington, KY

Newton, MA
Atlantic City, NJ

Racine, WI
East Orange, NJ
New Britain, CT
Springfield, OH

Roanoke, VA
Lakewood, OH

Portland, ME
Springfield, IL

Quincy, MA
Troy, NY

Winston−Salem, NC
Niagara Falls, NY

Lincoln, NE
Pasadena, CA

Binghampton, NY
Shreveport, LA

Manchester, NH
St. Joseph, MO

Pawtucket, RI
Huntington, WV

Lansing, MI
Saginaw, MI

Little Rock, AR
Berkeley, CA

Charlotte, NC
Savannah, GA
Lawrence, MA

Bayonne, NJ
Rockford, IL

Sacramento, CA
Schenectady, NY

Lowell, MA
Gary, IN

Tampa, FL
Duluth, MN

Utica, NY
Waterbury, CT
Evansville, IN

Lynn, MA
El Paso, TX

Somerville, MA
South Bend, IN
Wilmington, DE

Canton, OH
Peoria, IL

Knoxville, TN
Tacoma, WA

Miami, FL
Wichita, KS

New Bedford, MA
Cambridge, MA

Elizabeth, NJ
Fort Wayne, IN
Fall River, MA
Spokane, WA
Camden, NJ

Chattanooga, TN
Kansas City, KS

Trenton, NJ
Albany, NY

Jacksonville, FL
Norfolk, VA

Allegheny, PA
Yonkers, NY

Paterson, NJ
Tulsa, OK

Long Beach, CA
Scranton, PA

Bridgeport, CT
San Diego, CA
Springfield, MA

Flint, MI
New Haven, CT
Fort Worth, TX

Hartford, CT
Grand Rapids, MI
Youngstown, OH

Richmond, VA
Oklahoma City, OK

Worcester, MA
Dayton, OH

Syracuse, NY
Omaha, NE

Providence, RI
Memphis, TN

Akron, OH
Dallas, TX

Atlanta, GA
St. Paul, MN
Oakland, CA
Denver, CO
Toledo, OH

Columbus, OH
Houston, TX
Portland, OR
Louisville, KY

Jersey City, NJ
Rochester, NY

Indianapolis, IN
Seattle, WA

Kansas City, MO
Cincinnati, OH

New Orleans, LA
Minneapolis, MN

Milwaukee, WI
San Francisco, CA

Pittsburgh, PA
Boston, MA

Baltimore, MD
St. Louis, MO

Cleveland, OH
Los Angeles, CA

Detroit, MI
Philadelphia, PA

Chicago, IL
New York, NY

1900 1910 1920 1930

Commission Council Manager Mayor Council

Figure A.2—Form of Government 1900-1934: each row shows a city’s form of government
1900-1934 (n=273). Rows are are ordered by city population in 1930. 59% of cities in sample
reformed; 39% from MC to Commission, 11% from MC to CM, and 10% from MC to Commission
to CM.
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Figure A.3—Size of Councils and Commissions: figure shows the size of city councils and com-
missions in 129 governments from 1903-1940. For bicameral city councils, total seats are calculated
as the sum of both houses. Sources: Fairlie (1903), Financial Statistics of Cities (1912), Detroit
Bureau of Statistics (1929), ICMA Municipal Yearbook (1940).
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Figure A.4—Municipal Expenditures 1905-1934: figure shows average per capita components
of expenditures.
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Figure A.5—Municipal Revenues 1905-1930: figure shows average revenues per capita by
category.
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Figure A.6—Municipal Revenue Shares 1905-1934: figure shows average share of revenues by
category.
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Figure A.7—Municipal Expenditures 1905-1934: figure shows average expenditures per capita
by category.
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Figure A.8—Municipal Expenses Shares 1905-1930: figure shows average share of total ex-
penses by category. All expense categories shown in legend and exclude interests and public service
payments.
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Figure A.9—Municipal Outlays 1905-1930: figure shows average outlays per capita by category.
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Figure A.10—Municipal Outlay Shares 1905-1934: figure shows average share of total outlays
by category.
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Figure A.11—Estimates of Switching Form of Government on Revenue Sources: figure
shows point estimates from dynamic difference-in-differences models estimating the effect of switch-
ing forms of government on shares of revenues from each source. Group-time ATTs are averaged
across all treatment groups and limited to a 5 year window around treatment timing
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Figure A.12—Event Studies of Switch from Mayor Council to Commission Form
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(d) Revenue to expenditure ratio

Note: plots show dynamic difference-in-differences estimates at [-4, 5] years until Commission adoption.
Each point shows ATT by length of exposure to the treatment; line segments show 95% confidence intervals.
Estimates in red are time periods following the switch to Commission government; estimates in Black are
time periods before. Regressions compare cities that switch to Commission form to never-switching cities.
Results are scaled by the standard deviation of the dependent variable.
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Figure A.13—Time-Group Effects of Switch from Mayor Council to Commission Form
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(d) Revenue to expenditure ratio

Note: plots show time-group difference-in-differences estimates for each switching year. Each point shows
ATT; line segments show 95% confidence intervals. Regressions compare cities that switch to Commission
form to never-switching cities. Results are scaled by the standard deviation of the dependent variable.
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Figure A.14—Event Studies of Switch from Mayor Council to Council Manager Form
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(d) Revenue to expenditure ratio

Note: plots show dynamic difference-in-differences estimates at [-4, 5] years until CM adoption. Each point
shows ATT by length of exposure to the treatment; line segments show 95% confidence intervals. Estimates
in red are time periods following the switch to CM government; estimates in Black are time periods before.
Regressions compare cities that switch to Commission form to never-switching cities. Results are scaled by
the standard deviation of the dependent variable.
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Figure A.15—Time-Group Effects of Switch from Mayor Council to Council Manager Form
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(d) Revenue to expenditure ratio

Note: plots show time-group difference-in-differences estimates for each switching year. Each point shows
ATT; line segments show 95% confidence intervals. Regressions compare cities that switch to Commission
form to never-switching cities. Results are scaled by the standard deviation of the dependent variable.
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Figure A.16—Event Studies of Switch from Commission to Council Manager Form
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(d) Revenue to expenditure ratio

Note: plots show dynamic difference-in-differences estimates at [-4, 5] years until CM adoption. Each point
shows ATT by length of exposure to the treatment; line segments show 95% confidence intervals. Estimates
in red are time periods following the switch to CM government; estimates in Black are time periods before.
Regressions compare cities that switch to CM form from Commission form to cities that switch and stay
with Commission form. Results are scaled by the standard deviation of the dependent variable.
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Figure A.17—Time-Group Effects of Switch from Commission to Council Manager Form
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(d) Revenue to expenditure ratio

Note: plots show time-group difference-in-differences estimates for each switching year. Each point shows
ATT; line segments show 95% confidence intervals. Regressions compare cities that switch to Commission
form to never-switching cities. Results are scaled by the standard deviation of the dependent variable.
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First Stage Revenue Expenses Exp./Rev. Outlays

State Mandate 0.15
(0.06)

Commission Adoption 5.47 3.80 0.07 −3.59
(10.84) (8.37) (0.17) (11.46)

R2 0.07 0.47 0.54 0.07 0.12
Num. obs. 4254 4254 4508 4242 4256
N Clusters 39 39 39 39 39

Table A.4: No effect of Commission adoption on fiscal policy: table show results of 2SLS
regressions of fiscal policy on Commission adoption, instrument by state enabling legislation. First
column show first stage regression of Commission adoption on state mandate; columns 2-5 show
2SLS regressions on revenues per capita, expenses per capita, expenditure to revenue ratio, and
outlays. Regression include state and year fixed effects. F statistic on first stage regression is
F = 295.
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