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ing cities. Because annexation does not threaten estab
lished governments as much as city-county consolidation 
or formation of a metropolitan government, it has greater 
political feasibility than they have. Consequently, al
though there are thousands of annexations every year, 
most add little territory and few people, and only a few 
cities in the South and Southwest-which are not subject 
to restrictive state laws-have been able to annex suf
ficient surrounding urbanized areas to achieve a de facto 
areawide government. In other regions, annexation does 
extend city services to some urbanized areas; but because 
of its piecemeal nature frequently, it has not solved major 
functional assignment problems. 

While major governmental reorganizations have ex
tended the geographic scope of services, reduced dupli
cation, improved administrative capacity, and broadened 
the tax base, they are not a widely accepted method for 
realigning functions. The only genuine two-tier, feder
ated government in the U.S. is Florida's Dade County, 
and the trend there is toward centralization. City-county 
consolidations have occurred only 17 times since World 
War II and many of these, particularly in recent years, 
have been in medium-sized or small rural counties. (City
county consolidation has never been a solution for the 
nation's large urban centers.) Moreover, even the larger 
city-county consolidations, such as Jacksonville/Duvall 
County, Nash ville/Davidson County, and Indianapolis/ 
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