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ABSTRACT 
 

The management of natural resources has undergone a fundamental change over the past 

decade.  The traditional management approach that relies on command and control institutions, 

and punitive measures to enforce existing statues is now being used in conjunction with 

compliance based strategies.  Compliance based programs rely on positive incentives and the 

community collaborative decision making model to govern natural resources.  The most widely 

used compliance based strategy is collaborative management.  The three most common types of 

collaborative management are ecosystem management, watershed initiatives and forestry 

partnerships.  This dissertation examines why state legislatures adopt collaborative management 

programs, and analyzes the factors effecting the stakeholder’s evaluation of collaborative 

institutions.  The theories of subsystem politics and transaction cost economics are used to 

answer these questions.   

 

The following transaction costs influence the likelihood that a state will adopt a collaborative 

management program: commitment costs, agency costs, and decision making costs.  These 

costs effect adoption by affecting the exchange that occurs among legislators and their 

constituents, which in turn impacts the costs associated with this exchange.  Additionally, the 

natural resource management subsystems in some states are more likely to change than the 

subsystems in other states.  Factors such as the mean educational attainment, per capita 

income, and the political control of government institutions effect if a state’s resource 

management subsystems are prone to change. 

 

The evaluation of collaborative institutions is impacted by institutional rules, individual traits and 

institutional characteristics.  The evaluation of a collaborative institution can be done by 

examining how actors evaluate the decision making process used by their group.  Individuals 

evaluate the decision make process more favorably if their group has an institutional rule limiting 

discussion.  Stakeholders with prior management experience rate the process unfavorably 

because collaborative institutions weaken their influence over existing deterrence based 

institutions.  If people believe their participation in a collaborative group will benefit them over 

time, they rate the process more favorably.   
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CHAPTER 1 

 

Introduction 

State natural resource management agencies have undergone a fundamental change in how 

they manage natural resources.   Rather than relying exclusively on traditional deterrence-based 

programs, many states are now using alternative institutional structures that employ positive incentives 

and the collaborative decision-making model (EPA, 1996; Yaffee et al., 1996; Kenney et al., 1996; EPA, 

1997, Koontz, 1997; Cortner and Moote, 1999; Kenney and Lord 1999).  These new management 

strategies are seen as a way to overcome thedeterrence-based program emphasis on achieving 

procedural objectives (e.g., visitor counts), rather than improving upon environmental quality (Yaffee et  

al., 1996; Rosenbaum, 1998; Kenney and Lord, 1999).  The most widely used alternative to deterrence-

based management strategies is known as the  community-collaborative  decision-making model, or more 

commonly “collaborative management” (Kenney, 1998).  Collaborative management is increasingly being 

used by state natural resource management agencies (CTICT, 1999 – 2001; Yaffee et al., 1996 and 

2000; Koontz, 1997; Kenney et al., 1996 and 2000; Cortner and Moote, 1999). 

The collaborative model has important implications for environmental management because  

deterrence-based programs are limited in their ability to further improve environmental quality (Yaffee et 

al., 1996; Rosenbaum, 1998; Cortner and Moote, 1999; Kenney et al., 2000).   Whether collaborative 

programs used in concert with  deterrence-based programs can lead to marginal improvements in 

environmental quality has yet to be empirically established (Rosenbaum, 1998).  Researchers in the fields 

of ecology (Hartig and Zarull, 1992; Korfmacher, 1998; Savory and Butterfield, 1999), natural resource 

management (Koontz, 1997; Cortner and Moote, 1999), and environmental policy (Ostrom, 1990; Ostrom 

and Gardner, 1994; Becker, 1996; Lubell et al., 1998; Christen et al., n.d.), make a strong case that 

collaborative management will improve environmental quality.  The ability of collaborative management to 

do so ultimately depends upon the political and institutional factors that determine how “the needs of 

society and the environment are balanced” (Harwell, 1999, p. 584). 

This dissertation examines how political and institutional factors affect the introduction of 

collaborative management programs within states and their performance.   The following two questions 

are investigated:  Why have some states adopted collaborative programs while other states have not?  

What factors influence the participants’ evaluation of the performance of collaborative institutions?  The 

adoption of collaborative programs is a particularly interesting  phenomenon given the fact  that 

collaborative management does not have a proven record, and the introduction of collaborative 

institutions is likely to alter the power structure of existing natural resource management subsystems.   
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Understanding the factors  affecting participants’ evaluation of collaborative institutions is 

essential because collaborative strategies must satisfy divergent demands of participants who take part in 

collaborative institutions.  If collaborative institutions  cannot satisfy the competing  actors’ demands, the 

approach will fail because it depends on the creation of cooperative relationships among actors. 

 Compliance-based strategies such as collaborative management rely on positive incentives and 

partnership arrangements (both intergovernmental and public/private), and seek local community 

involvement in the  decision-making process about the allocation of resources.   Compliance-based 

approaches can include  market-based mechanisms (Freeman, 1997), alternative dispute resolution 

(Amy, 1987), negotiated  rule-making, and collaborative management (Kenney and Lord, 1999; 

Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000).  All but market mechanisms are integrated  and/or coordinated strategies 

that rely on collaborative  decision-making.   Compliance-based programs are used generally to 

supplement rather  than replace  deterrence-based programs.   This dissertation focuses on collaborative 

management because, despite its popularity, there is a lack of knowledge about its adoption and use.  

Examples of the collaborative model include watershed initiatives (Kenney et al., 1996, 2000), ecosystem 

management (Hartig and Zarull, 1999; Yaffee et al., 1996) and forestry partnerships (Wondolleck and 

Yaffee, 2000).    

In a  compliance-based system, resource managers pursue the broad goals of a  statute or 

administrative rule by preventing violations from occurring instead of responding to violations (Hawkins 

and Thomas, 1984).  Violations are avoided by working closely with the private actors to develop creative 

solutions that reduce the overall level of pollution or depletion of some resource (Hawkins and Thomas, 

1984).  This is in contrast to adversarial strategies of  deterrence-based systems that rely on developing 

inflexible relationships between regulators and the regulated (Mintz, 1995).   Deterrence-based strategies 

use litigation or other punishment procedures to enforce agency rules or legislative mandates (Freeman, 

1995).  As a result,  deterrence-based systems are often politically unpopular because they create 

administrative costs on state governments, and result in redundant regulatory procedures on private 

actors (Rabe, 1986; Ringquist, 1993; Rabe and Zimmerman, 1997; Kenney, 1998; Cortner and Moote, 

1999; Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000).  Despite the zeal at which  compliance-based methods are being 

used, the management strategy is not without critics.    

 Compliance-based methods are criticized for allowing a certain level of environmental 

degradation to continue in order to  achieve an overall reduction in the environmental impact of some 

anthropocentric activity (Hockenstein et al., 1997).   For example, the Florida Department of 

Environmental Protection’s, Team Permitting Process, awarded ALCOLA a permit to build a new acid 

runoff pond on the Hillsborough River that increased water pollution.   The runoff pond was justifiable 

under the Team Permitting Process because the company agreed to reduce air emissions and solid 

waste (Barnett et al., 1995).   Critics argue this “legitimizes” certain types of pollution by allowing the 

emissions to continue without punishment (Hockenstein et al., 1997).  Market failure conditions which  

deterrence-based institutions were created to resolve may return if the pollution is allowed to continue 
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(Kenney, 2000).  The fear is particularly salient for resources that are easily depleted by 

overconsumption, such as potable water supplies, grazing lands, and timber harvests.    Compliance-

based practices are criticized for the high monitoring costs required to ensure the strategy’s proper 

implementation (Hoffman, 1996).   Compliance-based systems are credited with creating institutional 

environments that favor technocratic expertise and professional negotiation skills over punitive 

enforcement means (Amy, 1990; Cortner and Moote, 1999; Kenny, 2000; Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000).  

In addition to these general problems with  compliance-based management, some concerns are specific 

to collaborative management.   

Environmentalists worry that collaborative programs  over-emphasize increasing the role of local 

actors (McClosky, 1996; Rosenbaum, 1997; Kenney, 1998; Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000).  

Environmentalists pushed to reduce the influence local commodity interests once exerted over state 

governments that resulted in allocation decisions favoring resource extraction rather than conservation 

(Coggins, 1999).  Local collaborative institutions offer no practical way for distant actors (i.e., national 

environmental groups) to participate in the allocation decisions about resources located on federal lands 

(McClosky, 1996; Kenney, 2000).   Environmentalists have at least been cautiously supportive of 

collaborative management (Blackburn, 1998).  The empowerment of local collaborative institutions may 

decrease the power of local governments responsible for implementing command and control programs 

(Paulson and Chamberlein, 1998; Kenney, 2000).  Despite these concerns, collaborative management 

remains politically popular because it offers an integrated environmental management practice that 

redefines the concept of participation (Rabe, 1986; Yaffee et al., 1996; Cantrill, 1998; Cortner and Moote, 

1999; Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000).   

Environmental protection in the United States has been described as fragmented and 

uncoordinated because the federal system divides resource management among the federal government 

and state governments (Rabe, 1986; Ringquist, 1993).  The two levels of government are able to create 

their own statutory requirements and programmatic divisions within the natural resource management 

bureaucracy (Rabe, 1986; Jessup, 1990; Ringquist, 1993; NAPA, 1995).  The federal system results in 

significant variation in the enforcement activity and political culture of the state  deterrence-based 

programs (Rabe, 1986; Ringquist, 1993).  This problem is exacerbated by the reliance on federal regional 

management centers that implement national policy while assisting state agencies (Hunter and 

Waterman, 1992)
1
.  Collaborative management attempts to reduce the fragmentation and coordination 

                                                 
1
 There are functional divisions among agencies that can be traced to the competing statutory mandates 

of the individual agencies (Landy et al., 1994).   These functionary divisions have led to using different 
methods to achieve the same goal.  For example, the Forest Service and the Bureau of Land 
Management are both charged with implementing the policy of multiple-use (MUSY Act, 1960), which has 
led to the practice of adjacency (MUSY act, 1960).   Adjacency is widely criticized for placing functionary 
requirements before sound ecological practice (Behan, 1990).  State governments magnify the problems 
because of the practice of partial preemption that allows states to implement federal environmental 
statutes (Ringquist, 1993; Lester, 1995; Rabe, 1995).   As a result, state governments often develop their 
own requirements and attempt to achieve standards beyond the minimum level established by federal 
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problems by bringing various resource management officials together with private actors to achieve 

common goals through cooperative rather than punitive means (Rabe, 1986; Hunter and Waterman, 

1992; Ferejohn, 1995; Yaffee, 1996; Cortner and Moote, 1999)
2
.   

Historically, participation has meant that the consumption of resources by commodity interests is 

given primacy over the preferences of groups favoring conservation (Foss, 1960; Ferejohn, 1974; Klyza, 

1996).  This notion of participation means the “public interest” is defined as consuming as much of a 

resource as possible in order to maximize economic production” (Lowi, 1979; Klyza, 1994).  The pro-

environmental federal laws enacted during the 1960’s and 1970’s required “the explicit consideration of 

environmental values during environmental  decision-making, and placed greater emphasis on citizen 

review and involvement” (Cortner and Moote, 1999).  As a result, values such as conservation, 

preservation and biodiversity became more important in natural resource management  decision-making 

processes (Bosso, 1991; Cortner and Moote, 1999).  Currently, participation is best described as the 

competition of national interests that express their preferences through lawsuits,  rule-making, and 

congressional testimony (Bosso, 1991; Cortner and Moote, 1999).  National actors dominate resource 

management  decision-making even though most management decisions have highly localized impacts 

(Cawley, 1993).  Local preferences are often excluded from the decisions negotiated by national actors 

(Hendee and Pitstick, 1992; Cawley, 1993; Ingram et al., 1997).  Collaborative management can be  

viewed as an effort to move the  decision-making process from the national to the local level in order to 

increase the input of local actors (Kingdon, 1996; Baumgartner and Jones, 1993; Cortner and Moote, 

1999).     

  

Significance for Theory and Practice 

Research on collaborative management has been limited in its ability to answer the questions 

guiding this dissertation because of research design limitations and  over-reliance on a single theoretical 

explanation.  The existing studies can be classified as either large descriptive comparative studies of 

collaborative institutions, or as case analyses that focus in on one specific explanation.  The large 

descriptive studies do a good job identifying known management projects in some states (Yaffee et al., 

1996; Kenney, 1998, 2000; Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000).  These studies are also useful for 

understanding the common institutional characteristic of collaborative arrangements, and provide some 

insight about the institutions’ participants (Leach et al., n.d; Lubell, 2001).  Unfortunately, the information 

about participants is often based solely on survey responses from primary contact participants in a single 

                                                                                                                                                             

statute (Ringquist, 1993; Lester, 1995).  This practice gives states greater management discretion, but it 
also creates more fragmentation and less coordination in the natural resource management bureaucracy.          
 
2
 Generally speaking, integrated environmental protection is any attempt to create management 

institutions that treat the environment “as a totality rather than as a set of divisible components” (Rabe, 
1986, p. 4).   Therefore, any program that manages the environment as a set of inter-related systems, 
rather than individual parts, can be considered to be an integrated environmental management practice.   
An example is the consolidation of pollution control permits that is an attempt to reduce the regulatory  
duplication caused by single-medium requirements (Rabe, 1986; Ringquist, 1993; Lester, 1995).  
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type of collaborative institution (Yaffee et al., 1996; Lubell et al., 2001; Leach et al., n.d.).  This 

dissertation addresses these limitations by utilizing a random sample by state of primary contacts and 

other key participants in different types of collaborative programs.   

Reliance on case study methods has meant existing research fails to capture the variation among 

alternative types of collaborative institutions.  As a result, the inferences drawn from these cases are not 

reflective of all collaborative institutions (Hartig and Zarull, 1988; Cortner and Moote, 1999).  This 

dissertation addresses this limitation by: 1) studying the adoption of collaborative programs in all fifty 

states, and 2) analyzing the participants’ evaluation of collaborative institutions in randomly selected 

collaborative groups in eight states.  The eight states reflect three fundamental criteria that are argued to 

influence the ability of collaborative institutions to develop and function.   

An additional design issue in existing research is its focus on a single program area such as 

ecosystem management (Hartig and Zarull, 1992; Yaffee et al., 1996, Koontz, 1998), watershed initiatives 

(Kenney et al., 2000; Lubell et al., 1998; Leach et al., n.d.), or forestry partnerships.   Examination of 

multiple collaborative programs is needed to fully understand the management practice (Kenney, 2000; 

Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000).  In this project, the use of collaborative management is examined in 

response to both ecosystem management and watershed initiatives.  Forestry partnerships are excluded 

from the sampling frame because they are fundamentally different than ecosystem management and 

watershed institutions. 

Several empirical studies have based their  hypotheses about collaborative management 

programs on Elinor Ostrom’s Institutional Analyses and Design framework that is based on transaction 

costs economics (Ostrom, 1990).  This framework is an excellent tool for analyzing the creation of new 

institutions; however, it is not the only method available for studying collaborative groups.  Reliance on 

the Institutional Analyses and Design approach has  led some researchers to rely completely on 

transaction costs to explain their empirical findings (Lubell et al., 1998; Kenney et al., 1998).  Much of the 

environmental policy literature suggests that environmental policy outputs can be understood in terms of 

policy subsystems (Sabatier, 1977; Hartig and Zarull, 1992; Ringquist, 1993; Cortner and Moote, 1998; 

Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000; Lubell, 2003).  This approach complements the transaction costs 

framework to the extent that the behavior of rational actors has led to the creation of environmental policy 

subsystems that strongly influence environmental management  decision-making.  As a result, this 

dissertation applies the theories of transaction costs economics and subsystem politics to examine 

collaborative management.  

   In addition to the empirical and theoretical limitations discussed above, several substantive 

policy concerns justify this work.  Collaborative programs compete with  deterrence-based institutions for 

resources, and some subsystem actors oppose collaborative management.  Collaborative programs and 

command and control institutions compete for bureaucratic expertise, financial assistance, and citizen 

support (Cortner and Moote, 1999).  In terms of bureaucratic expertise, the two management strategies 

compete for the time of lower-level state agency personnel who implement federal resource management 
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policies (Barnett et al., 1995).   In discussions with state agency officials they voiced concern that the 

implementation of collaborative programs will take away from their command and control duties, and 

require  after-hours work to meet the needs of collaborative groups
3
.  This dissertation investigates the 

extent to which these concerns are evidenced in the implementation of collaborative institutions.   

Since collaborative institutions seek grant funds historically unavailable to state and local 

command and control institutions, it is important to identify how grant funds influence the development 

and functioning of collaborative groups.  Collaborative and  deterrence-based strategies compete for 

federal and state grant funds, which often means funds allocated to one program will not be available to 

the other.  The salience of this issue increased with  Section 319 of the 1987 amendments to the Clean 

Water Act, which allocated large sums of grant money for watershed restoration projects concentrating on 

nonpoint sources of pollution (E.P.A. 2003).  Federal agencies (mainly the Environmental Protection 

Agency and Natural Resources and Conservation Service) often pass the 319 funds on to local 

collaborative groups that work in conjunction with state agencies to reduce  nonpoint pollution (Rabe and 

Zimmerman, 1997; Cortner and Moote, 1999; Keeney, 2000).  At the same time, some states offer seed 

money to collaborative institutions (e.g., West Virginia), while others provide program and administrative 

funds (e.g., California, Mississippi, and Oregon).     

This dissertation will expand our understanding of how collaborative groups manage internal 

conflict by examining the factors influencing how participants evaluate the performance of collaborative 

institutions.   Collaborative programs and  deterrence-based command and control institutions compete 

for citizen support.  Yet, gaining public approval for collaborative management programs is challenging 

because public support for environmental protection  over time remains relatively constant (Van Liere and 

Dunlap, 1981; Dunlap, 1995), even though the intensity of support has fluctuated (Downs, 1972).   

Natural resource management institutions that are dependent upon public support often become forums 

for conflicting management views to be expressed (Cawley, 1993; Rabe, 1997; Wondolleck and Yaffee, 

2000).  Thus, it is important to determine if collaborative institutions are able to overcome this obstacle 

and become successful resource management institutions.   

   

Why Adopt Collaborative Management Programs? 

Two fundamental political changes have accentuated the importance of state-level forces on the 

adoption of collaborative management programs: the implementation of new federalism and the ongoing 

shift in political control of state democratic institutions (Rabe, 1986; Ringquist, 1993; Cortner and Moote, 

1999).   These events have made contemporary state environmental policy much more sensitive to fiscal 

conditions and partisan control.  In the 1980’s President Reagan’s New Federalism led to the transfer of 

responsibility for environmental protection from the federal to state governments (Rabe, 1986; Ringquist, 

1993; Lester, 1995).   The states’ ability to handle these new responsibilities was influenced by their 

                                                 
3
 This is based on interviews with officials from the Florida Department of Environmental Protection and 

phone conversations with various agency personnel in the eight sampled states. 



 7

financial, managerial, and political capacities (Warren, 1982; Ringquist, 1993).  At  the same time, 

decreasing federal financial support to state environmental efforts forced states to do more in the area of 

environmental protection with less federal financial support (Ringquist, 1993).  This encouraged fiscally 

stressed states to find more cost effective methods for environmental protection.   Decreased federal 

support is one reason why states began to seek alternatives to the  deterrence-based programs that were 

viewed as administratively costly by state politicians (Rabe, 1993; Ringquist, 1993; Cortner and Moote, 

1999; Kenney, 1999).  This implies that the timeframe for empirical analyses of state adoptions should 

begin with the implementation of New Federalism.   

The Republican electoral gains in the 1994 mid-term election altered the political landscape and 

decreased the support for environmental efforts characteristic of institutions controlled by Democratic 

politicians (Kamieniecki, 1995).  This  change in the political landscape has been observed in Congress 

(Ritt and Ostheimer, 1974; Kamieniecki, 1995; Ringquist and Dasse, n.d.), state legislatures (Dunlap and 

Gale, 1974; Lester, 1980; Kamieniecki, 1995) and state executive offices (Rabe and Zimmerman, 1997).  

The change in party control of state legislatures is important because oversight and budgetary 

committees have the ability to pressure agencies to alter how they manage the environment (Wood and 

Waterman, 1991; Wood, 1991; Scholz and Wood, 1998).  Legislative committees pressure environmental 

agencies by manipulating budgets (Calvert, 1989), using budgetary tools,
4
 and holding oversight hearings 

(Fiorina, 1989).  Additionally, state executives have the ability to appoint agency heads, change budget 

priorities, and set administrative goals (Wood and Waterman, 1991, 1994; Ringquist, 1993; Rabe and 

Zimmerman, 1997).  Changing the leadership of the Environmental Protection Agency and altering the 

agency’s budget have been observed to change the agency’s willingness to enforce environmental 

statutes (Wood, 1988).  This effect has been observed in state environmental agencies, particularly those 

managing natural resources (Rabe and Zimmerman, 1997).   Thus, the 1994  mid-term election may have 

affected the willingness of states to change environmental management programs because Republican 

and Democratic politicians have different views about environmental protection.  The following sections 

provide an overview of the transaction costs and policy subsystems explanations that will be more fully 

developed in chapter 3.  

Transaction Costs 

In addition to the fiscal and partisan forces, the adoption of collaborative programs is influenced 

by transaction costs considerations and subsystem politics.  The concept of vertical integration is useful 

for understanding state policy adoptions.  The decision to organize transactions within the firm can be 

done by comparing the relative costs of internal versus external provision of a good (Williamson, 1975).  

These costs, known as transaction costs, are the costs of negotiating and enforcing contracts, 

agreements, or institutional rules (North, 1990).  When the costs in the open market are high, firms have 

an incentive to provide goods internally rather than externally (Williamson, 1975; North, 1990; Horn, 

                                                 
4
 Budget riders are a particularly effective way for the logging and mining interests to skirt legislated limits 

on their activities.   
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1995).  Transaction costs have been used to analyze the individual  decision-making calculus of 

legislators (Horn, 1995; Epstein and O’Halloran, 1999).  “Legislators and their constituents engage in 

exchange,” which provides elected officials with political support and select benefits to supportive 

constituents (Horn, 1995).  Legislators design institutions to minimize their overall political transaction 

costs so they can increase their chance of reelection by delegating political authority to executive 

agencies (Epstein and O’Halloran, 1999).  The decision to adopt collaborative programs involves 

exchange between legislators and their constituents, which creates agency costs,  decision-making costs, 

uncertainty costs, and commitment costs (Epstein and O’Halloran, 1999).   

Two specific types of agency costs are identified: costs associated with principal agent problems, 

and  costs caused by the reliance on local government to implement state resource management 

programs.  Principals face political transaction costs caused by adverse selection because of the ex-ante 

information asymmetry present in the relationship between principals and their agents (Moe, 1980).  For 

example, as the number of natural resource management personnel increases, the likelihood of a state 

legislature adopting a collaborative program may decrease.  Yet, the greater the number of agents 

implementing a program, the more fragmented the responsibility for the program’s implementation.  Local 

governments are often responsible for implementing natural resource management programs because 

thy can do so at least cost (Horn, 1996).  Based on transaction costs, as the number of local governments 

in a state increases, the legislature may be less likely to adopt collaborative programs.   

The decision to adopt new programs requires legislators to develop enacting coalitions that write 

and pass the legislation and incur  decision-making costs (Horn, 1995; Feiock et al., n.d.).  Three types of  

decision-making costs impact the ability of states to adopt collaborative programs: the size of a state’s 

legislative body, legislative rules that limit debate, and the conflict among subsystem actors.  Legislative 

size impacts the amount of negotiation required for agreement (Horn, 1995).  When all other factors are 

equal, the larger a state’s legislative body, the less likely the legislature is to adopt a collaborative 

program.  In democratic institutions participants develop rules to govern the  decision-making process, 

but these same rules allow rational actors to manipulate the  decision-making in their favor (Riker, 1982).  

Thus, the more legislative rules limiting debate, the more likely a state’s legislature will adopt a 

collaborative program.  Extractive industries are generally at odds with environmentalists over the 

allocation of natural resources (Clark and McCool, 1985; Knott and Miller, 1987; Bosso, 1991).  

Legislative  decision-making costs increase as the level of conflict among private interests increases 

(Horn, 1995).  One way to capture this conflict is by measuring the fiscal importance of natural  resources 

to a state’s economy.  Thus, the greater the revenue generated by natural resources in a state, the less 

likely the legislature will adopt a collaborative program.   

Legislators must accept that legislation they pass may not be implemented in the fashion they 

intend, which is why legislators face uncertainty costs (Horn, 1995).  Uncertainty occurs because 

legislators  cannot perfectly predict the benefits and costs of new legislation on their constituents (Epstein 

and O’Halloran, 1999).  One way legislators can reduce uncertainty is by assigning the responsibility for 
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implementation to the actor that can implement a new program at least cost (Horn, 1995).  In terms of 

natural resource management, this means local governments because they are often responsible for 

enforcing existing environmental regulations (Ringquist, 1993).  It is argued that uncertainty costs are 

greatest in states that allow home rule charters for municipalities and counties because home rule 

increases discretion available to local governments (Krane et al., 2001).  This discretion increases the 

chance that localities will not  faithfully honor the legislature’s statutory intent  (Horn, 1995).  Therefore, 

the more municipal and county home rule procedures present in a state, the less likely its legislature will 

adopt a collaborative program. 

The “exchange between legislators and their constituents is typically not simultaneous” (Horn, 

1995, pg. 16).  Legislators who form enacting coalitions gain immediate political benefits from passing 

legislation, but the benefits of new legislation require time to reach supporting constituents (Horn, 1995).  

Legislators are not bound to their actions  over time, and to minimize uncertainty, legislatures adopt 

institutional structures to protect the policy preferences of current coalitions from future coalitions (Horn, 

1995).  One such institutional feature is the committee system because it requires that substantive policy 

issues be reviewed by specific legislative committees (Horn and Shepsle, 1989).  As a result, any event 

that reduces the stability of committee membership weakens the protection that the  committee system 

offers to policy preferences of past legislative coalitions (Horn and Shepsle, 1989).  This is why state 

legislatures are predicted to be less likely to adopt collaborative programs if they are subject to term limits 

or high levels of institutional turnover. 

Policy Subsystems     

Policy subsystems are “institutional arrangements that reinforce the understanding” of the 

dominant policy interests in a policy area (Baumgartner and Jones, 1993).  Subsystems develop to 

control the policymaking process by limiting access to the decision-making and governmental agendas 

(Huntington, 1956; Lowi, 1979).  This allows the stakeholders in a policy area to control the outputs of the 

institutions within their subsystem (Baumgartner and Jones, 1993; Kingdon, 1995).  Subsystems control 

agenda access by using “powerful supporting ideas for their institutional structures,” and ideas that do not 

fit  within the dominant preferences are ignored (Huntington, 1959; Lowi, 1979; Baumgartner and Jones, 

1992).  Natural resource management subsystems provide their supporting actors insider access to the 

rulemaking process and to the legislative committees that determine resource allocation (Lowi, 1979; 

Bosso, 1991; Klyza, 1994).  Subsystems block access to  decision-makers, which prevents non-

subsystem actors from offering viable policy alternatives.  As a result, subsystem actors must support any 

proposed change to the institutions they control or the proposal will fail.  In terms of natural resource 

management, this means subsystem actors must approve of the adoption of collaborative management 

programs and that existing subsystem actors are key players in collaborative management institutions. 

Modeling the influence that natural resource management subsystem  actors exercise over the 

institutions they control is difficult to do because resource management subsystems are highly 

competitive (Thurber, 1981; Baumgartner and Jones, 1993).  As a result, the natural resource 
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management subsystems are dynamic and include actors who actively compete for the dominance of 

their policy preferences (Sabatier, 1977; Clark and McCool, 1985).  Natural resource management 

subsystem actors influence the ability of states to adopt collaborative programs because they control the 

institutions that must adopt the management practice.  

Several subsystem characteristics are useful for understanding the potential influence of 

subsystem actors on adopting collaborative management programs.  Natural resource management 

issues are most salient to rural communities because natural resources are often central to rural 

economies (Koontz, 1997; Cortner and Moote, 1999; Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000).  But the support for 

environmental protection is often greatest among people who live in urban areas (Dunlap, 1974; Lester, 

1980).  Thus, it is predicted that the legislatures from states with more urban populations are more likely 

to adopt collaborative programs.   

Elected officials are key players in natural resource management  subsystems because they 

determine policy direction, agency budgets, make appointments, and provide oversight (Rabe, 1986; 

Wood, 1988, 1991; Ringquist, 1993; Rabe and Zimmerman, 1997; Wood and Waterman, 1999).   

Compliance-based programs are an alternative to  deterrence-based systems, but they might also be 

viewed as another layer of bureaucracy that threatens corporate sovereignty (Rabe, 1986; Hartig and 

Zarull, 1992; Cantrill, 1998; Savory and Butterfield, 1999).  Republicans made significant electoral gains 

in 1994, and generally oppose expanding government and protecting economic actors (Kamieniecki, 

1995).  Thus, the more governing institutions in a state under the control of the Republican party, the less 

likely the adoption of a collaborative program.    

Civic environmentalism occurs when local citizens collectively act to demand that their beliefs are 

enacted by natural resource management subsystems (John, 1994).  The environmental goals of local 

“grass roots” groups and their “mainstream” cousins who participate in resource management 

subsystems are fundamentally different (Bosso, 1991, 1997).  Acts of civic environmentalism are probably 

a better measure of the activities of grass roots groups because mainstream groups are often critical of 

the activities measured as acts of civic environmentalism (John, 1994).  Thus, the higher a state’s civic 

environmental score, the less likely the legislature will adopt a collaborative program.     

States learn about new policies from neighboring states through the interaction of subsystem 

participants via professional networks (Gray, 1973; Berry and Berry, 1990; Hays and Glick, 1997).  This 

suggests that the likelihood of state legislatures adopting collaborative programs increases as the number 

of neighboring states using the management approach increases.  Additionally, certain internal state 

characteristics influence whether or not a state’s policy subsystems are conducive to the adoption of a 

new policy (Walker, 1969; Hays and Glick, 1997).  Two factors deemed particularly important are 

educational attainment and state per capita income.  Public opinion research shows that better-educated 

people are more supportive of environmental beliefs  (Lester, 1983; Ingram et al., 1993), likely to join 

environmental groups, and usually support pro-environmental activities/programs (Bosso, 1993; 

Kamieniecki, 1995).  Thus, the better educated a state’s population, the more likely its legislature will 
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adopt a collaborative program.  States with a higher level of per capita income have more money to raise 

and spend on environmental programs (Gray, 1973; Berry and Berry, 1990; Ringquist, 1993; Lester 

1995).   Thus, the higher a state’s per capita income, the more likely its legislature is to adopt a 

collaborative program. 

 

Success of Collaborative Institutions 

The frameworks of subsystem politics and transaction costs economics will also be applied to 

explain the participants’ evaluation of the performance of their collaborative institution.  This section 

begins with a discussion of the actors who compete in natural resource management subsystems.  Next, 

it explains how the actors’ evaluation of the performance is operationalized, which is as the participants’ 

support for the  decision-making process used by their collaborative group.  Three sets of factors are 

required to model the participants’ evaluation of the  decision-making process: institutional rules, 

individual traits, and institutional characteristics.     

Two competing sets of actors dominate natural resource management subsystems, and these 

groups are best described in terms of advocacy coalitions (Sabatier, 1994).  An advocacy coalition 

consists of people who share similar belief systems (Sabatier, 1994).  In the area of natural resource 

management, the two advocacy coalitions are the economic rationality group, and the ecological 

sustainability group (Mazmanian and Sabatier, 1989).   Within these belief systems an individual’s 

support for an issue is  changed as an issue is defined differently.  Participants in advocacy coalitions are 

classified into groups based upon the intensity of their beliefs about the issue being addressed, and the 

more intense an individual’s belief, the more active they are in a policy subsystem (Sabatier, 1977).   

In advocacy coalitions the individuals with the most intense beliefs drive the policymaking process 

by rallying actors  within their advocacy coalition to pressure  decision-makers to support their desired 

preferences (Sabatier, 1977; Mazmanian and Sabatier, 1989).   The actors involved in collaborative 

institutions are often the same individuals who compete in other natural resource management 

subsystems.  Therefore, the intensity of the differences between the actors representing the advocacy 

coalitions influences whether or not the actors in a collaborative group can reach agreements.   

Modeling participant evaluation of the performance of their collaborative group requires deciding 

how to define evaluation of performance.  The evaluation of performance is operationally defined as the 

stakeholders’ support for the process used by their collaborative arrangement to reach agreement.  The 

evaluation of performance is measured this way because most successful collaborative groups start by 

tackling small problems that avoid intense differences among their stakeholders (Yaffee et al., 1996).  

Collaborative groups then address larger issues as trust builds among actors achieving less contentious 

goals (Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000).  This suggests that institutional success influences how actors rate 

the performance of collaborative groups.  Additionally, participants sometimes agree to decisions they 

oppose because they support the process used to make the decision (Kenney, 1998).  This is common in  
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compliance-based institutions (Amy, 1987), watershed initiatives (Leach et al., 2000), and ecosystem 

management groups because success builds upon itself (Christen et al., 1996; Cortner and Moote, 1999).   

Transaction costs are also important to the evaluation of the  decision-making process because 

rules governing the institution affect how the group reaches agreement.  Rules that encourage 

participation are predicted to increase support for the  decision-making process because they reduce the 

chance that important people are excluded from the collaborative group.  This adds face validity to the 

institution’s  decision-making process and reduces the chance that excluded actors will appeal 

agreements to alternative policy venues (Baumgartner and Jones, 1993).  Institutional rules that limit 

debate are expected to increase the chance of reaching agreements because they reduce negotiation 

(North, 1990).  As a result, rules limiting  debate should increase the stakeholder support for the  

decision-making process used by their group.  The easier it is to amend agreements, the larger the 

commitment cost of reaching an agreement (Horn, 1995).  Therefore, the easier it is to amend decisions, 

the less supportive stakeholders are expected to be of the  decision-making process.  Finally, rational 

actors exploit  decision-making rules to achieve outputs they desire (Lowi, 1979; Riker, 1980).  

Manipulation is likely in competitive  subsystems where actors seek institutional methods to stabilize their 

policy preferences (Lindblom, 1959).  This implies that the easier it is to manipulate the process, the less 

supportive actors will be of the  decision-making process.   

 Individual differences impact how the actors evaluate the  decision-making process used by their 

collaborative arrangement.  Stakeholders risk short-term increases in their costs of consuming a resource 

to gain long-term reductions in their costs of consumption (Boyd et al., 1998).  The more actors believe 

their participation leads to long-term cost reductions, the more supportive they are of the  decision-making 

process.  Practical experience increases an actor’s ability to participate in collaborative institutions 

because it allows the actors to understand the issues being discussed (North, 1990; Lubell et al., 2002).  

Yet, the more experienced an actor, the more they have invested in the existing natural resource 

management subsystems.  As a result, more experienced actors are predicted to be less supportive of 

the  decision-making process.  Cognitive capability also affects evaluation of the  decision-making 

process because cognitive ability determines an individual’s ability to negotiate complex problems (Lubell 

et al., 2002, 2003).  Better-educated stakeholders are expected to be more supportive of the  decision-

making process.  Finally, an individual’s preference for a particular policy solution is affected by their 

belief about the role of government intervention to solve environmental problems (Carmines, n.d.).  

Stakeholders who strongly support government intervention in the economy to solve environmental 

problems are expected to be less supportive of the  decision-making process because collaborative 

management is an alternative to  deterrence-based programs that rely on direct government intervention. 

The evaluation of the  decision-making process is influenced by institutional characteristics other 

than rules.  Natural resource management subsystems include environmentalists, recreational users, 

commodity producers, and agency personnel.  Civil servants decrease the transaction costs of reaching 

agreement because they act as liaisons between the other interests (Taylor and Singleton, 1993; Lubell 
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et al., 1998).  Therefore, the more government actors in a group, the more supportive stakeholders are of 

the  decision-making process.   Additionally, the greater the number of actors in an institution, the larger 

the transaction costs of negotiating an agreement (North, 1990).  Meaning, the more nongovernment 

actors in a collaborative institution, the less supportive actors are of the  decision-making process.   

Finally, policy subsystems consist of advocacy coalitions that compete to achieve policy outcomes they 

support (Sabatier, 1977).  This suggests the greater the competition among advocacy coalitions, the more 

difficult it is to reach agreement.  As a result, the more equal the representation of the two advocacy 

coalitions, the less supportive  actors should be of the decision-making process. 

 

Overview of Dissertation 

This chapter defined collaborative management and explained how the approach is different than 

the traditional strategies of environmental management. Advocates of collaborative management believe 

this approach should be used as a supplement to, and not a replacement for, the existing  deterrence-

based systems.  This chapter has outlined why governments are changing how they manage natural 

resources. 

In chapter two, the objectives of the two most common collaborative programs are described: 

ecosystem management and watershed initiatives.  The environmental problems that collaborative 

management is intended to address are then identified.   Chapter three provides a detailed elucidation of 

the transaction costs and subsystem frameworks that are used to guide investigation of the questions 

posed in this dissertation.  Insights gained from the theoretical perspectives are then employed in chapter 

four to model why some states adopt collaborative programs while others do not.  Chapter five applies the 

theories to explain the factors influencing the participants’ evaluation of the  decision-making process.   

Finally, chapter six uses the information gathered in chapters four and five to draw inferences about state 

adoptions and the evaluation of collaborative institutions. 
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CHAPTER 2 

 

Introduction 

  

 An understanding of collaborative management is required before attempting to model the 

adoption of the program, and to explain the evaluation of the performance of collaborative institutions.  

Without understanding the goals of the programs, it is difficult to compare collaborative institutions across 

states because similar institutions are necessary to make comparisons.  Additionally, there is less reason 

to investigate collaborative programs if they do no resolve some substantively important policy issue 

(Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000).  After all, why should states amend their existing  deterrence-based 

institutions with collaborative programs if the strategy does not produce a substantive policy benefit to the 

state or its citizens?  Ecosystem management and watershed initiatives are examined here because they 

are the most common collaborative programs used by state governments (Yaffee et al., 1996; Kenney, 

1998; Cortner and Moote, 1999; Kenney et al., 2000; Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000). 

Ecosystem Management 

 The ultimate goal of ecosystem management is ecological and socioeconomic sustainability 

(Gordon, 1993; Cantrill, 1998; Cork, 1998).  These goals are interdependent in that sustainability of 

human communities depends on the sustainability of the ecosystems in which humans live.  Ecological 

sustainability depends on human behavior because people are an important part of the ecosystems they 

inhabit (Cortner and Moote, 1999).  Human beings affect and are  affected by the fundamental functions 

of all ecosystems because people alter the natural environment by the activities they undertake (Gordon, 

1993). Researchers suggest that there are four fundamental principals of the management philosophy 

that are characteristics of all collaborative management programs (Grumbine, 1984; Hartig and Zarull, 

1992; Gordon, 1993; Koontz, 1997).  There is considerable overlap among the following objectives: 1) 

socially defined goals, 2) holistic management, 3) adaptable institutions, and 4) the use of collaborative  

decision-making processes (Gordon, 1993; Barnett et al., 1995; Cantrill, 1998; Korfmacher, 1998; Cork, 

1998; Cortner and Moote, 1999).  

 The first tenet of ecosystem management is that social values play a central role in framing 

management direction (Koontz, 1997).  What society desires from an ecosystem should be the basis of 

how environmental managers decide to resolve the problems in an ecosystem (Cantrill, 1998).  However, 

ecologists argue that the value of ecological sustainability
1
 should be the overriding goal that guides the 

                                                 
1
 There is no agreed upon definition of ecological sustainability because the concept can be defined by 

subjective and objective criteria.  Ecological sustainability can be defined in objective terms such as 
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management decisions of an ecosystem approach (Lackey, n.d.; Gale and Cordray, 1991; Cortner and 

Moote, 1999).  This puts practitioners of the approach in the difficult position of balancing the values of 

ecological sustainability and socioeconomic needs (Barnett et al., 1995).  These values are balanced by 

bringing competing actors together to work towards common goals.  Theoretically, ecological 

sustainability can be achieved if people desire healthy ecosystems and are willing to change their 

consumption habits to make healthy ecosystems (Caldwell, 1970; Christen et al., 1996; Cortner and 

Moote, 1999).  Ecological sustainability is necessary for reaching intergenerational equity (i.e., a healthy 

environment for future generations), which guarantees that future generations will have the environmental 

resources they need to survive (Lackey, 1997).  The success of ecosystem management is dependent 

upon the ability of agency officials to balance  socioeconomic and ecological needs based upon the 

environmental values that society expresses as important (Freeman, 1996; Cortner and Moote, 1999).   

Holistic management is the second key concept to understanding ecosystem management.  

Ecosystems are complex systems that are made up of interrelated biotic and abiotic components, and 

any change in one component can cause a reaction throughout the entire system (Golley, 1993).  There 

are four basic processes that drive an ecosystem, and affect the relationships among the biotic and 

abiotic components of an ecosystem.  The four processes are the water cycle, community dynamics, the 

mineral cycle, and energy flow (Savory and Butterfield, 1999).  Managing an ecosystem by these cycles 

is known as Holistic Management, which is believed to be the key to achieving ecological and 

socioeconomic sustainability (Grumbine, 1994; Cortner and Moote, 1999).  

 The process by which water cycles between the atmosphere, soil, and sea is known as the water 

cycle, which influences the  moisture content of soil.  The moisture content of soil is important because it 

affects the ability of plants to absorb water and to dissolve nutrients through their root hairs (Savory and 

Butterfield, 1999).  This is important because plants provide nutrients and energy to most animals, and 

their health affects the health of animals
2
 (Savory and Butterfield, 1999).  Community dynamics refers to 

the never-ending process of change and development that occurs in all biotic communities (Savory and 

Butterfield, 1999).  Biotic communities change as they alter the abiotic features of their surroundings, and 

changes in the abiotic features of an ecosystem influence the biotic communities of the ecosystem 

(Savory and Butterfield, 1999).  The mineral cycle refers to the process of bringing nutrients from the 

earth into the soil, which are consumed by plants that are then eaten by animals.  The process  goes full 

circle when minerals are returned to the soil via decomposition (Savory and Butterfield, 1999).  The 

mineral cycle is dependent on the water cycle, energy cycle, and biotic communities.  The energy cycle 

                                                                                                                                                             

timeframe and costs and benefits (Lackey, n.d.).  However, ecological sustainability can be characterized 
in terms of social values, such as what ecological values are important to society as a whole (Gale and 
Cordray, 1991).   In this project ecological sustainability is defined in terms of holistic management 
because holistic management is a fundamental part of an ecosystem management approach.  Therefore, 
ecological sustainability is defined as the future base of a resource and how a resource’s future base will 
impact the biotic and human communities that rely upon the resource (Savory and Butterfield, 1999).  If 
the future base of a resource is not great enough to sustain present biotic communities over time, the 
resource is not being managed in an ecologically sustainable fashion. 
2
 Even carnivores acquire energy and nutrients from plants because carnivores consume herbivores.  
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refers to the process that transfers solar energy from plants to plants and animals.  The natural living 

world is solar powered, and most life is sustained by the ability of plants to capture solar energy
3
.   The 

energy cycle plays an important role in the other cycles by providing the energy needed to maintain the 

biotic communities (Savory and Butterfield, 1999).  The interrelatedness of the four cycles suggests that 

natural resource management programs need to concentrate on the interrelatedness of the systems 

rather than individual components (Ophuls and Boyan, 1992; Gordon, 1993; Barnett, 1995; Cantrill, 1998; 

Cortner and Moote, 1999).   

 The concept of Holistic Management is important because managing the four cycles requires a 

coordinated approach to manage all sources of ecosystem stress (Grumbine, 1994; Cortner and Moote, 

1999; Savory and Butterfield, 1999).  This means an integrated environmental management practice that 

focuses on cross-cyclic effect such as ecosystem management is required to improve environmental 

quality (Rabe, 1986; Savory and Butterfield, 1999).  Commoner (1972)  expresses the importance of 

cross-cyclic effects as, “everything is related to something else.”   This implies that an effect on the water 

cycle will impact the other three cycles, and concentrating on one area fails to improve the overall 

damage done by some pollutant.     

 The third  tenet to ecosystem management is the notion of adaptable institutions.  Uncertainty is 

inherent in ecosystem management because ecological and  socioeconomic systems are highly complex 

and dynamic (Yaffee et al., 1996).  Ecosystem management institutions emphasize the interrelatedness, 

complexity, and dynamic nature of the natural systems (Norton, 1992).  Ecosystem management 

programs need to be flexible to adapt to the changing social values, ecological conditions, scientific 

knowledge, and political pressure that influence environmental quality (McLain, 1995).  Ecosystem 

management programs use “adaptable institutions that treat management as a learning process where 

decisions are continuously revisited and never final” (Cortner and Moote, 1999, p. 45).  This is why 

adaptive institutions must continually monitor outputs (Savory and Butterfield, 1999; Cortner and Moote, 

1999), and explains why the actors’ short-term costs of participating in new collaborative programs often 

increase (Boyd et al., 1998).   

 Adaptive institutions allow stakeholders to collectively identify problems and to develop initial 

solutions that can change over time.  The initial plans are treated as working hypotheses that are 

continuously evaluated (Norton, 1992; McLain, 1993).  The actors evaluating the process are able to alter 

their original plan if it requires modification (McLain, 1992).  Adaptive management requires that 

participants understand how to evaluate the effects of their management decisions, which requires people 

who understand the effects of decisions on management outputs (Cortner and Moote, 1999).   This is why 

collaborative institutions require agency personnel to assist private actors in understanding how their 

management recommendations will impact environmental outputs (Barnett et al., 1995).  

The community collaborative  decision-making model is the final aspect of the ecosystem 

management philosophy.  Ecosystem management implies governing across ecological, political, 

                                                 
3
 Some life is sustained by chemical energy (e.g. worms living on the mid oceanic ridges). 
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ownership and generational boundaries (Cortner and Moote, 1999).  Coordination among people is 

essential because ecosystem management decisions are based on ecological considerations, not 

humanly derived boundaries (Cantrill, 1998).   Ecosystem-based decision-making affects more actors 

than the decisions from  deterrence-based institutions because they are not confined by political or 

jurisdictional boundaries.  This is why ecosystem management arrangements strive to include as many 

people living in the geographic scope of the management body as possible (Cortner and Moote, 1999).  

In theory, ecosystem management attempts to resolve issues by fostering cooperation among the actors 

living  within the geographic scope of the management institution (Gordon, 1993).  This means all of the 

following actors are included: the consumers of natural resources, the owners of property, people who 

live in the ecosystem, individuals with some psychological attachment to the ecosystem, and the agency 

officials responsible for governing the resources within the ecosystem.   

 Cooperation is fostered among the participants by allowing them to take part in the decision-

making process used by the ecosystem management group (Lewis et al., 1998).  An ecosystem approach 

is really a participatory strategy to addressing environmental issues (Cork, 1998).  Ecosystem 

arrangements encourage participation by giving participants influence over the creation of the institution 

and the rules governing  its decision-making processes.  This gives participants control over the 

management decisions made by their group, and is predicted to create a sense of ownership to 

management recommendations, which encourages compliance among the participants to their mutually 

agreed upon outputs (Golley, 1993; Grumbine, 1994; Barnett et al., 1995; Cortner and Moote, 1999). 

 The outputs from an ecosystem management structure are actually determined by the 

participants who chose to be involved in the institution (Brown and Garner, 1988).  Theoretically, 

ecosystem management arrangements seek to maximize the influence of non-government actors in the 

decision-making process because their support is necessary for the institution’s outputs to be faithfully 

implemented (Golley, 1993; Lewis et al., 1994).  If private actors do not support the management 

recommendation, they will not honor the decisions because ecosystem management  arrangements have 

no enforcement procedures (Barnett et al., 1995; Kenney, 1998).  Yet, ecosystem management 

institutions include government actors even though their role in the  decision-making process is 

diminished.  Government actors are extremely important because they provide the technocratic 

knowledge needed to make environmentally sound decisions, and can exercise their regulatory authority 

to enforce management decisions (Hartig and Zarull, 1992; Grumbine, 1994; Barnett et al., 1995; Rabe 

and Zimmerman, 1997; Cortner and Moote, 1999). 

Watershed Partnerships 

 Unlike ecosystem management that is more of a theoretical ideal to guide philosophical changes 

in how resources are managed, the watershed approach is more of an institutional movement that 

attempts to create new governing arrangements (Kenney et al., 2000).  These new arrangements are 

called watershed initiatives, which are collective efforts to improve the status of water resources within 

some geographically defined area (Kenney, 1998).  Although watershed initiatives or partnerships use 
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different terminology to describe their governing body (e.g., councils, committees, or  associations), they 

are all similar because watershed partnerships seek greater participation  from stakeholders in the 

management of natural resources.  The watershed movement has led to a fundamental reexamination of 

the following resource management issues  (Kenney, 1998).  What actors should be involved in the 

management  decision-making process?  What geographic boundaries should decisions be based upon?  

How should the appropriate resource uses be defined?  How should the management strategies 

governing resources be determined?   

 Watershed initiatives are an integrated environmental management practice because they 

attempt to increase interagency coordination among the government officials responsible for managing 

resources within a catchment basin
4
.  As a result, watershed initiatives seek to reduce the regulatory 

redundancy caused by the single-issue focus of most  deterrence-based programs (Kenney et al., 2000).  

Watershed initiatives strive to reduce the conflict over the consumption of natural resources by opening 

up the management process to all of the actors concerned about resource allocation decisions (Cortner 

and Moote, 1999).  This increases local influence over watersheds and is attractive to state governments 

that desire greater local control of the resources affecting their economy (Rabe, 1986; Kenney, 1998).  

The watershed movement is not an effort to increase the control of commodity users because watershed 

partnerships make an effort to include all interested actors in the decision-making process (Lubell et al., 

1998, 2001; Kenney, 2000).  This matters because watershed initiatives are one way for states to 

address local-level demands for greater influence of resource management  decision-making (Cortner 

and Moote, 1999).    

 Watershed groups strive to increase the level of understanding of the watershed by hosting 

education programs and sponsoring “on-the-ground” restoration projects to demonstrate proper 

conservation strategies
5
.  Watershed initiatives strive to create cooperation by educating actors how their 

actions  affect watersheds, and by giving people an equal voice in the management process (Barnett et 

al., 1995).  Many watershed initiatives are developed to improve the overall level of environmental quality 

in highly localized areas, and attempt to educate people how they can reduce nonpoint sources of water 

pollution.  The activities generally involve stream bank erosion projects to reduce  runoff in rural areas
6
, 

and building storm water overflow ponds in urban areas
7
. 

 Watershed initiatives stress the development of partnerships among public officials and private 

citizens, and strive to bring actors together to work towards the common goal of balancing ethnocentric 

and anthropocentric needs (Lubell et al., 1998).  For example, the Minnesota Department of 

Environmental Quality designed Basin Management Teams that bring private and public actors together 

                                                 
4
 http://ohioline.osu.edu/ws-fact/0001.html; http://www.deq.state.mi.us/exec/cmi/cmiimp.html; 

http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/ebm/ebm_works/shed.htm; http://www.des.state.nh.us/rivers/rsa483.htm.  
5
 http://www.dep.state.wv.us/streampartners  

6
 Land and Conservation Fund Act, P.L. 88-578, 16 U.S.C.A. §§ 4601(6)-4601(11). 

7
 33 U.S.C.A. § 1288 (1994) 
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once a month to discuss ways for reducing nonpoint sources of pollution.
8
  Watershed partnerships 

emphasize  decision-making processes that encourage participation and increase the role of  non-

government actors in the management process (Kenney et al., 2001).  This means using a collaborative  

decision-making process (Lubell et al., 2001).  Two points about the  decision-making process are worthy 

of  emphasis.  First, most watershed groups make management recommendations and not actual 

decisions.  Watershed initiatives rely on  deterrence-based institutions  to make natural resource 

management policy, and often rely on them for technocratic expertise when planning local projects or 

making management recommendations.  Second, watershed partnerships use a collaborative  decision-

making model to reach agreements (Cantrill, 1998; Lubell et al., 1998).  This can mean using a  

consensus-based decision-making process, or using a voting rule that requires near consensus (Kenney 

et al., 2000).  As a result, the vast majority of participants must agree to a recommendation.  In practice, 

this means management recommendations must be acceptable to the vast majority of participants or the 

recommendation will fail.  Also, a consensus rule allows all actors to express their viewpoint outputs, and 

makes it difficult to reach agreement because one participant can veto management recommendations 

(Kenney, 1998).              

 All environmental management decisions made by any institution require value judgments 

(Paehlke, 1989; Ophuls and Boyan, 1992; Mazmanian and Sabatier, 1997; Carmines, 1999).  

Collaborative programs seek agreements that are influenced by the values of ecological sustainability and  

socioeconomic need (Cortner and Moote, 1998; Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000).  As a result, collaborative 

arrangements are in the difficult position of balancing these competing values (Kenney, 1998).   These 

two values are supported by people that hold opposing views about the consumption of natural 

resources, and is the reason why management compromises are difficult to achieve in collaborative 

institutions (Sabatier, 1994).   Collaborative institutions attempt to balance the competing values by 

integrating  deterrence-based programs and maximizing participation in the  decision-making processes.    

Overview of Collaborative Programs 

 Collaborative programs change the level of environmental  decision-making by increasing the 

importance of local actors in the management process (Kenney et al., 1996; Yaffee et al., 1996; Cortner 

and Moote, 1999; Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000).   This is popular with actors who seek greater local level 

control, but is unpopular with those  who do not (McClosky, 1996).  The actors involved in a state’s 

natural resource management bureaucracy influence whether or not the legislature can change its natural 

resource management bureaucracy (Rabe, 1986; Ringquist,  1993).   Thus, the decision of states to 

adopt collaborative management programs is partially influenced by the demands of the private sector 

actors concerned about the level of natural resource management  decision-making (Ostrom, 1990).   

Collaborative institutions strive for consensus and use voting rules that emphasize the power of 

individual participants by making it possible for individuals to veto management recommendations 

(Kenney, 1998; Cortner and Moote, 1999; Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000). This affects the participants’ 
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evaluation of the performance of collaborative institutions because it makes reaching an agreement more 

difficult in terms of negotiation (North, 1990).  Yet, collaborative institutions seek to maximize participation 

to ensure that all potential actors are given input into the  decision-making process (Gordon, 1993; 

Barnett et al., 1995; Cantrill, 1998; Korfmacher, 1998; Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000).  This is intended to 

reduce the conflict inherent to natural resource management institutions, and doing this is expected to 

decrease the administrative costs of resource management (Rabe, 1986; Freeman, 1997).  As a result, 

the costs of participating in collaborative institutions should impact how actors evaluate the performance 

of their collaborative management institution.   

 

Environmental Problems 

 Most environmental problems can be traced back to two market failures: problems characteristic 

of common property resource goods (CPR), and externality problems.  Collaborative management is an 

institutional approach to addressing CPR problems.  Interestingly, the advocates of collaborative 

management argue that there are no externalities in an ecosystem approach to resource management 

(Gordon, 1993; Cortner and Moote, 1999).  These researchers argue that externalities are environmental 

effects that are not factored into the environmental  decision-making process (Cortner and Moote, 1999).  

This belief is based on the definition of externalities advanced by economists who define externalities as 

“any valued impact (cost or benefit) resulting from any action (whether related to production or 

consumption) that affects someone else that did not fully consent to the action” (Weimer and Vining, 

1992, p. 57).  Based on this definition,  deterrence-based institutions are justifiable because they focus on 

solving externality problems caused by the consumption of natural resources (Weimer and Vining, 1992).  

Advocates of collaborative management choose not to recognize externality problems because “all 

downstream or long-term effects of change on an ecosystem are taken into account” by the strategy 

(Cortner and Moote, 1999).  Addressing an externality problem is considered one aspect of creating the 

balance between ecological and socioeconomic sustainability (Cortner and Moote, 1999).  Collaborative 

programs attempt to achieve sustainability by managing the natural world as a system of interrelated 

systems (Ophuls and Boyan, 1992; Gordon, 1993; Cantrill, 1998; Cortner and Moote, 1999).  All of the 

factors affecting the balance between ecological and socioeconomic sustainability are theoretically 

addressed in the  system-wide focus of the management approach.      

Common Property Resource Goods 

 Economists classify CPR goods as goods that are nonexcludable, rivalrous, and congested 

(Weimer and Vining, 1992).  Nonexcludability means anyone is capable of consuming a good because 

there is no economically feasible way of controlling ingesting of the good.  The air that people breath is an 

example of a nonexcludable good because there is no practicable way of controlling how much people 

breath (Weimer and Vining, 1992).  Rivalry means that what one person consumes, another person 

cannot (Weimer and Vining, 1992).  After the consumption of a rivalrous good, no one else can consume 
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the good because it has already been ingested.  For example, the soda in a can of Coke is a rivalrous 

good because after it is consumed by one individual the soda cannot be drank by another person. 

 A good is congestible if the marginal social cost of consumption (sum of individual consumption 

costs) continues to increase as the good continues to be consumed (Weimer and Vining, 1992). 

Congestion means the additional consumption of some good beyond the point of marginal social cost 

actually decreases the benefits of ingestion.  Once a certain number of people consume a congestible 

good, a threshold level of consumption is reached and the ingestion of the resource actually increases the 

costs of consumption.  One way to think about this is that individual benefits from consumption decrease 

as the point of marginal social cost is achieved (Weimer and Vining, 1992).  An example of congestion is 

the waiting period to ride a  roller coaster in an amusement park.  Early in the day few people are in the 

park and the wait is relatively short, but as more people enter the park and the park becomes congested, 

the wait for the ride  becomes longer.  Eventually, the lines are so long that most people will pass on 

riding the roller coaster because the time required for the wait is too great.   

 A decrease in an individual’s benefit from consuming a good is equivalent to an increase in their 

costs of consumption.   The sum of individual costs of consumption equals the consumer costs of a good 

for society, which is referred to as the marginal social cost of consumption (Weimer and Vining, 1992).  

As consumer costs increase, the marginal social cost of consumption goes up, and an increase in the 

marginal social cost will decrease social surplus.  Social surplus is maximized by achieving the most 

efficient allocation of a good for society as a whole (Weimer and Vining, 1992).  The market inefficiently 

allocates CPR’s because there is no natural method of excluding people from ingesting the goods; this 

leads to overconsumption and underinvestment and eventually results in the depletion and scarcity of the 

resource (Weimer and Vining, 1992).   

 CPR goods suffer from overconsumption and underinvestment because individuals base their 

consumption on their marginal private cost (cost borne directly by the individual), rather than the marginal 

social cost (cost borne by society) of consuming a CPR good (Ostrom, 1990; Weimer and Vining, 1992; 

Ostrom and Walker, 1994: Lubell et al., 1998).  The problem with consumption being driven by marginal 

private cost is that marginal private cost does not reflect the costs of consumption  borne by society 

(Weimer and Vining, 1992).  As a result, individuals ingest more of a CPR good than they would if 

marginal social cost drove their consumption because their marginal private cost is being subsidized by 

society.  Underinvestment occurs because the users of a CPR good have no incentive to invest in the 

sustainability of the good.  Consumers have no incentive to invest because there is no method to ensure 

that they will benefit from investing in the sustainability of the good (Weimer and Vining, 1992).  This 

happens because CPR goods are nonexcludable, which means that all consumers can benefit from the 

investment made by one person.  Individuals have an incentive to consume as much of a CPR good as 

possible because what they do not use will be used by others (Ostrom, 1990).     
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Natural Resources 

Natural resources that are supplied (replenished) at a rate greater than they are consumed are 

“free” goods because their supply exceeds demand at zero cost
9
 (Weimer and Vining, 1992).  Free goods 

do not suffer from the problems of CPR goods because they are naturally replenished at a rate that is 

equal to or greater than their consumption.  Natural resources that are consumed at a rate greater than 

they are replenished become congested because their availability decreases due to  overconsumption 

(Weimer and Vining, 1992).  Congestion is caused by an increase in the number of people consuming a 

good, or from depletion caused by unsustainable consumption.  All natural resources that are free goods 

can suffer from CPR problems if they are naturally occurring nonexcludable goods (Hanner, 1981).  In the 

future it may be even more important to develop solutions to the market failures caused by the 

consumption of CPR goods because human populations continue to increase geometrically (Malthus, 

1976; Ostrom, 1990; Ophuls and Boyan, 1992).      

 The distinction between free goods and CPR goods deserves further attention because the two 

categories of goods are both nonexcludable and rivalrous.  The congestibility of CPR goods makes the 

problems of overconsumption and underinvestment visible as they eventually become depleted.  The 

market fails to efficiently provide CPR goods (and arguably free goods) that are consumed at a rate 

greater than they can naturally replenish because they are nonexcludable (Ostrom, 1990; Weimer and 

Vining, 1992).   “CPR problems often occur in situations where institutional factors rather than the 

inherent nature of the good make exclusion unfeasible” (Weimer and Vining, 1992, p. 53).  Thus, natural 

resource managers may be attempting to solve the market failures inherent to CPR goods that are 

caused by existing institutional arrangements.  One such institutional arrangement that  affects the 

allocation of goods is the division of property rights, which determines the excludability of CPR goods 

(Weimer and Vining, 1992; Lubell et al., 1998).  Any effort to manage CPR goods based on collaborative 

institutions  needs to include the actors who benefit from the existing institutional arrangements that make 

the good nonexcludable (Lubell et al., 1998, 2003).  If not, the actors that benefit from the existing 

allocation of property rights are likely to veto any effort that challenges their benefits (Weimer and Vining, 

1992).   

 The market fails to adequately supply CPR goods because they are nonexcludable.  However, 

many CPR goods are not inherently nonexcludable, and it may be possible to solve CPR problems by 

making the goods excludable (Hardin, 1968; Ostrom, 1990; Weimer and Vining, 1992).  To do this, one 

must be able to distinguish between CPR goods that can be made excludable and those that  cannot.  

The concept of feasible exclusion is a heuristic for determining CPR goods that can be made excludable 

(Weimer and Vining, 1992).  CPR problems can be classified as being structurally induced or 

institutionally (Ostrom, 1990; Lubell et al., 2001).  The previous classification is based on the 

characteristics of CPR goods that influence whether or not they can be made excludable by altering 

property rights (Ostrom, 1990).  Structurally induced CPR problems  cannot be solved by reassigning 
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property rights because it is economically and political unfeasible to do so (Lubell et al., 2001).  For 

example, it is  politically unfeasible to assign property rights to migratory tuna because they travel among 

international maritime boundaries.  Institutionally induced CPR problems can be solved in an 

economically beneficial way by altering property rights (Ophuls, 1973)
10

.  Although it is politically 

unfeasible to assign property rights to migratory fish, it is possible to assign property rights to the  

seasonal locations where they are harvested (Ostrom, 1990).  Thus, institutionally induced CPR goods 

can be made excludable by assigning property rights. 

 The distinction between structurally and institutionally caused CPR problems is defined by the 

amount of spatial stationarity (Weimer and Vining, 1992).  Spatial stationarity is the ability of a good to 

remain in one location over time.  A spatially stationary CPR good can be assigned ownership because 

the good remains in one location for an extended period of time.  For example, it is possible to assign 

ownership to pasture land because the land remains in one place.  Yet, it is more difficult to assign 

ownership to a school of Bluefin tuna because tuna are migratory animals.  However, the key to assigning 

property rights is the amount of time that the resource remains in one location (Ophuls, 1973).   

 The ability to address natural resource problems that are caused by nonexcludability is important 

because it offers one solution to address CPR problems.  However, it is not feasible to make all CPR 

goods excludable because some resources are non-stationary.  As a result, management officials  cannot 

solve all natural resource management problems by reassigning property rights.  In fact, creating 

excludability by property rights is not always the best solution to natural resource management problems 

because manipulating property rights creates winners and losers in nature and the political system 

(Ophuls, 1973; Weimer and Vining, 1992; Cortner and Moote, 1999).  Collaborative institutions are 

designed to address both institutionally and structurally induced CPR problems.  Collaborative institutions 

address CPR problems by using  compliance-based programs that strive for creating cooperation among 

the different groups in some  geographically defined area (Gordon, 1993; Grumbine, 1994; Barnett et al., 

1995; Cantrill, 1998; Kenney, 1998).  For example, soil erosion that originates from one individual’s 

property is an institutionally created CPR problem that can be addressed by fining the landowner until 

they stop the erosion.  But erosion from many different sources contaminating an entire watershed is a 

structurally induced CPR problem (Lubell et al., 1998, 2001).  The geographic scope of the problem 

makes it politically and economically unfeasible to fine every landowner who is responsible for the water 

pollution, particularly if the number of landowners is large or the land is publicly owned (Hartig and Zarull, 

1992; Rabe and Zimmerman, 1997).    

 Collaborative programs address institutionally induced CPR problems by making 

recommendations to resource consumers about how they can reduce the environmental problems they 

create (Kenney, 1998).  Additionally, collaborative management programs solve structurally induced CPR 

problems by providing actors with non-regulatory options to address geographically defined problems that 
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 Actually, all CPR problems are arguably institutionally induced, if the manipulation of property rights is 
always seen as a valid policy option (Ophuls, 1973).   However, the manipulation of property rights is not 
always a valid policy option because the assignment of property rights may not be politically feasible.      
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are backed up by financial and technical assistance (Barnett et al., 1995; Cortner and Moote, 1998; 

Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000).  Finally, collaborative programs tackle structurally and institutionally 

induced CPR problems by creating institutional arrangements that allow all actors the ability to participate 

in developing institutional solutions to the problems that affect them (Ostrom, 1990).  

 

Solving Common Property Resource Problems 

 An understanding of CPR problems is important because many of the natural resource 

management issues facing states involve CPR problems.  Economists suggest that the best solution to 

stationary CPR problems is to assign property rights to the consumers of the good because doing so will 

make the resource an exclusionary good (Ophuls, 1973; Ostrom, 1990; Weimer and Vining, 1992). Yet, 

property rights can also be assigned to the government, which will  allow coercion to be used to control 

consumption of CPR goods.  The two solutions are best understood by the arguments offered by Garret 

Hardin (1968), and Elinor Ostrom (1990).  

 Garret Hardin’s (1968) article, The Tragedy of the Commons, symbolizes the difficulty of solving 

CPR problems.  He suggests that whenever multiple people consume a CPR the eventual outcome is 

resource depletion if there are no sanctions limiting consumption (Hardin, 1968).  As a result, Hardin 

argues that resource  managers must choose between redefining property rights or using coercion to 

solve CPR problems (Hardin, 1968).  According to Hardin, redefining property rights is useful if it is 

possible to assign a monetary value to the CPR good.  Theoretically, it is not possible to assign a 

monetary value to natural resources because they are incommensurable goods, which means there is no 

common measure of comparison to assign a monetary value (Weimer and Vining, 1992).  Yet, “in real life 

incommensurable goods can be made commensurable,” as long as there is some criterion for judging 

value, and a system of weighting the different values that are assigned (Hardin, 1968).  In nature, species 

are judged by their ability to survive (i.e., the criterion of judgment), and species are compared by their 

ability to evolve (i.e., the system of weighting).    Yet, developing a way to assign value does mean it is 

easy to redefine property rights because doing this often involves economic and political costs (Ophuls, 

1973).  

 If a judgment  criterion is developed, it is still challenging to assign value because no one really 

knows the true criteria to use when judging nature (Hardin, 1968).  For example, should natural  

resources be judged by their ability to sustain biotic communities alone, or biotic communities and 

ethnocentric needs combined?  In practice, many natural resources are judged by assigning them a 

monetary value (Ophuls and Boyan, 1992; Lester, 1995; Cortner and Moote, 1999).  Doing this requires 

resource managers to develop a method of choosing among monetized values, which often means 

selecting the option that maximizes monetary return (Gramlich, 1990; Freeman, 1997)
11

.  Unfortunately, 
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 There are three major difficulties with assigning a monetary value to natural resources.  First, the 
success of methodologies such as  benefit-cost analysis to assign value to a natural resource is 
dependent upon the measurement of the resources being compared (Weimer and Vining, 1992; 
Freeman, 1997).  Second, the choice of how a natural resource should be consumed is affected by how 
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maximizing monetary return often  overemphasizes uses that are easy to value, such as resource 

extraction and underemphasizes uses that are difficult to cost out like species preservation (Ophuls and 

Boyan, 1992; Cortner and Moote, 1999; Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000).  Worse yet, assigning monetary 

value makes the statement that all natural  resources have a monetary value and suggests that no other 

values such as preservation are less important than resource extraction that creates immediate economic 

gain (Ophuls and Boyan, 1992).        

 The second difficulty with redefining property rights is that doing so often  “fouls your own nest” 

(Hardin, 1968).  All people are dependent upon the natural environment for their  subsistence, and 

assigning property rights to resources allows them to be treated as commodities (Ophuls and Boyan, 

1992).  People “foul their own nest” by consuming resources at unsustainable rates, which is a socially 

acceptable practice if doing so is the most economically beneficial use of a resource (Hardin, 1968).  

Assigning property rights to solve CPR problems does not mean that environmental problems are 

resolved in the best interest of society (Weimer and Vining, 1992).  It simply means that a value judgment 

has been made about who should control access (e.g., the property rights) to the resource (Ostrom, 

1990).  Hardin actually suggests that the best approach to CPR problems is government coercion through 

the use of  deterrence-based institutions.   Deterrence-based programs manage stationary CPR problems 

by controlling access to  resources and by using punitive means to enforce access restrictions (Freeman, 

1997; Cortner and Moote, 1999).   

 Yet, many researchers do not agree that  deterrence-based programs alone are the best solution 

to CPR problems (Ostrom, 1990; Yaffee et al., 1996; Lubell et al., 1998, 2001; Kenney et al., 2000). 

There are many reasons why, but two are particularly useful for responding to Hardin’s argument.  First,  

deterrence-based institutions offer no positive incentives for the consumers of a resource to develop 

sustainable patterns of consumption or to reinvestment in a CPR good  (Freeman, 1997).  Rather, they 

provide the negative incentive of consuming as much of a good as possible before the permit granting 

property rights expires (Rabe, 1986; Rabe and Zimmerman, 1997; Kenney, 1998; Cortner and Moote, 

1999; Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000).  Second,  deterrence-based structures are often not cost effective 

because they fail to account for the marginal social costs of controlling access to a CPR good, which  are 

often lower when access is monitored by  compliance-based methods (Freeman, 1997).  Thus, the 

assignment of property rights to  deterrence-based institutions may not be the best way to maximize 

social  capital, which means that resources are probably better protected by  compliance-based programs 

(Freeman, 1997; Kenney, 1998).  

 In Governing the Commons, Elinor Ostrom (1990) argues that CPR problems can be addressed 

by creating cooperative institutional structures that govern resources in a sustainable manner.  

Cooperative institutional structures that are given the property rights to a resource can control access to 

the resource, which makes the good excludable (Ostrom, 1990). By creating exclusion the rate of 

                                                                                                                                                             

its long-term costs and benefits are discounted (Gramlich, 1990; Weimer and Vining 1992).  Third, 
benefit-cost analysis is  affected by the political context of the  decision-making process (Freeman, 1997). 
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consumption can be managed at a sustainable rate because the actors ingesting the resource have an 

incentive to maintain the resource over time
12

.   The incentive is that consumers participate in the  

decision-making process, and the institution controls access to the CPR good (Ostrom, 1990). 

Ostrom’s approach relies on transaction costs economics to explain the interaction among actors, 

and provides the basic theory for explaining why collaborative programs are a viable alternative to  

deterrence-based institutions (Scholz et al., 1998; Lubell et al., 1998, 2001; Kenney, 1998; Cortner and 

Moote, 1999).  She argues that institutional structures create excludability by being given the property 

rights to the resources they govern, which allows the institution to enforce consumption limitations and to 

deny access to actors who violate the institution’s rules (Ostrom, 1990).  In practice American 

collaborative institutions are rarely given property rights to natural resources, and make management 

recommendations rather than  decisions.  Nevertheless, her transaction costs framework is useful for 

explaining how collaborative institutions encourage sustainability by helping encouraging cooperation 

(Kenney, 2001).   

 There are major differences between the approaches advanced by Hardin and Ostrom.  The 

differences are important because they help explain why  compliance-based systems are often used in 

conjunction with  deterrence-based programs.  Addressing CPR problems by  deterrence-based 

institutions alone, and relying on punitive methods of enforcement is the strategy preferred by  Hardin 

(1968).  Hardin supports using  deterrence-based institutions because he believes that they offer the most 

protection to natural resources.   His belief is based on his concern that people exploit nature for 

anthropocentric needs, particularly local economic demands.  Ostrom believes the people who use CPR 

goods are able to manage them in their own best interest, which leads to sustainability even if it prioritizes 

local economic demands over ethnocentric needs. She argues that  incentive-based methods motivate 

individual behavior, and that sanctions are best defined in terms of  losing access to a  resource rather 

than being punitive in nature.  Thus, the two differ in their definition of the public interest, and how the 

public interest should be enforced by management  decision-making arrangements. 

 Although the two differ over the public interest and the nature of incentives, their ideas are useful 

for understanding the collaborative management movement.  Ostrom’s idea of using cooperative 

institutional structures to bring local actors into the management process is the basic  decision-making 

model used by collaborative arrangements (Hartig and Zarull, 1992; Yaffee et al., 1996; Barnett et al., 

1998; Cortner and Moote, 1999; Kenney et al., 2000).  Collaborative institutions attempt to create positive 

incentives that encourage people to abide by their decisions (Freeman, 1997; Kenney, 1998).  The 

positive incentive  includes allowing local actors to participate directly in the  decision-making process, 

which is designed to ensure their viewpoints are given serious consideration.  Hardin’s beliefs that 

economic pressure results in using natural resources for anthropocentric rather than ethnocentric needs, 

and his idea that punitive tools create compliance are the basis of  deterrence-based programs.  
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 Most of the examples in Ostrom (1990) involve stationary resources.  Even the allocation of fishing 
rights (the migrating fish in Turkey) involves the assignment of the right to fish particular areas within 
certain inland bays.   
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Unfortunately, these ideas are why  deterrence-based systems are often fragmented and closed to local 

actors (Yaffee et al., 1996; Cortner and Moote, 1999; Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000; Kenney, 2001).  This 

is also the reason why  deterrence-based institutions are so politically unpopular, create duplicative 

requirements, and are costly to maintain and comply with (Rabe, 1986; Freeman, 1997).  

 

Conclusion 

 Collaborative programs actively encourage local participation in the  decision-making process 

about the allocation of natural resources in geographically defined areas (Gordon, 1993).  The 

management strategy seeks outputs that balance ecological and socioeconomic need (Cantrill, 1998).  

Participants are given control over the  decision-making process to create a sense of ownership over their 

collaborative institution and the resources they manage (Cortner and Moote, 1999).  The sense of 

ownership given to  participants acts as an incentive to make actors honor the recommendations of their 

group (Ostrom, 1990).  Nonetheless, it is important to understand that programs are not intended to 

replace the existing  deterrence-based programs (Barnett et al., 1995).  This allows collaborative 

programs to use the threat of regulatory sanction by the existing  deterrence-based institutions to enforce 

management agreements (Cortner and Moote, 1999; Barnett et al., 1995).  This is important because of 

the link between the market failures being addressed by the two management programs.  Different policy 

solutions are more appropriate for certain types of market failures, but CPR problems and externalities 

impact environmental quality (NAPA, 1997; Weimer and Vining, 1992).  Thus, using both management 

programs simultaneously allows the two types of market failures to be addressed.   

 An example of the nexus between market failures is a freshwater estuary that is threatened by 

municipal water consumption, erosion from a  nearby developer’s construction site, and nonpoint pollution 

from municipal storm drains.  Consumption of the estuary’s water is a CPR problem that can be resolved 

by forming a collaborative institution that includes the municipal water board, interested citizens, and any 

other actors who are concerned about the estuary.  However, the pollution caused by the developer’s 

runoff is unlikely to be solved by a collaborative institution because the developer has no incentive to 

abide by the management recommendation.  The developer’s only goal is to build as quickly and as 

profitably as possible, and which is why she has no reason to spend time or money abiding by the 

recommendations of a collaborative group.  Yet, the developer may respond to the negative incentives 

offered by  deterrence-based programs. 

 Reducing the nonpoint pollution caused from municipal storm water  runoff is more difficult 

because the actor is not a private citizen and the cost of doing so will be extremely large on local 

taxpayers.  One way to tackle the issue is to utilize both institutional structures.  Regulatory institutions 

can resolve the urban  runoff problem by threatening recurrent fines that will eventually be more 

expensive than addressing the runoff problem.  The collaborative institution can work with the municipality 

by promising to provide manpower if the local government provides supplies and expertise to build water 

collection areas.  Thus, both types of institutions are likely to have some influence on reducing  runoff.    
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Reducing the  runoff caused by the developer is much more difficult for a collaborative 

arrangement because the developer has no long-term interest in the local environment.  The developer 

controls the rights to his property, which means the collaborative institution  cannot limit access to the 

developer’s land.  Collaborative arrangements can do little more than apply pressure on the developer to 

work with the institutions for this type of problem.  However, the pressure from the collaborative institution 

may be adequate to make the developer change his behavior, if the group is on good terms with the local  

deterrence-based institutions.  In turn, the regulatory agents may agree to withhold fines if the developer 

voluntarily follows the collaborative institution’s recommendations.  The situation just described is exactly 

why collaborative strategies are not intended to be replacements for  deterrence-based programs.    
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CHAPTER 3 

 

Introduction 

Collaborative programs are intended to tackle the market failures caused by the allocation of CPR 

goods, and the actors most likely to evaluate the performance of collaborative institutions are people 

concerned about how CPR goods are governed.  This chapter outlines two theoretical frameworks, 

subsystem politics and transaction costs economics.  These two theories are then used to provide 

explanation for adoption of collaborative management programs, and stakeholder evaluations of the 

performance of collaborative management institutions.  The explanations developed in this chapter are 

then empirically examined in chapters four and five.   

 

Subsystem Politics 

Subsystems are best thought of as policy monopolies that are “institutional arrangements which 

reinforce the understanding” of the dominant policy interests (Baumgartner and Jones, 1993).  They 

develop so dominant policy actors can control the policymaking process in specific policy areas 

(Huntington, 1956; Lowi, 1979).   The interests in the policymaking process create policy monopolies to 

limit access to the  decision-making and governmental agendas; this in turn controls the institutional 

outputs of a subsystem (Baumgartner and Jones, 1993; Kingdon, 1995).  Actors control access to the 

governmental and  decision-making agendas by developing “powerful supporting ideas for the institutional 

structures” they control (Baumgartner and Jones, 1993).  Ideas that do not fit  within the supporting set of 

ideas are likely to be ignored by the subsystem actors and are not implemented by the subsystem’s 

institutions.   Subsystem actors develop institutions that support their general policy preferences because 

institutions create stability in the  policymaking process (Lowi, 1979; Baumgartner and Jones, 1993; 

Kingdon, 1995).  Institutional stability enables subsystem actors to control the  decision-making process 

by limiting institutional changes that may threaten their policy preferences (Baumgartner and Jones, 

1993).  The supportive institutional structures block individuals who are not part of the subsystem from 

participating in the policymaking process.  Thus, individuals and groups create policy subsystems to 

control access to the institutions that make policy outputs that are important to them (Huntington, 1959; 

Lowi, 1979; Baumgartner and Jones, 1992).  

Subsystems are important for many reasons, but in terms of this dissertation their control over the  

decision-making process of natural  resource management institutions is what matters (Clarke and 

McCool, 1985; Knott and Miller, 1987; Bosso, 1991; Kerwin, 1994; Klyza, 1994).  This control is essential 

because subsystems provide organized groups insider access to the rulemaking process and 

congressional committees that determine the direction of resource management policy (Lowi, 1979).  
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Natural resource management subsystems enable the actors involved in the subsystem to gain 

unrestricted access to the agency staff, and elected officials that make resource allocation decisions 

(Klyza, 1994).  Natural resource management subsystems and their supporting  deterrence-based 

institutions were created in response to the pro-environmental statutes of the 1960’s and 1970’s (Jones, 

1975; Rabe, 1986; Ringquist, 1993; Lester, 1995; Vig and Kraft, 1997).  The existing  deterrence-based 

institutions make management decisions at the national/regional level, and mainly include national 

interest group representatives (Jones, 1975; Brown, 1980; Epstein, 1982; Clarke and McCool, 1985; 

Rabe, 1986).  Collaborative programs threaten the existing subsystem actors by moving  decision-making 

to the local level and opening up the  decision-making process to actors outside of the existing subsystem 

(Cawley, 1993; Golley, 1993; Cantrill, 1998; Kenney, 1998).   

Subsystems have the real world effect of blocking access to key decision-makers, and limiting the 

ability of non-subsystem actors to effectively participate in the management process.  Subsystems control 

the vast majority of information needed to manage natural resources (Lowi, 1979).  People who are 

excluded from the subsystem are often restricted from the information required to offer viable 

management alternatives (Kingdon, 1995).  This is an example of what economists call a government 

failure that results when governing institutions create situations similar to market failures (Weimer and 

Vining, 1992).  In this case the government failure is an information asymmetry that prevents non-

subsystem actors from being able to effectively participate in the resource management process.  By 

controlling access to natural resource management institutions, subsystems limit outside interests from 

offering alternative management proposals, which limits the values that are expressed in resource 

management allocation decisions (Thurber, 1991; Kingdon, 1995).    

Subsystems influence state adoptions of collaborative management programs because policy 

innovations require the subsystem participants to support the adoption of a new management model.  

Collaborative programs will not be adopted if the existing subsystem actors do not support the philosophy 

(Baumgartner and Jones, 1993; Kingdon, 1995; Hayes and Glick, 1997).  Subsystem actors are likely to 

approve of management innovations if the change provides them with more benefits than the existing 

institutional arrangements (Baumgartner and Jones, 1993; Boyd et al., 1998).  This means environmental 

groups, extractive industries, and recreational users must believe that they will benefit from the adoption 

of collaborative management (Clarke and McCool, 1985; Klyza, 1994).  If these actors believe the 

adoption of collaborative management is not beneficial, they will attempt to veto the program’s use 

(Mazmanian and Sabatier, 1989).  Additionally, these actors are likely to be key players in collaborative 

institutions because they are involved in the  deterrence-based programs that existed before the adoption 

of collaborative programs.  Thus, the policy differences and management disagreements that existed 

among the actors are likely to influence how they evaluate the performance of collaborative institutions.   

Even if the dominant actors in a policy subsystem resist change, their subsystem’s institutions 

can be forcibly altered during periods of institutional instability caused by focusing events (Baumgartner 

and Jones, 1993).  Focusing events, such as major shifts in public opinion, open up the subsystem to 
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new policy alternatives that are not popular with the subsystem’s actors (Kingdon, 1995; Baumgartner 

and Jones, 1993; Hays and Glick, 1995).  Yet, focusing events do not guarantee institutional change 

because a policy entrepreneur or a similar force (e.g., federal and state agencies or non-profit 

organizations) is required to offer up alternative policy options before they are adopted (Kingdon, 1995).  

Collaborative programs require a policy entrepreneur or similar force to offer up the management 

philosophy as an alternative option during periods of institutional instability.  In terms of natural resource 

management, the forces acting as policy entrepreneurs most likely bring ideas from other states, other 

agencies, the federal government and non-profit organizations (Yaffee et al., 1996).      

Why Do Subsystems Exist and How Are They Classified? 

 The expansion of government power during the Progressive Movement and the Great Society 

era led to increased public access into the bureaucratic  decision-making process (Lowi, 1979).   

Ironically, this expansion resulted in making the decision process more closed because the only groups 

that are able to participate in the process are interests with strong incentives to participate (Lowi, 1979).  

This means the participants in natural resource management subsystems are the actors with the 

technical training needed to understand the scientific management model used by resource management 

agencies (Kingdon, 1995; Cortner and Moote, 1999).  The actors in natural resource management 

subsystems are motivated by financial gain (e.g., extractive industry groups), resource access (e.g., 

recreational users and municipal consumers), and the desire for greater conservation (e.g., environmental 

interests).  Not surprisingly, the players in most natural resource management subsystems are 

representatives of the groups motivated by these incentives, and representatives of these groups are key 

actors in collaborative institutions (Baumgartner and Jones, 1993; Klyza, 1994; Ringquist, 1993; Lester, 

1995).      

There are several reasons why policy subsystems developed and thrive (Lowi, 1979).  To begin 

with, subsystems are supported by legislators because they allow them to rent seek (Parker, 1996).  

Legislators request committee assignments that govern policy areas attractive to them for personal and 

district reasons.  Regardless of the reason, legislators work with the constituent groups interested in the 

substantive policy areas governed by their committee (Horn and Shepsle, 1989).  Committee members 

charge economic rents because the committee system creates an exchange relationship between 

legislators and interest groups (Lowi, 1969; Aronald, 1990; Parker, 1996).  The legislators provide select 

benefits via supportive policy outputs, and the interested groups provide political capital in the form of 

campaign contributions, expert testimony, and grass roots support (Parker, 1996; Horn, 1996).   Further, 

subsystems enable legislators to pass on the responsibility for unpopular public policy decisions to the 

executive (Fiorina, 1989).  At the same time, legislators are able to  “credit claim” when they intervene on 

behalf of constituents to addresses constituent concerns about bureaucratic outputs (Fiorina, 1989).  

Also, subsystem actors develop institutional constraints that create a structurally induced equilibrium, 

which helps sustain policy preferences over time (Baumgartner and Jones, 1993).  Finally, subsystems 

maintain the privileged position of business in the American policymaking process because they create 
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institutional constraints on non-business interests that slow down the policymaking process and reduce 

the chance of radical policy shifts that threaten the dominant ideology of capitalism (Lindblom, 1977).    

Subsystems continue to thrive as evidenced by the growth in social and corporate welfare 

programs over the last century (Lowi, 1979).  The growth in welfare programs has created many 

individuals and groups that directly benefit from highly specific government services and programs.  

These beneficiaries develop policy subsystems to protect their select benefits, which are most often 

budgetary allocations that provide services at public expense (Lowi, 1979).  Natural resource 

management subsystems provide select benefits to extractive industries by  subsidizing the consumption 

of resources, and by allowing resource extraction to continue indefinitely (Moe, 1989; Clarke and McCool, 

1985; Klyza, 1994).  Resource management subsystems provide solidary benefits to environmentalists by 

guaranteeing them access to the policymaking process, and ensuring that species preservation has 

access to the governmental agenda (Sabatier, 1977; Moe, 1989; Mazmanian and Sabatier, 1997). 

Policy subsystems are likely to continue indefinitely because people seek ways to connect their 

demands into government outputs (Riker, 1982).  Preferences are aggregated into policy by linkage 

mechanisms, such as elections, political parties, and interest groups.  Elections enable citizens to directly 

express their preferences for a particular choice by voting; however, they may be a poor method for 

expressing public preferences because rational voters select the options that benefit them rather than 

society (Riker, 1982).  Political parties and interest groups enable citizens to indirectly express their policy 

choices through the preferences of the group they join (Dahl, 1956).  Yet, political parties and  interest 

groups represent their own preferences and not necessarily those of society as a whole (Lowi, 1979).  

Subsystems are a linkage mechanism that allow group preferences to be expressed via institutional 

outputs, and the groups  whose preferences are protected by subsystems fight to maintain the  

subsystems (Lindblom, 1977; Lowi, 1979; Baumgartner and Jones, 1993). 

Subsystems influence the solutions to social problems, and they allow the intensity of policy 

preferences to be expressed (Riker, 1982).  Additionally, they help impose solutions to public problems by 

limiting the number of policy alternatives, and they control the number of participants involved in the 

process.  Limiting choices enables “transitivity or even less restrictive ordering that…often forestalls the 

manipulation by some participants either of the agenda or of the set of alternatives to obtain outcomes 

advantageous to the manipulator” (Riker, 1982, p. 132).  Policy subsystems are likely to remain because 

actors with the most intense policy preferences have the incentive to organize and lobby for the outputs 

they seek, and they desire structurally induced equilibrium to protect the policy preferences they seek 

(Baumgartner and Jones, 1993). 

Characteristics of Subsystems 

Subsystems are characterized by how likely they are to change, and by the level of competition 

among their actors.  Policy subsystems are classified as being dominant subsystems which rarely 

change, while competitive subsystems are always ripe for change (Baumgartner and Jones, 1993).  

Subsystem change results in outputs that are different than before the institutional transformation 
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(Thurber, 1991).  Dominant policy subsystems generally have a stable coalition of a few actors that have 

well defined policy objectives and narrowly focused internal policy differences (Thurber, 1991).  

Competitive subsystems are institutional arrangements that are stable for short periods of time because 

their actors are engaged in intense internal policy disputes, but have many participants that represent 

different values about how the issues being addressed by their subsystem should be resolved (Kingdon, 

1995).  As a result, competitive  subsystems are highly dynamic, and institutional outputs involve intense 

competition among internal actors. Subsystems are most likely to transform when the subsystem moves 

from being a dominant to competitive policy subsystem.  During this time subsystems are likely to include 

new policy preferences that affect the outputs of the institutions they govern (Baumgartner and Jones 

1993; Kingdon, 1995).        

Natural resource management subsystems tend to be competitive because of the intense 

differences among the policy preferences of  environmentalists, extractive industries and recreational 

users (Clarke and McCool, 1985; Ringquist, 1993; Klyza, 1994; Cortner and Moote, 1999; Wondolleck 

and Yaffee, 2000).  Environmentalists, extractive industries and recreational users actively compete to 

achieve the policy outcomes they desire.   State governments consider adopting collaborative 

management because the program offers a way to reduce the conflict inherent to  deterrence-based 

institutions (Clarke and McCool, 1985; Klyza, 1994; Kenney, 2001).  The level of competition may also 

influence how actors evaluate the performance of collaborative institutions.  Collaborative institutions rely 

on consensus or voting rules to reach agreements that are mutually beneficial to all actors (Wondolleck 

and Yaffee, 2000; Kenney, 1998).  The  decision-making process deliberately brings actors together to 

seek outputs that all participants support because the  winner-take-all decision-making processes used 

by  deterrence-based institutions  cripple most resource management subsystems (Cortner and Moote, 

1998; Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000).  In the long term, using collaborative management may reduce the 

internal conflict enough to transform natural resource management subsystems from competitive to  

dominant.        

In natural resource management two competing groups of actors dominate the subsystems.  The 

two groups of actors can be characterized as advocacy coalitions, which are competing sets of actors that 

have opposing belief systems (Sabatier, 1994).  The two advocacy coalitions have been described as the 

economic rationality group that supports anthropocentric objectives, and the ecological sustainability 

group which favors ethnocentric goals (Mazmanian and Sabatier, 1989; Lubell, 2003).  Within these belief 

systems an individual’s support for an issue can change as the issue is defined differently.  For example, 

most people who enjoy deer hunting support the concept of conservation.  Yet, how strongly an individual 

expresses support for a proposed conservation program depends upon:  1) how the activity correlates to 

their understanding of what conservation means, and 2) the level of an actor’s belief system that the 

conservation activity relates  to.  As the meaning of conservation changes from protecting deer 

populations by limiting the hunting season, to protecting the animal by outlawing deer hunting, the typical 

hunter will likely change from supporting to opposing conservation efforts.Within advocacy coalitions 
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individuals are classified based upon the intensity of their beliefs about the issue being addressed, and 

the more intense an individual’s belief, the more active they are in a policy subsystem (Sabatier, 1977; 

Lubell, 2003).  Actors in advocacy coalitions are classified as having deep core beliefs, near core beliefs, 

and secondary belief aspects (Sabatier, 1977; Mazmanian and Sabatier, 1989).  Deep core beliefs reflect 

central values that are extremely important to an individual, and are the basic values that guide a 

person’s worldview.  In the current policy debate over increasing timber harvests to reduce the effect of 

forest fires on private property, property owners (economic rationality group) and members of the Sierra  

Club (ecological sustainability group) represent groups with deep core beliefs about this policy debate 

(Lubell, 2001).  Near core beliefs are attitudes about subjects that are important to an individual but not 

central to their worldview.  Property rights activists and timber companies (economic rationality group) 

and other environmental groups (ecological sustainability  groups) are the actors with near core beliefs 

affected by the fire control debate.  Individuals with near core beliefs are less involved in policy debates 

but are supportive of those with deep core beliefs in their advocacy coalition (Sabatier, 1977; Mazmanian 

and Sabatier, 1989).  Secondary belief aspects are views indirectly related to an individual’s deep core or 

near core beliefs (Sabatier, 1977).  People from tax watch groups, recreational users (ecological 

sustainability group), and conservative activists (economic rationality group) are the people with 

secondary beliefs that may become involved in the debate over increasing timber harvests to reduce fire 

danger.   

The individuals with the most issues  affecting their deep core beliefs drive the subsystem 

process because they have the most intense feelings about institutional outputs.  These people influence 

subsystem outputs by rallying other actors  within their advocacy coalition to pressure  decision-makers to 

support their policy preferences (Sabatier, 1977; Mazmanian and Sabatier, 1989; Lubell, 2003).  In terms 

of natural resource management, the actors most involved in the subsystem constantly change because 

there are so many issues being addressed by resource management institutions.  The definition of natural 

resource management issues and their solutions are dynamic, which is why the intensity of individual 

concerns change.  This means the individuals most engaged in natural resource management 

subsystems vary, but representatives of the two advocacy coalitions are always present in the 

policymaking process.   Advocacy coalitions affect the ability of states to adopt collaborative management 

programs because their ability to express policy preferences is influenced by the state institutions that 

govern their competition.  Also, the evaluation of the performance of collaborative institutions is affected 

by advocacy coalitions because representatives of advocacy coalitions have the incentive to participate in 

collaborative management institutions.  This suggests that the intensity of differences among advocacy 

coalition actors should influence the ability of collaborative management institutions to reach agreement. 

Subsystem  Actors’ Influence on Policy Outputs 

The previous section assumes that the preference of non-subsystem actors rarely affects the 

outputs of subsystem institutions.  However, if the policy preferences of outside actors affect outputs, then 

shifts in public opinion can create focusing events that lead to periods of institutional instability that  allow 
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new policy preferences to be expressed in a subsystem (Baumgartner and Jones, 1993; Hays and Glick, 

1997).  Examining the influence of public opinion on institutional outputs can shed light on why subsystem 

actors transform their supporting institutions and adopt new institutional arrangements that threaten 

existing policy preferences.  It also suggests public pressure may be motivating states to adopt alternative 

strategies that increase local participation (Yaffee et al., 1996; Kenney et al., 1996; Kenney, 1998; 

Cortner and Moote, 1999; Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000), and reduce the fragmentation and 

uncoordination characteristic of  deterrence-based programs (Rabe, 1986; Ringquist, 1993; Barnett et al., 

1995; Freeman, 1997). 

There is evidence that mass preferences are expressed in the outputs of government agencies 

that govern highly salient policy areas (Key, 1961; Page and Shapiro, 1983).  Mass preferences are 

expressed by states through “the accumulation of liberal versus conservative policies” (Wright, Eriksson, 

and McIver, 1987, p. 998).  If the majority of a state’s residents are liberal, then voters will elect 

representatives that tend to create liberal policy outputs.  Mass preferences seem to move from voters to 

state-level politicians, and then to congressional representatives (McDonaugh, 1992).  It appears as if 

mass preferences are expressed through policy outputs, which suggests that policy subsystems are 

responsive to public opinion.  However, for this to occur elected officials and bureaucratic  decision-

makers must alter institutional structures that are supported by  subsystem actors who possess policy 

preferences that differ from mass preferences (Lowi, 1979; Thurber, 1981).   

Highly salient events can force subsystems to adopt mass preferences that are opposed by the 

existing subsystem actors (Kingdon, 1995).  These focusing events move policy issues from the public 

agenda to the governmental agenda, and eventually to officials who can create new institutional 

arrangements that alter the existing power structures in a subsystem (Baumgartner and Jones, 1993; 

Kingdon, 1995).  The new power structures force mass demands to be implemented by institutions within 

a policy subsystem, even if the subsystem’s actors oppose the change.  Additionally, subsystem actors 

may willingly modify their institutional outputs to appease mass demands that are similar to their policy 

preferences (Baumgartner and Jones, 1993).  Subsystem actors  willingly change outputs to prevent 

losing complete control over their subsystem.  This can occur if mass demands become so salient that 

elected officials are forced to transform the subsystem’s institutions in a fashion unfavorable to the 

subsystem’s actors (Lowi, 1979; Baumgartner and Jones, 1993).  In natural resource management, mass 

political demands  led to the pro-environmental laws of the 1960’s and 1970’s that created the existing 

competitive policy subsystems that now govern natural resources (Clarke and McCool, 1985).   

In the case of collaborative management, local demands for more influence over the natural 

resource management process appear to have motivated states to give greater consideration to local 

issues (Cortner and Moote, 1999; Keeney, 2000; Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000).  This pressure along 

with the increased fiscal and political sensitivity caused by New Federalism and the 1994  mid-term 

election appears to have made state resource management subsystems ripe for change.  Thus, rather 

than replace the existing  deterrence-based institutions that are supported by favorable public opinion 
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(Downs, 1972; Van Liere and Dunlap, 1981; Dunlap, 1995), state governments chose to use collaborative 

management to supplement their  deterrence-based programs (Barnett et al., 1995; Kenney, 1998).  This 

approach allows states to meet the demands for greater local participation while maintaining the  

deterrence-based programs supported by pro-environmental public opinion and supportive subsystem 

constituents.      

Institutions are “probably best thought of as congealed tastes” which can change over time, and 

as institutions change, so do their outputs (Riker, 1980, p. 445).  States introduce new management 

programs because the policy preferences of their citizens change over time, even if the preferences of 

subsystem actors remain static (Key, 1961; Page and Shapiro, 1983; Wright, Eriksson, and McIver, 

1987).  If states change their resource management institutions, the ramifications of the previous 

management structures and their supporting actors can remain after the institutional transformation 

(Clingermayer and Feiock, 2000).  “The policy consequences of the existing institution may be much 

longer than Riker predicts… because the choice of rules can be separated from the choice of outcomes” 

(Clingermayer and Feiock, 1999, p. 159).  As a result, the policy preferences of previous resource 

management institutions and their subsystem actors may be locked into the new management 

arrangements (Woodlief, 1998).  If this happens, the new institution is limited in the policy preferences it 

can adopt, and may return to the policy path of the institution it replaced.  This phenomenon is especially 

important in the examination of collaborative management because states use the approach often 

simultaneously with  deterrence-based programs.  State  deterrence-based programs are often more 

supportive of commodity interests than their federal counterparts (Nice, 1987; Thomas and Hrebenar, 

1991).  Thus, collaborative institutions are likely limited in their ability to implement policies that threaten 

the pro-resource extraction bias of most state  deterrence-based institutions.  This may be one reason 

why collaborative programs often make management recommendations, and do not replace  deterrence-

based structures.                                                                                                                                                                      

 

Transaction Costs 

Both the choice of states to centralize regulation through an exclusively  deterrence-based 

regime, or decentralize authority through collaborative programs, and the choice of local actors to support 

collaborative institutions are subject to transaction costs because of the inherent uncertainty.   These two 

choices share characteristics of “make or buy” decisions.  These decisions are complicated by the fact 

that they require collective action among legislators and the actors participating in collaborative groups.  

State legislatures and collaborative institutions manage collective  decision-making by adopting rules that 

govern participation in their  decision-making processes (Riker, 1982).   

Theories of transaction costs were first utilized to explain vertical integration in the private sector 

(i.e., whether or not a firm should provide a good/service internally or externally).   Beginning with Coase 

(1937), the main explanation for vertical integration has involved transaction costs incurred in negotiating, 

monitoring, and enforcing a transaction, contract or agreement (North, 1990).  Contemporary scholars of 
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new institutional economics have employed Coase’s ideas to examine the decision of organizing 

transactions within a firm (Williamson, 1975; Klein, Crawford and Alchian, 1978; Grossman and Hart, 

1978).  These researchers argue the decisions are based on the relative costs of internal versus external 

provision of the good/service.  If the costs of negotiating and enforcing contracts, agreements, or 

institutional rules in the market are high, a firm will have the incentive to produce goods/services internally 

(e.g., vertically integrate), rather than externally (e.g., outsource).  Transaction costs include anything that  

affects the specification, monitoring, or enforcement of an economic transaction (Dixit, 1996). 

Social scientists have extended the Coasian framework to model institutional and individual  

decision-making calculi (Horn, 1995).  Oliver Williamson (1975) argues that institutions become vertically 

integrated in order to control valuable specific assets that may be forfeited if outside suppliers renege on 

contractual agreements or re-interpret a contract in a way detrimental to the organization.  These 

concepts of hedging and commitment problems have been adopted to explain how the characteristics of 

public goods (Ferris and Graddy, 1986, 1988; Stein, 1990, 1993), the uncertainty created by political 

systems (Clingermayer and Feiock, 1997, 2001), and the effect of the two factors combined 

(Clingermayer, Feiock, and Dasse, 2002) influence municipal service delivery choice. The insight that 

transaction costs decrease the likelihood of external service delivery provision implies that transaction 

costs may be a barrier to the adoption of collaborative programs and negotiation required to reach 

agreement in collaborative institutions.    

Transaction costs theory has also been applied to explain the individual  decision-making 

calculus of members of Congress (Horn, 1995; Epstein and O’Halloran, 1999).  Legislators and their 

constituents engage in exchange, which provides elected officials with political support (enhances their 

chance of reelection), in exchange for the private benefits given to supportive constituents via 

government subsides and cash assistance (Lowi, 1979; Horn, 1995).  Members of Congress design 

institutions of governance to minimize their overall political transaction costs, which increases their 

chance of reelection (Horn, 1995; Parker, 1996; Epstein and O’Halloran, 1999).  This explains why 

legislators willingly delegate political authority to executive officers even if it reduces their political control 

over an agency (Lowi, 1979).  

Research using transaction costs to explain individual  decision-making calculi shows how 

transaction costs occur in the public sector.   Legislatures are limited in institutional size, which means 

they must delegate authority to executive agencies or independent commissions (Lowi, 1979).   

Legislators delegate authority through a political contracting process to executive agencies, local 

governments, and independent commissions (Epstein and O’Halloran, 1999).  Delegation is widely used 

because of the size limitations of legislatures.  If legislatures did not write political contracts to delegate 

their authority, many social problems would never be addressed (Horn, 1995)
1
.  Political contracts take 

the form of statutes, executive orders, agency directives and administrative rules.  Political contracts are 

                                                 
1
 Epstein and O’Halloran (1999) argue that hiring more staff creates control issues for senior managers 

and legislators, which in turn creates more transaction costs. 
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not subject to the normal bargaining process because federalism and the separation of powers allow 

government institutions to actively intervene in the decisions made by other institutions (Epstein and 

O’Halloran, 1999).  As a result, executives can veto legislation, change agency priorities, or ignore 

legislative directives.  Legislators can override executive vetoes, amend administrative rules, manipulate 

agency budgets, use their oversight power, and disband agencies that wander  too far from the mean 

policy preferences of the legislature (Epstein and O’Halloran, 1999).  The federal government can 

overrule state governments, even though the two levels of government are given constitutional authority 

to specific policy areas.  Also, the two levels share power in some circumstances.  Thus, political 

contracts allow legislators to pass on authority, even though creating political contracts  involves 

transaction costs.    

Transaction Costs and Collaborative Management 

The theory of transaction economics is useful for studying collaborative management programs 

because actors voluntarily participate in collaborative institutions if their benefits from participating are 

greater than their perceived  long-term costs of involvement (Ostrom, 1990;  Boyd et al., 1998; Lubell et 

al., 1998). Most of these perceived costs are transaction costs, which occur as the costs of negotiating 

agreements, protecting property rights, and enforcing agreements (North, 1990).  The transaction costs 

include legal fees, the costs of learning about the science of resource management, the time required to 

create collaborative institutions, the cost of monitoring agreements, and the negotiation required to reach 

agreement (Ostrom, 1990; Lubell et al., 1998).  The benefits of participating in collaborative arrangements 

include selective benefits such as monetary gain, solidary benefits like personal gratification, and 

purposive benefits that take the form of  self-gratification for doing the right thing (Moe, 1980).   

Voluntary institutions that govern natural resources are pareto efficient if the social benefits of 

sustaining the resource are greater than the transaction costs of creating the arrangement, and 

monitoring its outputs (Scholz et al., 1998).  CPR problems that result in resource depletion can be 

addressed by voluntary institutions (Ostrom, 1990; Scholz et al., 1998; Lubell, 1998).  This happens 

because the collaborative institution becomes the formal and informal rules that govern the behavior of 

the actors who collectively act to address the problem (North, 1990). Collaborative arrangements attempt 

to solve the problems of overconsumption and underinvestment by limiting access to CPR goods 

(Ostrom, 1990; Weimer and Vining, 1992).  The actors in a collaborative institution are expected to 

consider the social costs and benefits of their actions because the property rights for the CPR goods are 

assigned to their arrangement (Cornes and Sandler, 1996).  In practice, collaborative institutions are not 

given the property rights, but are allowed insider access to the deterrence-based officials who can restrict 

access and provide support for the recommendations made by a collaborative group (Kenney, 1998; 

Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000).  The relationship with  deterrence-based officials creates institutional 

loyalty that most likely encourages the participants in a collaborative institution to work towards mutually 

beneficial outputs.  This may be why the participants in a collaborative institution often voluntarily abide 

by the arrangement’s management recommendations.  In other words, the participants’ know that the  
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deterrence-based officials supporting their group will go along with the group’s recommendations, or at 

least consider its preferences when enforcing deterrence-based regulations (Barnett et al., 1995).     

The National Estuary Program’s Community Based Environmental Protection Agreements are 

collaborative institutions designed to address watershed management issues caused by the competition 

among consumers that lead to resource depletion (Cheung, 1970; Gordon, 1954; Ostrom, 1990).   

Deterrence-based programs have a difficult time resolving watershed problems because of the large 

number of competing actors in the watershed and numerous  deterrence-based programs responsible for 

the watershed
2
 (Lubell et al., 1998; Lubell et al., 2001).  Thus, deterrence-based institutions have a 

difficult time addressing the CPR problems present at the watershed level because of the massive 

transaction costs created by the large number of individuals and institutional actors (Lubell et al., 1998).   

The term Coordinated Environmental Agreement (CEA) is used to describe the collaborative institutional 

arrangements created in response to the National Estuary Program (Lubell et al., 1998, 2001).  These 

institutions include the actors consuming the resources in the watershed,  deterrence-based officials, 

concerned citizens, environmentalists, recreational users, and individuals who have a physiological 

attachment to the watershed.  CEA’s require the support of the  actors active in the existing natural 

resource management subsystems; if the existing subsystem actors do not support a CEA, the institution 

will fail (Baumgartner and Jones, 1993; Kingdon, 1995).  This happens because the subsystem actors 

control the  deterrence-based institutions that collaborative institutions depend upon for financial, 

administrative and scientific support (Grumbine, 1995; Barnett et al., 1995; Yaffee et al., 1996; Cantrill, 

1998; Kenney, 1998; Cortner and Moote, 1999).   

Acquiring the support of the existing subsystem actors is only one of the problems collaborative 

institutions face.  When actors turn to the political area to develop new institutions/rules to address CPR 

problems, “second order” collective action problems can occur (Bates, 1988; Ostrom, 1990). The “second 

order” collective action problem arises because there are many different types of new institutional 

arrangements, and each institution distributes costs and benefits differently.  A new institution/rule can 

become a public good, which leads to the free rider problem unless the actors have the incentive to 

participate and abide by the institution’s decisions (Bates, 1988; Lubell et al., 1998).  The creation of 

collaborative institutions  involves transaction costs because the formation of any resource management 

institution requires negotiation among: 1) the agencies with jurisdiction over the resource, and 2) the 

actors who are concerned about the allocation of the resource (Ostrom, 1990; Lubell et al., 1998, 2001).  

Collaborative programs attempt to avoid the second order collective action problem by reducing 

the  actors’ overall costs of resource management, but in the process of creating collaborative institutions, 

the actors are impacted by transaction costs (Ostrom, 1990).  Collaborative programs provide several 

incentives that help the actors overcome the transaction costs caused by the creation of their groups.  

These incentives include: 1) reducing the conflict inherent to  deterrence-based decision-making, which 

makes the process so costly (Clarke and McCool, 1985; Rabe, 1986; Knott and Miller, 1987; Ringquist, 

                                                 
2
 A number of federal and state environmental agencies protect the National Estuary watersheds. 
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1993; Klyza, 1994; Kenney, 1998; Cortner and Moote, 1999); 2) opening up the decision-making process 

to local-level actors who are often excluded from resource management subsystems (Cawley, 1993; 

Burroughs and Clark, 1997; Cork, 1998; Cantrill, 1998; Kenny, 1998); 3) giving all participants an equal 

voice in the process of reaching management agreements (Kenney, 1998; Cortner and Moote, 1999; 

Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000); and 4) reducing the regulatory redundancy that results from the 

fragmentation and uncoordination that make deterrence-based programs so administratively costly and 

redundant (Rabe, 1986; Ringquist, 1993; Freeman, 1997).  These incentives decrease the chance of 

second order collective action costs because they address the issues that often make  deterrence-based 

programs so politically unpopular, administratively costly, and difficult to follow.     

Implementation and Transaction Costs 

 The policy preferences that dominate an existing natural resource management subsystem can 

remain present even after the state implements a new management strategy (Woodlief, 1998).  This is 

why the success of management innovations is influenced by how the approach is implemented.  The 

implementation style influences the outputs of a collaborative institution because the amount of discretion 

given to lower-level officials varies between top-down and bottom-up management styles (Mazmanian 

and Sabatier, 1997).  The amount of discretion given to  lower-level officials affects the personal 

relationships that  lower-level staff form with subsystem participants (Lipsky, 1980).  These relationships 

develop because agency personnel interact with private sector actors on a regular basis (Mazmanian and 

Sabatier, 1997).  This interaction creates an understanding of the subsystem actors’ policy preferences, 

which helps the  lower-level officials predict how the private sector actors will respond to new 

management programs.  The interaction gives the actors an opportunity to express their opinions about 

the new management process, and allows  lower-level officials to adjust the implementation of a program 

(Pressman and Wildavsky, 1973; Elmore, 1979; Mazmanian and Sabatier, 1989; Lipsky, 1980).  The 

more discretion given to  lower-level officials, the easier it is for them to adjust the implementation of the 

program to meet the policy preferences they support (Elmore, 1979).   Lower-level officials can also 

manipulate programs to be more or less beneficial to the subsystem actors they know.  This is another 

reason why the preferences of previous institutional arrangements impact the viable outputs of new 

institutional structures (Riker, 1980; Clingermayer and Feiock, 2000).  

 How states implement collaborative programs  influences the success of collaborative institutions 

because the implementation styles affect the  transaction costs of participation.  Environmental policy 

research suggests that innovations to environmental institutions are best implemented by a bottom-up 

approach (Rabe, 1986).  The growth in  “civic environmentalism” has  led to a broad consensus that 

improving environmental quality requires localized collective action (John, 1994).  A bottom-up 

implementation style decreases the transaction costs because this approach allows  lower-level officials 

to work directly with the  citizen-based groups whose participation is key to the success of collaborative 

arrangements (Pressman and Wildavsky, 1973; Elmore, 1979; Mazmanian and Sabatier, 1989; Yaffee et 

al., 1996; Kenney, 1998; Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000).  
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  Game theoretical models suggest that  consensus-based local-level agreements can address the 

non-excludability issues present in CPR goods by developing institutional structures that create incentives 

for actors to cooperate and abide by the new institutions’ rules (Ostrom, 1990; Scholz et al., 1998).  A 

bottom-up implementation method facilitates  local-level cooperation because it allows local actors to 

participate directly in the resource management  decision-making process.  However, the actors often 

lack the technical management knowledge required to balance the competing ecological and sociological 

demands placed on collaborative institutions (Burroughs and Clark, 1997; Cantrill, 1998; Day, 1999).   

Lower-level resource management officials have this knowledge, and their interaction with collaborative 

groups is likely to be greater if a collaborative management program is implemented by a bottom-up 

implementation style. 

Limitations of Transaction Costs Explanations 

Creating a cooperative institutional arrangement to govern natural resources increases the short-

term transaction costs of managing the resource (Boyd et al., 1998).  The increased costs impact all 

actors in the new institution, including those who participate in the existing  deterrence-based programs.  

Short-term costs increase because changing the existing subsystem institutions alters the institutional 

arrangements that participants are accustomed  to (Boyd et al., 1998).   Thus, why do rational actors 

willingly increase their short-term transaction costs of participating in natural resource management?  

After all, minimizing the costs of managing a natural resource is in the best interest of most actors, 

particularly those seeking to profit from the consumption of resources, or participants that are constrained 

by limited budgets.   

There are three reasons.  First, participants accept a short-term increase in their transaction costs 

because the new management institutions are expected create management outputs they support.  For 

example, extractive industries may be willing to absorb short-term transaction costs because they seek 

reductions in the administrative redundancy that is characteristic of  deterrence-based programs (Rabe, 

1986; Ringquist, 1993; Cortner and Moote, 1999; Kenney et al., 2000).  Second, actors may suspect that 

the short-term increase will lead to a long-term reduction in transaction costs.  This is likely after the 

participants gain institutional knowledge that allows them to express their preferences in the new 

institutional structures (Boyd et al., 1998).  Adding support to this idea is the observation that most natural 

resource management participants remain active in resource management for decades, particularly those 

whose participation is based on deep core beliefs (Sabatier, 1977; Clarke and McCool, 1985; Knott and 

Miller, 1987; Klyza, 1994).   

Finally, it is possible that some actors believe their short-term costs actually decrease after the 

adoption of a collaborative management program.  This may occur if actors underestimate their short-

term transaction costs, which is possible in the case of  citizen-based groups that rely on volunteers to 

represent their  views in the resource management  decision-making process (Bosso, 1993, 1997).  Also, 

different types of  transaction costs create alternative burdens on the competing actors present in natural 

resource management institutions (North, 1990; Lubell et al., 1998, 2001).  For example, a firm being 
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sued by many different environmental groups under  deterrence-based citizen suit provisions may see an 

immediate reduction in litigation costs if the environmental groups agree to drop their lawsuit in return for 

the firm joining  in a collaborative arrangement (Lewis, 1998, even though the firm’s participation in the 

collaborative institution may increase the  short-term transaction costs on the firm.  This explanation 

assumes that transaction costs decrease after a collaborative institution is created, which seems possible 

because transaction costs decrease as actors learn how to navigate new institutional arrangements 

(North, 1990).  Yet, actors  cannot predict how much their transaction costs will change over time, which 

is why there is always uncertainty involved in the decision to use new institutional arrangements (Boyd et 

al., 1998).     

 

Why Do States Adopt Collaborative Management Programs? 

 This section applies theories of subsystem politics and transaction costs economics to provide 

an explanation for why some states adopt collaborative management programs while others do not.  

However, before employing the frameworks to examine state adoptions, it is important to understand the 

national political context in which collaborative management emerged, particularly how New Federalism 

and the electoral changes of 1994 influenced the willingness of states to change their natural resource 

management subsystems.  These two political system changes made state resource management 

policymaking more sensitive to fiscal conditions and partisan control.   

President Reagan aggressively implemented Richard Nixon’s design of New Federalism 

immediately after his inauguration (Lester, 1995).  New Federalism transferred federal responsibility for 

environmental protection to state governments (Rabe, 1986; Ringquist, 1993; Lester, 1995), and 

increased the role that states played in managing natural resources (Rabe and Zimmerman, 1997).  The 

states’ ability to handle the transfer of responsibility was influenced by their financial, managerial, and 

political capacities (Warren, 1982).  Thus, some states were better able to handle the transfer of authority 

than others.  The states that had difficulty with the transfer became more interested in reducing their 

administrative costs of environmental protection (Warren, 1982; Ringquist, 1993).  New Federalism also 

decreased the federal financial support for state environmental efforts, which is why states were forced to 

do more in the area of environmental protection with less financial support (Ringquist, 1993).  As a result, 

many states began to seek more cost effective methods to protect the environment and manage natural 

resources after 1981 (Rabe, 1986).   

Also, the historic Republican gains in Congress, state legislatures, and executive offices in the 

1994 election fundamentally altered the political support given to state resource management agencies.  

The direction of support changed because Republican politicians are generally less supportive of 

environmental concerns than their Democratic counterparts (Kamieniecki, 1995).  This difference has 

been observed in Congress (Ostheimer and Ritt, 1976; Kamieniecki, 1995), state  legislatures (Dunlap 

and Gale, 1974; Lester, 1980; Kamieniecki, 1995) and state executive  offices (Rabe and Zimmerman, 

1997).   The switch in party control of state legislatures is important because oversight and budgetary 
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committees have the ability to pressure resource management agencies to change how they govern 

natural resources (Wood and Waterman, 1991; Wood, 1991).  The election of Republican executives is 

particularly relevant because executives appoint agency heads, control agency budgets, and set 

administrative priorities (Wood, 1988; Rabe and Zimmerman, 1992, 1997).  Yet, Republicans are more 

likely to support institutional changes that are popular with business interests, and are less likely to 

increase the power of environmentalists (Rabe, 1986).  Regardless, the political changes in 1994 suggest 

that the willingness of states to adopt collaborative programs is influenced by the partisan control of state 

democratic institutions. 

Policy Adoption and Subsystem Politics    

Natural resource management subsystems are unlikely to change unless the stakeholders in the 

subsystem support the change.  However, the highly competitive  nature of natural resource management 

subsystems may motivate stakeholders to try  compliance-based programs that offer relief to the 

administrative costs and regulatory burdens characteristic of  deterrence-based programs (Rabe, 1986; 

Freeman, 1995; Vig and Kraft, 1997; Kenney, 1998; Cortner and Moote, 1999; Wondolleck and Yaffee, 

2000).  This is why the influence of subsystem actors is predicted to affect whether or not states adopt 

collaborative management programs.  Four contextual factors have been particularly salient indicators of 

the influence of subsystem actors: urbanization, political institutional control, civic environmentalism, and 

policy networks among neighboring states.  Urbanization is important because most of the issues 

addressed by collaborative programs involve non-point sources of water pollution, or public lands 

management issues (Cortner and Moote, 1999; Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000).  These issues are of 

particular concern to rural communities that often rely on natural resource extraction for their economic 

well being (Kenney, 2000).  People who live in rural areas are less supportive of environmental protection 

than people living in suburban areas (Vig and Kraft, 2000; Kenney, 2000).  This is not surprising because 

environmental regulations often have an immediate economic impact on rural areas because 

environmental  regulations often increase the cost of consuming natural resources (Koontz, 1997; Cortner 

and Moote, 1999; Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000).  State legislative apportionment is based on the “one 

person one vote” standard instituted by the Baker v. Carr decision.  This means the larger the percentage 

of rural residents, the greater the representation of rural policy preferences in state legislatures (Dixon, 

1968).  Thus, the greater the percentage of rural residents in a state, the less likely the legislature will 

adopt a collaborative management program.  

The political control of a state’s democratic institutions is important because Democratic 

legislators (Dunlap and Gale, 1974; Lester, 1980; Kamieniecki, 1995) and executives (Rabe and 

Zimmerman, 1997) are more supportive of environmental protection than their Republican colleagues.  

Compliance-based programs are viewed as an alternative to  deterrence-based systems, even though 

they are almost always used in conjunction with  deterrence-based programs.  The adoption of a 

collaborative program may appear as another layer of the environmental bureaucracy that  Republican 
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politicians generally oppose (Kamieniecki, 1995).  Therefore, the greater the number of state political 

institutions under the control of Republicans, the less likely a state will adopt a collaborative program. 

Civic environmentalism occurs when local citizens collectively act to pressure environmental 

subsystem actors to incorporate their policy preferences (John, 1994).  The concept of civic 

environmentalism provides a method to gauge the power of environmental actors in a state’s natural 

resource management subsystems.  However, empirical studies report significant differences among the 

values expressed by local “grass roots” environmentalists, and their “mainstream” national cousins 

(Bosso, 1999, 1997).  Mainstream groups are often the environmental participants in natural resource 

management subsystems, but collaborative management actively seeks the participation of local citizens 

(Bosso, 1991; Baumgartner and Jones, 1993; Lester, 1995; Cortner and Moote, 1999; Wondolleck and 

Yaffee, 2000).   Mainstream groups generally organize and help fund the environmental activities used by 

researchers to measure civic environmentalism (Lester and Lombard, 1990; John, 1994).  This does not 

mean that grass roots groups fail to participate in the activities used to measure civic environmentalism.  

Rather, the concept of civic  environmentalism applies better to the traditional ideas associated with the 

environmental movement that are undertaken by mainstream groups (Bosso, 1997).  Grass roots groups 

are more interested in local environmental conditions, such as localized pollution and its effect on human 

health (Lester, 1995).  This implies that civic environmentalism really measures the strength of 

mainstream groups, rather than that of grass roots groups that most likely benefit from the adoption of 

collaborative management programs.  Nevertheless, the higher a state’s civic environmentalism score, 

the less likely its legislature will adopt a collaborative management program. 

A state legislature’s decision to adopt any new program is influenced by the professional 

networks that exist among policymakers (Baumgartner and Jones, 1993).  One way to measure the 

influence of professional networks on subsystem actors is to examine the use of collaborative 

management programs in neighboring states (Gray, 1973; Berry and Berry, 1990; Hays and Glick, 1991).  

Research suggests that state policymakers learn about new programs through their interaction with 

neighboring state policymakers (Berry and Berry, 1990; Hays and Glick, 1997). Essentially, policy ideas 

diffuse across state borders through the interaction of subsystem actors, who then act as policy 

entrepreneurs who advocate for subsystem changes.   If this is true, then the likelihood of a state 

legislature adopting a collaborative program increases as the number of neighboring states using the 

management strategy increases. 

In addition to the measures of the influence of subsystem actors, other variables influence 

whether or not a state’s natural resource management subsystems are more or less conducive to change 

(Walker, 1969; Hays and Glick, 1997).  Political actors seek out the level of the agenda that is most likely 

to support their policy objectives (Baumgartner and Jones, 1993; Kingdon, 1995).  As a result, certain 

states are more likely to innovate their natural resource management subsystems because their internal 

characteristics make it easier for political actors to change the resource management policymaking 

process (Walker, 1969; Berry and Berry, 1990; Hays and Glick, 1997).  A state’s citizen’s level of 
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educational attainment and mean per capita income are predicted to influence whether or not its 

legislature adopts a collaborative program.  Environmental policy research suggests that better educated 

people are more supportive of environmental values (Lester, 1983; Ingram et al., 1993), and are more 

likely to join environmental groups than less educated people (Bosso, 1993; Kamieniecki, 1995).  This 

suggests states with a higher level of educational attainment are more likely to adopt collaborative 

management programs.  Per capita income is important because states with wealthier citizens tend to 

capture more tax revenue, which gives the legislature more money to spend on environmental programs 

(Ringquist, 1993; Lester, 1995).  States with higher levels of per capita income have been observed to be 

more willing to experiment with alternative environmental management programs than  states with lower 

levels of per capita income (Rabe and Zimmerman, 1992).   As a result, the higher the level of per capita 

income, the more likely a state’s legislature will adopt a collaborative management program. 

Policy Adoption and Transaction Costs 

Legislators and their constituents engage in exchange, which provides elected officials with 

political support, and select benefits to supportive constituents (Horn, 1995).  As a result, legislatures 

design institutions of governance to minimize their overall political transaction costs to increase their 

chance of reelection by delegating political authority to executive offices (Epstein and O’Halloran, 1999). 

Simultaneously, the decision of state legislatures to adopt collaborative programs involves exchange 

between legislators and their constituents.  This exchange is affected by the following political transaction 

costs: agency costs, legislative  decision-making costs, uncertainty costs, and commitment costs (Horn, 

1995; Epstein and O’Halloran, 1999).   

In natural resource management, state  legislatures face two kinds of agency costs: 1)  costs 

caused by the principal agent problem, and 2) costs caused by the reliance on local governments to 

implement state resource management programs.  Principals face political transaction costs caused by 

adverse selection because of the ex-ante information asymmetry present in the relationship between 

principals and their agents (Moe, 1980).  As principals, state legislatures must elicit information from their 

agents responsible for implementing collaborative programs, which is the state’s natural resource 

management bureaucracy (Epstein and O’Halloran, 1999).  However, the agent is the only actor in the 

exchange that has the information required to adequately assess the cost of implementing a collaborative 

program.  This situation makes it possible for state resource management agencies to exploit the 

situation for their own advantage (Moe, 1980).  The costs of monitoring the agents implementing a new 

program create political transaction costs that affect the legislature’s decision to adopt a new policy (Horn, 

1995).  Thus, as the size of a state’s natural resource management bureaucracy increases, the chance of 

adopting a collaborative management program decreases. 

Fragmented responsibility for the program’s implementation may reduce the political transaction 

costs caused by the principal agent problem because it creates competition among agents to implement 

new programs in the most efficient manner possible (Feiock, n.d.).  One way that fragmentation may 

increase transaction costs is by increasing the number of agents who implement a collaborative 
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management program.  However, the agents responsible for implementing collaborative management 

programs are local governments that are likely to act in their own best interest so they can advance their 

policy preferences (Gordon, 1973; Burns, 1994; Peterson, 1995).  This suggests that fragmentation is 

unlikely to reduce the agency costs associated with implementing collaborative management programs, 

and the moral hazard problem (risk of ex-post opportunistic behavior) is more likely to affect the legislative 

decision to adopt collaborative management programs (Moe, 1984).  Therefore, as the number of local 

governments in a state increases, the likelihood of a state legislature adopting a collaborative 

management program decreases.   

The decision to adopt any new state program requires legislatures to develop enacting coalitions 

to write and pass the enacting legislation (Horn, 1995).  The process of writing legislation requires time 

and energy on the part of legislators (Horn, 1995).  The time and effort required to enact new legislation 

are legislative decision-making costs, which can be thought of as the “opportunity costs caused by 

balancing the benefits legislation offers to political supporters to the costs it imposes on political 

opponents” (Horn, 1995).  The following legislative  decision-making costs are likely to influence whether 

or not a legislature adopts collaborative management: the size of a state’s legislative delegations, 

legislative rules that control debate, and the importance of natural resources to a state’s economy. 

Legislative opportunity costs are affected by the size of a state legislative delegation because 

delegation size impacts the amount of negotiation required to reach agreement (North, 1990).  Political 

transaction costs increase as the negotiation time required for agreement increases (Horn, 1995).  One 

way to think about this is that the size of a legislative delegation influences the amount of exchange 

required among legislators to create enacting coalitions.  With all other factors being equal, the larger a 

state’s legislative delegation, the less likely the legislature will adopt a collaborative management 

program.   

In democratic institutions based on majority rule, participants deliberately create institutional rules 

to manipulate the agenda in their favor (Riker, 1980, 1982).  One type of institutional rule allowing 

legislators to control the agenda are rules that limit legislative debate.  These rules increase the power  of 

presiding officers because they create limitations on the amount of time allowed to reach agreements.  In 

other words, legislative rules set a time horizon for the exchange among legislators and supportive 

constituents.  Legislative rules create procedural guidelines such as preventing bills from being carried 

over to special sessions, or limiting the ability of legislators to determine the subject of special sessions.  

Based on this, the more legislative rules limiting debate, the more likely a state legislature will adopt a 

collaborative management program.   

Legislative  decision-making costs increase as the level of conflict among private interests  

increases (Horn, 1995).  This is particularly true for resource management policymaking because it takes 

place in a competitive policy subsystem environment (Clarke and McCool, 1985; Knott and Miller, 1987; 

Bosso, 1991; Klyza and Trombulak, 1994).  There are intense differences among environmentalists and 

extractive industry representatives over the amount of acceptable resource consumption (Klyza and 
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Trombulak, 1994).  Legislative  decision-making costs are greatest in states where the conflict between 

environmentalists and extractive industries is the most intense, which occurs in states where natural 

resources are most important to the state’s economy (Lester, 1995; Vig and Kraft, 2000).  Thus, the more 

important natural resources are to a state’s economy, the less likely its legislature will adopt a 

collaborative management program.   

State legislators must accept that policies they adopt may not be implemented in the way they 

intended, which means legislators face uncertainty costs (Horn, 1995).  Uncertainty occurs because it is 

difficult to predict the benefits and costs of new legislation on the private sector (Epstein and O’Halloran, 

1999).  One way legislatures can reduce uncertainty is to assign responsibility for implementing a new 

program to the interest that can implement the program at the lowest cost (Horn, 1995).  The logic of this 

argument is that the interest implementing the new policy has the incentive of avoiding the loss caused by 

the failure of adequately implementing the new program (Horn, 1995; Epstein and O’Halloran, 1999).  In 

terms of collaborative management, local governments are the interest that can implement the strategy at 

least cost.  This is the case because local governments are intimately involved in many of the natural 

resource management issues collaborative programs are designed to address (Kenney, 2001).  

Examples include water allocation rights, storm water  runoff, access to public lands, and severance tax 

sharing (Lester, 1994; Vig and Kraft, 2000).  However, allowing local governments to implement a new 

program creates uncertainty costs because local governments may not honor the legislature’s policy 

intentions.  Uncertainty costs occur even though local governments derive their constitutional authority  

from state governments (Dillion, 1911).  The practice of home rule means that state and local 

governments share political power.  These  power-sharing arrangements are governed by municipal 

charters that give localities discretion and flexibility when implementing state policies (Dale et al., 2001).  

The amount of uncertainty caused by home rule varies by state because some states allow home rule 

charters for all localities while others do not (Dye, 1994).  Additionally, there are home rule procedures 

that give localities fiscal, managerial and administrative discretion (Dale et al., 2001).  Uncertainty costs 

are expected to be greatest in states where there are the most home rule procedures, and the greater the 

number of procedures, the less likely a state will adopt a collaborative management program.   

The “exchange between legislators and their constituents is typically not simultaneous” (Horn, 

1995, pg. 16).  As a result, legislators who form an enacting coalition gain immediate political benefits 

from new legislation, but the benefits of the new legislation require time to reach supporting constituent 

groups (Horn, 1995).  Newly enacted legislation can change the distribution of government benefits, and 

can create friction among competing constituents (Baumgartner and Jones, 1993; Horn, 1995).  This in 

turn can create political pressure to encourage legislators, the governor, or state agencies to amend 

newly enacted policies (Lowi, 1979; Baumgartner and Jones, 1993; Kerwin, 1994; Kingdon, 1995).  The 

situation just described illustrates commitment costs, which are caused by the ability of future legislative 

coalitions to amend the policy preferences of the present (Horn, 1995; Epstein and O’Halloran, 1999). 
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Commitment costs arise because legislators are not bound to legislative actions  over time.  To 

minimize commitment costs, legislators adopt institutional rules that protect current policy preferences 

from future legislative coalitions (Horn and Shepsle, 1989; Horn, 1995).  Enacted policy preferences are 

threatened by membership turnover because new legislators bring their own policy preferences to the 

legislative process.  As a result, the greater the turnover in a legislative chamber, the less likely a state 

will adopt a collaborative management program.  One institutional method to decrease commitment costs 

is the committee system, which requires legislation to pass through substantive committees that govern 

specific policy areas.  Committees reduce commitment costs because legislators seek out committees 

that control substantive areas of interest, and the longer a legislator serves on a committee, the more 

they can protect their enacted policy preferences (Horn and Shepsle, 1989).  This is why institutional 

features such as term limits affect legislative commitment costs.   Term limits are predicted to increase 

commitment costs because they create committee turnover.  Legislatures subject to term limits are 

expected to be less likely to adopt a collaborative management program.     

Institutional rules that determine how committee members and chairs are appointed influence 

commitment costs.  Rules allowing presiding officers to appoint committee members and chairs are 

expected to influence commitment costs, but this effect is predicted to be different between legislative 

chambers.  Legislators seeking choice appointments will actively support their institution’s presiding 

officer in an effort to gain his favor during the assignment of committee appointments (Fiorina, 1989; 

Parker, 1996).  This is more likely the case in lower chambers where there is greater competition for 

appointments due to membership size, and newer less politically sophisticated members (Elazar, 1984; 

Patterson, 1996).  In upper chambers, members are often elected after serving in the lower chamber 

(Patterson, 1996).  This longer time horizon gives upper chamber members more opportunity to protect 

their enacted policy preferences.  Thus, the likelihood of adopting a collaborative management  program 

increases as the presiding  officer’s control over committee assignments strengthens in lower legislative 

chambers.  The opposite is predicted in upper chambers.     

 

The Performance of Collaborative Institutions  

The theory of transaction costs economics and subsystems politics are also useful for explaining 

the performance of collaborative institutions.  The performance of collaborative institutions is measured 

by the stakeholders’ evaluation of the  decision-making process used by their collaborative group to make 

management recommendations (i.e., reach agreement) as explained in chapter five.  This section uses 

the two theories to explain how institutional rules, individual traits, and institutional characteristics affect 

stakeholder evaluations of the  decision-making process.  

Explanations Based on Institutional Rules   

Differences among the institutional rules governing collaborative arrangements affect the 

stakeholders’ evaluation of the  decision-making process because they often determine the possible 

institutional outputs, and influence the balance of power among institutional actors (Riker, 1980; Ostrom, 
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1990).   In policy subsystems, actors develop institutionally induced policy equilibrium to isolate their 

institutional power from non-subsystem actors (Baumgartner and Jones, 1993).  Institutional rules impact 

the transaction costs involved in  decision-making by creating real and perceived boundaries to the viable 

management outputs (North, 1990; Horn, 1995; Epstein and O’Halloran, 1999).  The following institutional 

rules are predicted to influence the stakeholders’ evaluation of the  decision-making process: rules to 

attract participants, rules that limit stakeholder discussion, rules that allow agreements to be amended, 

and rules that permit changing the process of reaching agreements.      

 The first institutional rule variable is the presence of rules that require collaborative groups to 

seek out potential participants.  It is predicted that the more rules an institution has for attracting actors, 

the more favorably the institution’s actors will evaluate the  decision-making process.  The ability (or 

appearance) of a group to actively recruit potential stakeholders is important for adding face validity to the  

decision-making process because excluded actors can veto decisions they oppose.  All actors can veto 

collaborative decisions to alternative policy venues that may be more supportive of their policy 

preferences (Baumgartner and Jones, 1993).  This is particularly relevant to natural resource 

management because the subsystems are highly competitive and involve conflict among participants that 

represent opposing advocacy coalitions (Clark and McCool, 1985; Klyza, 1994; Sabatier, 1994).   These 

competing actors are notorious for appealing decisions they oppose to alternative policy venues (Cortner 

and Moote, 1999).  Additionally,  compliance-based programs are used in conjunction with  deterrence-

based institutions.  This  suggests that alternative policy venues are readily available for excluded 

participants who may be unhappy with the outputs of a collaborative group.  

Another institutional rule that is important is the presence of a rule that limits discussion among 

the people participating in a collaborative arrangement.  The theory of transaction costs economics 

suggests that rules limiting debate increase the probability of reaching an agreement because these rules 

lower the transaction costs of reaching an agreement (North, 1990).  Rules that limit discussion determine 

how many actors can participate in the negotiation process.  This decreases the alternatives offered 

during discussion, which reduces the amount of negotiation needed to reach agreement (Horn, 1995).  

Thus, it is predicted that the more rules limiting discussion, the more favorably the actors in a 

collaborative arrangement will evaluate the performance of their  decision-making process.   

Rules allowing amendment increase the probability that agreements can be reached (Riker, 

1980).  This happens because rational actors know they can amend agreements they oppose in the 

future.  There is empirical evidence that this is exactly what happens in the alternative dispute resolution 

process (Amy, 1990).  In policy subsystems, participants seek out  decision-making venues that provide 

them with the best opportunity to achieve outputs they desire (Baumgartner and Jones, 1993; Kingdon, 

1995).  Subsystem actors may agree to decisions they oppose during periods of institutional stability, 

knowing that the outputs can always be amended by appealing to alternative decision-making venues, or 

during periods of institutional instability (Baumgartner and Jones, 1993). Thus the more rules a 

collaborative institution has allowing agreements to be amended, the more favorably the evaluation.  
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The theory of social choice suggests that participants exploit the policymaking processes to 

achieve outputs they seek (Lowi, 1979; Riker, 1980), by changing the process in which decisions are 

made.  Institutional rules that allow the process of  decision-making to be changed allow rational actors to 

manipulate the  decision-making processes (Riker, 1980).  There is evidence that this is exactly what 

happens in latent interest groups.  Specifically, group leaders are believed to manipulate the  decision-

making process to maintain institutional control, which leads to  self-serving outputs (Olson, 1965).  

Additionally, environmentalists fear that collaborative management is designed to increase  local-level 

participation at the expense of national environmental input (McClosky, 1996).  This occurs because 

changing the location of natural resource management  decision-making increases the cost of 

participation on national environmental groups (Kenney, 1998). Thus, the more institutional rules allowing 

the process of reaching agreements to be changed, the less favorably the actors will evaluate the  

decision-making process.  

Individual Differences 

Individual differences among actors affect their perception of the  decision-making process.  

Collaborative arrangements are affected by differences among actors because  compliance-based 

institutions are supposed to produce mutually beneficial outputs (Cortner and Moote, 1999; Wondolleck 

and Yaffee, 2000).  This objective is achieved by bringing actors together to work towards improving 

overall environmental quality (Rosenbaum, 1997; Savory and Butterfield, 1999).  As a result, cognitive 

differences among actors impact their ability to interact with one another during the process used to 

achieve win-win management outputs (Lubell et al., 1999).  Four individual traits are predicted to affect 

the actors’ evaluation of the  decision-making process: prior management experience, educational 

attainment, the belief about the proper role of government, and the long-term benefits of participation.   

Collaborative institutions are open to any person living within their geographic scope.  This 

institutional openness ensures that the arrangements offer access to people expressing biocentric and 

anthropocentric views (Gordon, 1993).  However, rational actors only participate in an activity if their 

benefits from being involved are greater than their costs of participating (Riker, 1980; North, 1990).  In 

reality, most collaborative groups only include actors who have a strong incentive to be involved (Yaffee 

et al., 1996; Cortner and Moote, 1999; Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000).  One group of actors whose 

benefits from participating are greater than their costs of involvement are people with prior natural 

resource management experience.  Prior experience increases an actor’s likelihood of participating 

because these actors have the incentive of protecting their policy preferences being expressed by 

existing subsystem institutions (Lowi, 1979; Baumgartner and Jones, 1993; Kingdon, 1995).  

Unfortunately, the actual cost of participating in collaborative institutions is probably greater for 

experienced actors because collaborative management weakens their influence in resource management 

policymaking (Baumgartner and Jones, 1993).   This happens because it brings new actors into the 

management process.  Therefore, the more experienced an actor, the less favorably they will evaluate 

the decision-making process. 
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An actor’s cognitive capability affects their evaluation of the  decision-making process because it 

determines how an individual negotiates complex problems.   Educational attainment influences the 

actors’ ability to participate in collaborative groups by decreasing the difficulty of negotiating management 

solutions (North, 1990).  Empirical research shows that people who understand scientific concepts are 

better able to participate in watershed groups (Lubell, 2001).  This occurs because collaborative 

management is a holistic management approach that attempts to reflect the interrelatedness of 

ecosystems, which requires the use of scientific management (Gordon, 1993; Golley, 1993; Savory and 

Butterfield, 1999).  With this in mind,  better-educated people are expected to evaluate the  decision-

making process more favorably because they are more capable of understanding scientific management 

concepts. 

 An individual’s preference for using a particular environmental policy solution (compliance 

programs versus deterrence systems) is also affected by their belief about the proper role of government 

intervention in the economy for solving environmental problems (Carmines, n.d.).  This implies that an 

actor’s support for the  decision-making processes used by their collaborative group is affected by their 

preference for addressing environmental issues.  This occurs because collaborative management is a  

compliance-based program.  However, collaborative institutions include people with prior natural resource 

management experience, which is most often gained participating in  deterrence-based institutions 

(Yaffee et al., 1996; Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000).  Thus, the more an actor supports  compliance-based 

solutions to environmental problems, the more supportive they will be of the  decision-making process 

used by their collaborative group. 

Participants are willing to risk a short-term increase in their transaction costs of consuming a 

resource if they believe that doing so will lead to a long-term reduction in their transaction costs of 

consumption (Boyd et al., 1998).  Participating in any new management program creates a short-term 

increase in an actor’s transaction costs because participants require time to learn the new management 

process (Barnett et al., 1995).  However, actors willingly change  decision-making venues if they risk 

losing control over institutions providing them with select benefits (Baumgartner and Jones, 1993).  This 

suggests that actors will favorably evaluate the  decision-making process if they believe that their 

participation in a collaborative institution will lead to  long-term reduction in their transaction costs 

associated with the consumption of a CPR good. 

Institutional Characteristics 

The institutional characteristics variables capture how differences among the  makeup of 

collaborative institutions affect the participants’ evaluation of the  decision-making process.  Institutional 

characteristics are different than institutional rules, which are the formal guidelines governing a 

collaborative group.  Institutional characteristics capture how the  makeup of groups of people within 

collaborative arrangements influences individual evaluations of the  decision-making process.  The 

following three institutional characteristics are believed to affect the participants’ evaluation: the number 

of government actors, the number of participants, and the relative strength of the two advocacy coalitions. 
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Government officials benefit the  decision-making process because they decrease the transaction 

costs of reaching agreements.  This happens because of their informal networks which allow them to act 

as liaisons between the participants in a collaborative group (Taylor and Singleton, 1993).   Lower-level 

officials develop informal networks through their day-to-day interaction with other subsystem actors 

(Sabatier, 1977).  These informal networks lower the search, bargaining, and implementation costs 

association with resource management (Taylor and Singleton, 1993).  Agency officials provide the 

technical knowledge needed to make  decisions based on sound scientific management principals (Lewis 

et al., 1998; Cortner and Moote, 1990).  Advocates of collaborative management argue scientific 

management is necessary to achieve the collaborative management goal of balancing ecological and 

socioeconomic needs (Cortner and Moote, 1999).  Yet, agency officials also serve the preferences of  

non-government interests they support (Lindblom, 1977; Clark and McCool, 1985), as well as their own 

resource objectives (Moe, 1980; Francis, 1993; Keeney, 1998; Cortner and Moote, 1999). Thus,  lower-

level officials have professional incentives for assisting the non-government actors in a collaborative 

group.  With this knowledge, it seems likely that the greater the number of government actors in a 

collaborative institution, the more favorably the participants will evaluate the  decision-making process.  

The greater the total number  of actors negotiating an agreement, the larger the transaction costs 

of reaching an agreement (North, 1990).  This occurs because the more actors present in an institution, 

the greater the number of people who can become involved in negotiating an agreement.  As a result, 

more participants increase the time and effort required to reach a mutually beneficially decision, which 

requires balancing the costs and benefits an agreement imposes on all actors (Horn, 1995).   This  

suggests that the more people participating in the  decision-making process, the more difficult it is to 

reach an agreement.   Thus, the more actors present in a collaborative arrangement, the less favorably 

the  decision-making process will be evaluated. 

Policy subsystems are made up of actors who have competing belief systems known as 

advocacy coalitions (Sabatier, 1977).  Environmental policy subsystems are known to be highly divisive 

policy environments that include people holding anthropocentric and ethnocentric belief systems 

(Mazmanian and Sabatier, 1997).  Members of the competing advocacy coalitions actively battle to 

ensure that their viewpoint is expressed in policy outputs (Sabatier, 1977; Baumgartner and Jones, 1993; 

Kingdon, 1995).  Additionally,  decision-making costs increase as the intensity of differences among 

private sector actors increases (Horn, 1995; Epstein and O’Halloran, 1999).  An indirect way to examine 

the effect of the intensity is by the relative number of actors representing the two advocacy coalitions in a 

collaborative institution.  The greater the number of people representing the two advocacy coalitions, the 

more intense the potential differences among the actors in the collaborative group.  As a result, the more 

equal the number of people representing the two advocacy coalitions, the less favorably the  decision-

making process will be evaluated.   
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 Conclusion 

The theories of subsystem politics and transaction costs economics can be integrated to provide 

an explanation for why states adopt collaborative programs, and for analyzing the evaluation of the 

performance of collaborative institutions.  The actors involved in natural resource management 

subsystems determine how resources are managed, and influence if new management programs can be 

adopted (Lowi, 1979; Thurber, 1991).  Without the support of subsystem actors, a collaborative program 

will not be adopted because the actors can use their institutional power to veto the program’s adoption.  

However, a shift in public opinion can create a focusing event that opens up natural resource 

management programs to institutional change.  This change is only possible if there is a policy 

entrepreneur or some similar force to offer up collaborative management as a viable alternative policy 

solution (Kingdon, 1979; Baumgartner and Jones, 1993).   

State and federal officials are the subsystem actors that most likely act as policy entrepreneurs 

when states contemplate adopting a collaborative management program (Yaffee et al., 1996).  This 

conclusion is based on the effort being made by natural resource management agencies to promote 

collaborative solutions to reduce the conflict inherent in  deterrence-based systems (Yaffee et al., 1996; 

Cortner and Moote, 1999; Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000).  Additionally, elected officials probably view 

collaborative management as one way to decrease the administrative costs and regulatory redundancy 

associated with  deterrence-based programs that make them so politically unpopular (Rabe, 1986; 

Ringquist, 1993; Lester, 1995; Rabe and Zimmerman, 1995; Freeman, 1995).  The decision to adopt 

state collaborative management programs is influenced by the desire of state officials to reduce the 

administrative costs of managing natural resources (Rabe, 1986).  Yet, the hope of private actors to 

reduce their costs of abiding by  deterrence-based programs is more important because the actors can 

veto changes they oppose (Cortner and Moote, 1999; Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000; Kenney, 2000).   

Transaction costs are incurred in negotiating collaborative arrangements, acquiring the 

knowledge required to participate in resource management, reaching institutional agreements, and 

abiding by institutional rules (North, 1990; Ostrom, 1990; Lubell et al., 1998).  These transaction costs 

impact whether or not states adopt collaborative programs, and determine how actors evaluate the 

performance of collaborative arrangements.  In terms of transaction costs,  lower-level officials are 

particularly important because they decrease the costs of implementing collaborative programs and 

operating collaborative institutions (Elmore, 1979; Lipsky, 1980).   Lower-level officials reduce the costs 

associated with these activities because of the informal networks they develop with other actors.  

Participants differ in their preferences and cognitive capabilities, and these differences also influence the 

transaction costs of operating collaborative institutions (Lubell et al., 1998, 2001).  Thus, transaction costs 

are useful for examining the two research  questions because they help explain how the exchange among 

subsystem actors  determines viable management outputs at the macro (i.e., adoption of programs), and 

micro (i.e., performance of institutions) level.   
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CHAPTER 4 

 

Introduction 

The explanation of state adoptions outlined in chapter three is empirically examined in this chapter.  

The chapter begins by explaining how the model is analyzed, and then explains the measures used to 

operationalize the model.  Descriptive statistics are reported to provide an overview of the measures, and the 

Cronbach’s Alpha statistic is computed to test the reliability of the three indices used in the model.  Next, the 

model is estimated and the results of the analysis are discussed.  Statistics are provided to show that the data 

are properly analyzed.  The percent changes in the hazard rate of adoption caused by the statistically 

significant factors are then calculated.  This allows the substantive effect of the significant variables to be 

better understood.  The chapter concludes by explaining how the empirical results help to better understand 

why state legislatures choose to adopt collaborative management programs.   

 

Methodology and Measurement 

Event History Analysis is used to examine the factors affecting adoption of collaborative 

management.  Event history analysis has been shown to be particularly useful for examining policy 

innovations because it “can assess the effects on the probability of adoption on characteristics of states 

that vary substantively from year to year” (Berry and Berry, 1990, pg. 399).  It has the added advantage of 

being able to analyze dependent variables that are right censored (Allison, 1984; Yamacguchi, 1991), 

which is a problem in this analysis because only twenty-one states have adopted collaborative 

management programs (please see Table 1 below).   When using event history analysis, it is important to 

“have a theoretically sound reason for hypothesizing when a social process for an observation can 

begin,” that is when does time start (Box-Steffensmeier and Jones, 1997, pg. 1421).  The natural starting 

point for studying the adoption of collaborative management programs is the election of President Ronald 

Reagan, whose administration pushed implementation of New Federalism (Rabe, 1986; Ringquist, 1993; 

Lester, 1995).  This is the reason why the timeframe being analyzed is the years of 1980 to 2001.  This 

timeframe also includes Massachusetts, which was the first state to adopt a collaborative management 

program (i.e., 1982).  As a result, the data are not left censored and the problems of incorrectly estimating 

the duration effects and bias caused by left censored data are avoided (Allison, 1984; Yamacguchi, 

1991).   

A discrete-time formulation event history model is specified because changes occur at discrete 

periods of time.  Technically speaking, a state legislature can adopt a collaborative management program 
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any time during their legislative session.  This suggests that a continuous-time formulation event history 

model should be used instead of a discrete-time model (Allison, 1984).  However, there are two reasons 

why a discrete-time formulation event history model is appropriate for analyzing the adoption of 

collaborative management programs.  First, when analyzing state policy adoptions, the key issue is not 

knowing exactly when an event occurred, but rather when adoption occurs in relationship to other states 

(Box-Steffensmeier and Jones, 1997).  Thus, what matters substantively is why some states adopt 

collaborative programs before or after other states, and not exactly when the adoption occurs.  Second, 

analyzing the adoption of collaborative management programs can only be done by discrete time periods 

because the explanatory variables are measured at discrete points in time (either years or legislative 

sessions).  This increases the chance that two or more states will adopt the management program during 

the same year, which creates “ties” in the measure of adoptions (Yamacguchi, 1991).  Discrete-time 

formulation models are much more capable of analyzing “ties” than  continuous-time models, which 

actually produce biased parameters when “ties” are present (Yamacguchi, 1991).  In the end, using a 

discrete-time formulation model has a substantive and empirical advantage over a continuous-time 

formulation model for studying state adoptions of collaborative management programs 

 
 
 

Table 1: Adopted Collaborative Management Programs 

State Date Name Agency 
Massachusetts 1983 Coastal Zone Management Office of Environmental Affairs 

Oregon 1987 Governor’s Watershed Enhancement Board Board of 5 State Agencies 
New Hampshire 1988 River Management & Protection Program Dept. of Environmental Services 

Ohio 1988 Coastal Zone Management Dept. of Natural Resources 

Louisiana 1989 Coastal Wetlands, Planning, Protection-Restoration Dept. of Natural Resources 
South Carolina 1989 Scenic Rivers Program Dept. of Natural Resources 

Hawaii 1991 State Natural Area Reserve Program Dept. of Land & Natural Resources 

Maryland 1992 Chesapeake & Coastal Watershed Service Coastal Watershed Service 

Georgia 1993 Georgia River Basin Planning Act Dept. of Natural Resources 
Kansas 1993 Sub-Basin Water Resource Management Program Dept. of Agriculture – Water Res. 

Pennsylvania 1993 Community Conservation Partnerships Dept. of Conservation & N.R. 
Florida 1994 Division of Ecosystem Management Dept. of Environmental Protection 

Washington 1994 Water Quality Management Area Dept. of Ecology – Water Quality 
Minnesota 1995 Sustainable Forest Management Act Dept. of Natural Resources 

New Jersey 1997 Watershed Protection & Management Act Dept. of Environmental Protection 

Virginia 1997 Agency Structured Around Watershed Functions Dept. of Conservation & Resources 

Michigan 1998 Clean Michigan Initiative Dept. of Natural Resource - Fisheries 

New Mexico 1998 Annual Appropriations for Regional Fish Plans Surface Water Quality Bureau 

Mississippi 1999  Mississippi Scenic Streams Program Dept. of Wildlife, Fisheries & Parks 

Nevada 1999 Watershed Initiative Dept. of Environmental Conservation 

West Virginia 2001 Stream Partnership Program Dept. of Environmental Protection 
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Dependent Variable – Adoption of Collaborative Management Programs 

The dependent variable is an indicator of whether or not a state legislature has statutorily 

adopted a collaborative management program during each year of the time period.  Each state is coded 

“zero” in years to denote that it has not adopted the management program, and coded “one” in years to 

indicate it has adopted a collaborative program.  A value of “zero” means that the state is still at risk for 

adoption, and a value of “one” means the state is no longer at risk (Allison, 1984; Yamacguchi, 1991).  

The data for determining when a state adopted a collaborative program were gathered by an 

Internet search of each state’s website.  All natural resource management, environmental protection, 

conservation, and agriculture agency websites were searched for collaborative management programs.  

In cases where the website provided incomplete information, agency officials were contacted by phone or 

email.  A program is a considered to be a collaborative management effort if it matched the description of 

how existing research defines collaborative management programs (Kenney et al., 1998).  Existing 

research classifies watershed initiatives (Kenney et al., 1996, 2000), ecosystem management (Hartig and 

Zarull, 1999; Yaffee et al., 1996), and forestry partnerships (Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000) as 

collaborative management programs.  Unfortunately, these terms are rarely used in practice, which 

means that any agency program/effort that actively encourages  local-level participation,  and/or attempts 

to increase cooperation/coordination among government and private actors is considered to be a 

collaborative management program.  This decision is based on the reality that collaborative programs  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1: Empirical Cumulative Distribution Function 
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use a  decision-making process that attempts to bring actors together to work towards mutually beneficial 

outcomes that balance anthropocentric and biocentric needs (Gordon, 1993; Gormley, 1989; Barnett et 

al., 1995; Grumbine, 1994; Rabe and Zimmerman, 1997; Cortner and Moote, 1999). 

Plotting the empirical cumulative distribution function of the dependent variable (please see 

Figure 1) shows that a value of zero (i.e., no adoption) occurs nearly ninety percent of the time.  This 

occurs because only twenty-one states adopt a collaborative management program, and those that do 

often adopt a program later in the time period.  This means that many of the observations for the 

dependent variable should be assigned a value of zero, which they are.  Finally, the plot of the function 

shows that the dependent variable does not begin to approach one (i.e., adoption more likely than not) 

until roughly  two-thirds of the observations have occurred.  This is empirically important because it 

means most states do not adopt collaborative management programs until the Clinton Administration.  

 
 
 

Table 2: Classification of Collaborative Management Programs 

State Adopted Description of Classification Criteria 
Massachusetts 1983 Creates new agency that coordinates existing state management efforts. 

Oregon 1987 Annual funding to encourage local level participation via watershed initiatives. 
New Hampshire 1988 Coordinate state efforts to increase local participation at watershed level. 

Ohio 1988 Coordinate watershed programs to increase public and private cooperation. 

Louisiana 1989 Long-range planning effort to coordinate private and public cleanup efforts. 
South Carolina 1989 Coordinate state and private participation on watershed management. 

Hawaii 1991 Coordinate public and fund private participation in conserving green space. 
Maryland 1992 Create new agency to coordinate coastal zone management. 

Georgia 1993 Coordinate public efforts and private participation via watershed management. 
Kansas 1993 Holistic management method that strives to coordinate public & private actors. 

Pennsylvania 1993 Coordinates cooperative conservation programs & funds participatory groups. 
Florida 1994 Increase participation of private actors & coordinate all agency programs. 

Washington 1994 Coordinated planning process for agency programs. 
Minnesota 1995 Increase private participation through coordinated public & private efforts. 

New Jersey 1997 Increase private participation through coordinated watershed efforts. 
Virginia 1997 Coordinated watershed management to increase private actor participation. 

Michigan 1998 Provide public funding for private participatory watershed groups. 
New Mexico 1998 Coordinate agency programs, & funding for private participatory groups. 

Mississippi 1999 Effort to coordinate watershed management among private & public actors. 
Nevada 1999 Coordinated watershed management to increase private actor participation. 

West Virginia 2001 Coordinate state efforts, increase & fund participatory watershed groups. 
 
 
 

Independent Variables 

The independent variables used to explain the adoption of collaborative programs are divided 

into six categories: agency costs,  decision-making costs, uncertainty costs, commitment costs, factors 

that influence subsystem actors, and the likelihood of subsystem change.  These categories are based on 

the different types of transaction costs, and factors influencing subsystems described in chapter 3.     
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Agency costs.  The effects of two different types of agency costs are examined: costs created 

by government employees, and costs created by the implementation of the management strategy by local 

governments.  Data from The Statistical Abstract of the United States are used to measure the number of 

local governments.  This variable is a count of the municipal and county governments in each state by 

year.  The number of local governments ranges from four (Hawaii), to 2,816 (Illinois between 1980 – 

1986).  The average number of local governments per year is 521, but the number varies greatly among 

the states (standard deviation is roughly 505).  This variable is divided by 1,000, so that its values are 

similar in magnitude to the other measures in the model. 

 Data from The Book of the States are used to measure the number of natural resource 

management employees by legislative term (e.g., every two years).  This variable is a count of the  full-

time equivalent personnel working in a state’s natural resource management bureaucracy.  It ranges from 

371 employees in Connecticut (1980-1981), to 18,293 staff in California (1980-1981).  The mean number 

of natural resource management employees is 2,985, and the standard deviation is 2,590.  This shows 

that there is a large variation in the number of natural resource management employees among the 

states.  The variable is divided by 1,000 so that the measure is similar in scale to the other variables. 

Decision-making costs. The Book of the States is used to create the following measures of 

decision-making costs: the influence of chamber size, and the impact of legislative rules.  Chamber size 

is measured by the number of seats in each chamber of a state’s legislature by term (i.e., every two 

years).  This is important because the number of seats in a state’s legislature does change between 

terms.  The typical state has roughly forty seats in its upper chamber, and 111 seats in the lower 

chamber.  There is more variation in lower chamber size (standard deviation is fifty-five)  than there is in 

upper chamber seats (standard  deviation is ten).  Nevada has the fewest upper chamber seats (twenty in 

1980-1981), and Minnesota has the most upper chamber seats (sixty-seven in 1980-2001).  Alaska and 

Nevada (1980-1981) have the fewest number of lower chamber seats.  Finally, the state with the most 

lower chamber seats is New Hampshire (400 in 1980-1981).     

The variable measuring legislative rules limiting debate is a count of the number of the rules 

governing legislative discussion.  The variable ranges from “zero,” meaning no rules limiting debate, to 

“four,” implying the most rules to control discussion.  The following rules are used to create the variable, 

rules that allow the legislature to: limit regular session days, call special sessions, determine the subject 

of special sessions, and carry bills from session to session.  The typical state has three rules limiting 

debate, and the standard deviation is close to one.   

The variable measuring the importance of natural resources to the states’ economies is a subset 

of the Green Index published in 1991, which is why the variable does not vary over time (Hall and Kerr, 

1991).  A subset is used because all 256 categories of the index are not relevant to this analysis (Lester, 

1995; John, 1994).  The subset used is the state composite score on the forestry and fisheries index, and 

the fun and quality of life assessment (Hall and Kerr, 1991).  The variable ranges from “zero,” suggesting 
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natural resources are unimportant to the states economy, to “ninety-eight,” implying natural resources are 

very important to the state’s economy.  The mean value of the measure is close to sixty-one and the 

modal value is sixty-six.  The variable has a standard deviation of nearly twenty-five, which suggests 

significant variation exists among the scores used to develop the measure. 

Uncertainty costs. Uncertainty costs are measured by an index of home rule provisions.  States 

grant structural, functional, and fiscal home rule provisions to municipalities and counties (Krane et al., 

2001).  Summing the number of home rule provisions in each state is how the home rule variable is 

measured.   A value of “one” is assigned for each municipal or county home rule provision, unless the 

provision is identified as being broad or limited.  In this case a value of  “one and a half” is scored for 

broad provisions, and a value of “one-half” is assigned to limited provisions.  The home rule index is time 

variant; however, only eight states changed their home rule provisions during the time period being 

studied (Krane et al., 2001).   The variable ranges from “zero,” meaning a state has no home rule 

provisions, to “nine,” implying the state has the maximum number of provisions.  The average value of the 

variable is close to three, and the standard deviation is two; this means most states have some sort of 

home rule provision.  Alaska has the most home rule provisions (eight), and six states have none. 

  Commitment costs. Data from The Book of the States are used to create the following 

commitment cost variables: term limit provisions, chamber turnover, and presiding officer control.  The 

term limits variable is coded “one” in the year of and years after the adoption of a term limits law.  It is 

coded “zero” for all years when a state does not have a term limits provision.  Twenty states have term 

limits provisions during the time period studied.  Wyoming actually enacted and then overturned its 

provision during the timeframe.  The standard deviation of this variable means little because it is a 

dichotomous measure.   

Chamber turnover is the percent of new members in each legislative chamber.  The average 

lower chamber turnover is eighteen percent per term, while upper chamber turnover averages around 

fifteen and a half percent.  The dispersion of the turnover measure is roughly equal in both chambers 

(standard deviation close to thirteen percent), which suggests the typical legislative chamber has a small 

percentage of new members each term.  Interestingly, in 1992 the highest rate of upper chamber 

(seventy percent), and lower chamber ( fifty-eight percent) turnover occurred in the same state - Alaska.  

 The presiding officer control variable measures if the presiding officers exclusively appoint 

committee members  and/or committee chairs.   The variable ranges from “zero,” meaning the presiding 

officer does not control committee appointments, to “two,” implying the presiding officer has extensive 

control over committee appointments.  The mean value for upper chamber presiding officer control (1.08) 

is much smaller than the mean value for lower chamber presiding officer control (1.59).  This means 

upper chamber presiding officers have less institutional control over the committee assignment process 

than lower chamber presiding officers. 
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Influence of subsystem actors.  There are four variables that tap the influence of subsystem 

actors on the likelihood of adopting collaborative management programs.  The first variable is the 

educational attainment measure, which is the percentage of the state’s population over the age of twenty-

five that has attended four years of high school.  This variable is measured by year; however, it does not 

vary between 1982 -1986, and 1992 – 1996 because the United States Census Bureau did not conduct 

post census surveys during these years.  Thus, the values from the closest year with updated information 

are used to replace the missing years.  The variable ranges from fifty-four percent for South Carolina 

(1980-1984), to roughly ninety-three percent for Alaska (1994-1997), South Dakota (2000-2001), and 

Washington (2000-2001).  The average educational attainment value during the timeframe is around 

seventy-seven percent, and the standard deviation is eight and a half.  This suggests that there is some 

variation among the educational attainment levels across states  over time.     

Per capita income is another way to measure the influence of subsystem actors on the likelihood 

of adopting a collaborative management program.  The typical state per capita income is $17,756.79, and 

the standard deviation of this variable is $ 6,246.37.  This suggests that there is tremendous variation in 

state per capita income, which is expected because state demographics and economic environments 

vary.  The range of the variable is huge, and the difference between the highest per capita income 

($39,300 in Connecticut during 1999-2002), and the lowest ($6,580 in Mississippi during 1980-1981) is 

$32,720.  The factor is divided by 1,000 to convert the measure to the same measurement scale as the 

other variables in the equation. This data is then converted to constant dollars for the analysis. 

Neighboring state adoptions is the third factor that measures the influence of policy subsystem 

actors on the adoption of collaborative management programs.  It is a count of the number of neighboring 

states that have adopted a collaborative management program. The process of creating the variable is 

taken from Berry and Berry (1990), and a state is considered a neighbor if it shares a common 

geographic border with another state. This means Hawaii and Alaska have no neighbors.  The mean 

value of the variable is less than one (0.64), and the mode is zero.  Thus, the typical state does not have 

a neighboring adopter.  One reason for this is that only forty percent of the states have adopted a 

collaborative program; another reason is that  one-quarter of the adopters have three or fewer neighbors. 

Civic environmental activity is the final measure of the influence of subsystem actors; this variable 

is created by summing the  states’ scores on the natural resource management categories listed by 

Renew America (Renew America, 1992; John, 1994; Lester, 1995).  The Renew America list identifies 

local environmental projects in each state that the organization believes are worthy of public recognition 

due to their environmental results.  The Renew America list was only published in 1994, which means the 

measure does not vary over time.  The measure is a count of the projects in each state that relate to 

natural resource conservation efforts.  The variable ranges from one project in Mississippi and Utah, to 

ninety-four projects in California.  The standard deviation of the measure is roughly fifteen, and the mean 

value is sixteen, which means most states only have a handful of projects mentioned by Renew America. 
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Likelihood of subsystem change.  Two variables measure the likelihood of subsystem change, 

the metropolitan population factor, and the measure of political control.  The metropolitan population is 

the percent of each state’s population living within the 253 Major Statistical Areas by year.  This variable 

ranges from fifteen percent for Wyoming (1980-1983), to one hundred percent for New Jersey (1983-

2001).  The average state has sixty-five percent of its population living within a metropolitan area.  The 

standard deviation for the measure is close to twenty-one; this means that there is tremendous variation 

in the percentage of people who live  within metropolitan areas among states. 

 
 

Table 3: Descriptive Statistics 

Variable Mean Mode Standard Deviation Minimum Maximum 
Dependent Variable 0.167 0 0.373 0 1 
Upper Chamber Seats 39.72 50 10.54 20 67 
Upper Chamber Turnover 15.53 0 13.57 0 70 
Lower Chamber Seats 111.04 100 54.80 40 400 
Lower Chamber Turnover 17.90 0 13.52 0 58 
Term Limit Provision 0.16 0 .373 0 1 
Metropolitan Population 65.32 Multiple 21.58 15 100 
#  of Local Governments 520.85 Multiple 504.86 4 2816 
Democratic Institutions 1.80 2 1.02 0 3 
Presiding Officer Control L.C. 1.55 2 0.68 0 2 
Presiding Officer Control U.C. 1.09 2 0.94 0 2 
Per Capita Income 17,561.79 28,113 6,246.38 6,580 39,300 
Educational Attainment 77.35 82.20 8.49 54 92.8 
Natural Resource Employees 2,985.66 1224 2,590.64 371 18,293 
Rules Limiting Debate 2.18 3 1.234 0 4 
Importance of N. R. to Economy 50.92 66 25.34 2 98 
Neighboring Adopters 0.64 0 0.84 0 4 
Civic Environmentalism Score 16.22 multiple 15.23 1 94 
Home Rule Provisions 2.81 1 2.03 0 8 
Democratic Legislative Chambers 1.29 2 0.84 0 2 
Democratic Executive 0.54 1 0.49 0 1 

 

 

Data from The Book of the States are used to create the measure of the likelihood of subsystem 

change, and the political control variable. This variable is a count  of the number of political institutions 

under the control of Democratic politicians.  The variable is an additive index that is created by combining 

a measure of the number of legislative chambers in a state under the control of Democrats, and an 

indicator that counts whether or not a Democrat holds the executive office.  A simple additive index is 

used rather than an indicator of political competition (e.g. the Ranney Index) because the likelihood of 

adoption is not influenced by political competition.  There are two reasons for this assertion: 1) the 

measure is designed to capture partisan control because Democratic Politicians are much more 

supportive of environmental policies than Republicans; and 2) the vast majority of Republicans and 

Democrats rarely change their voting positions on environmental issues.   The party competition variable 
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ranges from “zero,” no institutions under Democratic control, to “three,” meaning all state institutions are 

under Democratic leadership.  Nebraska is excluded from the analysis because it has a unicameral non-

partisan legislature.  The modal value for the index is two, and the standard deviation is slightly above 

one.  This suggests that during the time period the typical state had at least one political institution 

controlled by Democratic politicians.   

Evaluation of Indices 

The following four variables are actually indices created by combining the score of two different 

measurement scales:  home rule provisions, upper chamber presiding officer control, lower chamber 

presiding officer control and the control of state political institutions.  Indices include multiple scales, 

which is why they need to be evaluated for how well they measure the underlying  phenomenon that is 

the intent of the variable (Frankfort-Nachmias and Nachmias, 2000).   One method for doing this is by 

using the Cronbach’s alpha statistic that estimates how well the items comprising the scale hang together 

– measure the same underlying concept (Bainbridge, 1989).  A high alpha, or value close to “0.70” means 

that the items comprising the index most likely measure the same concept.  Thus, any Cronbach’s alpha 

around this value means that the index is acceptable to use in the analysis of why states adopt 

collaborative management programs.  

The Cronbach’s alpha for the home rule provisions (0.78), and lower chamber presiding officer 

control (0.89) variables are well above the suggested cutoff value of (0.70).  This implies that two scale 

items used to create the indices measure the same concept.  The Cronbach’s alpha for the upper 

chamber presiding officer control variable is only (0.57), but the value of the statistic does suggest that 

there is a strong relationship among the two scale items.  Although the value of the Cronbach’s alpha is 

not equal to or greater than (0.70), the index measuring upper chamber presiding officer control is used 

 

 

 

Table 4: Cronbach’s Alpha 

Variable Scale Items Cronbach’s Alpha 

municipal home rule provisions 
Home Rule Provisions 

County home rule provisions 
0.78 

Committee appointments 
U.C. Presiding Officer Control 

Committee chair appointments 
0.57 

Committee appointments 
L.C. Presiding Officer Control 

Committee chair appointments 
0.89 

Democratic legislative chambers 
Control of Political Institutions 

Democratic executive 
0.18 

 

 

 

because its interitem covariance is (0.67).  This suggests that the two scales used to create the index are 

measuring the same concept.  Unfortunately, the Cronbach’s alpha for the control of political institution by 
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Democratic politics is (0.18), which means the two scales used to create the measure do not tap the 

same concept.  This makes sense because the partisan control of executive offices is much less stable 

during the time period being analyzed (Dunlap and Gale, 1974; Lester, 1980; Kamieniecki, 1995), and 

executives (Rabe and Zimmerman, 1997).  This makes sense because minority parties concentrate their 

political resources to capture the Governor’s office, which is often easier to attain than winning enough 

legislative seats need to win a legislative majority (Pomper et al., 1993: Gray and Jacob, 1996).  Thus, 

the scale of Democratic legislative control, and Democratic executive control are used instead of the 

partisan control index in the analysis of why states adopt collaborative programs.       

 

Results 

Logistic regression is used to estimate the parameters of the discrete-time event history model.  

One advantage to using a logistic regression is that the coefficients can be interpreted as how much the 

log hazard (i.e., risk of adopting a collaborative program) increases or decreases over time (Box-

Steffensmeier and Jones, 1997).  However, the substantive interpretation of the log hazard is difficult to 

understand, and one way to ease interpretation of the coefficients is to convert them to odds ratios 

(Yamaguchi, 1991).  The odds ratios are simply the antilog of the coefficients, and values greater than 

one mean that as the covariate’s score increases by one unit the hazard rate (i.e., chance of adopting) 

increases (Yamaguchi, 1991).  Odds ratios less than one mean that the hazard rate decreases (i.e., 

chance of adopting) as the covariate increases by one unit (Box-Steffensmeier and Jones, 1997).  An 

odds ratio equal to one means that the marginal increase or decrease in the hazard rate is zero 

(Yamaguchi, 1991).  In other words, the closer the odds ratios are to one, the smaller the substantive 

effect of an independent variable on the chance of adopting a collaborative management program.  

 The overall model is statistically significant and  its chi square value is (416.37), which suggests 

that the combination of the theories of  transaction costs economics and subsystem politics is a useful 

method of explaining why states adopt collaborative management programs (please see Table 5). 

Additionally, covariates based on both theories are statistically significant, which adds further evidence 

that the two theories are useful for examining the adoption of collaborative management programs.  The 

time period modeled ranges from 1980 to 2001.  This means a  twenty-two-year time period is being 

examined, and there are observations from forty-nine states.  As a result, the total number of 

observations is 1058, which ensures that there are enough degrees of freedom to analyze the model.   

Before explaining the significant covariates and their substantive effect on the decision to adopt 

collaborative management programs, the model goodness-of-fit needs to be examined.  The reason for 

this is that the observed relationship between the dependent and independent variables  needs to be 

statistically independent; if not, then there is an equal chance that the logistic outputs occurred by chance 

alone rather than by the predicted causal affects.  There are several ways to explain how well the model 

predicts the value of the dependent variable.  One method is to use the Pearson X
2
 goodness-of-fit-test, 
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which compares the observed values of the dependent variable against the predicted values of the factor 

based on covariate patterns (StataCorp, 1999).  The Pearson X
2
 value (923.18) is not statistically 

significant, which suggests that the observed relationship among the variables is independent (Norusis, 

1996).  However, the number of covariate patters (1009) is close to the number of observations (1058) 

implying the Pearson X
2
 test may not be applicable, and that the data should be regrouped and ordered 

on the predicted probabilities based on nearly  equal-sized groups (Hosmer and Lemeshow, 1989).  This 

can be done by calculating the Hosmer-Lemeshow X
2
 statistic for various data groupings, and using an 

extremely conservative  cutoff value such as one time out of one hundred.   

 

 

 

Table 5: Hosmer-Lemeshow Test 

Number of Group Hosmer-Lemeshow Test Probability of X
2
 

10 15.38 0.052 
20 27.84 0.064 

30 37.82 0.101 
40 43.32 0.254 

50 55.36 0.216 
 
 
 
Table five shows that the Hosmer-Lemeshow X

2 
statistics are not statistically significant, which means the 

null hypothesis can be reject (i.e. the values of the D.V.  are independent of the I.V).  

Another method to explain how well the model predicts the value of the dependent variable is by 

graphing the receiver operating characteristic curve (i.e. ROC).  This is a graph of the sensitivity versus  
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Figure 2: Receiver Operating Characteristic 
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the specificity of the model (StatCorp, 1999), where sensitivity refers to the fraction of observed  

positive outcomes that are correctly classified, and specificity is the fraction of negative outcomes 

correctly classified (Green and Swets, 1974).   A model with no predictive power would be a line with a 

forty-five degree angle, and an estimated ROC value of (0.50).  As the graph above shows, the ROC 

value for the model of adopting collaborative management programs is (0.91), which means the model 

has a high predictive power (Green and Swets, 1974).  This suggests the model accurately predicts the 

legislative decision to adopt collaborative management programs. 

 
Statistical Significance of The Covariates   

The odds ratio of the lower chamber turnover variable (0.965) suggests that commitment costs 

influence the ability of legislatures to adopt collaborative management programs.  This happens because 

turnover increases the chance that enacted policy preferences can be amended by the new members 

who enter a state’s lower chamber (Horn, 1995).  The commitment costs argument is also supported by 

the statistical significance of the lower chamber presiding officer control variable (1.861).  The odds ratio 

greater than one suggests that legislators seeking choice appointments may actively support their 

institution’s presiding officer in an effort to gain favor during the assignment of committee appointments 

(Fiorina, 1989; Parker, 1996).  This in turn allows legislatures to shield enacted policy preferences 

through rules that concentrate power in the hands of presiding officers.  Legislatures are less likely to 

adopt collaborative management programs as the number of local governments in the state increase 

(0.782).  This suggests that agency costs influence the legislative decision to adopt collaborative 

management programs.  More importantly, the result implies that that agency costs are created by the 

moral hazard problem (Moe, 1984).  The more legislative rules limiting debate, the more likely states are 

to adopt a collaborative management program (2.868).  This finding reinforces the argument that rational 

actors manipulate institutional rules to advance the agenda they support (Riker, 1980, 1982).  In terms of 

this analysis, the rational actors are presiding officers who use rules limiting debate to reduce  decision-

making costs.  This gives presiding officers more control over the topics that reach the decision-making 

agenda, which increases their political power (Kingdon, 1995).    

Empirical support is provided for all of the transaction costs arguments except the hypotheses 

examining legislative uncertainty costs.  Unfortunately, the home rule variable is statistically significant 

but its odds ratio (1.240) suggests that it increases the chance of adoption.  One explanation for this 

counterintuitive result may be the lack of variation in the measure because only seven states changed 

their home rule provisions during the timeframe (Krane et al., 2001).  Three other statistically significant 

transaction costs variables perform opposite of their predicted direction.  First, as the number of seats in 

the lower chamber increases, so does the chance of adoption (1.020).  This may occur because the 

states with the largest legislative delegations are generally in New England where natural resources are 

less important to the economy.  Second, term limit provisions appear to increase the chance of adoption  
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Table 6: State Adoptions of Collaborative Management Programs 

Variables Odds Ratio Z-Score 
Agency Costs   
   Number Natural Resource Employees 1.862** 

(0.157) 
7.36 

   Number of Local Governments 
 

0.782** 
(0.038) 

-5.03 

Decision-Making Costs   
  Importance of Natural Resource to Economy 0.990 

(0.007) 
-1.34 

  Upper Chamber Seats 
 

1.000 
(0.014) 

-0.01 

  Lower Chamber Seats 
 

1.020** 
(0.002) 

8.85 

  Legislative Rules Limiting Debate 
 

2.868** 
(0.417) 

7.24 

Uncertainty Costs   
  Number of Home Rule Provisions 
 

1.240** 
(0.076) 

3.47 

Commitment Costs   
  Term Limits 
 

2.597** 
(0.739) 

3.35 

  Upper Chamber Turnover 
 

1.006 
(0.013) 

0.49 

  Lower Chamber Turnover 
 

0.965* 
(0.014) 

-2.36 

  Presiding Officer Control Upper Chamber  
 

0.850 
(0.139) 

-0.98 

  Presiding Officer Control Lower Chamber 
 

1.861** 
(0.427) 

2.70 

Influence of Subsystem Actors   
  Per Capita Income 
 

1.175** 
(0.0419) 

4.52 

  Educational Attainment 
 

0.126** 
(0.033) 

3.99 

  Civic Environmentalism 
 

0.891** 
(0.013) 

-7.87 

  Neighboring Adopters 
 

0.608** 
(0.101) 

-2.98 

Likelihood of Subsystem Change   
  Metropolitan Population 
 

1.052** 
(0.012) 

4.30 

  Democratic Legislative Chambers 
 

1.986** 
(0.345) 

3.94 

  Democratic Executive  
 

1.26 
(0.289) 

1.023 

Log Likelihood Function  
Chi-Squared                                                                  

-277.52 
416.37** 

observations 
1058 

 

*Significant at 0.05 level with a two-tailed test 

** Significant at 0.01 level with a two-tailed test 
a 
Numbers in parentheses are S.E. 
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(2.597), which suggests that term limits do not influence commitment costs.  This does not make sense 

because term limits increase turnover, which obviously impacts the exchange among legislators and 

supportive constituent groups.  One explanation may be that impact of term limit provisions is now 

beginning to be felt because they were generally enacted in the early 1990’s.  Finally, the number of 

natural resource management employees is significant, but it increases the chance of adoption (1.862).  

This may actually be correct because many natural resource management employees now support the 

concept of collaborative management and promote its implementation (Cornett, 1995; Smyth, 1995; 

Cortner and Moote, 1999)
1
. 

All four variables examining the influence of subsystem actors are significant, which means that 

states are unlikely to adopt any new resource management program without the support of existing 

subsystem actors.  The higher a state’s civic environmental score, the less likely the state will adopt a 

collaborative management program (0.891).  This is correct because the measure of civic 

environmentalism applies better to the traditional ideas associated with mainstream groups that are the 

environmentalists least likely to benefit from the adoption of collaborative management programs (Lester, 

1995; Boss, 1997).   States with a higher level of educational attainment are more likely to adopt 

collaborative management programs (1.126).  This makes sense because better-educated people are 

more supportive of environmental policy in general (Lester, 1980; Ingram et al., 1993), and are more 

likely to participate in the environmental organizations that compete in resource management subsystems 

(Bosso, 1991, 1993).  As a state’s level of per capita income increases, so  does its chance of adopting 

collaborative management programs (1.175).  This means states that are better able to handle added 

environmental responsibilities are more likely to adopt collaborative management programs (Ringquist, 

1993).  Unfortunately, the variable measuring the influence policy networks in neighboring states is 

statistically significant, but  its odds ratio (0.608) suggests that neighboring adopters reduce the chance of 

adoption.  One possible explanation for this result is that many federal natural resource management 

agencies are actively encouraging the use of collaborative management programs  by state governments 

(Cortner and Moote, 1999; Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2001).   

States with larger urban populations are more likely to adopt collaborative programs (1.052).  

This is correct because people living in urban communities are more supportive of environmental 

programs in general (Vig and Kraft, 2000; Kenney, 2000), and collaborative management is advertised as 

                     
1
 Professional associations such as the Society for American Foresters now seriously consider adopting 

ecological integrity as a core professional value, which is one reason why professional foresters now 
support the concept of collaborative management (Smyth, 1995).  Additionally, resource management 
officials have a new philosophy of leadership that encourages agency personnel to be “servants” to all 
interests including those that support ecological values (Cornett, 1995; Cortner and Moote, 1999).  
Finally, federal agencies now include ecological sustainability as a fundamental goal for resource 
management.  Although, these changes are symbolic, they reflect a fundamental attitude change in the 
resource management profession toward supporting compliance-based programs. 
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a way of balancing ethnocentric and anthropocentric needs (Golley, 1993; Cantrill, 1998; Savory and 

Butterfield, 1999).  Additionally, the greater the number of legislative chambers controlled by Democrats, 

the more likely a state will adopt a collaborative management program (1.986). Democrats are more 

supportive of environmental goals than their Republican counterparts, which is why it is no surprise that 

they are more likely to adopt a management program that many view as an expansion of the 

environmental bureaucracy (Dunlap and Gale, 1974; Lester, 1980; Kamieniecki, 1995; Rabe and 

Zimmerman, 1997).  This is not true for the control of state executive offices by Democratic politicians 

because the variable is not statistically significant.  Nevertheless, the findings seem to support the idea 

that policy subsystems in states with larger metropolitan populations, wealthier states, and democratic 

legislatures are more likely to adopt collaborative management programs.  

 

 

 

Table 7: Change in Hazard Rate for Selected Covariates 

Variable Percent Change 

Agency Costs  

   Number of Local Governments - 21.73% 
Decision-Making Costs  
   Legislative Rules Limiting Debate 186.80 % 
Commitment Costs  
   Lower Chamber Turnover - 3.50 % 
   Lower Chamber Presiding Officer 86.10 % 
Influence of Subsystem Actors  
   Metropolitan Population 5.23 % 
   Democratic Legislative Chambers 98.60 % 
   Civic Environmentalism - 10.90 
Likelihood of Subsystem Change  

   Educational Attainment 12.60 % 
   Per Capita Income 17.50% 

 

 

One way to ease the interpretation of odds ratios is by converting them to percentages, which 

reveals the percent change in the likelihood of adopting a collaborative management program caused by 

a single unit change in an independent variable of interest.  Each additional percent increase in lower  

chamber turnover decreases the chance of adopting a collaborative management program by (3.50%).  

The impact of commitment costs is much more impressive for the lower chamber presiding officer control 

variable.  Each additional rule giving lower chamber presiding officers more institutional control increases 

the chance of adoption by (86.10%).  The change in the hazard rate attributable to the commitment cost 

variables suggests that ability of future coalitions to amend the preferences of current legislators is an 

important consideration to legislators (Horn, 1995; Epstein and O’Halloran, 1999).    

Each additional one-thousand local governments present in a state decreases the chance of 

adopting a collaborative management program by (21.73%).  The magnitude of the covariates’ impact on 
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the hazard rate makes sense when considering that the average number of local governments for each 

state by year is (520).  Most importantly, the change in the hazard rate shows the effect of the moral 

hazard problem during the implementation of collaborative management programs (Moe, 1984).  

Legislative  decision-making costs also impact the decision of legislatures to adopt collaborative 

management programs.  Each additional rule limiting legislative debate increases the chance of adopting 

a collaborative management program by (186.80%).  This is a substantively large impact, but one that is 

expected because presiding officers (i.e., rational actors) manipulate the  decision-making process to 

achieve their own legislative goals (Riker, 1980).      

States are unlikely to adopt a collaborative management program if the existing subsystem actors 

do not support the management strategy.  This substantive effect of this argument can be seen by noting 

that a one unit increase in the civic environmentalism measure decreases the chance of adoption by 

(10.90%).  This effect is correct because the measure of civic environmentalism is a better indicator of the 

role of mainstream environmental groups that often participate in resource management subsystems 

(Lester, 1995; Bosso, 1997).   Additionally, a one percent increase in the amount of high school 

graduates increases the chance of adoption by (12.60%).  This seems correct because better educated 

people are more supportive of environmental policy in general, and more likely to pressure resource 

management subsystems to adopt collaborative management programs (Lester, 1980; Ingram et al., 

1993).  Finally, each additional thousand dollars in per capita income increases the chance of adoption by 

(17.50%).  This suggests that the subsystems in wealthier states are more likely to experiment with 

alternative natural resource management programs because of their fiscal capacity (Jessup, 1991; 

Ringquist, 1993).   

The percent of a  state’s population living in metropolitan areas, and the control of political 

institutions by Democratic politicians examine how prone a state’s natural resource management 

subsystems are for change.   A one percent increase in the metropolitan population increases the chance 

of adoption by (5.23%).  People living in rural areas are often directly impacted by the decisions of natural 

resource management agencies, which is why they are often less supportive of environmental goals 

(Koontz, 1997; Cortner and Moote, 1999; Vig and Kraft, 2000; Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000).  The 

control of each additional legislative chamber by Democratic politicians increases the hazard rate of 

adoption by (98.60%).  The magnitude of this result supports the general findings of other research that 

Democratic politicians are more supportive of environmental programs than their Republican peers 

(Dunlap and Gale, 1974; Lester, 1980; Kamieniecki, 1995; Rabe and Zimmerman, 1997).   

 

Conclusion 

Our ability to model the decision of state legislatures to adopt collaborative management 

programs is enhanced by using the theory of political transaction costs (Horn, 1995).  Statistical evidence 

suggests that commitment costs, agency costs, and legislative  decision-making costs influence whether 
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states adopt collaborative management programs.  The effect of agency costs is particularly important 

because most federal environmental laws are implemented by states, which then pass on the federal 

mandates to local governments (Lester, 1993; Ringquist, 1993; Vig and Kraft, 2000).  State governments 

are less likely to adopt collaborative management programs as the number of localities increases.  This 

means that state lawmakers are concerned about the moral hazard problem caused by the unfaithful 

implementation of their policy objectives by localities (Moe, 1984).  This is troubling because the political 

climate in many states is now much less supportive of environmental objectives than it was before the 

Republican electoral gains in the 1994  mid-term election (Dunlap and Gale, 1974; Lester, 1980; 

Kamieniecki, 1995).  One of the most interesting findings is how commitment costs and  decision-making 

costs illustrate the importance of presiding officers in the legislative process.  Although this is not a novel 

idea, it is difficult to document in existing empirical state policy research (Patterson, 1996).  The political 

competition caused by the size of lower chambers and the novelty of new members  threaten the enacted 

policy preferences of past legislators (Horn and Shepsle, 1989; Horn, 1995).  One way to decrease these 

transaction costs is by concentrating power in the hands of lower chamber leaders.  Rules that require 

legislatures to complete their business during regular sessions increase the chance of adoption by 

decreasing legislative  decision-making costs (Epstein and O’Halloran, 1999).  These rules require 

presiding officers to actively control their chamber’s calendar because it  cannot be extended beyond the 

regular session.       

 The insight gained from the theory of subsystem politics is helpful for modeling the decision of 

state legislatures to adopt collaborative management programs.  As the per capita income level 

increases, and the level of educational attainment increases, so does the hazard rate of adopting 

collaborative programs.  These findings suggest that subsystem characteristics influence whether or not 

a state’s natural resource management subsystem are ripe for change.  Additionally, the per capita 

income finding is  substantively troubling because it suggests that wealthier states are no more likely to 

adopt collaborative management programs than less wealthy states.  Unfortunately, wealthier states are 

often the most industrialized states that have economies built around industries that do not rely on 

resource exploitation (Clarke and McCool, 1985; Knott and Miller, 1987; Bosso, 1991; Ringquist, 1993; 

Klyza and Trombulak, 1994; Lester 1995).  Yet, the states in most need for collaborative management 

efforts that improve environmental quality are just as likely to adopt collaborative management programs 

as states that do not need the program to improve environmental quality.   

 This analysis clearly shows that subsystem actors influence whether or not states adopt 

collaborative management programs.  The control of legislative chambers by Democrats has a major 

impact on the willingness of states to adopt collaborative management programs.  This is troubling 

because states in the Rocky Mountain west where resource extraction is most important are often under 

Republican political control.  Thus, the states with the greatest need for collaborative management may 

be the least likely to adopt the strategy.  Finally, the variable measuring civic environmentalism is a better 
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reflection of the activities of mainstream environmental groups because the Renew America list captures 

activities that are associated with mainstream groups (Bosso, 1997).  Interestingly, mainstream groups 

criticize Renew America for being a poor representation of their goals, yet researchers continue to use 

the list to measure civic environmentalism (John, 1994). 

 Finally, the result from this analysis are encouraging because the statistical model includes 

nineteen variables but there are only twenty-one cases of adoption.  There are of course potential 

problems with explaining so few cases with so many variables.  To begin with, there is always the 

problem of not being able to identify the model.  Yet, this does not occur because of the number of 

observations is so large (i.e. forty-nine states are analyzed over twenty-one years).  Additionally, the 

inferences from the model may be based on biased standard errors.  However, this will actually decrease 

the chances that the covariates are statistically significant.   Both of these issues suggest fewer variables 

should be used in future analyses, or more cases of adoption need to be added.  One way that this can 

be done is by using a repeated time model that examines the progression from agency to statutorily 

adopted collaborative management programs.     
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CHAPTER 5 

 

Introduction 

 

 Chapter five examines the participants’ evaluation of the performance of their collaborative 

group.  The participants’ evaluation of performance is operationalized as the actors’ evaluation of the 

decision-making process used by their collaborative group.  The chapter then outlines how the data 

needed to empirically test the model are gathered.  The data are collected from collaborative institutions 

selected in states that meet specific criteria linked to why states adopt collaborative management 

programs.  Next, procedures for measuring the factors affecting the evaluation of the decision-making 

process are presented, and descriptive statistics are reported.  The model explaining the stakeholders’ 

evaluation is then estimated and the findings are presented.  The chapter concludes by demonstrating the 

substantive effect of the statistically significant variables. 

 

The Stakeholders’ Evaluation 

Advocates of collaborative management argue the strategy will succeed if its institutional 

arrangements reduce the conflict inherent to natural resource management decision-making (Yaffee et 

al., 1996; Kenney et al., 1996; Kenney, 1998; Cortner and Moote, 1999; Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000).  

Collaborative programs attempt to reduce conflict by developing voluntary institutions that give people a 

greater voice in the resource management decision-making process and its outputs.  This is supposed to 

balance the demands of the competing actors that participate in collaborative institutions.  One way this is 

accomplished is by adopting decision-making rules that require unanimous consent – i.e., by using a 

consensual  decision-making process (Barnett et al., 1995; Cantrill, 1998; Cork, 1998).  The process of 

reaching decisions is the key to understanding how collaborative  groups function, which in turn 

influences how people evaluate the performance of collaborative institutions.  Thus, the evaluation of 

performance needs to capture the actors’ perception of the process used to reach agreement. 

Collaborative institutions rarely use a consensual decision-making process.  Voting rules that 

require a majority or super majority are much more common because unanimity is difficult to achieve 

(Little and Greider, 1993; Leach et al., 2000, Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000).  Thus, the concept of 

consensus needs to be defined as the support for the decision-making process that governs how the 

actors reach agreement.  This is why researchers suggest that consensus is achieved if the decision-

making process is able to balance the competing stakeholder demands (Yaffee et al.,1996; Kenney et al., 

1998).   
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Differences among individuals are important when conceptualizing consensus because natural 

resource management subsystems include people who can be categorized as latent participants, and 

people who are best thought of as active participants.  From this point forward latent participants are 

referred to as participants, and active participants are called stakeholders/actors.  Stakeholders are 

defined as a subset of participants because the term actor is commonly used to identify people who are 

actively involved in resource management subsystems (Gordon, 1993; Grumbine, 1994; Lewis et al., 

1998; Cortner and Moote, 1999; Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000).  Collaborative programs are expected to 

open up the decision-making process to all people, but in reality only a subset of participants are 

involved.  Thus, it does not matter how stakeholders are defined, as long as the difference in theory and 

practice are considered when conceptualizing participation.  In this dissertation participants possess 

property rights, are assigned administrative duties, are the consumers of resources, fight to preserve 

resources, or have a psychological attachment to the resources within the geographic boundaries of a 

collaborative group (Hartig and Zarull, 1992; Barnett et al., 1995; Rabe and Zimmerman, 1997; Cantrill, 

1998; Cork, 1998; Cortner and Moote, 1999; Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000).  Thus, anyone who wishes to 

be involved in a collaborative institution can find some way to justify their participation, but stakeholders 

are the individuals who actually choose to become involved in the arrangement.  

In addition to the differences between participants and stakeholders, the support of certain 

stakeholders ensures that the outputs of a collaborative institution are implemented.  This influences how 

consensus is defined because the support of certain actors is essential for a collaborative institution to 

succeed.  Stakeholders essential for the success of a collaborative institution are referred to as key 

stakeholders.   Key stakeholders are individuals or representatives from the interests that can employ 

political pressure, legal challenges, or administrative power to circumvent the creation or outputs of a 

collaborative arrangement.  In this dissertation, consensus is defined as the agreement among key 

stakeholders.
1
  

Existing research provides support for categorizing consensus as agreement among key 

stakeholders.  In their examination of the role of citizen involvement in collaborative groups, Wondolleck 

and Yaffee (2000) observe: 

“Including all participants in a collaborative arrangement is achieved through the use of 
open access.  This allows all interested individuals to participate in the collaborative 
group if they choose to do so.  While open access is often important symbolically, making 

                                                           
1
 Key stakeholders are the individuals or people who represent themselves, or groups of participants.  For 

example, if a municipality decides to build a waste transfer station in the XYZ area of town, the key 
stakeholders involved in the decision-making process are local politicians, civil servants, business groups, 
environmentalists, and representatives from the XYZ area of town.  It is unlikely that there is an existing 
interest group that represents all of the residents in the XYZ area.   Homeowner associations may exist, 
but they are limited in their geographic scope, which means they will not represent all of the residents.  
Yet, actors who represent different homeowner associations are likely to participate in the approval 
process to build the transfer station.  Their support is necessary for the facility to be built, and their lack of 
support means the transfer station will most likely not be built.  Thus latent groups can develop to oppose 
environmental issues, and the support of their key leaders is important (Rabe, 1986).      
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sure that key decision makers… are represented in the group is critical for the success of 
a collaborative effort” (Wondolleck and Yaffee, pg. 106). 
  

In practice, collaborative arrangements offer incentives such as free food, and schedule meetings on the 

weekends to encourage participation at their meetings (Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000).  Advocates of 

collaborative management may talk about agreement among all participants, but in reality consensus 

means agreement among key stakeholders who determine if the formation and outputs of a collaborative 

group are feasible.  Collaborative institutions reduce the overall conflict among key stakeholders by 

bringing them together to solve mutual problems.  This is expected to lead to personal relationships 

among the actors, which creates a better understanding of their competing actors’ needs (Wondolleck 

and Yaffee, 2000).  The personal relationships are expected to build trust that enables the key 

stakeholders to work towards mutually beneficial solutions.  As a result, key stakeholders may risk a 

short-term increase in their transaction costs by joining collaborative institutions, but do so for the future 

long-term reduction in their transaction costs.  There is evidence that this happens in collaborative 

institutions, which is why the key stakeholders’ evaluation of the process is used to evaluate the 

performance of collaborative institutions (Cortner and Moote, 1999; Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000). 

 The iron law of oligarchy is useful for conceptualizing consensus because the support of the 

people that represent groups impacted by a collaborative arrangement influences its success.  

Stakeholders and the groups they represent bring political, administrative, and financial resources to their 

collaborative arrangements, which aide in the development and performance of their group. Thus, 

consensus needs to suggest agreement among the people (i.e., key stakeholders) representing the 

interests impacted by the formation of a collaborative institution and its outputs.     

In theory, oligarchy can develop in all successful democratic institutions including collaborative 

arrangements (Michels, 1915).  Two sources of evidence suggest that compliance-based natural 

resource management institutions tend towards l oligarchy.  First, research on the alternative dispute 

resolution process suggests that citizen group representatives feel tremendous institutional pressure to 

accept compromise (Amy, 1987).  This often results in citizen group representatives accepting outcomes 

they and their parent organizations oppose.  The situation just described provides indirect evidence that 

compliance-based institutions tend towards oligarchy because citizen-based group leaders may choose 

compromise to ensure their organization’s place on the negotiating table (Amy, 1987).  Group leaders 

behave this way to demonstrate success to their latent members, which indirectly circumvents threats to 

their organizational power.         

The success of collaborative institutions is often determined by the support of actors who have 

the most at stake from the outputs of the collaborative group (Wondolleck et al., 2000; Wondolleck and 

Yaffee, 2000).  The intensity of preferences among stakeholders often dictates the decisional agenda in a 

collaborative institution, which determines the institution’s viable management outputs.  Most successful 

collaborative projects begin by tackling small problems that avoid intense differences among the actors, 

and “produce results, which allow the collaborative group to go on to bigger issues and efforts” 
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(Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000, p. 187).   This research suggests that success allows collaborative 

institutions to build trust among the most active stakeholders, which leads to a core group of actors who 

become the leaders of the institutions (i.e., key stakeholders).  The process just described is similar to 

how organizations become oligarchies (Michel, 1917).  Basically, actors with the most to gain (or  lose) 

work together to control the outputs of the organization that provides them with benefits.   

 Collaborative institutions’ tendency towards oligarchy helps explain how consensus can be 

achieved even for outputs not favored by all the stakeholders in the arrangement. Stakeholders 

participating in collaborative institutions may not support every agreement, but may accept agreements 

they oppose because the actor approves of the decision-making process.  This is why it is important to 

differentiate between the support for the decision-making process, and the support for individual outputs.  

It also supports the contention that the key stakeholders’ perception of the decision-making is the correct 

way to operationalize the evaluation of the performance of collaborative institutions. In other words, using 

the key stakeholders’ perception provides a conceptual bridge to analyze the decision-making process 

rather than specific outputs.  

     

Selection of Collaborative Arrangements to Sample 

 Analyzing the key stakeholders’ perception of the decision-making process requires sampling 

them within collaborative institutions and asking the individuals to rate the performance of their group.  

This suggests that the target population is key stakeholders in collaborative arrangements across all 

states.  Differences among states are expected to influence how key stakeholders evaluate the 

performance of collaborative groups.  However, the practical requirement of creating and sampling a list 

from fifty states is beyond the financial constraints of this dissertation.  Additionally, creating a national list 

is problematical because the concept of collaborative management means different things to different 

people, and the larger the sampling frame, the greater the chance of confusion (Koontz, 1997).  Further, 

creating a national list may be unfeasible because there are hundreds of collaborative institutions 

throughout the United States.  These groups vary in size, complexity, and institutional design, and new 

groups are constantly being formed (Yaffee et al., 1996).  Nonetheless, inferences about the target 

population can be made if a subset of the population is sampled based on factors affecting the 

relationships being examined (Dillman, 1978; Dillman and Salant, 1994; Frankfort-Nachmias and 

Nachmias, 1996).  In this dissertation the sampling frame is collaborative institutions in eight states that 

are selected from three criteria shown to affect the decision to adopt collaborative management 

programs. 

 The first of the three criteria is the presence of a statewide collaborative management program, 

which is important because existing programs influence the transaction costs of developing new 

institutions.  The second criterion is the importance of natural resources to a state’s economy; this is 

measured by a subset of the Green Index (Hall and Kerr, 1991).  The final selection criterion is the 

propensity for change to a state’s natural resource management subsystems, which is measured by the 
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level of civic environmentalism in the state.  Based on these selection criteria, collaborative institutions 

are randomly sampled in Alabama, Colorado, Michigan, New Hampshire, Oregon, Ohio, Vermont, and 

West Virginia.  The findings from this sampling frame can be generalized to the target population of 

collaborative institutions in all states because the selection is based on characteristics that affect the 

ability of collaborative institutions to form.   

Statewide Program   

Four of the states selected for this study have a statewide collaborative management program, 

and four do not.  A statewide program is defined as a collaborative strategy that attempts to coordinate 

existing natural resource management efforts, and/or actively seeks to increase local-level participation.  

This definition is based on the reality that collaborative programs use a decision-making process that 

attempts to bring actors together to work towards mutually beneficial outcomes that balance 

anthropocentric and biocentric needs (Gordon, 1993; Gormley, 1989; Barnett et al., 1995; Grumbine, 

1994; Rabe and Zimmerman, 1997; Cortner and Moote, 1999).  The presence of an existing state-level 

collaborative management program lowers the transaction costs associated with creating new 

collaborative institutions, and reduces the bureaucratic decision-making costs associated with natural 

resource management (O’Toole, 1988; Koontz, 1997).  Agency rules and procedures define what agency 

officials are required, prohibited, and allowed to do (Ostrom, Gardner, and Walker, 1994).  As a result, 

statewide programs affect the incentives that natural resource management officials have for assisting 

collaborative institutions (Koontz, 1997).  The participation of agency officials is important because their 

informal networks reduce the search, bargaining and implementation costs (i.e., transaction costs) 

associated with collaborative management arrangements (Helco, 1978; Taylor and Singleton, 1993). 

The analysis in the previous chapter found meaningful differences between the states that adopt 

collaborative programs, and those that do not.  This suggests that the willingness of natural resource 

management officials to assist collaborative institutions probably varies among the states with and without 

collaborative programs (i.e., the civil servants have an institutional incentive to participation in states that 

adopt the management program).  Twenty-one states are identified as having a statewide collaborative 

management program, and twenty-nine states as not.  The table below lists the states with a statewide 

program.     

 

  

Table 8: States with Statewide Program 

State Adopted State Adopted State Adopted 

Massachusetts 1983 Maryland 1992 New Jersey 1997 

Oregon 1987 Georgia 1993 Virginia 1997 

New Hampshire 1988 Kansas 1993 Michigan 1998 

Ohio 1988 Pennsylvania 1993 New Mexico 1998 

Louisiana 1989 Florida 1994 Mississippi 1999 

South Carolina 1989 Washington 1994 Nevada 1999 

Hawaii 1991 Minnesota 1995 West Virginia 2001 
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Commitment to Environmental Management 

The commitment to environmental protection is a useful selection criterion because the greater a 

state’s commitment, the larger its regulatory burden and the more costly resource management efforts 

are on subsystem actors (Warren, 1982; Lester, 1995).  These actors support management innovations 

that reduce their state’s regulatory burden.  These innovations are often viewed favorably by extractive 

resource users which willingly risk a short-term increase in their transaction costs caused by changing 

resource management programs because doing so may reduce their long-term transaction costs 

associated with resource consumption (Boyd et al., 1998).  This suggests that the participation of 

extractive industries in collaborative groups is shaped in part by the regulatory burden of the state in 

which they conduct their business.  Extractive industry support is essential for the success of 

collaborative institutions because they are active participants in resource management subsystems, and 

can use their subsystem contacts to derail the creation and operation of collaborative institutions (Lowi, 

1977; Baumgartner and Jones, 1993; Klyza, 1994). 

The difficulty with using the commitment to environmental protection as a selection criterion is 

that there is no perfect way to measure the concept.  This is why researchers often estimate the 

commitment to environmental protection by combining fiscal and non-fiscal indicators (Lester and 

Lombard, 1990; Lester, 1995).  In this dissertation, a state’s commitment to environmental protection is 

measured by the Green Index, which includes fiscal and non-fiscal indicators (Hall and Kerr, 1991; Lester, 

1995).   Although the Green Index is widely used in comparative state environmental policy studies, it is 

often criticized for containing too many factors that are not reflective of what it is intended to measure 

(Lester and Lombard, 1990; Lester, 1995; John, 1994).  Additionally, collaborative management programs 

are intended to address natural resource management issues.  This suggests that a subset of the Green 

Index is needed because the index includes measures that do not apply to resource management.     

The subset of the Green Index used to measure the commitment to natural resource 

management is the composite scores on the forestry and fisheries index, and the fun and quality of life 

assessment (Hall and Kerr, 1991).  These two composite scores are chosen because they measure how 

important natural resources are to the state’s economy (John, 1994), and include fiscal as well as non-

fiscal indicators (Hall and Kerr, 1991).  This is important because fiscal and non-fiscal factors influence 

the decision-making process about the consumption of natural resources (Clarke and McCool, 1985; 

Cortner and Moote, 1999; Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000).  The more important natural resources are to a 

state’s economy, the greater its commitment to natural resource management (Lester and Lombard, 

1990; John, 1994; Lester, 1995).  In the preceding chapter the measure of the importance of natural 

resources to the states’ economies is not statistically significant, but performs in its expected direction.  

This implies that the combination of the two scores measures the importance of natural resources to the 

states’ economies.  

The two composite measures from the Green Index are coded so that the lower a state’s score, 

the greater its commitment to natural resource management.  The composite scores are summed to 
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Table 9: Commitment to Environmental Protection
 a 

Below Average Commitment
 b

 Above Average Commitment 

Ohio (98)
 

Delaware (67) North Carolina (48) Maine (24) 
Connecticut (94) Iowa (66) North Dakota (48) New Mexico (24) 
Texas (90) Michigan (66) Florida (47) Wisconsin (23) 
New Jersey (87) Rhode Island (66) South Carolina (44) Minnesota (19) 
Indiana (86) Massachusetts (65) Virginia (43) Oregon (19) 
Illinois (85) Georgia (64) Colorado (42) Utah (16) 
Kansas (85) Oklahoma (64) Arizona (39) Washington (16) 
New York (81) Maryland (63) Nevada (39) Idaho (15) 
Pennsylvania (74) Nebraska (60) Arkansas (35) Wyoming (15) 
Louisiana (71) Kentucky (55) West Virginia (33) Montana (13) 
Alabama (70) Missouri (55) Vermont (25) South Dakota (5) 
California (70) Mississippi (54) Alaska (2) 
Hawaii (69) Tennessee (54)   

New Hampshire (53)   
a 

Numbers in parentheses are the states’ actual scores used to create the selection criteria.  The selection criteria 
range from zero to one hundred because the two composite indicators range from one to fifty.   
b
The below average category ranges from fifty-four to ninety-eight, and the above average category ranges from two 

  to fifty-three - the mean value is (50.92). 

 
 
 

create the selection criterion, and states scoring below fifty-three are considered to be more committed to 

natural resource management.  Dividing the data into groups reveals exactly what one would expect; 

states located in the Rocky Mountain West, upper Midwest, and extreme Northeast score the lowest
2
.  

The commitment to natural resource management by these states is expected to be high because 

resource extraction and recreational outdoor activities play a major role in their economies (Clark and 

McCool, 1985; Lester and Lombard, 1990; Klyza, 1994; Lester, 1995; Cortner and Moote, 1999).  Thus, 

there are theoretical reasons for dividing the states into two groups, which suggests that the states being 

selected must be equally representative of the two categories in the selection criteria. 

Propensity for Subsystem Change 

 The theory of “civic environmentalism” argues that local citizens act collectively to demand their 

values be represented in existing environmental policy outputs (John, 1994).  Through collective action 

local citizens pressure policymakers to adjust institutional outputs that support their values (John, 1994).  

Thus, an indicator of civic environmentalism may measure the likelihood of collective action occurring 

within a state.  This in turn may impact the performance of collaborative institutions because individuals 

who are encouraged to participate are motivated by solidary rather than select incentives (Moe, 1980).  

Thus, the transaction costs created by negotiating collective agreements (i.e., a collaborative decision-

making process) may be a smaller burden on actors motivated by non-monetary incentives.  The 

exchange that occurs during collaborative decision-making is less costly on actors motivated by solidary 

                                                           
2
 Maine, Minnesota, Wisconsin and South Dakota are not located in the West.  They should score low 

because recreational activities (e.g., fishing and hunting in ME, MN, WI and SD), and resource extraction 
(timber in ME, WI; commercial fishing in ME) are important industries. 
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incentives.  Civic environmentalism is a useful selection criterion because the transaction costs of 

negotiating decisions are lower in states where the chance for collective action occurring is higher.      

The third selection criterion is the state ranking by the number of natural resource management 

activities reported on the Renew America list (Renew America, 1991).  This list is argued to be a measure 

of civic environmentalism because the activities are locally based environmental projects similar to those 

described by DeWitt John (1994) as a civic environmental activity.  The third measures use a statistically 

significant predictor of the adoption of collaborative management programs (please see chapter 4).  

However, I expect the higher a state’s civic environmental score, the less likely it is to adopt a 

collaborative management program because the Renew America list measures activities that are better 

representations of the values advanced by mainstream rather than grass roots environmentalists (Bosso, 

1991, 1997).  Thus, states are less likely to adopt collaborative management programs because they 

threaten the influence of mainstream groups in resource management subsystems. 

This selection criterion was created by summing the projects listed on the Renew America report 

that relate to natural resource management.  The more programs, the greater the opportunity for people 

motivated by select incentives to participate in collective institutions.  This expectation is different than the 

one advanced about the adoption of collaborative management programs because actors motivated by 

solidary incentives can participate in collective action regardless of the underlying values being advanced 

by the institutions they join.  In other words, people collectively act in projects created to express the 

values of mainstream and grass roots environmentalists, which is why the number of civic environmental 

projects is used to select the states being sampled.     

The state scores from the Renew America list are divided into two groups above and below the 

median number of projects.  Four states actually with the median number of projects were placed in the 

category with the fewest number of projects to create two roughly equal groups.  Twenty-six states are 

considered to have more than the average number (i.e., most projects), and twenty-four states have less 

than the typical number of projects (i.e., fewest projects) listed by Renew America.  The states with the  

 

 

Table 10: Civic Environmental Score
 
 

Most Projects Fewest Projects 
California (94)

 
Michigan (21) Missouri (8) Mississippi (1) 

New York (47) New Jersey (20) Alabama (9) Utah (1) 
Florida (41) Oregon (19) Indiana (9) West Virginia (2)  
Texas (32) Washington (19) New Mexico (9) North Dakota (3) 
Maryland (31) North Carolina (18) Louisiana (10) Oklahoma (3) 
Massachusetts (30) Arizona (16) New Hampshire (10) South Dakota (3) 
Virginia (30) Montana (16) Arkansas (11) Hawaii (4) 
Minnesota (28) Tennessee (16) Delaware (11) Kansas (4) 
Pennsylvania (26) Wisconsin (22) Rhode Island (11) Nevada (4) 
Illinois (24) Georgia (13) Wyoming (11) South Carolina (4) 
Colorado (23) Iowa (13) Maine (8) Alaska (5) 
Ohio (23) Kentucky (13) Nebraska (8) Idaho (7) 
Wisconsin (22) Vermont (12)   
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most projects also have greater capacity for environmental protection, suggesting that they have the most 

resources to spend on localized resource management projects – projects that result from civic 

environmental activity (Jessup, 1989; Ringquist, 1993; Lester, 1994).  The states with the most projects 

have the largest metropolitan areas, and chapter four demonstrates that urban states are more likely to 

adopt collaborative management programs because suburban populations are more supportive of 

environmental protection in general (Dunlap and Gale, 1974; Koontz, 1997), and collaborative 

management is viewed as a means to ensure resource conservation (Rabe and Zimmerman, 1997; 

Cantrill, 1998; Cork, 1998; Savory and Butterfield, 1999).  Thus, there is reason to believe that the states 

can be meaningfully divided into two groups based on their civic environmental score.   

 
States Selected to Sample 

 The theoretical reasons described above provide justification for the division of the states into two 

categories for each selection criterion.  However, empirical support for such a division is necessary to 

meaningfully evaluate if the differences are real.  One method of doing this is by testing if there is a 

difference between the average numbers of collaborative groups in the states representing the two 

categories of each selection criterion
3
 because the selection criteria are measures of the likelihood of 

collaborative groups to develop and function.  Another method is to test if there is a difference between 

the mean selection criterion score for the states in each selection criterion category.  This is not useful for 

analyzing the first selection criterion because the presence of a statewide program is a dichotomous 

variable; however, the measures of civic environmentalism and the commitment to natural resource 

management are ordinal measures with considerable spread.  A paired-sample t-test can be used to test 

if the mean differences between pairs of observations are equal (Norusis, 1996).  If the mean differences 

are not equal (i.e., the t-test is statistically significant), then the selection criteria are validated because 

the significance level of the t-tests reveals the probability that the observed results occurred by chance 

alone.  The less likely the results occurred by chance, the more likely the observed relationships are real 

(Norusis, 1996).   

 Table eleven reports that the mean differences in the number of collaborative groups are 

statistically significant for each selection criterion.  Additionally, the mean differences among the scores 

for the two groups of states divided by their commitment to natural resource management, and civic 

environmentalism scores are significant.  The negative direction of the civic environmentalism and 

commitment criteria are expected because the variables were created by subtracting lower scores from 

higher scores.  However, the negative value of the tests examining the difference in the mean number of 

collaborative projects is surprising.  It suggests that states scoring higher on each selection criterion have 

fewer collaborative groups.  This may mean that it is actually more difficult to locate collaborative groups 

in higher scoring states.   Regardless, the selection criteria appear to be empirically valid, which adds 

further evidence that the selection criteria are useful tools for developing the sampling frame.   
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Table 11: Paired-Samples T-Test 
 Paired Difference   

Test Mean Std. Deviation 95 % Confidence Interval d.f. t-value 

Statewide Program - # projects -7.82 6.66 -10.36 -5.29 28 -6.32
* 

Commitment to N.R.M. - # projects -8.08 8.32 -11.68 -4.43 22 -4.65
*
 

Civic Environmentalism - # projects -7.00 7.00 -9.77 -4.22 26 -5.19
*
 

Commitment to N.R.M. – Green Index -20.12 17.33 -27.44 -12.80 23 -5.68
*
 

Civic Environmentalism – Renew America -43.64 21.58 -52.78 -34.08 22 -9.63
*
 

* 
Two-tailed test with a p-value less than 0.001. 

 
 
 

Justifying the selection criteria is important because they are intended to control for any variation 

in the stakeholders’ evaluation of the decision-making process caused by the selection criteria.  As a 

result, any variation caused by the selection criteria will be held constant across the sampled states if 

they are equally represented in the sampling frame.  This implies that the only sources of variation among 

the individual responses are differences caused by the hypothesized relationships outlined in  

 
 
 

State Statewide 
Program 

Commitment to Natural 
Resource Management 

Civic 
Environmentalism 

Oregon 

West Virginia 
Above Average 

Most 

Fewest 

Ohio 

New Hampshire 

 

YES 

 Below Average 
Most 

Fewest 

Colorado 

Vermont 
Above Average 

Most 

Fewest 

Alabama 

Oklahoma 

 

NO 

 Below Average 
Most 

Fewest 

 

Figure 3: Summary of Selection Criteria  

 

 

chapter three, measurement error, and the stochastic nature of the world (Frankfort-Nachmias and 

Nachmias, 2000; Dillman, 2000).  Fortunately, a random sample of the collaborative groups in the eight 

states being sampled will control for stochastic differences, and statistical analysis can help identify 

differences caused by measurement error.  The chart above shows that the eight states selected to 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
3
 The measure is a count of the ecosystem management projects identified by Yaffee et al., (1996), and 

does not include watershed initiatives. 
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sample are Alabama, Colorado, New Hampshire, Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon, Vermont, and West Virginia.  

After developing the sampling frame (i.e., selecting the eight states), the collaborative arrangements are 

randomly selected, the key stakeholders are identified, and then they are sampled.     

Sampling of Collaborative Arrangements 

Before actually sampling the collaborative arrangements in the selected states, the number of 

collaborative groups to be sampled must be determined.  Often the determination of sample size is based 

upon the resources available to conduct the research rather than a strict calculation of the limits of the 

sample size (Frankfort-Nachmias and Nachmias, 2000; Dillman, 2000, p. 209).  Although this is an 

important consideration, so is the precision of the estimates to be made from the sampled data.  As a 

result, the sample size chosen for this project is designed to balance the factors that are useful for 

calculating the limitations of a chosen sample size (Dillman, 2000).  The following four factors are useful 

for calculating the ideal sample size (Dillman, 2000):  First, how much sampling error in the estimates is 

acceptable?  Second, how large is the population size from which the sample is to be drawn?  Third, how 

varied is the population with respect to the characteristics of interest?  Finally, what is the desired amount 

of confidence for the inferences based on the sample data?  The answers to the four questions can be 

used to mathematically determine sample size by the following equation: 

 
 
 
 

Sample size = 
(Np) (p) (1 – p)         

(Np –1) (B/C)
2
 + (p) (1-p) 

 

Figure 4:  Sample Size Formula 

 

 In the equation (Np) is the population size, (p) represents the proportion of the population 

expected to choose one of two response categories, (B) is the acceptable sampling error, and (C) is the z 

statistic associated with the chosen confidence level.  Before using the equation, the number of 

collaborative arrangements in the sampling frame needs to be determined.  This is important because the 

number of collaborative arrangements is the best estimate of the true population of collaborative groups 

in the eight states.  Collaborative arrangements are included in the sampling frame if they are located 

completely within one of the selected states, which means collaborative groups that manage resources in 

more than one state are not part of the sampling frame.  This is done to maintain the reliability of the 

selection criteria, which are chosen to control for the factors believed to influence the ability of 

collaborative groups to form and function within states.  The table twelve identifies the number of 

collaborative agreements in each state, which was gathered by an Internet and an archival search. 

Two different methods are employed to locate collaborative arrangements because they are 

constantly being created, and the archival sources are limited to specific types of collaborative programs.   
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Table 12: Collaborative Groups by State 
State Number of Collaborative Groups Percent of Population 

Alabama 13 4.10% 
Colorado 33 10.40% 
New Hampshire 21 6.62% 
Oklahoma 4 1.27% 

Ohio 49 15.46% 

Oregon 105 33.12% 
Vermont 28 8.84% 
West Virginia 64 20.19% 
         Estimated Population       317 100% 

  

 

 

The Internet search involved looking through agency websites for a listing of collaborative management 

programs, and the projects associated with the agency programs.  This meant identifying collaborative 

groups in the four states without a statewide program was very difficult to do.  The archival search relied 

on the list of ecosystem management projects identified by the University of Michigan (Yaffee et al., 

1996), western watershed initiatives published by The Natural Resources Law Center (Kenney et al., 

2002), and groups that applied for grant funding available through section 317 of Clean Water Act 

Amendments of 1987 (Conservation Technology Information Center
4
).  These three sources provide 

limited coverage of collaborative groups because they focus in on groups that often include many 

government actors, or are at least organized enough to apply for a federal grant, which means they often 

miss many collaborative groups that are created by highly localized and unorganized citizen groups.  

 The equation for calculating sample size requires identifying the proportion of the population that 

is expected to choose among survey question response categories (Dillman, 2000).  Doing this requires 

estimating the likely split of the survey questions, which is often difficult to do unless the estimations can 

be based on existing data using the same questions (Frankfort-Nachmias and Nachmias, 2000).  

Unfortunately, this is not possible because the majority of the questions used in this project to create the 

dependent variable have not been asked before.  Thus, a fifty-fifty split is the best value for estimating the 

proportion of the population that will choose among response categories because it maximizes the 

heterogeneity in the possible responses, and the questions used to create the dependent variable are 

dichotomous variables (Dillman, 2000).  Using a fifty-fifty split maximizes the question variance, which 

requires the largest possible sample to control for the differences among the response options.   

 Finally, calculating the sample size requires determining the sampling error and confidence 

interval of the estimates.  In this dissertation a ninety percent confidence level and fifteen percent 

sampling error are chosen, which means that nine times out of ten the results are likely to represent the 

true value in the population within a range of precision of fifteen percent.  These two values are chosen 

because they provide a fairly high level of confidence and precision, but require only a moderate sample 

size to achieve.  This is important because key stakeholders within collaborative groups are being 

sampled, which means more than one individual per group often needs to be surveyed.  As a result, the  
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N  = 
(317) (0.5) (1 – 0.5) 

(317 –1) (0.15/1.64505)
2
 + (0.5) (1-0.05) 

N  = 
(317) (0.5) ( 0.5) 

(316) (0.0911826)
2
 + (0.5) (0.05) 

N  = 
(158.5) ( 0.5) 

(316) (0.0083143)+ (0.25) 

N  = 
79.25 

(2.6273)+ (0.25) 

N  = 
79.25 

2.87731 
 

 
N  = 27.54 

Figure 5:  Calculation of Sample Size 
 

 

  

true cost of this survey is much greater than simply surveying the actual number of groups determined in 

the sampling list because many of the collaborative arrangements have multiple key stakeholders. 

The sample size is estimated to be roughly twenty-eight collaborative arrangements (27.54), or a 

little more than eight and a half percent of the entire population (8.80% of the estimated population).  Now 

that the sample size has been determined, it needs to be decided how the collaborative arrangements will 

be sampled.  Collaborative groups from all eight states must be sampled because the sampling frame is 

designed to control for factors that impact how the stakeholders evaluate the performance of their 

arrangement.  One way to do this is by randomly sampling the eight states; however, the relatively small 

number of groups in Oklahoma and Alabama suggests that collaborative arrangements in these states 

may not be selected if a simple random sample is employed.  As a result, eight and a half percent (a 

uniform sampling fraction) of the collaborative arrangements are randomly sampled within each state.  

This means that the percentage of groups sampled by state is proportional to the number of groups  

 

 

Table 13: Number of Collaborative Arrangements Sampled by State 

State 8.8 Percent of Population*
 

Arrangements Sampled
 

Alabama 1.14% 1 
Colorado 2.90% 3 
New Hampshire 1.84% 2 
Oklahoma 0.35% 1 
Ohio 4.31% 4  
Oregon 9.24% 9  
Vermont 2.46% 2  
West Virginia 5.60% 6 
                 Total:                         27.84% 28 

                                              *
All collaborative arrangements have an 8.80% chance of being selected 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
4
 http://www.ctic.purdue.edu/CTIC/CTIC.html 
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in each state in the population.  One advantage to using a proportionate stratified random sample is that 

the estimated coefficients do not need to be weighted during the analysis (Kish, 1965).  The method also 

ensures that collaborative groups from each state are represented in the analysis (Frankfort-Nachmias 

and Nachmias, 2000; Dillman, 2000, p. 209).   

Sampling Process 

 Sampling the collaborative arrangements required collecting institutional and individual level data, 

which meant that the sampling process involved two stages.  First, the primary contacts for the 

collaborative groups were contacted to obtain the institutional information needed for the analysis.  

Primary contacts are the public liaison officers for the selected groups, and their contact information was 

obtained from the sources used to create the sampling frame.  Primary contacts were asked to identify 

the key stakeholders, and to provide contact information for the actors.  In most cases, the primary 

contacts felt that the key stakeholders were the people who served in the groups’ leadership positions 

because these individuals were the most active stakeholders in their groups.  The number of key 

stakeholders per group was generally less than seven people, which makes sense because most groups 

have a president, vice president, treasurer, secretary, semi-professional staff person (this was usually the 

primary contact), and a couple of very active stakeholders.  The primary contacts reported that the 

number of key stakeholders ranged from seven to twenty people.      

 The primary contacts were interviewed by telephone, and the typical interview lasted forty 

minutes (please see Appendix A for the Primary Contact survey).  Collaborative groups were randomly 

selected by state using a simple random sample procedure in SPSS.  Replacement was employed to 

maintain the uniform sampling percentage required to use a proportionate random sample.  Collaborative 

arrangements were replaced if: 1) the primary contact chose not be interviewed, 2) the primary contact 

was unable to obtain the permission of their group members to be surveyed, 3) the institution selected 

was not a collaborative arrangement, or 4) the primary contact could not be reached.  These four reasons 

suggest that non-interviews and cases of unknown eligibility are reasons to justify the classification of 

groups as ineligible or non-responses.  Both of these reasons are widely accepted by survey researchers 

to be valid justification for removing cases from the sampling frame, as long as every effort is used to 

make contact with the respondents (AAPOR, 1998).  Primary contacts were called up to twelve times, and 

messages were left explaining why they were being contacted.  The phone calls were made during 

different times of the day and week, and emails were sent asking the primary contacts to schedule a 

phone interview with the researcher.  The information below shows: 1) the groups sampled by state, 2) 

the number of replacements made by state, 3) the reason why groups were replaced, and 4) the sources 

from which the primary contact information was obtained.   

 The second phase of the sampling process was administering the stakeholder survey, which 

occurred in the spring and early summers of 2001 and 2003 (please see Appendix B).  Before 

administering the stakeholder surveys, the primary contacts needed to be interviewed, and had to agree 

to allow their stakeholders to be surveyed.  The timing of the stakeholder survey after the phone interview  
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Table 14: Sampled Collaborative Arrangements  
State Group I.D. Data Source Replacement 

Alabama 108 Alabama Watershed List No 
Colorado 200 Natural Resource Law Center No 

Colorado 201 Natural Resource Law Center No 

Colorado 203 Natural Resource Law Center No 

New Hampshire 143 Conservation Technology Information Center No 

New Hampshire 144 New Hampshire Coastal Network No 

Oklahoma 106 University of Michigan never contacted P.C 

Oklahoma 105 University of Michigan unable to obtain permission 

Oklahoma 107 University of Michigan No 

Ohio 115 Conservation Technology Information Center No 

Ohio 116 Conservation Technology Information Center No 

Ohio 117 Conservation Technology Information Center P.C. refused participation 

Ohio 118 Conservation Technology Information Center No 

Ohio 119 Conservation Technology Information Center No 

Oregon 121 University of Michigan No 

Oregon 122 Conservation Technology Information Center never contacted P.C 
Oregon 123 Conservation Technology Information Center No 

Oregon 124 Conservation Technology Information Center No 

Oregon 125 Natural Resource Law Center No 

Oregon 126 Natural Resource Law Center No 

Oregon 127 Natural Resource Law Center No 

Oregon 128 Conservation Technology Information Center No 

Oregon 129 Natural Resource Law Center never contacted P.C 
Oregon 130 Natural Resource Law Center No 

Oregon 131 Natural Resource Law Center No 

Vermont 132 Lake Champlain Basin Program No 

Vermont 141 Lake Champlain Basin Program No 

West Virginia 133 West Virginia Watershed Network No 

West Virginia 134 West Virginia Watershed Network unable to obtain permission 

West Virginia 100 Conservation Technology Information Center No 

West Virginia 135 West Virginia Watershed Network No 

West Virginia 137 West Virginia Watershed Network No 

West Virginia 138 West Virginia Watershed Network No 

West Virginia 139 West Virginia Watershed Network not a collaborative group 

West Virginia 104 Conservation Technology Information Center No 

 

 

 

seemed to influence whether or not the primary contacts were receptive to surveying their members.  

Understanding why the timing matters requires knowing that some of the primary contacts are 

professional staff members of their collaborative group, but most of them are agency or citizen volunteers.  

The volunteer primary contacts were more receptive to the idea of surveying their members if their groups 

were scheduled to meet relatively soon after their phone interview.  Unfortunately, the groups rarely meet 

more than once a month, usually on different days of the week, and never during August or months with 

major holidays; this meant the best time to contact the groups was in the spring and early summer.  The 

timing of the primary contact interviews was important because the University’s Human Subject 

Committee required that the primary contacts be asked to survey their members, and that the primary 
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contacts be allowed to review the survey
5
.  Thus, the shorter the time period between the interview and 

group meeting, the less time the primary contacts had for reviewing the stakeholder survey (all but two 

primary contacts were emailed the stakeholder survey within a day of their interview).  Yet, this also gave 

the primary contact less time to lose track of the survey and to forget about asking their stakeholders to 

participate.  Both of these scenarios occurred on more than one occasion, particularly with the volunteer 

primary contacts that often had to be sent several reminders about the survey request.       

   The primary contacts were given four options for the administration of the stakeholder survey.  

The stakeholder surveys could be mailed to the stakeholders, the stakeholders could be sent an email 

link to the survey on the Internet, the survey could be emailed as an attachment, or the survey could be 

passed out at the collaborative arrangement’s meeting.  Offering four different modes allowed the primary 

contacts to choose how intrusive the survey would be on their stakeholders.  This is important because 

many of the primary contacts were resistant to providing personal information about their key 

stakeholders because the actors were often their friends (volunteer primary contacts), employers 

(professional primary contacts), or citizens who consumed resources they managed (agency volunteers).  

The primary contacts were required to administer the survey if they did not want to give out the key 

stakeholders’ mailing or email addresses.  Thus, the electronic modes of distribution
6
, and the handing 

out of paper copies of the survey
7
 reduced the amount of work required from the primary contacts.  The 

primary contacts simply forwarded the electronic cover letter and the hyperlink or attachment to their key 

stakeholders, or they passed out the survey at their meetings.  The primary contacts were given the 

choice to send out the mail survey, or to send their mailing list to the researcher.  This option was allowed 

because two of the primary contacts insisted on placing the recipient addresses on the surveys 

personally
8
.  The two mail surveys handled by the researcher were administered by the total design 

method, and the four waves of the mailing were sent from the researcher’s residence (Dillman, 1978; 

Dillman and Salant, 1994). 

 In addition to the practical advantages of offering a multiple mode survey, research suggests that 

the method maximizes the response rate of diverse populations because different individuals respond 

differently to alternative survey modes (Babbie, 1995; Dillman, 2000).  One way that the population varied 

was by the resource management expertise of the groups’ stakeholders, which appeared to influence 

their willingness for using electronic means of communication.  Some of the groups had their own web 

pages, email contact lists, and communicated almost exclusively through email.  The primary contacts 

representing these groups generally requested the electronic modes of distribution.  Other groups were 

                                                           
5
 One primary contact denied approval after reviewing the stakeholder survey.   

6
 The electronic cover letter contained a hyperlink to the Florida State University’s survey lab home page, 

which is where the survey was administered. 
7
 The primary contacts were sent the following for each key actor in their group: the survey, the cover 

letter and a self-addressed stamped return envelope.  The primary contacts were asked to read the cover 
letter before passing out the survey.  
8
 These two primary contacts were mailed the survey packages, which included the survey, a self-

addressed stamped return envelope, the cover letter, and the postage for the survey package. 
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much less sophisticated and preferred to hand out the survey or to provide the mailing addresses 

because they communicated over the phone or by mail.  Additionally, the collaborative institutions were 

selected to represent states that varied among the variables argued to affect the formation and 

functioning of collaborative groups.  Thus, the selection process resulted in a diverse population of 

collaborative institutions, and is another reason why the multi-mode method was employed.  

  The information in the table below shows the mode used to administer the survey, the number of 

key stakeholders in the collaborative group, the number of stakeholders that responded, and the 

response rate for the survey.  The mode is listed in two columns because the survey was administered at 

two different times, which is also the reason why the number of respondents is divided into two columns.  

The survey was administered twice to improve the response rate in some collaborative groups, and to 

obtain data from Colorado and Oklahoma.  Information was not gathered from these two states in the first 

round of sending out the stakeholder survey.  A close examination of the data reveals that the number of 

key stakeholders ranges from two to thirty-two per group, and the typical collaborative institution had 

about nine key stakeholders.  These numbers are lower than the estimated number of stakeholders 

reported in some studies of collaborative institutions (Yaffee et al., 1996; Lubell et al., 1998; Leach, n.d.,), 

but are similar to the numbers reported by other research (Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000).  The reason for 

this is that the primary contacts were asked to identify the key stakeholders in their collaborative 

arrangements, which is how the number of key stakeholders was determined.  Many of the preceding 

studies estimated the number of actors based on the number of people reported to be active in the group.  

In other words, this project examines the most active stakeholders identified by the people who know the 

group best (i.e., the primary contacts); whereas the existing research examines all active stakeholders.  

The research that actually found the number of stakeholders to be relatively small was a series of case 

studies where the researchers interviewed the actors and then estimated the number of most active 

members in the groups (Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2001). 

 There are two ways to think about the response rate: as the overall response rate for all 241 

people identified as key stakeholders by the twenty-eight primary contacts, or as the average response 

rate per collaborative arrangement.  The latter concept is the more appropriate for this research because 

collaborative arrangements were actually sampled.  Thus, in the typical collaborative arrangement, four 

out of ten (40.32%) key stakeholders responded to the stakeholder survey.  The response rate ranges 

from about thirteen to sixty percent among the groups.  It also varies by the mode used to administer the 

survey, which is important because research suggests that this should occur (Babbie, 1996; Dillman, 

2000).  The average response rate for a mail survey is generally in the range of twenty-five to thirty-five 

percent, which is actually lower than the thirty-six percent (36.24%) achieved in this analysis (Babbie, 

1995; Dillman, 2000).  The average response rate for email and Internet surveys has been shown to be 

around twenty percent (Dillman, 2000).  Once again, this project surpasses the expected rate by 

achieving a response rate of thirty-eight percent (38.45%).  The survey research literature does not 

discuss potential response rates for questionnaires that are administered by people other than the 
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Table 15: Response Rate 
Respondents 

Group I.D. 1
st
 Mode 2

nd
 Mode 

Key 
stakeholders 1

st
 Mode 2

nd
 Mode 

Response 
Rate 

108 handout  6 3  50.00% 
200 email hyperlink  3 1  33.33% 
201 mail   9 3  33.33% 
203 handout  5 2  40.00% 
143 email attachment handout 8 1 3 50.00% 
144 handout  5 3  60.00% 
107 email attachment handout 6 0 2 33.33% 
115 email hyperlink handout 12 0 2 16.66% 
116 mail by P.C.  32 16  50.00% 
118 handout  20 11  55.00% 
119 handout handout 6 1 0 13.33% 
121 email hyperlink  3 1  33.33% 
123 handout  5 2  40.00% 
124 email hyperlink  12 6  50.00% 
125 handout  14 7  50.00% 
126 email hyperlink  6 2  33.33% 
127 email hyperlink  10 3  30.00% 
128 email attachment  2 1  50.00% 
130 email hyperlink  11 6  54.54% 
131 handout  13 7  53.84% 
132 handout  8 3  37.50% 
141 handout  5 3  60.00% 
133 handout handout 2 1 1 40.00% 
100 handout  10 5  50.00% 
135 handout handout 6 0 2 33.33% 
137 mail by P.C. pass-out 6 1 0 16.66% 
138 handout email hyperlink 6 0 1 16.66% 
104 mail  20 9  45.00% 

 

 

researchers.  This is probably the case because the practice is more in line with the tactics used by 

market researchers, such as self-administration of surveys.  Yet, close to one out of four questionnaires 

(22.83%) that were handed out by the primary contacts were returned.  Therefore, the response rates for 

the handouts are probably pretty good when realizing that self-administered magazine surveys can have 

a response rate of less than one percent (Dillman, 2000).  

 There are two reasons why the typical collaborative arrangement achieved a response rate of 

close to forty percent.  First, the stakeholders were given the choice to not be surveyed, and the primary 

contacts had the option to deny the right to survey their group.  As a result, the collaborative groups were 

self-selected, which probably removed the groups that were not interested in being surveyed.  Another 

possibility is that the primary contacts may have created a sense of buy-in for the instrument because 

they administered the survey to the key stakeholders.  This in turn may have created a sense of 

acceptance on the part of the key stakeholders and increased their willingness to participate (Dillman, 

1978; Dillman and Salant, 1994).  Second, many of the groups listed by the Natural Resources Law 

Center and the University of Michigan have been the targets of academic researchers (Yaffee et al., 

1995; Kenney et al., 1996; Yaffee et al., 2000; Leach, n.d.).  Although this created hesitation on the part 
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of some primary contacts, it did reduce the potential shock when they were asked to survey their key 

stakeholders.  Regardless, the average response rate seems to be in line with acceptable survey 

research practices and suggests that the response rate is probably as high as can be achieved.  This is 

reinforced by realizing that eight groups were surveyed twice to improve the response rate.    

   
Measurement 

The dependent variable is the key stakeholders’ evaluation of the performance of the decision-

making process used by their collaborative institution.  Operationalizing this concept is difficult because 

people can express favorable and unfavorable opinions about the decision-making process.  Thus, the 

stakeholders’ evaluation of the performance of their collaborative groups is measured by three variables: 

two scales that tap the stakeholders' favorable and unfavorable opinions about the decision-making 

process, and an index created by combing the previous two variables.  All of the indices are additive 

variables created from a set of dichotomous survey questions.  The survey questions reported in the table 

below are used to create the measures.  The items used to measure favorable opinions are based upon 

the theoretical goal of collaborative management to create win-win decision-making outputs (Grumbine, 

1984; Hartig and Zarull, 1992; Gordon, 1993; Koontz, 1997; Kenney, 1998; Savory and Butterfield, 1999; 

Cortner and Moote, 1999; Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2001).  Openness of the process, support of all actors, 

and the sense that the decision-making process distributes benefits equally are expected to lead to 

support for the decision-making process.  The items measuring unfavorable opinions capture the 

competitive nature of natural resource management, the main criticism of deterrence-based programs 

(Clarke and McCool, 1985; Rabe, 1986; Kerwin, 1994; Klyza, 1994).     

 

 

Table 16: Survey Questions Used to Create the Dependent Variable 

 
Do you believe that the decision-making process is… Answer 

   open to input from all stakeholders within the…? yes no
 

   supported by all of the organized groups within the..? yes no 
   fair in the sense that it benefits no group of participants more than any other group? yes no 

Items used to create unfavorable ratings 
Do you believe that…  
   Government actors have too much influence over the decision-making process? yes no 

   Resource-consuming actors have too much influence over the decision-making process? yes no 

   Environmental groups have too much influence over the decision-making process? yes no 

   Property rights groups have too much influence over the decision-making process? yes no 

   Participants concerned with recreational activities have too much influence over the decision- 
   making process? 

yes no 

 
 
All of the questions are coded so that responses supportive of an unfavorable rating are assigned 

a value of one.  Thus the higher an actor’s score, the less supportive they are of the decision-making 

process.  The two scales can be added together to create the combined index that is the third dependent 
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variable.  Additionally, this makes it easier to compare the multivariate analyses of the three dependent 

variables because the influence of the independent variables will be consistent across the equations.  The 

favorable scale ranges from zero to three, and the lower an individual’s score, the more favorably they 

rate the decision-making process.  The unfavorable index ranges from zero to five, and the higher the 

value, the more unfavorably an actor evaluates the process.  These two indices are combined to create 

the third dependent variable, which has a theoretical range of zero to seven, and the lower its value (i.e., 

closer to zero), the more supportive an actor is of the decision-making process. 

Table seventeen reports that the mean value for the unfavorable scale is (0.844), which indicates 

that most people have a favorable opinion of the decision-making process used by their group.  The 

standard deviation (1.16) shows that most people rarely score the variable greater than two, meaning a 

positive evaluation is the norm.  The typical respondent rates the decision-making process very favorably, 

and the mean value for the favorable index is (0.556).  The favorable variable ranges from one to three, 

but most people rate the measure less than one because the data are not dispersed (i.e., standard 

deviation is 0.839).  The mean value for the combined index is (1.14), and its observed range is from zero 

to six.  This means that the typical key stakeholder evaluates the process favorably.  However, the 

standard deviation (1.61) indicates a fair amount of dispersion in the responses.  This implies that 

responses slightly greater than one and zero are common, but responses much greater than one are 

uncommon.  The frequency distribution of responses shows that roughly seventy-five percent of the 

respondents score the variable with a value of two or less.  The vast majority of respondents view the 

process favorably because three is the midpoint of the observed range – values greater than three imply 

an unfavorable view of process. 

 

 

Table 17: Descriptive Statistics 

Variable Mean Mode Standard Deviation Minimum Maximum 

Dependent Variable  1.412 0 1.61 0 6 
Favorable Rating 0.568 0 0.831 0 3 
Unfavorable Rating 0.844 0 1.164 0 5 
Institutional Rule - seek out potential actors 0.522 1 0.501 0 1 
Institutional Rule - limit discussion 0.568 1 0.497 0 1 
Institutional Rule - change process 0.701 1 0.459 0 1 
Institutional Rule - amend agreement 0.513 0 0.554 0 2 
Individual Traits - prior experience 1.926 0 1.730 0 4 
Individual Traits - educational attainment 3.019 4 0.940 1 4 
Individual Traits – perceived costs 2.054 multi 1.166 0 4 
Individual Traits –deterrence-based solutions  1.563 2 0.629 0 3 
Individual Traits - 1st

 compliance-based solutions  1.742 2 0.730 1 5 
Individual Traits - 2nd

 compliance-based solutions 1.657 1 0.91 1 4 
Institutional Characteristics - advocacy coalitions 2.880 multi 0.757 0 4 
Institutional Characteristics - government actors 8.042 5 6.312 0 30 
Institutional Characteristics - total stakeholders 17.21 12 12.216 0 60 
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Independent Variables 
The first institutional rule variable measures whether or not the collaborative arrangements 

actively attempt to attract potential actors.  This variable is created by the primary contacts’ responses to 

the two questions: 1) Does the collaborative group offer free food or other incentives to encourage 

stakeholder participation?  2) Does the collaborative group schedule its meeting in the evenings or 

weekends?  An affirmative answer to each question is coded one, which is why the variable ranges from 

zero to two, and the higher the score, the greater the effort to attract actors.  The modal value of the 

variable is one, and the standard deviation is close to one-half.  This suggests that most collaborative 

arrangements seek out potential actors, which is generally done by scheduling the group’s meetings in 

the evening. 

The primary contacts’ answers to the following questions are used to measure if the groups limit 

discussion on management topics.  First, are there unwritten rules/bylaws that govern the debate of 

management topics introduced at your meetings?  Second, if there are written or unwritten rules which 

govern the process of debate, are they actually enforced?  Positive responses are coded one, and the 

variable ranges from zero to two.  A value of two means the process of reaching agreements is governed 

by rules that are actively enforced.  The modal value of this variable is one, which suggests that the 

typical group has written rules governing discussion, but they are not actively enforced. 

The next institutional rule measures whether or not the stakeholders can change the decision-

making process used by their arrangement.  This is measured by asking the primary contacts if there “are 

formal procedures to change how the management body arrives at decisions?” There are only two 

possible values for this measure, zero and one.  A value of one means that the stakeholders can change 

the decision-making process, and a value of zero implies that they cannot.  The modal value for this 

variable is one, which indicates most groups do allow their actors to change the decision-making process.   

The final institutional rule of interest is whether or not the stakeholders can amend agreements 

after they have been reached.  The primary contacts’ responses to the following questions are used to 

create this measure:  First, are there rules or procedures that allow a minority of the stakeholders to 

block/veto management proposals favored by the majority of stakeholders?  Second, can stakeholders 

appeal management decisions to the bureaucratic agencies that manage the primary resource(s) of 

interest to the group?  Yes answers are coded one; this is why the variable ranges from zero to two, and 

the higher the score, the easier it is to change agreements.  The modal value of the variable is one, and 

the standard deviation is less than one-half.  This suggests the typical collaborative group does have 

formal methods for changing the agreements they reach and means most groups probably strive to 

achieve decisions that will not be amended.  

  The first individual trait variable is the actors’ self-reported natural resource management 

experience.   Prior experience is measured by the following five point scale: 1) no prior experience, 2) 

less than a year, 3) from one to three years, 4) four to ten years, and 5) more than ten years.  The 

variable ranges from zero to four, and a value of zero means that the actor has no prior management 

experience.  The mean value is close to two (1.926), which suggests that most of the key stakeholders 
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have been involved in natural resource management for less than a year.  This implies that the typical key 

actor has only participated in compliance-based solutions to natural resource management.  Yet, the 

standard deviation is rather large (1.730) in comparison to the variable’s measurement scale, which 

implies the typical collaborative group has stakeholders with a wide range of natural resource 

management experience.   

The next individual trait of interest is the actors’ educational attainment, which is measured by the 

following scale: 1) high school graduate, 2) associate degree, 3) four year college degree, and 4) a 

graduate degree.  A score of zero means that the stakeholder refused to answer the question.  The 

typical key stakeholder is an educated person.  This is based on the finding that the average stakeholder 

is someone with a college degree, and the modal actor has earned a graduate degree.  However, the 

standard deviation (1.753) suggests that the responses are well dispersed across the measurement 

scale, which makes the previous finding appear to be a statistical construct rather than a true population 

characteristic.  

The actors’ belief about the proper role of government for addressing environmental problems is 

measured by two different indices, one that measures support for compliance-based strategies, and the 

other that measures support for deterrence-based methods.  The indices are not combined into a folded 

index because they measure the support for fundamentally different management programs.  In other 

words, the support for each management program is being measured, but the two management programs 

are based on different concepts of management intervention (Rabe, 1986; Hartig and Zarull, 1993; 

Freeman, 1997; Cortner and Moote, 1999).  Both of the variables are coded so that lower values imply 

greater support for the management approach being measured.  The following survey items are used to 

measure the key stakeholders’ beliefs about the proper role of government for solving environmental 

issues: 

 
 

 Table 18: Questions Measuring the Proper Role of Government 
In general, do you support an increase or decrease in the use of the following management  strategies… 

 Change in Use 
Items used to measure support for compliance-based programs 

Regulation/Administrative Rules Much More More No Change Less  Much Less 

The assignment of legal standing (right to sue) to 
  actor not directly harmed by a pollutant 

Much More More No Change Less  Much Less 

Items used to measure support for deterrence-based programs 
Incentive-based approaches Much More More No Change Less  Much Less 

Participatory approaches that encourage competing 
  groups to work together 

Much More More No Change Less  Much Less 

 
 
 
The two indices are created by summing the responses to the two questions that measure the 

support for the management program of interest (see table 18).  The summed values are then divided by 

five, which means the two indices range from one to five.  Higher values mean the stakeholders favor 

using the management strategy less often, and lower values imply greater use.  The mean values for the 
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variables are roughly equal (1.699) for the compliance-based index, and (1.563) for the deterrence-based 

measure.  Yet, the modal values are three (compliance-based programs), and two (deterrence-based 

strategies), which means the typical respondent favors using deterrence-based strategies more often and 

prefers to maintain the current use of compliance-based programs.  This unexpected finding is reinforced 

by the maximum values of the two measures: five for the compliance-based index meaning much less 

use, and three for the deterrence-based index implying no change in the amount of use.  The finding that 

the stakeholders support greater use of deterrence-based strategies is unexpected because collaborative 

programs are a type of compliance-based program.   

The perceived costs variable is an additive index created from four survey items; the summed 

responses are then divided by four.  The variable ranges from zero to four, and the greater its value, the 

less important costs are to the key stakeholders’ evaluation.  The mean value of the variable (2.056) 

implies that most actors consider their perceived costs of participating in natural resource management 

subsystems to be important.  The standard deviation of the variable (1.16) can be interpreted to mean 

that the majority of respondents consider costs an important consideration for participating in their 

collaborative group.  Table eighteen lists the survey items used to develop the variable. 

The final group of variables examines how the institutional makeup of the collaborative institutions 

(i.e., institutional characteristics) influences the actors’ evaluations of the decision-making process.  The 

first two variables are a count of the number of government and total actors in the collaborative 

institutions.  The variables are based on the number of people reported by the key stakeholders, and the 

variable is assigned a value of zero if an actor refused to answer.  The largest number of government 

actors in any group is thirty, and the largest group has sixty stakeholders.  The mean number of actors is 

roughly seventeen, and the typical group has about eight government actors.  What this means is the 

typical group has roughly twenty-five participants, and government actors make up about one-third of the 

group.    

 

 

Table 19: Questions Measuring the Actors’ Perceived Costs 

I chose to participate to… 

 Importance 
Reduce my perceived future costs of abiding by government 
  regulations. 

Very 
Important 

Somewhat 
Important 

Somewhat 
Unimportant 

Very 
Unimportant 

Reduce the chance of any unforeseen legal challenges to my 
  resource needs. 

Very 
Important 

Somewhat 
Important 

Somewhat 
Unimportant 

Very 
Unimportant 

Reduce the red tape associated with the government 
  agencies managing resources important to me. 

Very 
Important 

Somewhat 
Important 

Somewhat 
Unimportant 

Very 
Unimportant 

Protect my beliefs from other groups that do not share my 
view about the use of natural resources. 

Very 
Important 

Somewhat 
Important 

Somewhat 
Unimportant 

Very 
Unimportant 

 
 
 
The standard deviation of the government actor variable (6.32) is roughly half the magnitude of the total 

actor measure (12.21), which means there is less variance in the number of government actors across 

groups.  This may occur because collaborative groups rely upon government actors for the technocratic 
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knowledge needed to make management recommendations that balance ethnocentric and 

anthropocentric needs (Gordon, 1993; Barnett et al., 1995; Cantrill, 1998; Cortner and Moote, 1999).           

The variable measuring the advocacy coalition competition is the average score of the actors in a 

collaborative arrangement on the advocacy coalition index.  This index is created by the individual 

responses to the four items listed in table nineteen.  The four items are coded so that lower values 

indicate support for ethnocentric values, and higher values imply support for anthropocentric beliefs.  The 

actors’ answers are summed and divided by four, which creates the individual index.  The individual 

scores from the actors within a group are then summed and divided by the number of responses.  This 

creates the variable used to measure the amount of advocacy coalition competition with the collaborative 

groups.  This variable ranges from one to four, and the closer the value is to one, the more supportive the  

 

 

Table 20: Questions Measuring Advocacy Coalition Competition 

How closely do the following statements reflect your belief about conservation... 
 Belief About Conservation 

Items used to measure ethnocentric values 

Natural resources should be preserved at all cost to 
  protect biodiversity. 

What I 
Believe 

Close to 
My Belief 

Far from 
My Belief 

Opposite of 
My Belief  

No 
Opinion 

Greater conservation is needed because mankind 
  does not fully understand how the use of natural  
  resources affects non-human species. 

What I 
Believe 

Close to 
My Belief 

Far from 
My Belief 

Opposite of 
My Belief  

No 
Opinion 

Items used to measure anthropocentric values 
Greater conservation is not necessary because 
  humans have the technological capabilities to 
  manage resources to prevent their depletion. 

What I 
Believe 

Close to 
My Belief 

Far from 
My Belief 

Opposite of 
My Belief  

No 
Opinion 

Natural resources should be made available for 
  productive uses, particularly if their consumption is 
  essential for maintaining local economies. 

What I 
Believe 

Close to 
My Belief 

Far from 
My Belief 

Opposite of 
My Belief  

No 
Opinion 

 

 

institution’s actors are of ethnocentric views; scores closer to four mean that the group’s actors are more 

supportive of anthropocentric values.   A value of two means that the stakeholders’ scores balance out, 

and that the competition among the competing advocacy coalitions is intense.   A score of zero means 

that all of the respondents from a collaborative group refused to answer the four questions.  The mean 

value of the advocacy competition variable is almost three (2.88), and the standard deviation is (0.757).   

This is important because it means that the competition among the actors in the typical collaborative 

institution is rather intense because the value is close to two.  The standard deviation suggests that most 

of the group scores are close to two or slightly above three, which adds support to the previous 

conclusion and means the typical group is dominated by actors favoring anthropocentric values.      

 
Evaluation of Indices 

Many of the variables described above were created by combining the score of two or more 

survey items.  Indices include multiple scales, which is why they need to be evaluated for how well they 



 96

measure the underlying phenomenon that is the intent of the variable (Frankfort-Nachmias and 

Nachmias, 2000).   One method for doing this is by using the Cronbach’s alpha statistic that estimates 

how well the items comprising the scale hang together, that is, how well the items measure the same 

concept (Bainbridge, 1989).  An alpha value close to (0.70) is generally believed to mean that the items 

comprising some index measure the same concept (Bainbridge, 1989).  The information in table twenty-

one reports the Cronbach’s Alpha for all the indices used to create variables in the analysis.   

 
 
 

Table 21: Cronbach’s Alpha 
Variable Items In Scale Cronbach’s Alpha 

Dependent Variable  8 0.692 
Favorable Rating 3 0.583 
Unfavorable Rating 5 0.652 
Institutional Rule - seek out potential actors 2 0.378 
Institutional Rule - limit discussion 2 0.622 
Institutional Rule - amend agreement 3 0.765 
Individual Traits - deterrence-based solutions  3 0.676 
Individual Traits - compliance-based solutions 2 0.531 
Individual Traits - perceived costs 4 0.821 
Institutional Characteristics - advocacy coalitions 4 0.735 

  

 

A Cronbach’s Alpha close to or larger than (0.70) implies that the items in an index measure the 

same concept (Frankfort-Nachmias and Nachmias, 2000).  This rule suggests that the following variables 

are valid because they consist of survey items that seem to measure the same concept: the combined 

dependent variable, the amend agreement measure, the perceived costs variable, and the advocacy 

collation measure.  However, the following variables are not valid measures because the Cronbach’s 

Alpha is far below the (0.70) cutoff mark: seek out potential actors, and the measure of support for 

compliance-based institutions.  As a result, the two items measuring support for compliance-based 

solutions are employed as separate variables in the multivariate analysis.  This is done because existing 

research suggests that the two survey items are valid ways of measuring the support for compliance-

based solutions to environmental problems (Carmines, n.d.).   However, only one of the items measuring 

the effort to seek out potential actors is used in the analysis because the primary contacts noted that food 

was only used to attract people to work day events rather than regularly scheduled meetings.  Thus, the 

support for compliance-based institutions is measured by whether or not the group plans its regularly 

scheduled meetings in the evenings.    

  The Cronbach’s Alpha for the following variables suggests that the indices probably contain items 

measuring the same concept: the unfavorable rating (0.652), the limit discussion variable (0.622), the 

support for the deterrence-based institutions (0.676), and the favorable rating (0.583).  Unfortunately, the 

Cronbach’s Alpha for these variables does not quite reach the acceptable cutoff mark discussed above.  

However, the interitem covariance of the limit discussion variable (0.084), the favorable rating (0.047), 
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and the unfavorable rating (0.039) are so low that they imply there is no covariation among the items 

used to create the indices.  This means that the items are not correlated, and the high Cronbach’s Alpha 

is a result of the items measuring the same concept.  The interitem covariance is high (0.495) for the 

items employed to create the support for the deterrence-based solutions measure, which suggests the 

Cronbach’s Alpha value may be a statistical result of covariation.  Yet, the three items are based on 

research that finds the questions are measures of the concept, which is why the index is used (Carmines, 

n.d.). 

Results 

All three measures of the stakeholders’ evaluation of the decision-making process are created by 

adding the responses to categorical survey items.  It is assumed that the higher the value of the three 

variables, the more unfavorable the evaluation.  Additionally, the distances between the adjacent 

categories of the variables are unknown, and there is no reason to believe that the distances are unequal.  

This is the case because the variables are created by summing responses to dichotomous items that 

measure one dimension of the stakeholders’ support.  Thus, the three dependent measures are ordinal 

variables, which can be analyzed by an ordered maximum likelihood model such as Ordered Probit 

Analysis (Long, 1997).  However, even if the categories of the dependent variables are ordered, it does 

not necessarily mean that an ordered regression model is appropriate because the ordering of a variable 

may be ambiguous (Long, 1997).  This would imply using a method designed to analyze nominal 

variables because a re-ordering of the variable would measure a different dimension of the concept being 

examined.  In this dissertation, the categories of the dependent variable are not ambiguous because 

individual support varies by actor, but the measures of support only capture differences in the intensity of 

support.  Thus, the key stakeholders are asked questions that measure one dimension of their support, 

and that is the effectiveness of the decision-making process.  It also means re-ordering the survey items 

used to create the dependent variables will not lead to a new variable measuring a different concept. 

The results in table twenty-two show that the combined and favorable models are statistically 

significant.  This suggests that the theories of subsystem politics and transaction costs economics can be 

used to predict the influence of institutional rules, individual traits, and institutional characteristics on the 

stakeholders’ evaluation of the decision-making process.  The unfavorable model is not statistically 

significant; however, the chi square statistic for the model’s log likelihood function is one-tenth of a 

percent away from occurring by chance alone one time out of ten.  Thus, the model is almost statistically 

significant, which adds further evidence that the three explanations based on the theoretical frameworks 

are useful for understanding the stakeholders’ evaluations.  Finally, the log likelihood functions are 

negative for all three models, which means that the key stakeholders generally evaluate the process more 

favorably (smaller values imply favorability).   

Institutional Rules   

 The rules governing collaborative arrangements affect the possible institutional structures, which 

influences the balance of power among the arrangements’ stakeholders that create the subsystem 
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institutions that control policy outputs (Baumgartner and Jones, 1993). The rules governing collaborative 

groups affect the transaction costs of making decisions by creating real and perceived boundaries on the 

feasible management outputs (North, 1990; Horn, 1995; Epstein and O’Halloran, 1999).  One way that 

this is done is by rules that affect the ability of collaborative groups to seek out potential stakeholders.  In 

the unfavorable model, the presence of rules that actively seek out potential actors decreases the 

unfavorable rating (ß = 1.558).  Thus, the appearance that the group actively seeks out potential 

stakeholders adds face validity to the decision-making process (Kenney, 1998; Wondolleck and Yaffee, 

2000), by reducing the chance that excluded actors will veto agreements by appealing to alternative 

policy venues (Baumgartner and Jones, 1993).   Rules that limit discussion among stakeholders decrease 

debate among the actors and increase the chance of reaching agreements.  This happens by lowering 

the transaction costs of negotiation decisions, which occurs by reducing the number of potential 

alternatives discussed (North, 1990; Horn, 1995).  Institutional rules that limit discussion do increase the 

favorable rating in the combined model  (ß = -0.597), and favorable model (ß = -0.756). 

The remaining two institutional rule measures are not statistically significant.  Yet, both of the 

variables perform as predicted.  This provides weak evidence that rules allowing amendment increase the 

probability that agreements are reached because rational actors accept proposals they oppose because 

they know the proposals can be changed (Riker, 1980).  Additionally, there is evidence that the more 

institutional rules there are allowing the process of making agreements to be amended, the less favorably 

the decision-making process will be evaluated.  This reinforces the social choice notion that rational 

actors exploit the policymaking processes to achieve outputs they favor by manipulating decision-making 

rules (Lowi, 1979; Riker, 1980).    

Individual Differences  

 The first individual difference that matters is the actors’ prior experience with natural resource 

management decision-making.  In the combined model, actors with more experience (ß 0.138) rate the 

decision-making process more unfavorably, which supports the belief that more experienced actors are 

likely to rate the process poorly because their costs of participation are greater than less experienced  

actors.  This happens because collaborative arrangements weaken the influence of experienced actors 

over the natural resource management subsystems (Baumgartner and Jones, 1993).  The next individual 

trait of importance is the actors’ preferences for using environmental policy solutions.  In the unfavorable 

model, actors who support compliance-based solutions are more supportive of the decision-making 

process (ß 0.255).  This is predicted because collaborative management is a compliance-based program 

(Lubell et al., 1998, 2002; Yaffee et al., 1996; Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000).  Unfortunately, the opposite 

expectation is not observed by the variable measuring support for deterrence-based programs. Another 

individual trait of importance is the stakeholders’ willingness to risk a short-term increase in their costs of 

consuming natural resources.  It is argued that short-term costs become less important if the actors 

believe their short-term increase will lead to a long-term benefit (Boyd et al., 1998).  The variable 

measuring the importance of short-term costs is statistically significant (combined ß –0.368; favorable ß –   
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Table 22: Stakeholders’ Evaluation of the Decision-Making Process 

 Combined Model Favorable Model Unfavorable Model 
Variables Coefficient Z Score Coefficient Z Score Coefficient Z Score 

Institutional Rules       
Seek Out Potential Actors 0.350 

(0.286)
a 

1.22 0.031 
(0.331) 

0.09 0.558* 
(0.307) 

1.82 

Limit Discussion -0.597* 
(0.337) 

-1.77 -0.756* 
(0.385) 

-1.96 -0.303 
(0.347) 

-0.87 

Change Process -0.020 
(0.272) 

-0.07 -0.135 
(0.313) 

-0.43 0.083 
(0.338) 

0.24 

Amend Agreement 0.215 
(0.319) 

0.67 0.369 
(0.368) 

1.00 0.148 
(0.291) 

0.51 

Individual Traits       
Prior Experience 0.138* 

(0.081) 
1.68 0.127 

(0.092) 
1.36 0.127 

(0.086) 
1.474 

Education Attainment 0.255* 
(0.145) 

1.75 0.517** 
(0.191) 

2.98 -0.007 
(0.150) 

-0.04 

Perceived Costs -0.368** 
(0.123) 

-2.97 -0.344** 
(0.146) 

-2.35 -0.253* 
(0.132) 

-1.915 

Deterrence-Based Solutions  -0.202 
(0.287) 

-0.70 0.108 
(0.335) 

0.32 -0.306 
(0.304) 

-1.00 

1
st
  Compliance-Based Solutions  -0.157 

(0.198) 
-0.79 -0.066 

(0.232) 
-0.28 -0.311 

(0.213) 
-1.46 

2nd
 Compliance-Based Solutions 0.243 

(0.216) 
1.12 -0.076 

(0.261) 
-0.29 0.413* 

(0.232) 
1.77 

Institutional Characteristics       
Advocacy Coalitions -0.170 

(0.251) 
-0.67 0.051 

(0.294) 
0.17 -0.365 

(0.270) 
-1.35 

Government Actors -0.022 
(0.021) 

-1.05 -0.004 
(0.024) 

-0.17 -0.019 
(0.022) 

-0.86 

Total Stakeholders -0.033** 
(0.012) 

-2.71 -0.045** 
(0.017) 

-2.65 -0.024* 
(0.013) 

-1.87 

 
___________________________________________________________________________ 

Observations 81 81 81 
Log Likelihood

 
-109.45** -62.75** -85.75 

Pseudo R - Square 0.10 0.18 0.10 
*Significant at 0.10 level with a two-tailed test; and ** Significant at 0.05 level with a two-tailed test 
a 
Numbers in parentheses are S.E. 

 
 
 

0.344; unfavorable ß –0.253), and negative in all three models.  This implies that the less important short-

term costs are, the more favorably an actor will evaluate the decision-making process.  More importantly, 

it supports the prediction that short-term costs are less important than long-term benefits. 

The final measure of individual traits is the educational attainment variable, which is a significant 

explanatory factor in the combined (ß 0.255) and favorable models (ß 0.517).  Unfortunately, the variable 

has a positive impact, meaning that better educated people evaluate the process more unfavorably.  This 

is opposite of the expectation that educational attainment decreases the difficulty of negotiating complex 

management agreements (North, 1990).  One reason for this counterintuitive result may be that 

collaborative management makes natural resource management decision-making more available to less 
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educated people who are unable to participate or incapable of participating in the complex environment of 

agency rulemaking (Kerwin, 1994).  Another reason may be that collaborative management converts the 

technical jargon used by deterrence-based programs to a level of vocabulary that more people can 

understand. 

Institutional Characteristics 

The results from the analysis of the institutional characteristics variables are less than 

encouraging because two of the variables are not significant, and the one that is performs opposite of its 

predicted direction.  The variable measuring the influence of the competition of advocacy coalitions is not 

statistically significant, and the directions of its coefficients imply that groups with more actors supporting 

anthropocentric values provide more favorable evaluations.  The variable measuring the number of 

government actors is not statistically significant.  However, the negative direction of the variable implies 

that people who think there are more government actors evaluate the process more favorably.  This 

supports the argument that the presence of lower-level officials benefits the decision-making process by 

decreasing the transaction costs of reaching agreements.  This happens because they act as liaisons 

between the competing stakeholders (Taylor and Singleton, 1993), who provide the technical knowledge 

needed to make scientifically sound management decisions (Lewis et al., 1998).   

The final institutional characteristic is the stakeholders’ perception of the number of actors in their 

collaborative arrangement.  This variable is statistically significant in all three models (combined ß –0.033; 

favorable ß – 0.045; unfavorable ß –0.024), but it has a negative effect on the evaluation.  This is 

opposite of the predictions that the greater the number of actors negotiating an agreement, the larger the 

transaction costs of reaching consensus (North, 1990), which increases the time and effort required to 

create decisions (Horn, 1995).  One reason for this finding may be that, by opening up the resource 

management to more people, it is viewed more favorably, which is possible because environmental policy 

subsystems are highly divisive environments that involve competition among competing advocacy 

coalitions that battle for their viewpoint to prevail (Sabatier, 1977; Baumgartner and Jones, 1993). 

One way to ease the interpretation of Order Probit coefficients is by providing tables of predicted 

values that show the change in the predicted value of the dependent variable caused by a unit change in 

one or more independent variables (Long, 1997).  The tables of predicted values in this dissertation show 

the change in the probability of the dependent variables caused by a one unit change in the statistically 

significant explanatory factors. The predicted values for the combined model are displayed in the four 

tables below (tables 23-27), which show how important institutional rules are to the evaluation.   Key 

stakeholders who participate in collaborative groups with a rule limiting debate are roughly twenty-one 

percent more likely to evaluate the decision-making process most favorably than their peers that are 

involved in groups without a rule limiting debate (23.00 – 44.50).  Additionally, actors with the no prior 

management experience are over twenty percent more likely to evaluate the process most favorably than 

stakeholders who have ten or more years of experience (47.80 – 26.70).  Actors who consider short-term 
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costs to be very important are nearly fifty-one percent less likely to evaluate the decision-making process 

most favorably than people who consider short-term cost to be very unimportant (63.90 – 11.90).      

 

 

Table 23: Predicted Probabilities – Rule Limiting Discussion 
Dependent Variable Values of Institutional Rule - Limiting Discussion 

Evaluation
 

No Rules One Rule 
Most Favorable (0)

a 
23.00

b 
44.50 

Very Favorable (1) 34.40 35.60 
Somewhat Favorable (2) 11.30 7.70 
Favorable (3) 12.40 6.40 
Unfavorable (4) 13.70 4.70 
Somewhat Unfavorable (5) 3.00 > 1 

Very Unfavorable (6) 2.20 > 1 
a 
Numbers in parentheses are the actual observed values of the dependent variable. 

b
 Percentage of responses based on a bootstrapped sample of 1,000 respondents. 

 
 
 

Table 24: Predicted Probabilities – Prior Experience 
Dependent Variable Individual Traits - Prior Experience 

Evaluation None Less Than a Year 1 – 3 Years 4 – 10 Years More than 10 Years 
Most Favorable (0) 47.80 45.10 37.90 31.70 26.70 
Very Favorable (1) 33.20 33.60 33.30 37.70 34.10 
Somewhat Favorable (2) 6.30 7.10 9.70 11.90 10.60 
Favorable (3) 6.90 7.90 9.80 10.10 14.20 
Unfavorable (4) 4.90 4.90 7.40 7.00 9.70 
Somewhat Unfavorable (5) > 1 > 1 1.60 1.00 3.20 
Very Unfavorable (6) > 1 > 1 > 1 > 1 1.50 

 
 
 

Table 25: Predicted Probabilities – Educational Attainment 
Dependent Variable Individual Traits -  Educational Attainment 

Evaluation H.S. Graduate Some College College Graduate Graduate School 
Most Favorable (0) 58.90 49.70 36.10 28.90 
Very Favorable (1) 27.00 34.10 37.00 37.30 
Somewhat Favorable (2) 5.80 6.20 9.30 11.70 
Favorable (3) 4.80 5.10 8.50 9.90 
Unfavorable (4) 2.80 3.80 7.00 9.90 
Somewhat Unfavorable (5) > 1 > 1 > 1 1.20 
Very Unfavorable (6) > 1 > 1 1.50 1.10 

 

 

Table 26: Predicted Probabilities – Perceived Costs 
Dependent Variable Individual Traits -  Perceived Costs 

Evaluation Very Important Important Between Two Unimportant Very Unimportant 
Most Favorable (0) 11.90 18.80 33.40 47.80 63.90 
Very Favorable (1) 32.30 37.30 39.70 33.80 27.30 
Somewhat Favorable (2) 11.40 11.70 10.50 8.80 3.60 
Favorable (3) 14.90 13.20 8.00 4.80 3.20 
Unfavorable (4) 18.80 14.40 6.10 3.80 1.60 
Somewhat Unfavorable (5) 5.90 3.00 1.50 > 1 > 1 
Very Unfavorable (6) 4.80 1.60 > 1 > 1 > 1 
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Table 27: Predicted Probabilities – Number of Stakeholders 
Dependent Variable Institutional Characteristics - Total Stakeholders 

Evaluation None 15 30 45 60 
Most Favorable (0) 18.80 36.80 54.20 70.50 84.20 
Very Favorable (1) 30.40 36.20 32.90 20.80 13.00 
Somewhat Favorable (2) 12.60 11.00 5.80 3.40 1.40 
Favorable (3) 14.00 8.70 4.10 2.70 > 1 
Unfavorable (4) 16.50 5.00 2.40 2.10 > 1 
Somewhat Unfavorable (5) 4.90 1.40 > 1 > 1 > 1 
Very Unfavorable (6) 2.80 > 1 > 1 > 1 0.00 

 
 
 
 

Conclusion 
 

 Analyzing the stakeholders’ evaluation of the performance of their collaborative groups requires 

several difficult choices.  First, how performance is to be measured must be determined.  In this 

dissertation, performance is operationalized as the actors’ views about the decision-making process.  

This definition is useful because most people are cognizantly capable of evaluating the process used by 

their collaborative group to make decisions.  In fact, most collaborative management research examines 

institutional performance by evaluating the process used to reach decisions (Yaffee et al., 1996; Kenney 

et al., 1998; Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000).  It is possible to evaluate the performance by attempting to 

determine if the collaborative group has improved environmental quality (Barnett et al., 1995).  However, 

this would require the stakeholders to determine the change in ambient water, air or soil quality 

measures.  This is a daunting task because ambient pollution control measures change over extremely 

long periods of time, and often involve measures in units beyond the comprehension of most people 

(Rosenbaum, 1997).  Additionally, the main concern in this dissertation is not whether or not 

environmental quality is improving, but rather how people perceive their interaction with others in 

compliance-based institutions.  Thus, measuring performance as the stakeholders’ evaluation of the 

decision-making process used by their collaborative groups allows this research to draw conclusions 

about the interaction among the participants in compliance-based institutions. 

 The second decision that must be made is which stakeholders’ opinions will be evaluated?  This 

is important because collaborative management aims to be a participatory strategy that brings competing 

actors together (Savory and Butterfield, 1995; Cantrill, 1998; Cortner and Moote, 1998).  Additionally, 

many collaborative groups have a latent membership, but usually only a dozen or so active members.  In 

this analysis, the stakeholders who are examined are individuals identified as key stakeholders.   Key 

stakeholders are the people necessary for the group to succeed, and whose lack of support can veto 

agreements from being implemented.  One way to think about key stakeholders is that they are the 

people who have the incentive of the groups to stay involved.  Additionally, collaborative groups are 

democratic institutions, which means over time the group will tend towards oligarchy (Michels, 1971), and 

those with the most incentive to be involved will become the group leaders (Olson, 1965).           
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 The third choice that needs to be made is how to model the stakeholders’ evaluations.  In this 

dissertation, the theories of transaction costs economics and subsystem politics are used to explain the 

three groups of variables that are argued to influence the stakeholders’ evaluations.  Institutional and 

individual traits affect how the actors evaluate the decision-making process.  People participating in 

groups with a rule requiring their group to seek out potential actors evaluate the decision-making process 

more favorably than people in groups without a similar requirement.  This supports the idea based on the 

theory of subsystem politics that stakeholders excluded from decision-making will appeal outputs they 

oppose to alternative policy venues (Baumgartner and Jones, 1993).   Actors who are in a collaborative 

group with a rule limiting debate are more likely to evaluate the decision-making process favorably.  This 

suggests that by limiting the debate about management topics, the transaction costs of reaching 

agreements will also decrease (North, 1990; Horn, 1995).  The previous findings mean that the influence 

of institutional rules on the actors’ evaluations is explainable by both theoretical viewpoints. 

 Individual differences also affect the evaluation of the decision-making process.  Actors with more 

prior experience in natural resource management decision-making are more likely to view the process 

unfavorably.  This happens because collaborative arrangements weaken the control that experienced 

actors have over existing natural resource management subsystems (Baumgartner and Jones, 1993; 

Kingdon, 1995).  Stakeholders who prefer using compliance-based environmental management policy 

solutions are more supportive of the decision-making process.  Although this is likely a result of the fact 

that collaborative management is a compliance-based program (Lubell et al., 1998, 2002; Yaffee et al., 

1996; Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000), it may also imply that people who support compliance-based 

programs are more likely to engage in the exchange characteristic of this approach – the transaction 

costs are less of a burden (Boyd et al., 1998).  Individuals willing to risk a short-term increase in their 

costs of consuming a natural resource are more like to evaluate the process favorably.  This supports the 

transaction costs view that short-term costs are less important than long-term costs (Boyd et al., 1998). 
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CHAPTER 6 

 

Introduction 

 

State natural resource management agencies are now using institutional structures that employ 

positive incentives and the collaborative decision-making model to manage natural resources (EPA, 

1996; Yaffee et al., 1996; Kenney et al., 1996; EPA, 1997; Koontz, 1997; Cortner and Moote, 1999; 

Kenney and Lord, 1999).  These institutional structures are designed to improve upon environmental 

quality rather than to focus on achieving procedural objectives (Yaffee et al., 1996; Rosenbaum, 1998; 

Kenney and Lord. 1999).  Collaborative management programs are now the most widely used alternative 

to the existing deterrence-based systems (Kenney, 1998).  Yet, the ability of collaborative management to 

improve environmental quality is ultimately dependent upon the political and institutional factors that 

determine how “the needs of society and the environment are balanced” (Harwell, 1999, p. 584).  This 

dissertation examined the political and institutional factors that influence: 1) Why states adopt 

collaborative management programs, and 2) How the actors evaluate the performance of their 

collaborative institution.   

Existing research is limited in its ability to answer the questions guiding this dissertation because 

of design limitations and the reliance on single theoretical explanations.   The existing studies either 

employ large descriptive samples of many collaborative institutions, or concentrate on sampling all of the 

participants within one collaborative group (Yaffee et al., 1996; Kenney, 1998, 2000; Wondolleck and 

Yaffee, 2000).  These analyses help identify the management projects in most states, and are useful for 

understanding the common characteristics of collaborative institutions (Leach et al., n.d; Lubell, 2001).  

Because conclusions are based on surveys of primary contacts only, variation among different 

collaborative institutions is not captured, and the inferences are not reflective of all collaborative 

institutions (Hartig and Zarull, 1982; Cortner and Moote, 1999).  Another design limitation of the existing 

studies is the limited variation in programs being studied.  Many researchers argue that the analysis of 

collaborative groups in different collaborative programs is required to understand the management 

philosophy (Kenney, 2000; Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000).  This dissertation has addressed each of these 

limitations by:  1) selecting collaborative institutions that represent different types of collaborative 

programs, 2) randomly sampling collaborative institutions selected to control for the factors affecting the 

development of collaborative groups, and 3) surveying actors other than just the groups’ primary contacts. 

In addition to the design concerns, there were theoretical problems with much of the existing studies’ 

over-reliance on the Institutional Analyses and Design framework.  This limits the generalizations of the 
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inferences made from existing research about collaborative management programs.  As a result, the 

theories of transaction costs economics and subsystem politics were examined jointly in this dissertation.    

Adoption of Collaborative Management Programs 

Transaction costs do influence if states adopt collaborative management programs.  In states 

where lower chamber turnover is greater, the legislature is less likely to adopt collaborative management 

programs.  This suggests that commitment costs influence the ability of legislators to reach compromise.  

As a result, institutional turnover increases the chance that enacted policy preferences will be amended 

by future legislative coalitions (Horn, 1995).  Additionally, the more control lower chamber presiding 

officers have, the more likely states are to adopt a collaborative management program.  This implies that 

legislators are more likely to support presiding officers if gaining their favor is beneficial; it is also the 

reason why concentrating political power in the hands of presiding officers increases the chance of 

reaching compromise (Fiorina, 1989; Parker, 1996).  As the number of local governments increases, the 

chance of adoption decreases because of the moral hazard problem (Moe, 1984).  Finally, the more 

legislative rules there are limiting debate, the more likely a state will adopt a collaborative management 

program.  This occurs because rational actors attempt to manipulate institutional rules for their own 

advantage (Riker, 1980, 1982).  In terms of this dissertation, presiding officers are argued to use 

legislative rules to influence the decision-making costs associated with the legislative process – i.e., they 

use legislative rules to control the decision-making agenda (Kingdon, 1995).    

The theory of transaction costs economics does not appear to be as useful for understanding 

state adoptions of collaborative management programs.  To begin with, there is no empirical support that 

legislative uncertainty costs matter, but this may be caused by the lack of variation in the variable used to 

measure legislative uncertainty.  Also, as the number of lower chamber seats in a state increases, so 

does the chance of adoption.  This suggests that states with the largest legislative bodies are more likely 

to adopt collaborative management programs.  This is opposite of what one would expect.  Further, term 

limits appear to increase the chance of adoption, which is counterintuitive because term limits increase 

uncertainty costs.  Yet, to measure the true influence of term limits, more time needs to pass because 

most of the states have only recently enacted the provisions.  Finally, as the number of natural resource 

management employees increases, so does the chance of adoption.  This is not what the theory of 

transaction costs predicts; however, this finding makes sense because many natural resource 

management employees now promote collaborative management as a means of decreasing stakeholder 

conflict, and increasing environmental quality (Cornett, 1995; Smyth, 1995; Cortner and Moote, 1999).   

States are unlikely to adopt any new resource management program without the support of 

existing subsystem actors.  This conclusion is based on the following results:  First, the higher a state’s 

civic environmental score, the less likely the state will adopt a collaborative management program.  The 

measure of civic environmentalism applies better to mainstream groups, but they are the least likely to 

benefit from collaborative management programs (Lester, 1995; Boss, 1997).   Second, the higher the 

level of educational attainment, the more likely a state is to adopt a collaborative management program. 
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Better-educated people are more supportive of environmental policy in general (Lester, 1980; Ingram et 

al., 1993), and are more likely to participate in resource management subsystems (Bosso, 1991, 1993).  

Thus, educated people are more likely to pressure legislators to adopt pro-environmental policies such as 

collaborative management.  Finally, as per capita income increases, so does a state’s chance of adoption 

[of what?].  This supports the argument that states better able to handle greater environmental 

responsibilities are more likely to adopt collaborative management programs (Ringquist, 1993).    

The resource management subsystems in certain states are more likely to change than the 

subsystems in other states.  This is important because the greater the propensity for subsystem change, 

the more likely a state is to adopt a collaborative management program.  The larger a state’s urban 

population, the more likely it is to adopt a collaborative management programs.  People living in urban 

communities are more supportive of pro-environmental policies, which is why this finding is expected (Vig 

and Kraft, 2000; Kenney, 2000).  Additionally, the greater the number of legislative chambers controlled 

by Democrats, the more likely a state is to adopt a collaborative management program.  This is predicted 

because Democratic politicians are more supportive of environmental goals than Republican politicians 

(Dunlap and Gale, 1974; Lester, 1980; Kamieniecki, 1995; Rabe and Zimmerman, 1997).  The opposite 

result is observed when controlling for state executive offices.  Yet, one reason for this may be that 

executive turnover occurs much more often than change in the party control of state legislatures.   

Evaluation of Performance of Collaborative Institutions 

The theories of transaction costs economics and subsystem politics are also useful for examining 

the stakeholders’ evaluation of the performance of their collaborative institutions.  This is operationalized 

as the key actors’ evaluation of the decision-making process used by their collaborative groups.  The 

effects of the two theories are best understood in terms of how institutional rules, individual traits, and 

institutional characteristics impact the actors’ evaluation.  The rules governing collaborative arrangements 

influence their outputs because collaborative institutions affect the balance of power in resource 

management subsystems (Riker, 1981; Ostrom, 1990; Baumgartner and Jones, 1993).  One way to think 

about this is that the rules governing collaborative groups influence the transaction costs of reaching 

agreements (North, 1990; Horn, 1995; Epstein and O’Halloran, 1999).  Rules that determine the ability of 

collaborative groups to attract potential stakeholders reduce the transaction costs of reaching agreement 

because they decrease the uncertainty that excluded actors will appeal agreements they oppose to 

alternative policy venues (Baumgartner and Jones, 1993).   Another way this happens is by rules that limit 

discussion among the stakeholders.  This lowers the transaction costs of negotiating decisions by 

reducing the number of policy alternatives (North, 1990; Horn, 1995).   Finally, institutional rules impact 

the ability to amend the decision-making process to achieve desired outputs.  This reinforces the social 

choice notion that rational actors exploit the policymaking processes to achieve outputs they favor (Lowi, 

1979; Riker, 1980).       

Individual traits such as an actor’s prior experience in the natural resource management decision-

making process influence the actors’ evaluation.  Experienced stakeholders rate the decision-making 
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process more unfavorably because they have greater costs associated with their participation.  These 

costs include reducing the influence they have in existing natural resource management subsystems and 

interacting with actors new to the resource management process.  Additionally, actors that support 

compliance-based solutions are more supportive of the decision-making process.  This is predicted 

because collaborative management is a compliance-based program (Lubell et al., 1998, 2002; Yaffee et 

al., 1996; Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000).  Unfortunately, the opposite expectation is not observed for the 

support of deterrence-based solutions.  Finally, stakeholders willing to risk short-term increases in their 

costs of consuming natural resources are more supportive of the decision-making process than actors 

unwilling to risk a short-term increase.  This supports the belief that short-term costs become less 

important to actors that believe their participation will lead to long-term benefits (Boyd et al., 1998).  

Unfortunately, better-educated people evaluate the process more unfavorably, which is opposite of the 

argument that educational attainment decreases the difficulty of negotiating complex management 

problems (North, 1990).  This may occur because collaborative management makes natural resource 

management decision-making more available to people who are unable to participate in deterrence-

based institutions (Kerwin, 1994).  Another reason may be that collaborative management converts the 

technical jargon used by deterrence-based programs to a level of understanding more conducive to less 

educated people. 

The analysis of institutional characteristics provides no evidence that the theory of subsystem 

politics is useful for understanding the stakeholders’ evaluation.  However, there is support that the theory 

of transaction costs economics is helpful because stakeholders that believe there are more government 

actors evaluate the process more favorably.  This supports the argument that the presence of lower-level 

officials benefits the decision-making process by decreasing the transaction costs of making agreements.   

Thus, lower-level officials act as liaisons between competing stakeholders (Taylor and Singleton, 1993), 

and provide the technical knowledge needed to make scientifically sound management decisions (Lewis 

et al., 1998).   Unfortunately, as stakeholders believe the number of actors in their collaborative 

arrangement increase, their evaluation of the decision-making process becomes more favorable.   

Policymakers 

There are two types of policymakers involved in the adoption and implementation of collaborative 

management programs: high-level officials and lower-level agency personnel.  Existing research suggests 

that high-level policymakers will support collaborative management efforts if they increase administrative 

efficiency and reduce the cost of environmental regulation (Rabe, 1986).  The costs of environmental 

regulation are expected to be most important because of their impact on the private sector.  Yet, evidence 

from my interviews with high-ranking officials seems to suggest that they are most concerned about the 

effect of the management strategy on reducing the costs of environmental regulation being borne by 

localities.  The state collaborative management programs/efforts in Minnesota, New Hampshire, Oregon 

and Ohio require that local-level officials participate in the collaborative institutions within their local area.  

In New Hampshire and Oregon, certain collaborative institutions actually require the approval of county 
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and municipal officials.  This may occur because high-level officials see localities as an extension of the 

state government and its desire to expand economic development (Patterson, 1992). 

Other evidence suggests that state policymakers are also concerned about the effect of unfunded 

environmental rules on localities.  One reason this matters is because many collaborative management 

efforts are initiated by federal resource management agencies (Yaffee et al., 1996; Kenney et al., 1996; 

Lubell et al., 1998; Cortner and Moote, 1999; Wondolleck and Yaffee, 2000; Kenney, 2000).  Since the 

1960’s, these agencies have actively encouraged the enforcement of national statutes via partial 

preemption, which has meant the enforcement of these laws is passed on from states to local 

governments (Lester, 1993; Ringquist, 1993; Vig and Kraft, 1997).  Additionally, survey evidence 

suggests that local-level officials are concerned about the use of collaborative management because they 

believe recommendations from the actors involved in collaborative institutions are viewed more favorably 

by federal officials than their own resource management agencies (Chamberlein, 1998).  Finally, the 

concerns of local governments are written into the bylaws of watershed councils in Oregon, New 

Hampshire and Vermont, which suggests that the concerns of local officials are paramount.      

State governments have not ignored the concerns of the private sector, particularly the 

commodity interests that have traditionally received a better audience from state officials than federal 

resource management personnel (Bosso, 1991; Klyza, 1994).  One real advantage of collaborative 

management is that it changes the locus of decision-making in natural resource management 

subsystems.  Collaborative institutions change the level of decision-making by increasing the role of local-

level actors, which actually benefits commodity producers because they generally have greater influence 

at the local level than environmentalists (McCloskey, 1996; Kenney, 2000).  There is some evidence that 

this is occurring in watershed groups in the Pacific Northwest.  In these groups, economic needs 

dominate their management recommendations, and the resource preservation goals advocated by 

environmentalists are ignored (Benson, 1998).  Based on my conversations with the primary contacts, 

this does not appear to be occurring in my sample.  However, in West Virginia the primary contacts often 

expressed the belief that state resource management officials supported their cause to deflect criticism 

for the lack of regulation on open pit coalmines.   

The support of lower-level policymakers is essential for the success of collaborative management 

efforts because they are the officials that actually implement collaborative management programs.  

Lower-level policymakers participate in collaborative institutions, which is important because their informal 

policy networks lower the costs of participation on other actors (Helco, 1978; Sabatier, 1994; Lubell et al., 

1998).  Many of the primary contacts are lower-level officials who work for U.S.D.A. Conservation 

Districts.  These officials and the private citizens serving as primary contacts reported that they regularly 

contacted state and local resource management officials.  This is important because lower-level officials 

are expected to provide the technical support and management expertise needed to make agreements 

that balance anthropocentric and ethnocentric needs (Hartig and Zarull, 1992; Cantrill, 1998; Cortner and 

Moote, 1999).   
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The primary contacts repeatedly commented on how the lower-level officials involved in their 

group did so at their own expenses.  This occurred even though the officials were representing their 

agency, and were often required to participate by their supervisors.  As a result, the lower-level officials 

who participate in collaborative arrangements do so at personal cost, which is an observation ignored by 

the existing research that stresses the importance of their participation.  These costs are particularly high 

on officials required to be involved in more than one collaborative group.  Finally, several of the U.S.D.A. 

personnel mentioned that the watershed approach being pursued by their agency has actually increased 

their workload because it brings them into contact with more government officials.  This may mean that 

the theory of transaction costs is correct; that the greater the number of stakeholders, the greater the 

number of competing policy preferences and the more difficult it is to reach consensus (North, 1990; 

Horn, 1995). 

Decision-Making Rules 

In terms of collaborative management, decision-making rules are important because they govern 

the process used to express policy preferences.  Decision-making rules lay out the process of reaching 

an agreement and they allow individual actors to use the rules to advance their agenda (Riker, 1980).  

For example, individual actors can veto a management proposal by voting against it in institutions using a 

consensus rule, or by building a coalition to oppose the recommendations in a group employing a 

super/majority voting rule (Falk, 1982).  Research suggests that minority actors (environmental and 

citizen-based groups) actually benefit the most from majority voting rules because they allow them to 

bargain with majority interests (commodity groups and natural resource management officials), and to 

build coalitions with other minorities actors (Riker, 1980; Falk, 1982).  This is exactly what national 

environmental interest groups have done in the existing environmental management subsystems (Bosso, 

1991), and may be another reason why environmentalists question the movement towards collaborative 

management (McClosky, 1998; Kenney, 2000).  Minority interests that veto proposals in an arrangement 

governed by a consensus rule run the risk of creating gridlock in the decision-making process.  This in 

turn can force more powerful actors to seek new policy venues (Baumgartner and Jones, 1993; Kingdon, 

1995) where their political influence leads to their desired outputs (Falk, 1982).   

Collaborative institutions use the decision-making process to balance the demands of 

stakeholders who support anthropocentric and ethnocentric goals.  This is done by voting rules that give 

the stakeholders a voice in the decision-making process.  All of the collaborative groups used some sort 

of voting rule that gave equal weight to those with the right to vote.  The groups sampled used either a 

consensus rule (two-thirds of the groups) or a super/majority vote rule (one-third of the groups).  Yet, all of 

the primary contacts explained that their group strives for consensus even if it is not feasible.  This is also 

the reason why the groups often require significant support for a proposal before it is actually voted on.  

Many of the groups even refuse to bring highly charged issues to the decision-making agenda because 

they have no chance of passage.  Interestingly, regardless of the decision-making rule, most of the actors 

rated the decision-making process favorably.  This suggests that collaborative groups: 1) successfully 
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balance anthropocentric and ethnocentric needs; 2) are dominated by actors that support the 

management philosophy; or 3) avoid highly controversial issues.  Based on my conversations with the 

primary contacts, it appears as if the last conclusion is the reason why, which means highly charged 

management issues are not addressed by collaborative groups. 

Financial Resources 

Collaborative and deterrence-based strategies compete for federal and state grant funds, which 

often means funds allocated to one program are not available for the other.  The salience of this issue 

increased with Section 319 of the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act.  This allocated grant money 

for watershed restoration projects that concentrate on nonpoint sources of pollution (E.P.A. 2003).   My 

conversations with the primary contacts suggest that this federal support is very important, and it 

influences the ability of collaborative groups to function.  The vast majority of the sampled groups 

explained that they had acquired 319 funds, most of which were obtained directly from the Natural 

Resource Conservation Service (N.R.C.S).  The agency also encourages its personnel to work with local 

collaborative groups, which is why many of the interviewed primary contacts are N.R.C.S. personnel.   

Existing research suggests that N.R.C.S. staff are important players in the collaborative movement.  

However, this research seems to understate the importance of the agency as a source for obtaining 

federal grant funds, and stresses that state sources are better funding avenues for collaborative 

arrangements (Rabe and Zimmerman, 1997; Cortner and Moote, 1999; Keeney, 2000.)     

The existing research understates the importance of federal funding because most collaborative 

groups use state funds to offset administrative and program costs.  The administrative funds pay for 

professional staff, office space, office supplies, and communication efforts.  The 319 funds are limited to 

program activities only, which is important because administrative funding is essential for new groups that 

often lack the financial support from stakeholders to manage their organization.  Program funds pay for 

conservation projects, and the projects’ supply and professional service needs (e.g., water quality 

analysis or engineering surveys).  These types of expenditures are covered by 319 funds, but restoration 

projects are unlikely to occur if the collaborative group cannot cover its administrative costs.   The best 

way to understand the importance of state funds is to briefly review the comments made by the primary 

contacts in several of the states.  

Oregon has been addressing environmental quality issues at the watershed level since 1987, 

which is when the Oregon legislature created the Governor’s Watershed Enhancement Board (GWEB)
 1
.  

The GWEB provides funds to individuals and groups that are working to improve watershed functions or 

watershed education. The GWEB began by offering five hundred thousand dollars of direct grant support 

in 1987.  The state then allocated $2.6 million in grant funds for 1995-1997 fiscal years.  The Oregon 

legislature increased funding for collaborative institutions by developing the Watershed Health Program 

(WHP) in 1993.  The WHP was given $10.3 million to encourage the development of watershed councils 

in the Grande Ronde and Rouge Basin watersheds.  The WHP intended the watershed councils to be 

                                                 
1
 1997 Oregon Session Laws, Chapter 636, and Oregon Revised Statue 541.360 (1995). 
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voluntary citizen forums that would work in partnership with state and federal agencies to address 

environmental concerns (NRLC, 1998).  The WHP provided ample money for collaborative groups in the 

two areas but forced collaborative arrangements in the rest of the state to compete for the funding 

available from the GWEB (Soscia, 1995). 

The legislature created the Oregon Plan because they feared coho salmon would be listed as an 

endangered species.  The Oregon Plan included the Coastal Salmon Restoration Initiative (CSRI), and 

the Healthy Streams Partnership (Partnership) program (NRLC, 1998).  This legislation allowed the 

GWEB to designate high-priority watersheds, and provided grant funding for collaborative efforts working 

to improve water quality
2
.  In 1997, the legislature provided funding to hire more officials to monitor water 

quality, by taxing timber harvests.  This resulted in roughly $15 million of grant funding for collaborative 

groups interested in watershed improvement projects.  However, these funds are indirectly governed by 

the state because statute requires the groups receiving funding to be voluntary organizations that are 

designated by local governments to achieve sustainable use and to improve water quality (Or. Rev. Stat. 

5541.388[1]).   

The primary contacts believe the funding provided by the Partnership program is essential for 

their success because it can be used to pay for watershed improvement projects and administrative 

costs.  As a result, many of the Oregon groups are able to hire full-time professional staff to manage their 

daily activities, which has helped the groups maintain stakeholders and address long-term environmental 

concerns.  Oregon has decided to reduce the timber tax, which is why many of the collaborative groups 

are in the process of becoming 501c 3 organizations to raise outside private funds.  

The Stream Partners program in West Virginia is a cooperative effort involving the West Virginia 

Soil Conservation Agency, West Virginia Department of Environmental Protection, West Virginia 

Department of Forestry, and the West Virginia Department of Natural Resources
3
.  The Stream Partners 

Office is located in the West Virginia Department of Environmental Quality’s Office of Abandoned Mine 

Lands and Reclamation.  The goal of the Stream Partners program is to aid community-based 

collaborative groups interested in improving the quality of life in their watershed.  The program assists 

collaborative groups by providing staff support, funding and office space (i.e., administrative support).  

The Stream Partners program assists new groups by sending agency officials to help local actors create 

watershed councils.  Some of the primary contacts that requested staff support pointed out that officials 

showed up for their first two meetings and suggested how the group should be organized.  The officials 

then left and provided no further support.   

The primary contacts said that the staff support was useless, but the funding provided by the 

Partnership program was very helpful to their group.  This is not to say that officials from the agencies 

participating in the Stream Partners program did not assist the collaborative groups.  Officials from the 

state agencies other than the Office of Abandoned Mines and Reclamation actively helped the groups 

                                                 
2
 1995 Oregon Session Laws, Chapter 197; Oregon Revised Statue 541.350C (1995). 

3
 http://www.dep.state.wv.us/streampartners 
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learn how to monitor surface water, assisted in the design of stream erosion projects, and participated in 

watershed education programs.  However, it was the $5,000 in seed money that the groups could use to 

pay for up to twenty percent of the costs associated with their program activities that was most useful.  

The grant money is essential for paying for the groups’ water quality monitoring and stream restoration 

projects.  The primary contacts also stressed that the grant money was very helpful for covering the costs 

associated with environmental education efforts.  

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (OEPA) has limited regulatory control over the land 

use practices that cause most of the state’s non-point water pollution. Consequently agency personnel, 

private citizens and elected officials have been moving slowly towards the use of a community-based 

watershed management approach (Bonnell and Baird, 2001)
4
.  One result of this management strategy is 

that the OEPA is bringing stakeholders together to develop Local Watershed Action Plans.  These plans 

are designed to improve water quality by creating community-based collaborative groups that develop 

and implement the action plan (Ohio E.P.A., 1997).  Two of the Ohio groups surveyed are byproducts of 

the OEPA effort to use a community-based approach.  One of the groups is a 501 c 3 organization based 

out of a regional sewer district office designed to raise federal and state funds to address storm water 

runoff problems.  The other arrangement is a watershed council based out of an N.R.C.S. conservation 

district office, which is concerned about non-point sources of agriculture runoff.  Another group was 

created in response to the state’s commitment to form a comprehensive remedial action plan (RAPs)
 
 to 

address the most polluted cites around the Great Lakes
5
.     

 Neither the federal government nor Ohio has the financial resources or regulatory authority 

needed to repair all of the problems identified in RAP.  As a result, the OEPA uses a collaborative 

approach to address the areas of concern (AOC) identified by the RAP’s
6
.  The state of Ohio has chosen 

to use an ecosystem management approach that stresses the involvement of local communities in the 

decision-making and implementation of the restoration efforts outlined by the RAP’s.  The OEPA provides 

funding for the RAP coordinator who is charged with making sure that federal officials, state agencies, 

local governments, industry representatives, and concerned citizens are working towards the shared goal 

of improving the ecosystem.  The OEPA pays the salary of the RAP coordinator, but the RAP coordinator 

actually works for the coordinating committee of the RAP.  The coordinating committee is the 

collaborative arrangement that makes the management recommendations to government officials about 

how they should address environmental problems within the AOC’s.  This means that even though the 

coordinating committee is administratively tied to the OEPA (via the RAP coordinator), it can only make 

management recommendations and not actual management decisions.  However, the relationship allows 

the group to use state officials and resources to implement restoration projects.  Thus, Ohio directly funds 

the administrative function of some collaborative groups, and provides direct program assistance. 

                                                 
4
 http://ohioline.osu.edu/ws-fact/0001.html 

5
 http://www.epa.state.oh.us/dsw/rap/rap.html 

6
 http://www.epa.state.oh.us/dsw/rap/rap.html 
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 The state of New Hampshire does not have a statewide agency or program that uses a 

collaborative approach to natural resource management.  But, the New Hampshire Rivers Management 

and Protection Program (RMPP) established in 1988 (R.S.A. 483)
7
 allows local riverfront communities 

and citizens to request added protection for their riparian area by the New Hampshire Department of 

Environmental Services (DES).  The added protection occurs if the river qualifies to be listed on the 

RMPP, which is a very cumbersome process.   The process begins by the requesting group showing the 

DES that their river has some unique value or characteristic to the local community
8
.  The DES must then 

find that the river’s application for the RMPP is widely supported by the local communities living along the 

river; if this happens the DES then forwards the river’s nomination to the New Hampshire Legislature.  

Once again the legislature must find that the river’s designation is widely popular in the local riverfront 

communities
9
.  The legislature approves the nomination by passing it into law, which requires the 

governor’s signature.  At this point the river is listed on the RMPP, and DES can then begin to give the 

river added protection.  

 After the river’s designation, a management plan is developed to protect the outstanding qualities 

of the river for future generations.  The management plan must be developed and implemented by a 

volunteer local river advisory committee that coordinates activities affecting the river on a regional basis
10

.  

At the state level the DES helps in developing and implementing the plan, and is charged with enforcing 

regulations concerning quality and quantity of flow in the river’s protected areas.  This means New 

Hampshire does not provide state funds for program or administrative actives.  Nonetheless, the RMPP 

designation allows collaborative groups to become 501 c3 organizations and seek private funding. 

The Vermont Agency of Natural Resources (VANR) uses an ecosystem approach to natural 

resource management that relies on collaborative planning.  The Vermont Forest Resource Plan (VFRP) 

is a fifty-year tradition that involves developing action plans which identify opportunities for forest 

landowners and the VANR to work in partnership.   Periodically the plan is revised by a collaborative 

group of local landowners, concerned citizens and the VANR.  Despite the Forest Management plan and 

VANR’s effort to use a collaborative management strategy, the primary contacts mention that the state 

did not assist their groups.  Instead, most of their support came from the Lake Champlain Basin program 

(LCBP) that began when the area was designated a resource of national significance by the Lake 

Champlain Special Designation Act of November 5, 1990 (Public Law 101-596)
11

.   The Act’s goal was to 

bring people with diverse interests from around the lake together, and create a comprehensive pollution 

prevention, control, and restoration plan.  This became known as the Opportunities for Action plan that 

was endorsed by the governors of New York, New Hampshire, and regional administrators of the U.S. 

EPA in October of 1996.  The stakeholders then formed the Lake Champlain Basin Program (LCBP) that 

                                                 
7
 http://www.des.state.nh.us/rivers/ 

8
 http://www.des.state.nh.us/rivers/rsa483.htm 

9
 This is Chapter 483 of the New Hampshire Constitution. 

10
 http://www.des.state.nh.us/rivers/ 

11
 http://www.lcbp.org/lcbpsumr.htm 
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is a regional forum created to addresses watershed issues.  The LCBP provides administrative 

assistance, technical assistance, volunteer training, and access to grant funding.  The grant funds are in 

the form of 319 funds given directly to the LCBP.  Thus, the VANR does not provide funds, but it assists 

the groups via the agency roles in the LCBP.   

     

Conclusion 

Not all of the theoretically interesting questions about collaborative management programs can 

be empirically examined.  The main reason for this is that collaborative arrangements are really nothing 

more than groups of stakeholders that make recommendations to the existing deterrence-based 

institution.  This is an exaggeration, but it is an important point because stakeholders can simply ignore 

the recommendations of a collaborative group, and express their concerns to the agency officials in the 

existing resource management subsystems.  There are two reasons why it is important to recognize that 

collaborative arrangements make recommendations rather than decisions.  First, from a substantive point 

of view, rational actors can seek out the political venue that is most beneficial to their policy goals 

(Baumgartner and Jones, 1993), and venue shop (Riker, 1980).  This means stakeholders participate in 

collaborative arrangements as long as they benefit from doing so.  Second, collaborative arrangements 

are different institutional structures than the institutions described by Ostrom (1990) that provide real 

incentives for active participants.  In other words, researchers using the Institutional Analysis and Design 

framework need to realize that there are no rules sanctioning or rewarding participants in most 

collaborative institutions.  Participants can choose to follow or ignore the recommendations made by a 

collaborative group, even if the resource agency is a stakeholder in their arrangement. 

Determining how well collaborative institutions are performing is difficult because most of the 

institutions are less than ten years old.  This is no surprise to scholars in the area of policy evaluation who 

convincingly argue that policy evaluation studies should occur only after a program has been in the field 

for ten years (Mazmanian and Sabatier, 1997).  There are two reasons why this is important to people 

examining collaborative institutions:  First, collaborative institutions address problems that may take 

generations to resolve.  Second, the institutions themselves can do very little to affect the actors’ 

perception of their decision-making process.  Thus, actors are likely to leave the groups over time if they 

become frustrated with the collaborative arrangement’s progress or the other stakeholders in their group.   

Based on my discussions with the primary contacts, the groups seem to learn that achieving consensus is 

difficult and can lead to gridlock, which forces some actors to leave.  As a result, the collaborative 

arrangements end up adopting a majority voting rule process, and plan cool-down periods after debate on 

contentious issues.  A typical cool-down period means that the actors who bring a divisive issue to the 

table meet privately with the stakeholders most opposed to their idea.  After a certain amount of time they 

either reach compromise or the issue is dropped.  Unfortunately, this also means that the least 

contentious management issues are the ones that collaborative institutions are most capable of 

addressing, even if these issues have the smallest impact on environmental quality. 
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Primary Contact Telephone Questionnaire 
 
Informed Consent of Primary Contact to participate in Primary Contact Questionnaire 
 
Hello  (Primary Contact’s Name), 
 
My name is Carl Dasse, and I am an environmental policy researcher at Florida State University. 
You are being called because you are listed as the primary contact for the (name of Cooperative 
Agreement), on the (name of source here) list of (watershed or ecosystem management) 
partnerships.  Currently, I am working on a research project that is designed to examine 
organizations such as (name of Cooperative Agreement) that use consensus based approaches 
to natural resource management.  The specific goal of the project is to learn if government 
officials and private actors have different views about consensus based environmental 
management strategies.   Your participation is completely voluntary, and you may refuse to 
answer any or all questions.  You are welcome to stop the interview at any time you like.  There 
are twenty-one questions, and the interview should take less than ten minutes of your time.  I can 
assure you that everything you say will be held in the strictest of confidence and only summary 
results will be reported.  Further, although I will know your name, your name will not be published 
in my final report. And all identities will be held confidential to the extent allowed by law, until such 
time that they are destroyed.  You are free to ask me, or my faculty advisor, Dr. Evan J. 
Ringquist, any questions that you may have.  Dr. Ringquist’s phone number is (850) 644-7306. 
 
Are you willing to participate in this study? 
 

  Yes  = Thank you very much. 
 

  No = Thank you, have a nice Day. 
 
*************************************************************************************************************** 

Please answer the  following 19  questions by saying Yes,  No or Does Not Apply. 
 

The Following Two Questions Are Designed To Help Me Understand The General Decision-
Making Process Used In (Name Of Cooperative Agreement).  

1.) Are management decisions reached by the stakeholders in the  
(Name of Cooperative Agreement) made public before they are 
enacted? 

Yes  No  N/A 

2.)    Are representatives of the stakeholders groups affected by decisions 
from (Name of Cooperative Agreement) contacted before any new 
management options are implemented? 

Yes  No  N/A 

 
The following questions are intended to help me understand how the (Name of Cooperative 
Agreement) attracts stakeholders to its meetings. 
 

3.) Does the (Name of Cooperative Agreement) offer free food or other 
incentives to encourage stakeholder participation at its meetings? 

Yes  No  N/A 

4.)    Does the (Name of Cooperative Agreement)  schedule its meeting in 
the evenings or weekends? 

Yes  No  N/A 

5.)    Are stakeholders reimbursed for long distance travel expenses to 
meetings of the (Name of Cooperative Agreement)  or other expenses 
related to their participation? 

Yes  No  N/A 
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The following questions are intended to help me understand how specific decisions are reached 
and enforced by the stakeholders who participate in (Name of Cooperative Agreement).  
 

6.) Are  there written rules/bylaws that limit the amount of debate on 
management topics introduced at meetings of the (Name of 
Cooperative Agreement)? 

Yes  No  N/A 

7.)     Are there unwritten rules/procedural norms that govern the debate of 
management topics introduced at meetings of the (Name of 
Cooperative Agreement)? 

Yes  No  N/A 

8.)     If there are written or unwritten rules, which govern the process of 
debate are they actually enforced? 

Yes  No  N/A 

9.)     Are there procedural norms that determine what can be discussed 
during meetings of the (Name of Cooperative Agreement)? 

Yes  No  N/A 

10.)   Can the stakeholders sanction/punish people who do not abide by 
their agreed upon management decisions? 

Yes  No  N/A 

11.)   Can the government actors who participate in the (Name of 
Cooperative Agreement) use their regulatory power to enforce agreed 
upon decisions? 

Yes  No  N/A 

12.)   Are there statutory or administrative rules that allow the stakeholders 
who participate to renege on their commitments to the management 
structure? 

Yes  No  N/A 

13.)   Are stakeholders who participate in the (Name of Cooperative 
Agreement) required to sign some sort of contractual document 
forcing them to honor their agreed upon management decisions? 

Yes  No  N/A 

14.)   If the stakeholders fail to honor their commitments do they loose 
access to the resource(s) being governed by the (Name of 
Cooperative Agreement)? 

Yes  No  N/A 

15.)   Are there formal procedures to change how the management body 
arrives at decisions? 

Yes  No  N/A 

16.)   Can the government participants’ block/veto the decisions arrived at 
by the non-government stakeholders? 

Yes  No  N/A 

17.)   Are there rules or procedures that allow a minority of the stakeholders 
to block/veto management proposals favored by the majority of 
stakeholders? 

Yes  No  N/A 

18.)   Can stakeholders appeal management decisions to the bureaucratic 
agencies that manage the same resource(s) as the (Name of 
Cooperative Agreement)? 

Yes  No  N/A 

19.)   Does the (Name of Cooperative Agreement) provide any type of 
liability protection for the stakeholders from legal challenges to their 
decisions?   

Yes  No  N/A 

 
I am now going to ask you two questions about (Name of Cooperative Agreement), and after 
each question I will define three ways to answer the questions.  Please tell me which of the three 
responses best answers each question. 
 
20.) Please identify the process used by the (Name of Cooperative Agreement) to reach 
       management decisions.  
 

Consensus:   A process where decisions are made when participants may not agree with all 
aspects  of the final outcome, but all are willing to minimally accept the           
outcome and agree not to oppose it.   

 
Hybrid: A process that strives for consensus but has a back up decision-making system 

when consensus cannot be achieved. 



 118

Voting: A process that uses voting (majority or super-majority) as the primary means for 
making decisions.  A voting group can still strive for consensus but does not rely 
on it for reaching decisions. 

 
21.)  Please identify how membership is determined in the (Name of Cooperative Agreement). 

 
Representative:  A system that restricts decision-making authority to individuals who are 

authorized to act as official delegates representing specific interests or 
“seats” in the group.   

 
Open: A system that allows any participant who attends a meeting to participate in 

and potentially affect the outcome of the decisions made by the (Name of 
Cooperative Agreement).  

 
Restricted:          A system that is open with certain restrictions on participation in decision-     

making. 
 
Please answer question 22 by circling all answers that apply 
 
22.) If you circled restricted for question 21, please check all the restrictions that apply. 
 
___  Meeting attendance requirements. 
___  Must live within or own property within some specific geographic area. 
___  Participation of government entities is restricted. 
___  Other: (please explain in the blank area below). 
 
Informed Consent of Primary Contact to Survey Stakeholders 
 
Mr./Mrs./Miss (Primary Contact’s Name) 
 
Thank you for answering the questions about the decision-making process used in the (Name of 
Cooperative Agreement).  I will send you a copy of the summary results from my project in the 
spring of 2002.  
 
At this point, I would like to ask if it is possible to survey the stakeholders who participate in the 
(watershed/ecosystem management) partnership.   Surveying the stakeholders will give me a 
better understanding about how individual attitudes, and incentives affect peoples’ view about 
consensus based environmental management practices.  You are free to say no to this request.  
If you say yes, I will send you a copy of the questionnaire, and will not send it to the stakeholders 
until you have had time to review the survey.  I will ask your permission a second time if it is okay 
to survey your stakeholders, and at that time you may deny my request.  The questionnaire will 
not be sent if you change your original permission for me to survey your stakeholders.  If you give 
me permission to survey your stakeholders, their participation will be voluntary and they are free 
to stop answering questions at any time they like.  The information the stakeholders provide will 
remain confidential, and their questionnaire should take less than 15 minutes to complete. 
 
Are you willing to let me survey the participants in the (Name of Cooperative Agreement)? 
 

  Yes =  Read instructions for survey of stakeholders (see below). 

  I need More Information =  Read instructions for survey of stakeholders (see below).  

  No = Thank you for your answering the previous questions, have a nice day. 
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Instructions for Survey of Stakeholders 
 
There are two different methods that can be used to survey the stakeholders.  
 
First, if you are willing to provide me their mailing addresses, the stakeholders will be sent the 
questionnaire in the mail.  This options means that the survey will be sent with self addressed 
stamped return envelopes to ease the stakeholders’ costs of returning the questionnaire.   Any 
personal information you give me about the stakeholders will remain confidential and will be 
destroyed after the stakeholders are surveyed.    
 
Second, if you prefer not to send me mailing addresses, I can give you a link to the Florida State 
University Survey Research Laboratory’s web page, where the questionnaire is posted.  You can 
then notify your stakeholders about the web link, and they will be free to complete the 
questionnaire if they like.  The stakeholders can choose to complete the survey on the web, or 
they can down load the questionnaire and send it back to via mail or fax.  
 
Which one of the survey methods do you prefer? 
 

 Mail Survey  
   I will ask for the stakeholders address after you have had a week to review the 

                questionnaire. 
 

  Internet Survey 
I will send you the hyper link to the FSU Survey Lab after you have had a week to 
review the questionnaire. 

 
 
Where should I send you your copy of the stakeholder survey? 
 
Email address: (enter primary contact’s email) 
 
Mail Address: (enter primary contact’s mailing address) 
 
I will contact you on (add one week form day survey is sent) to ask for your permission a second 
time to send out the questionnaire to the stakeholders in your (watershed or ecosystem 
management) partnership.   
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APPENDIX B 
 

STAKEHOLDER  SURVEY 
 

Includes Consent Form 
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Consensus Based Environmental Management Survey 
 

Hello, 
 
My name is Carl Dasse, and I am an environmental policy researcher at Florida State 
University. You are being sent this survey because you are a participant in the (CEA).  
Currently, I am working on a research project that is designed to examine organizations 
such as (CEA) that are consensus based approaches to natural resource management, or 
that are citizen based groups which make recommendations to government officials about 
the management of resources.  The specific goal of the project is to learn if government 
officials and private citizens have different opinions about consensus-based environmental 
management projects.  Your participation is completely voluntary, and you may refuse to 
answer any or all questions.  The survey should take less than fifteen minutes of your time.  
I can assure you that everything you say will be held in the strictest of confidence, and only 
summary results will be reported.  Further, although I may know your name, it will not be 
published in my final report.  And all identities will be held confidential to the extent allowed 
by law, until such time that they are destroyed.  You are free to ask me, or my faculty 
advisor, Dr. Evan J. Ringquist, any questions that you may have.  Finally, by completing 
the survey and sending it back you signify that you have consented to participate in this 
study.   
 
Please feel free to contact us at:   
 
Carl M. Dasse      Dr. Evan J. Ringquist   
Florida State University     Florida State University 
(850) 644-5727      (850) 644-5727 
cmd1749@garnet.acns.fsu.edu    
 

Instructions for Survey Respondents - Mail Survey  
 

1.) Please answer all questions by circling or writing in only one answer per question. 
 
2.) Please return the questionnaire with in 10 days of receiving your copy. 
 
3.) Please return the survey in the attached self addressed stamped envelope, or fax it back to 
the 
     Florida State University Survey Research Laboratory at: (850) 644-0792. 
 
4.) If you would like a copy of the summary results from your association, please write your 
     name and address on the back of the questionnaire’s last page. 
 
Thank You, 
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1.)What do you think about the (CEA), and its process of reaching decisions about what 
    management recommendations or decisions should be made for the (name of resource)? 

 

Do you believe that. … Answer 

   The decision-making process is open to input from all stakeholders within 
    the watershed? 

YES    NO   N/AA 

   The decision-making process is supported by all of the organized groups of 
   people within the watershed? 

YES    NO   N/A 

   The decision-making process is fair in the sense that it benefits no group of 
   participants more than any other group of participants? 

YES    NO   N/A 

   Government stakeholders have too much influence over the decision 
   making process? 

YES    NO   N/A 

   Economic/resource consuming stakeholders have too much influence over 
   the decision-making process? 

YES    NO   N/A 

   Environmental groups have too much influence over the decision-making 
   process? 

YES    NO   N/A 

   Wise use/property rights groups have too much influence over the decision 
   making process? 

YES    NO   N/A 

   Participants primarily concerned with recreational activities have too much 
   influence over the decision-making process? 

YES    NO   N/A 

aN/A means Not Applicable 
2.) How important were the following in your choice or the group you represent to participate in 
     (CEA)?  

I (we) chose to participate to reduce… 
Very 

Important 
Somewhat 
Important 

Somewhat 
Unimportant 

Very 
Unimportant 

 
N/A 

   My (our) perceived future costs of   
   abiding by government regulations? 

1 2 3 4 5 

   The chance of any unforeseen legal 
   challenges to my (our) resource 
    needs? 

1 2 3 4 5 

   The red tape associated with the   
   government agencies? 

1 2 3 4 5 

I (we) chose to participate to in an 
organization that… 

Very 
Important 

Somewhat 
Important 

Somewhat 
Unimportant 

Very 
Unimportant 

 
N/A 

   Protects my (our) beliefs from other 
   groups that do not share my (our) view  
   about the use of the (name of   
   resource)? 

1 2 3 4 5 

   Allows me (us) to protect my (our) 
   current level of access to (name of 
   resource)? 

1 2 3 4 5 

   Controls the use of a resource(s) that I 
   (we) have right use or preserve? 

1 2 3 4 5 

3.) How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements? 

 
The (CEA) … 

Strongly 
Agree 

 
Agree 

 
Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

 
N/A 

   Is an effective resource management body. 1 2 3 4 5 

   Uses an ineffective process to reach decisions. 1 2 3 4 5 

   Is reflective of all the interests affected by govt. 
   decisions about environmental protection. 

1 2 3 4 5 

   Gives fair consideration to dissenting opinions. 1 2 3 4 5 

   Has the participation of key decision-making groups 1 2 3 4 5 

   Influences the behavior of federal officials. 1 2 3 4 5 
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4.) What do you believe about environmental protection and participatory natural resource 
     management programs in general?  
 

How important do you believe environmental protection is in general for defending the  
health and well being of all Americans? 

  
1          2 3 4 5 

Very 
Important 

Somewhat 
Important 

Between Important 
and Unimportant 

Somewhat 
Unimportant 

Very 
Unimportant

 
How important do you believe that consensus based management practices are for 
conserving natural resources? 

  
1          2 3 4 5 

Very 
Important 

Somewhat 
Important 

Between Important 
and Unimportant 

Somewhat 
Unimportant 

Very 
Unimportant

 
5.) In general, do you support an increase or decrease in the use of the following environmental 
     management tools/approaches. 

Change in use 
Management Tools/Approaches 

Much More More  No Change Less Much Less  

Regulation/administrative rules 1 2 3 4 5 

Incentive based approaches 1 2 3 4 5 

Regulation aimed at point sources of pollution 1 2 3 4 5 

Participatory approaches that encourage 
competing groups to work together 

1 2 3 4 5 

The assignment of  legal standing (right to sue) 
to actors not directly harmed by a pollutant 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
6.) How closely do the following statements reflect your belief about conservation? 

Beliefs 
What I 
Believe 

Close to 
my Belief 

Far from my 
Belief 

Opposite of 
my Belief 

No 
Opinion 

Natural resources should be preserved 
at all costs to protect biodiversity. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Greater conservation is needed 
because mankind does not fully 
understand how the use of natural 
resources affects non-human species. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Conservation means that non-intrusive 
users of a resource, such as  
recreational users, should be given 
complete access to a natural resource. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Conservation should imply the long-
term sustainable use of a natural 
resource. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Greater conservation is not necessary 
because humans have the 
technological capabilities to manage 
resources to prevent their depletion. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Natural resources should be made 
available for productive uses, 
particularly if their consumption is 
essential for maintaining local 
economies. 

1 2 3 4 5 
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7.) Please provide the following demographic information by checking the appropriate box or     
     writing on the blank line next to or below the question.   
 

7a.) Gender:    Male             Female 

7b.) Educational Attainment:  High School Gradate     Associate Degree  

         4 yr. College Graduate  Graduate Degree 
             7c.) What was your major area of study: ________________________________ 
 

7d.) Were you involved in any organization that makes management recommendations to 
       government officials before joining the (CEA)? 

                  

  No            Yes 

       ⇒ If yes, how long have you been involved in these types of groups 

              less than a year    1 to 3 years   

   4 to 10 years    more than 10 years 
 

8.) Please estimate the number of : (provide a number not a percent) 
 

a.) Government actors in the (CEA)?   ________ 
    b.) Non-government actors in the (CEA)? _____   

   

If you do not work for a government agency that manages natural resources or 
protects the environment, you are finished with the survey. Thank you. 

Agency employees please complete questions 9-13. 
 
9.) What is your opinion about the following management strategies that increase the role of non- 
     government stakeholders in the management of natural resources?   
 

Strategies 
Strongly 
Oppose 

 
Oppose 

Do Not Oppose 
or Support 

 
Support 

Strongly 
Support 

Management approaches that emphasize the 
participation of non-government stakeholders 
in the decision-making process. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Training non-government stakeholders in 
topics pertinent to the scientific management  
of natural resources or environment protection. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Using flexible scheduling to make it easier to 
participate in collaborative projects/programs. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Administrative efforts to include the time spent 
on collaborative projects in an agency’s 
personnel performance review process. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
10.) In order to help the development and implementation of consensus-based or participatory 
       management practices…  

Have you… Answer 

Meet informally with the participants in the (CEA) to help build trust between 
them and your agency? 

YES     NO     N/A 

Turned down promotion within your agency to continue working with the 
(CEA)? 

YES     NO     N/A 

Spent any personal time supporting activities that you believe will increase 
the success of the (CEA)? 

YES     NO     N/A 

Volunteered for agency training programs that promote the use of 
collaborative/participatory management practices? 

YES     NO     N/A 
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11.) How much have consensus-based and participatory management practices affected your 
       following management duties? 
  

Statement 
Dramatic 
Increase 

 
Increase 

No 
Change 

 
Decrease 

Dramatic 
Decrease 

My influence over the day-to-day 
management decisions about the use 
of natural resources. 

1 2 3 4 5 

The amount of time I spend with 
officials from other environmental 
management agencies. 

1 2 3 4 5 

My discretion in making management 
decisions in general. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
12.) How much do you trust the stakeholders who participate in the (CEA) to honor their   
       obligations needed to resolve the following management issues?  

 

Management Issue 
Total  
Trust 

 
Trust 

Partial 
Trust 

Partial 
Distrust 

 
Distrust 

Total 
Distrust 

 

N/A 

Declining wildlife populations 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Change in natural flow regimes 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

The control of pathogens 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Unsustainable timber harvests 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Depletion of water sources 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Erosion from All Terrain Vehicles 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Nutrient overloading  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Toxic substances 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Urban sprawl 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Over-grazing 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Access to public lands 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
13.) How has the (CEA) affected the level of conflict among the stakeholders who are most 
       involved in solving the following issues?  
 

Management Issue 
Large 
Increa
se 

Small 
Increase 

No 
Change 

Small 

Decrease 

Large 
Decrease 

 

N/A 

Declining wildlife populations 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Change in natural flow regimes 1 2 3 4 5 6 

The control of pathogens 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Unsustainable timber harvests 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Depletion of water sources 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Erosion from All Terrain Vehicles 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Nutrient overloading  1 2 3 4 5 6 

Toxic substances 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Urban sprawl 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Over-grazing 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Access to public lands 1 2 3 4 5 6 

 
Thank you, please return the survey in the self addressed stamped envelope to: 
Carl M. Dasse 
1966 Gina Lane 
Tallahassee, FL 32303 
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