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ABSTRACT 

 
Just as collective action problems are an unavoidable feature of individual decision-

making in social settings, regional problems, such as common pool resources and scale and 

externality problems in service provision, are unavoidable for local governments in metropolitan 

areas characterized by fragmented jurisdictional authority.  Despite tremendous interest in 

regionalism and regional governance and a growing number of studies of various approaches to 

regionalism, the role of regional organizations in regional governance has not been sufficiently 

examined.  The purpose of this dissertation is to investigate how and to what extent regional 

organizations influence self-organizing efforts by local governments to address regional 

problems involving intergovernmental fiscal cooperation and land development coordination by 

focusing on the role of Florida’s Regional Planning Councils (RPCs).  The institutional 

collective action (ICA) framework is applied to help understand cooperative efforts among local 

governments and provide explanations not only for general factors shaping interlocal cooperation 

such as community characteristics and the arrangement of political institutions, but also for how 

regional organizations may influence cooperation among local governments.   

The empirical results explore whether regional organizations influence self-organizing 

interlocal cooperation efforts in two ways.  First, no support is found for a positive or 

complimentary influence on self-organized solutions to regional issues arising from regional 

organizations’ network broker role.  Second, where regional organizations possess greater 

resources, the likelihood that a municipality cooperates with neighboring communities on fiscal 

exchanges or land development issues decreases.  Thus, the proactive roles of regional 

organizations appear to crowd out or substitute for self-organizing cooperation efforts that 

otherwise may occur.  Third, evidence is also found that regional organizations’ revenue from 

federal and state governments may compliment intelocal cooperation.  In the process of 

distributing federal and state grants with specific designated purposes, regional organizations 

tend to favor cooperative efforts by providing opportunities for local authorities to develop 

mutual trust in the policy areas where the grants are spent.   



 xi 

Interlocal cooperation is also influenced by community characteristics that create 

demands for, or barriers to, cooperation.  Municipal governments experiencing fiscal stress are 

more active in interlocal revenue transfers.  Racial homogeneity is also a factor.  Highly 

homogeneous municipalities, less restricted by divergent citizen preferences, are more likely to 

engage in interlocal fiscal cooperation. 

Finally, political institutions are important to explain self-organizing efforts to solve 

regional problems.  Municipal governments with the council-manager form tend more to receive 

interlocal revenue transfers and to cooperate with other local governments on land development 

issues.  These results suggest that the selective career incentives of city managers can be a source 

of interlocal cooperation efforts.  In addition, cities with more neighboring communities are less 

likely to rely on interlocal coordination for land development issues.   

This research has both practical and theoretical implications.  State policy makers need to 

balance calls for regional efforts with an acknowledgement that centralized regionalism may 

sometimes undermine self-organizing solutions.  In designing regional organizations and 

programs, they need to identify and minimize tradeoffs between horizontal and vertical regional 

solutions.  This study suggests that scholars of regionalism and intergovernmental relations need 

to examine configurations of regional coordination mechanisms by addressing the influence of 

institutional arrangements in a more comprehensive way rather than simply focusing on either 

vertical or horizontal regional governance mechanisms in isolation. 

This study also provides agendas for future research.  First, the analysis can be extended 

to the national level to reflect variation among regional organizations in different states.  Second, 

a typology of the relationships between regional organizations and self-organizing interlocal 

cooperation can be advanced to investigate the various types of regional organizations.  Third, 

different interlocal cooperation network structures among different regional organizations can be 

analyzed by using social network analysis programs.  Finally, the influence of regional 

organizations can be examined in specific policy areas to account for service specific 

characteristics.  
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CHAPTER 1 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

 

1.1  Fragmented Authority in Metropolitan Areas and Regional Problems 

 The study of social dilemmas is essential to social science research in general 

and public policy research in particular because the problems are found in any aspect 

of our everyday lives (Ostrom 1990; 1998).  While individual persons experience 

collective action problems in human relations, fragmented political systems in 

metropolitan areas impose the same problems on local governments that are 

institutional level actors.  

Fragmented jurisdictional authority often creates conflicts and coordination 

problems in local government policies, programs, and services.  The fragmented 

nature of government in metropolitan areas has been perceived as a fundamental 

reason of various interjurisdictional problems since the emergence of metropolitan 

America (Gulick 1957; 1962; Mitchell-Weaver, Miller, and Deal 2000; Studenski 

1960; Wikstrom 1977; Zimmerman 1974).  Diseconomies of scale, positive and 

negative externalities, and common property resource problems are typical examples 

of regional issues.  These regional problems caused by the fragmented system pose 

challenges that are better solved through intergovernmental cooperation on local 

governments that share same regional boundaries.    

For many services there are economies of scale in production, and thus lack of 

cooperation and coordination leads to inefficiencies and higher service costs.  Even 

though local entities can obtain more efficiency gains in local service delivery through 

collaboration, the fragmented system deters voluntary efforts among the units.  In 

areas such as economic development and land use regulation, conflicting policies 
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produce important spillover effects or externalities at the regional level.  Economic 

change in a community may have either positive or negative impacts on its neighbor 

communities.  Development decisions may also benefit neighboring jurisdictions 

because policies that increase land values or attract desirable businesses may increase 

property values across the region and increase local tax revenues.  While local 

governments may benefit economic growth or land development in a neighbor 

community, they may also pay costs such as increased traffic, environmental pollution, 

or incompatible land uses (Gerber and Gibson 2005; 2006).   

The issue of obtaining common goals among different fragmented jurisdictions 

has been salient in metropolitan areas which have characterized American regions.  

Metropolitan areas have experienced higher increases in population in comparison 

with the nation: Between the 1950s and the mid-1990s, the population living in those 

areas increased from 56 percent to 80 percent; the population increase in metropolitan 

areas (165 percent) was more than twice that of the nation (73 percent) (Stephens and 

Wikstrom 2000).  

Besides their dominance in population, metropolitan areas have significance in 

actual intergovernmental and regional governance.  These metropolitan areas are the 

units that best correspond to local economies and land development and are also the 

unit best able to capture positive and negative externalities in the provision of public 

goods and services.  Thus it in not surprising that numerous commentators advocate 

the creation of strong regional governments or city-county consolidation as necessary 

to efficiently deliver services and manage the spillover effects of new development 

and growth management (Downs 1994, 2005).  However, an alternative research trend 

that focuses more on voluntary and horizontal cooperation among local units has 

captured considerable attention in the literature (Feiock 2004).  

 

1.2  Efforts for Solving Regional Problems in Metropolitan Areas 

Although regional problems in metropolitan areas are considered more salient 

in the contemporary public administration, they have been a crucial intergovernmental 

management issue for a long time.  And it is understandable that there also have been 
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diverse efforts for addressing regional problems for a long time.  According to the 

American Planning Association (2002: 10), the first regional planning agency, the 

Boston Metropolitan Improvement Commission, was the created in 1902.   

Due to the rapid growth of metropolitan areas, diverse approaches to regional 

problems can be used (Nunn and Rosentraub 1997; Stephens and Wikstrom 2000; 

Walker 1987).  Walker (1987) provides a list of 17 approaches to regionalism based 

on how difficult it is to create each of those approaches.  The eight easiest approaches 

include informal cooperation, interlocal service contracts, joint powers agreements, 

extraterritorial powers, regional councils, federally encouraged single-purpose 

regional bodies, state planning and development districts, and contracting with private 

sector.  The five middling approaches are local special districts, transfer of functions, 

annexation, regional special districts and authorities, metro multipurpose district, and 

reformed urban county.  The last three hardest approaches are creating several tiers of 

governments, including one-tier consolidations, two-tier restructuring, and three-tier 

reforms.  While maintaining 17 intergovernmental approaches identified by Walker, 

the National League of Cities (NLC) adds two other approaches, regional purchasing 

agreement and regional asset districts.   

While some scholars focus on providing individual regional approaches that do 

not require new organization among local units, others are more interested in the 

creation of regional governance institutions for metropolitan areas.  For example, 

Gulick (1957) pointed out the problems of dynamics and scale in metropolitan areas 

and introduced several alternatives for metropolitan problems, including the 

metropolitan government, the state department of local affairs, the metropolitan 

county, the open-ended metropolitan commission, and the metropolitan council.  In 

recent literature, regional councils and regional special districts have been commonly 

discussed.  However, there also have been efforts of creating other forms of regional 

governance institutions such as regional partnerships, regional coalitions or alliances 

(Andrew 2006; Mitchell-Weaver, Miller, and Deal 2000; Savitch and Vogel 1996).  

Whichever approach to regional problems is emphasized, one interesting 

feature we can observe is that interlocal cooperation is not easily obtained in the real 



 4 

world because the process is influenced by various factors.  As Collins (2006) points 

out, not all local governments take advantage of interlocal agreements although the 

anticipated benefits of interlocal cooperation are pronounced.  This is why Andrew 

(2005; 2006) argues that it is still unclear how and to what extent the fragmented 

authorities in urban areas coordinate their activities and make their cooperative efforts 

implemented in spite of the stability of the local governance system.  

The specific policy instrument choices that city governments make reflect their 

efforts to manage the transaction costs in collectively pursuing regional common goals 

as well as individual goals.  Recent empirical investigations suggest that the structure 

of interlocal service networks influence transaction costs related to using various 

service delivery mechanisms (Andrew 2005; Shrestha and Feiock 2006).  One missing 

point in the extant literature on regionalism is the linkage between regional level 

institution and interlocal cooperation.  Case studies suggest this is a significant 

omission.  Thurmaier and Wood’s (2002) study of interlocal cooperation in the Kansas 

City area found that the metropolitan council of governments played the most critical 

role in fostering service cooperation among member governments.  In other policy 

areas higher level institutions have been demonstrated to be important.  For example, 

Schneider and his colleagues (2003) found collective water management efforts were 

more successful in estuaries included in the National Estuary Program.  In addition to 

local service provision and production, other local governments’ activities of 

cooperation are likely to be influenced by regional governance organizations.   

Within the Institutional Collective Action (ICA) framework network 

relationships are important to explain cooperation among regional organizations and 

local governments.  I extend this framework to shed light on the different network 

relations between regional organizations and local governments as regional level 

institutions may facilitate or crowd out interlocal cooperation.  Based on the ICA 

framework this dissertation examines how four factors of ICA influence the 

transaction costs of interlocal fiscal cooperation in metropolitan areas: needs and 

demands for interlocal cooperation, barriers to interlocal cooperation, political 

institutions, and regional organizations and networks.  While other factors of ICA 
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have been gained recent attention, there has been no systematic examination of the 

influence of regional governance and regional organizations.   

 

1.3  Importance of Studying Regional Organizations 

The purpose of this dissertation research is to investigate the role of regional 

organizations in regional governance while examining the institutional collection 

action (ICA) framework of interlocal cooperation as a general theoretical foundation.  

Although above mentioned diverse approaches have been used to address regional 

problems, regional organizations has not been sufficiently studied.  Moreover, while 

scholars have addressed the importance of regional organizations for solving regional 

problems (Gulick 1957; Stephens and Wikstrom 2000; Walker 1987; Wikstrom 1977), 

we lack of empirical research on how those regional level institutions influence 

interlocal cooperation relations.   

There are several recent studies that empirically analyzed the influence of 

regional organizations.  For Gerber and Gibson (2005; 2006), how regional goals and 

local interests influence regional governance is a main research interest.  By focusing 

on 87 regional councils in six Great Lakes states (2005) and 100 largest metropolitan 

planning organizations (2006) in the nation, they show that regional organizations’ 

activities and use of regional projects funds are influenced by both individual interests 

of local governments and regional level interests and institutions, such as structures of 

regional organizations.  Hall (2008) argues that regional organizations play a 

significant role in regional governance by leveraging federal resources in local 

governments.  The results of his empirical analysis shows that regional economic 

development districts in Kentucky perform for counties within the districts by 

leveraging federal funds.   

Despite the increasing empirical research on regional organizations, how and 

what extent interlocal cooperation is influenced by those regional organizations 

remains unanswered.  This dissertation investigates the general influence of regional 

organizations on interlocal cooperation for solving problems of fragmented authority 

in metropolitan areas.  In spite of the growing number of studies on interlocal 
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cooperation, little attention has been paid to the potential role of regional organizations 

in the interlocal cooperation relations and the two different directions of potential 

influence of regional organizations.  On the one hand, regional organizations are 

posited to reduce the transaction costs of self-governing solutions to regional problems 

by functioning as a mechanism to facilitate bargaining and contracting among local 

governments units.  On the other hand, they are assumed to crowd out or substitute for 

voluntary and horizontal cooperation efforts through their proactive centralized 

activities.  When we improve our understanding of the role of regional organizations 

in regional governance, we will be able to find better mechanisms for solving regional 

problems across multiple jurisdictions.   

 

1.4  Interlocal Cooperation for Fiscal Resources and Land Development 

Local governments may collaborate to produce or implement certain activities 

through which they can obtain common goals (Linden 2004).  Also they may work 

together and adjust different interests to make a decision or resolve an issue.  While 

diverse regional efforts can be taken among the jurisdictions to address problems that 

spill over across local boundaries, interlocal horizontal cooperation has been studied in 

several policy areas.  For example, collective action among local governments for 

common pool resources, especially water resources, has been a main research focus 

(Mullin 2007; 2008; Ostrom 1990; Lubell 2007; Lubell et al. 2002; Schneider et al. 

2003).  Scholars (Feiock and Park 2005; Feiock et al. 2008; Olberding 2002) have also 

studied the influence of interlocal cooperation on the economic development.   

Interlocal cooperation can be important for solving regional problems in a 

variety of areas.  This study examines interlocal fiscal cooperation in service delivery 

and cooperative efforts in land development decisions.  The empirical analysis 

examines regional councils and municipal governments in the metropolitan regions of 

Florida.  Although these two areas have not been studied extensively in the extant 

literature, many local governments have both the opportunity and incentives to work 

with their governmental neighbors to pursue efficient use of fiscal resources for 
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service delivery and to promote land use decisions that minimize the externalities of 

development. 

Fiscal cooperation among local governments captures service level 

arrangements through which we can examine factors that influence interlocal 

cooperation (Krueger 2006; 2008; Shrestha and Feiock 2006).  Fiscal cooperation 

among multiple jurisdictions that share regional geography has been examined by 

several scholars (Bicker and Stein 2004; Campbell and Glynn 1990; Krueger 2006; 

Shrestha and Feiock 2006).  A city’s expenditure to another local government has 

been linked to mutual trust between the jurisdictions, and thus the interlocal 

expenditure reflects a tendency to cooperate.  The amount of expenditure reflects the 

extent of interlocal contracting for services and goods, joint ventures, and fees for 

services (Bicker and Stein 2004).   

The amount of interlocal revenue transfers also shows how much a local 

government tends to cooperate with other local governments (Krueger 2006; 2008; 

Shrestha and Feiock 2006).  The nature of the ICA problem in revenue transfers is 

based on the scarce fiscal resources that local governments can use.  Local units are in 

general under pressure to provide public services with less funds and improve fiscal 

efficiency to address possible budget shortfalls.  In this situation, those local 

governments can obtain efficiency gains through buying services or receiving 

financial assistance from neighbor local authorities.  Also, service cooperation or tax 

sharing among fragmented jurisdictions can enhance economies of the scale.  

Interlocal fiscal cooperation is an important local government management issue for 

political and executive leadership as increased efficiency in the use of fiscal resources 

is directly related to their performance that help them continue to pursue their career 

goals of re-election or moving to larger or wealthier local governments.  

Interlocal cooperation for land development issues has been much less 

examined although land use is a typical area where cooperative decision making 

efforts among local governments routinely take place (Linden 2004).  This regional 

approach to land use has an especially important meaning for local governments that 

are challenged by rapid growth and have state-mandated requirements for land use 
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planning, such as local governments in Florida.  How to manage the growth has been 

an important policy issue for local governments because rapid growth may result in 

problems that are not easily managed by one government, such as environmental 

pollution, congestion, and reduction of green areas, in spite of its benefits of growth 

(Feiock 2004).  

The nature of the collective action problem in land development is understood 

by two aspects: First, local governments have limited land resources that are 

developable; second, land development in an area in a certain region may cause spill 

over and externality effects in other areas in the region.  Thus, due to the increasing 

demands for cooperative land use for shared goals and the significant effects of one 

jurisdiction’s land development decision on neighbor local governments, coordination 

of land use issues with other local governments in the same region takes an important 

meaning for regional governance.  The anticipated benefits of land development 

coordination are to solve externality problems and to prevent excessive land 

development and maintain land in the region for the future development.  As is the 

case of interlocal fiscal cooperation for service delivery, coordination of land 

development may fit the incentives of political and executive leaders.  Successful land 

development coordination, through balancing particular interests of development and 

preservation, may provide them opportunities to maintain current positions or move to 

better places. 

 

1.5  Overview of the Dissertation 

Chapters 2 and 3 provide the theoretical background for this dissertation.  

Chapter 2 provides overviews on the approaches to regional problems focusing on the 

comparison between vertical/governmental and horizontal/governance views and 

introduces types of regional organizations and Florida Regional Planning Councils.  

Then this chapter explains two possible network relations between regional 

organizations and local governments.    

After explaining the institutional collective action framework of interlocal 

cooperation, Chapter 3 develops general hypotheses on interlocal cooperation based 
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on the framework.  While examining the factors related to needs for and barriers to 

interlocal cooperation and political institutions, this chapter focuses on the potential 

two opposite influences of regional organizations on interlocal self-organizing 

cooperation behavior.   

Chapter 4 describes the scope of research as well as data and methods that are 

used in my empirical analyses.  For the analysis of interlocal fiscal cooperation, OLS 

regression analysis is tested first, and the method is extended to Heckman selection 

model.  In examining the role of regional organizations in interlocal cooperative land 

development decision making, an ordered-probit model is used. 

In Chapters 5 and 6, the hypotheses developed in Chapter 3 are empirically 

tested.  Chapter 5 analyzes the influence of Florida RPCs on interlocal fiscal 

cooperation focusing on interlocal revenue transfers.  Chapter 6 analyzes the influence 

of RPCs on cooperative land development decision making among Florida cities. 

 Chapter 7 summarizes the results of my analyses and adds practical as well as 

theoretical implications of this research.  Also, the directions for future study to 

develop my dissertation study are introduced.   
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CHAPTER 2 

 

REGIONAL ORGANIZATIONS AND  

INTERLOCAL COOPERATION 

 

 

2.1  Two Solutions for Regional Issues 

As described in Chapter 1, various mechanisms have been used to solve 

intergovernmental policy dilemmas.  In spite of the unique features of each approach, 

they can be categorized into two contrasting perspectives on regionalism: vertical and 

horizontal.  While the former is linked to the governmental approach, the latter more 

emphasizes the governance approach (Feiock 2004; Savitch and Vogel 2000).  In the 

literature on metropolitan problems, there has been long-running debate between these 

two contrasting views and their proponents (Lowery 2000; Stephens and Wikstrom 

2000).  

These two different perspectives are contrasted in their basic notion of 

metropolitan areas.  While the government approach sees a metropolitan region as an 

organic whole, the governance approach argues metropolitan areas are essentially 

polycentric.  With regard to designing metropolitan organizations, the former 

represents a collectivist-rational approach whereas the latter is linked to an 

individualistic-rational approach (Miller 2002).  Also, it is understandable that these 

two views have different streams of intellectual development.  The first part of this 

chapter provides a brief overview of their approaches to the regional governance 

structure, and the second part explains types of regional organizations exist in the 

nation and Florida Regional Planning Councils.  The last part discusses how these 

organizations are important in each of these two conflicting approaches to 

metropolitan regional issues.  
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2.1.1  Vertical / Governmental 

The first approach emphasizes the centralization of governance structure.  In 

terms of the intellectual origin, this approach builds upon the progressive reform 

tradition which focused on changing structures of local governments to establish 

centralized authority which is not impaired by the political machines (Stephens and 

Wikstrom 2000).  There have been continuous arguments for consolidated 

governments in the early 1900s (Maxey 1922; Studenski 1930) and in the 1960s and 

1970s (Gulick 1962; Wood 1961).  Later, several scholars (Lyons, Lowery, and 

DeHoog 1992; Rusk 1995; downs 1994) have emphasized the vertical and 

governmental approach although they do not always support consolidated government 

per se (Lowery 2000; Stephens and Wikstrom 2000).  

This approach argues that consolidation or centralization of authority through 

metropolitan or regional general purpose governments, districts, or regional agencies 

can more effectively coordinate the provision of public goods and services in 

metropolitan areas.  In this approach, vertical and firmly institutionalized 

intergovernmental relations, formal relationship directed from above, and centralized 

features of regionalism are emphasized (Savitch and Vogel 2000).  This vertical 

approach views metropolitan governments with substantial powers as necessary to 

achieve efficiency, equity, and accountability within regions (DeHoog, Lowery, and 

Lyons 1990; Downs 1994; Rusk 1999).  These scholars promote consolidation of 

existing local units or state establishment of regional districts with land use powers as 

the most efficacious mechanisms to address regional and interjurisdictional issues 

(Lowery 2000).   

There have been two main efforts to reduce the number of local governments 

or increase the mandated coordination by higher level of government (Savitch and 

Vogel 2000; Stephens and Wikstrom 2000).  The first effort pursues the creation of 

one unitary general-purpose government which encompasses the entire metropolitan 

area while abolishing local government units within the area.  In the view of 

consolidation, single and overarching governments are superior to fragmented entities 

in providing services effectively and coordinating public policies that have regional 
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impacts.  The second effort emphasizes a multi-tier type of metropolitan government 

system where a new regional government as well as existing local governments 

function together with different foci of service provision.  This tiered approach is more 

flexible than consolidation because different governments address “wider” and 

“narrow” issues while maintaining less hierarchical authority system between smaller 

(i.e. cities) and larger (i.e. counties) jurisdictions (Savitch and Vogel 2000).   

Regional organizations have significance in the tradition of this approach.  

Whether they are established as government agencies or have non-governmental 

characteristics, they are assumed to perform certain goals imposed from the upper 

level institutions such as federal and state governments, as long as their creation and 

activities are based on federal and state laws.  Even though local governments play as 

main actors in the governance of regional organizations, policy goals of those 

organizations tend to be less voluntary or self-organizing.  Regional organizations may 

pursue the centralized governance structure in metropolitan regions even without 

consolidating existing local governments.   

 

 2.1.2  Horizontal / Governance 

A second approach emphasizes horizontal rather than vertical federalism, in 

which regional problems are addressed through intergovernmental relations among 

local government units and other local non-governmental actors (Feiock 2004; Feiock 

and Scholz 2007).  This approach builds on a governance perspective, which assumes 

that diverse actors voluntary pursue their common goals, rather than a top-down 

governmental approach.  In this approach, local governments develop and maintain 

horizontal, flexible, informal, and self-regulating relationships to address their 

common goals.  While a higher level institution is connected to local governments, 

interlocal (cooperation) relations are less confined by jurisdictional boundaries.  Also, 

this view emphasizes decentralizing virtues of voluntary interlocal cooperation 

(Savitch and Vogel 2000).  

The governance approach is strongly influenced by the public choice theory 

that was developed since the seminal article of Tiebout, “A Pure Theory of Local 
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Expenditures” (1957).  Advocates of this approach argue that creating a unitary and 

centralized government in a metropolitan area may impair efficiency (Oakerson 1999; 

2004; Ostrom, Tiebout, and Warren 1961; Ostrom and Ostrom 1971; Parks and 

Oakerson 1989).  Under the decentralized structure where a number of local 

governments exist, each government is believed to best serve the collective 

preferences of citizens for public services.  As Ostrom (1990) argues in Governing the 

Commons, self-governing institutions that are adapted to specific local circumstances 

may provide more effective solution in coordinating actions and resolving collective 

problems than central intervention in many circumstances.   

According to Savitch and Vogel (2000), three regional approaches are based 

on the horizontal and governance solution to regional problems.  First, the linked 

functions approach focuses on specific service contract relations between a city and its 

county and is perceived to ensure flexibility in regional problem solving as re-

organization of levels of government is not required.  Second, the complex network 

approach emphasizes that multiple independent governments voluntarily cooperate 

with other local governments through overlapping interlocal agreement relations.  This 

approach reflects the idea of “governance without government” (Rhodes 1996; 1997).  

The third approach is referred as the public choice approach.  While this approach is 

similar to the complex networks, it rejects public intervention for service agreements 

and emphasizes individual decisions based on the market choices.  In this regard, this 

approach is differentiated from other approaches that pursue collective efforts among 

local governments for regional problems whether they are more centralized or 

decentralized.    

Regional governance organizations play a central role in the horizontal 

governance approach as well.  Local governments participate in regional organizations 

while maintaining their independence and autonomy.  These institutions, which are 

often not governments themselves, facilitate regional governance and self governance 

among the underlying units.  Without being consolidated under a unitary government, 

local governments can manage problems across jurisdictions.  These institutions are 

voluntary in the sense that members participate at will and must approve the council’s 



 14 

activities.  Even when they are constructed as a government agency, these 

organizations generally have limited authority to force local units to do what they do 

not want to do.  Thus even though a formal institution has been created, its operation 

is heavily reliant on self-organizing.  The specific policy actions that regional councils 

take are the product of bargaining and the available mechanisms of collective choice 

(Gerber and Gibson 2005).   

 

2.2  Regional Organizations  

2.2.1  Ecology of Regional Organizations  

Regional organizations have interactions with different levels of government in 

addressing regional issues as shown in Figure 2.1.  While a regional organization is 

influenced by the upper level institutions such as federal and sate governments, it 

makes connections with local governments within its regional boundary.   

Both federal and state governments are engaged in the establishment of a 

regional organization by providing the legal basis of the organization’s existence, such 

as federal laws and state statutes.  Activities of a regional organization are also 

supported by the federal and state governments.  Upper level governments not only 

specify roles and requirements of a regional organization but also provide financial 

resources with the regional institution.  While directly influencing a regional 

organization, the federal government also indirectly influences the organization by 

providing legal foundation and financial resources with the state government.  As the 

state government generally plays a more important role than the federal government in 

the regional governance, the federal government box was drawn smaller than that of 

the state government in the Figure. 
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Figure 2.1.  Ecology of Regional Organizations 

 

Within the regional boundary, a regional organization has multiple local 

government actors.  In comparison to the relationship between the federal and state 

governments and a regional organization, one important feature in the relationship 

with local governments is that a regional organization and its local governments have 

mutual influences.  A regional organization provides activities for addressing regional 

issues with local governments through its personnel and financial resources by 

bridging state and local governments.  At the same time, local governments participate 

in their regional organization’s governance by entering into an agreement for creating 

the regional organization, playing a role of governing board or sub-committee 

members, and paying membership fees and fees for the organization’s regional 

services.   

 

2.2.2  Types of Regional Organizations 

There are several types of regional governance organizations operating in the 

nation.  Regional governance organizations include regionally-based organizations 

that are comprised of local governments, such as regional planning councils (RPCs), 
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councils of governments (COGs), metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs), 

regional partnership organizations, and regional districts with special purposes.   

Regional councils, also called councils of governments, are the most common.  

While other types of regional organizations focus on providing services in particular 

policy areas, regional councils are generally assumed to address multiple and diverse 

interjurisdictional issues.  According to Beckman (1964), regional councils are 

“voluntary associations of elected public officials from most or all of the governments 

of a metropolitan area, formed to develop a consensus regarding metropolitan needs 

and actions to be taken in solving their problems” (in Wikstrom 1977, 16).  Thus, they 

are multipurpose, multi-jurisdictional, and public organizations (Stephens and 

Wikstrom 2000).   

A regional council with certain geographic boundaries assists local 

governments as a planning organization, technical assistance provider, and visionary 

to those local entities.  This regional council serves its member local governments by 

playing a role of consensus-building, creating partnerships, providing services, 

problem solving and fiscal management.  The types of programs regional councils are 

engaged include comprehensive and transportation planning, economic development, 

workforce development, the environment, land use, housing and community 

development, services for the elderly, and clearinghouse functions 

(http://narc.org/regional-councils-mpos/what-is-a-regional-council.html; Gerber and 

Gibson 2005).  There are currently more than five hundred regional councils operating 

in the United States (Gerber and Gibson 2005; NARC web site, www.narc.org).  

Regional councils are the main focus of this dissertation research, and 11 Florida 

Regional Planning Councils created based on the State Statutes are included into my 

analysis.  The next section provides specific explanations on establishment and roles 

of those RPCs.     

While regional councils are most common regional level institutions for 

collectively resolving regional problems, another common type of regional 

organizations is Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs).  While regional 

councils represent general regional institutions, MPOs play as regional councils in 
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some areas.  The creation and development of MPOs rely on the federal government’s 

efforts to effectively deal with transportation issues in urbanized metropolitan areas by 

providing federal funds.  MPO’s are structured as voluntary associations, and in many 

instances an existing COG constitutes the MPO (Weiner 1997).1  Nevertheless, federal 

highway funds are linked to participation, so local government involvement is less 

than entirely voluntary even though local governments play a direct role in their 

governance.  MPOs coordinate transportation planning among local governments 

within their boundaries.   

Regional partnerships are also a type of regional institutions created to 

facilitate interlocal cooperation and usually expected to function for specific policy 

goals.  Partnerships are multilateral contractual arrangements among diverse actors.  

For example, regional economic development partnerships have become an 

increasingly popular approach to regional governance (Feiock, Steinacker, and Park 

2008).  Economic development partnerships are an “alliance formed by local 

governments, often with the help of private sector firms and nonprofit organizations, 

which has a mission of enhancing the economy of a multijurisdictional area” 

(Olberding 2002, 253).  Watershed partnerships are another type of regional 

partnerships that have been studied by scholars (Lubell et al. 2002).  According to 

Kenny et al. (2000, 2), these partnerships are composed by both private and 

intergovernmental representatives who are organized to collectively address water-

related issues at the watershed level and normally operate outside government relying 

on collaborative mechanisms of interactions among groups. 

 Special districts are also important regional institutions for addressing regional 

problems.  The regional agencies, such as water management districts and 

transportation districts, are usually created by state governments and perform for 

special policy goals rather than playing a role of general regional organization.  For 

example, 5 water management districts in Florida were created in 1972 by the Florida 

Water Resources Act to address those water related issues at the regional level, and 

                                                 
1 Even though the majority of MPOs were regional councils, a number of MPOs have been 
formed within city or county organizations since the 1980s.  Currently half of the MPOs are 
housed within regional councils in the nation (Weiner 1997).   
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their territories are defined by not political jurisdictions but watersheds.  They operate 

for protecting and managing water resources in their regions by balancing and 

improving several values such as water quality, water supply, flood control, and 

natural systems (OPPAGA 2006; Florida Department of Environmental Protection, 

http://www.dep.state.fl.us/secretary/watman/).   

  

2.2.3  Florida Regional Planning Councils 

This dissertation research focuses on regional councils among several types of 

regional organizations as they perform as most general-purpose regional institutions.  

Specifically, Regional Planning Councils (RPCs) in Florida are investigated in this 

study.  In Florida there are 11 RPCs that play a role of regional council with various 

policy goals.  The regional planning council is recognized as “Florida’s only 

multipurpose regional entity that is in a position to plan for and coordinate 

intergovernmental solutions to growth-related problems on greater-than-local issues, 

provide technical assistance to local governments, and meet other needs of the 

communities in each entity” (186.502(4), Florida Statutes).  RPCs serve as vital 

forums for the discussion of problems that transcend individual jurisdictions and have 

responded to the needs of local governments within their boundaries (FRCA 1996).  

While RPCs vary in their focus of efforts for local governments, their specific 

duties include the following activities (FRCA 1996; OPPAGA 2006; West Florida 

RPC web site, http://www.wfrpc.org/Council).  A RPC is required to develop, adopt 

and implement goals and policies of a Strategic Regional Policy Plan (SRPP) 

addressing regional issues; 2 reviews local government comprehensive plan 

amendments and evaluation and appraisal reports; assists in carrying-out the 

Development of Regional Impacts (DRIs) program; develops and implements a 

process designed to resolve regional dispute; provides staffing and planning support to 

the Local Emergency Management Planning Committee and conducts hazardous 

materials planning activities; is anticipated to promote economic development; 

                                                 
2 The SRPP consists of six areas: a regional description and five elements (Affordable 
Housing, Economic Development, Emergency Preparedness, Natural Resources of Regional 
Significance, and Regional Transportation).  
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administers many programs and provides a variety of services for technical assistance 

and public information;3 and facilitates intergovernmental coordination by reviewing 

projects that affect the region as an area wide clearing house.   

In sum, RPCs are expected to benefit both the State of Florida and local 

governments in the State through their activities.  For the state government, RPCs’ 

roles of regional planning, coordination and consensus building among their member 

local governments, regional dispute resolution, and technical assistance are important 

in the process of achieving state policy goals.  For local governments, RPCs meets the 

needs of local authorities by providing regional plans for several policy areas and 

technical assistance (FRCA 1996).   

Table 2.1 reports the years that Florida RPCs were established and counties 

that those organizations include and serve within their regional boundaries.  Florida 

RPCs were created from the early 1960s to the late 1970s as associations of 

representatives from the local governments within their boundaries.  East Central and 

Tampa Bay RPCs were established earliest in 1962, and it was 1977 that Northeast 

and Apalachee RPCs were established as the last Florida RPCs.4  The governing board 

of an RPC is composed of locally elected officials who represent their jurisdictions, 

officials appointed by the Governor, and ex-officio nonvoting members appointed by 

the Governor.   

 

Table 2.1.  Florida Regional Planning Councils: Established Years and Counties 
within Regional Boundaries 

 

RPC Year Counties 

West Florida 
 

1964 
 

Bay, Escambia, Holmes, Okaloosa, Santa Rosa, Walton, 
Washington 

 

                                                 
3 Several common services include mapping, census and demographic assistance; data base 
and computer assistance development; interpretation of state rules and requirements on issues 
such as housing, comprehensive planning, hazardous materials, and transportation; preparing 
plan amendments, land development regulation, and application for state and federal grants 
(FRCA 1996).    
4 For more information on the geographic boundaries and established years of Florida RPCs, 
see Appendix A. 
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Table 2.1-Continued 

RPC Year Counties 

Apalachee 
 

1977 
 

Calhoun, Franklin, Gadsden, Gulf, Jackson, Jefferson, 
Leon, Liberty, Wakulla 

North Central 
 

1969 
 

Alachua, Bradford, Columbia, Dixie, Gilchrist, Hamilton, 
Lafayette, Madison, Suwannee, Taylor, Union 

Northeast 1977 Baker, Clay, Duval, Flagler, Nassau, Putnam, St. Johns 

Withlacoochee 1973 Citrus, Hernando, Levy, Marion, Sumter 

East Central 1962 Brevard, Lake, Orange, Osceola, Seminole, Volusia 

Central Florida 1974 DeSoto, Hardee, Highlands, Okeechobee, Polk 

Tampa Bay 1962 Hillsborough, Manatee, Pasco, Pinellas 

Southwest Florida 1973 Charlotte, Collier, Glades, Hendry, Lee, Sarasota 

Treasure Coast 1976 Indian River, Martin, Palm Beach, St. Lucie 

South Florida 1969 Broward, Miami-Dade, Monroe 

 

 

2.3  Relations between Regional Organizations and Local Governments 

Fragmentation of authority defines a first-order problem by creating economies 

of scale and positive and negative externalities in the cooperative use of fiscal 

resources and the provision of local public services and regulation of land uses.  

Resolving these first-order problems leads to the second-order collective problem of 

developing formal and informal institutions that alter the first-order problem in a 

manner that improves joint outcomes.   

In addressing institutional collective problems, regional organizations play an 

important role because they can combine elements of both horizontal and vertical 

regionalism.  As illustrated in Figure 2.2, these organizations range from voluntary 

associations or partnerships to state or federally mandated districts or authorities.  This 

figure shows the spectrum of coordination mechanisms for regional issues and the 

range of regional organizations in the middle of this spectrum.  We can assume that 

the government consolidation approach exists in the right end side whereas informal 

service networks among local governments can be positioned in the left end side.  
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Figure 2.2.  Regional Organizations and Coordination Mechanisms for  

Regional Issues 
 

Depending on their structures and functions, regional organizations can be 

closer to the centralization or decentralization sides.  Regional organizations can be 

mandated though consolidations or creation of regional districts by higher level 

governments.  In this case, they are regarded as “creatures of the state.”  Regional 

organizations can also be the product of collective action among local government 

units as “creatures of local governments.”  This organizational structure influences 

each regional organization’s governing and regulating functions in the relations with 

local governments.  While some regional organizations have hierarchical power 

toward local entities based on state rules and resources, others function in a more 

voluntary way as they are more influenced by its local government members.      

More decentralized voluntary regional organizations provide considerable 

flexibility to the local authorities.  Scholz and Feiock (2007) describe these regional 

organizations as a governance mechanism that provides at least some elements of self 

organizing.  The flexible relations between a regional organization and its local 

governments facilitate self-organizing mechanisms such as interlocal agreements 

among member governments to emerge within the context imposed by the regional 

institution.  However, more centralized mandated regional organizations function in 

the opposite way by decreasing flexibility among local governments.  They focus on 

policy goals mandated by the federal or state governments rather than regional goals 

created by local members, and their rules and funds impede the development of self-

organizing mechanisms.  
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A critical question is how regional organizations influence the capabilities of 

local governments to bargain among themselves to negotiate mutually beneficial 

policy arrangements and service agreements.  We know very little about how self-

organizing cooperative efforts among individual actors are influenced by different 

structures and functions of regional organizations.  The impact of regional 

organizations on interlocal cooperation relations needs to be understood based on the 

network relations between regional organizations and local government units within 

those organizations’ regional boundaries.  In the next chapter, I develop my 

hypotheses on how and to what extent regional organizations influence interlocal 

cooperative efforts for fiscal resources and land development focusing on two 

contrasting features of the network relations.  
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CHAPTER 3 

 

INSTITUTIONAL COLLECTIVE ACTION OF  

INTERLOCAL COOPERATION 

 

 

3.1  Institutional Collective Action 

When Olson (1965) raised the importance of collective action in society, his 

argument was focused on individual persons.  He argues that collective action is 

achieved when individuals believe that cooperative efforts can enhance their self-

interests and they engage in the actual implementation of collective behavior.  

Collective action problems are not only found in individual relations: they are 

common in local intergovernmental relations especially in metropolitan areas where a 

large number of local entities share certain geographic and economic boundaries.  As 

mentioned above, the fragmented authority in metropolitan areas is the main reason 

why collective action problems among local units are very common in the areas.  

While the collective action theory has been broadly applied and developed in 

public policy, a group of scholars has extended the theory to the institutional level to 

explain how voluntary cooperation among local governments happens (Feiock and his 

associates 2004; Scholz and Feiock 2007).  This new framework refers to institutional 

collective action (ICA) where institutionally defined composite actors, typically local 

governments, are the main actors.  ICA is a mechanism through which local 

governments voluntarily participate in cooperative efforts to resolve free-rider 

problems and to achieve collective goals by generating social capital in the region 

across multiple and independent jurisdictions (Feiock 2004).  To explain collective 

action behavior among local governments, the ICA framework utilizes transaction 

costs theory by assuming that each local government’s engagement in cooperative 
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efforts is influenced by certain factors that increase or decrease transaction costs 

accompanied by their cooperation activities.  This theory was primarily developed by 

economists such as Coase (1937), North (1990), and Williamson (1981; 1985; 1996).  

The main lesson of this theory is that transaction costs, an indispensable aspect of 

interlocal relations and exchanges, prevent efficient interlocal cooperation 

mechanisms from occurring among local authorities, and the key purpose of 

institutional development is to decrease those costs.   

This ICA framework investigates factors that explain mechanisms that 

motivate local governments to enter into cooperative efforts to solve collective 

problems.  According to Olson (1965), at the individual level, collective action is 

dominated by economic interests and is more likely to be achieved in small groups 

because the actors can easily recognize and reduce their transaction costs of 

cooperation (Olson 1965).  However, explaining institutional collective action is more 

complex since there are multiple factors that influence the transaction costs of 

interlocal cooperation (Post 2004; Feiock 2007).  ICA helps us understand how 

bilateral contracting or multilateral collective efforts are created by providing 

explanations for local government officials’ perception of benefits and costs of 

cooperation and the role of decision contexts such as the arrangement of political 

institutions, community characteristics that increase demands for interlocal 

cooperation or obstruct cooperative efforts, and the regional organizations and their 

network relations among local governments.   

This chapter explains each of these influences on interlocal cooperation and 

develops general hypotheses on the relationship between specific features of each 

factors and interlocal cooperation.  While other factors have been studied in the extant 

literature, the last factor, the influence of regional organizations on interlocal 

cooperation, remains to be systematically addressed.5   

 

                                                 
5 As ICA is a general theoretical framework that is applied to different types of local 
governments, this chapter does not differentiate those types.  However, incentives and 
interests of public officials are more focused on the city level because this dissertation studies 
city governments as a unit of analysis.  
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3.2  Demands for Interlocal Cooperation 

Economic and demographic conditions influence local governments’ decision 

making on interlocal cooperation as they create needs and demands for interlocal 

cooperation.  For local governments, cost savings are typically seen as a dominant 

reason why local authorities cooperate with each other (Post 2004).  The value of 

economic efficiency becomes more important if a local government is under economic 

stress.  When the local government lacks sufficient fiscal resources for local service 

provision, it can take advantage of other local governments by contracting with them 

for local services.  In particular, needs and demands resulting from economic and 

fiscal stress explains why local governments cooperate for fiscal resources.  Local 

governments under economic crisis are likely to have more demands for interlocal 

fiscal cooperation to achieve economies of scale and decrease economic stress.  

 Local governments’ needs and demands for interlocal cooperation are also 

influenced by population changes that may influence cooperation in different 

directions depending on the policy area.  With regard to the use of financial resources, 

population decrease is perceived as a challenge for local governments.  Compared to 

communities with high population growth, local governments that experience 

decreases or slow growth in population are under pressure from a shrinking tax base 

that results in less local government resources and diseconomies of scale in public 

service provision.  Thus those local governments are more likely to take advantage of 

fiscal resources of other local governments to enhance service efficiency.   

However, economic growth is a more serious stress for local governments with 

regard to in the land use and development policy and creates needs for coordinating 

land development with neighbor local governments.  Through coordination in land 

development decision making, a local government can use expertise and resources of 

neighbor local governments and minimize potential negative externalities caused by 

land development in its jurisdiction.  Accordingly, it is assumed that a local 

government with high population stress, such as high population change and density, 

is more likely to cooperate with other local governments in its land development 

decision making process.   
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Ha1: A local government that is experiencing economic challenges is more like 

to cooperate with other local governments.    

Ha2: A local government that is experiencing population challenges is more 

like to cooperate with other local governments.    

 

3.3  Barriers to Interlocal Cooperation 

 Even if local governments are motivated to cooperate with other local 

governments, the implementation of the cooperation is difficult because there are 

certain barriers that obstruct voluntary cooperative efforts.  The extant literature on 

interlocal cooperation links the barriers to how much policy preferences are different 

among citizens (Feiock 2004; Post 2004; Steinacker 2004).  Homogeneity is very 

important in local governments’ decision making on interlocal cooperation as it shows 

potential common policy goals and service preferences.  Divergent preferences within 

and between communities is perceived as the most important deterrents to local 

government efforts to engage in cooperation with neighbor communities (Feiock 

2006; 2007).     

 Community homogeneity can be best captured by the degree of demographic 

homogeneity.  High demographic homogeneity in a community may suggest low 

political and economic power asymmetries among residents (Feiock 2007, 54).  

Compared to a homogeneous community, a highly heterogeneous local government 

has a more serious problem for negotiating fair distribution of benefits.  The 

negotiation process is linked to high transaction costs that deter or delay the decision 

making to enter into interlocal cooperation.  In particular, the heterogeneity increases 

agency costs for local officials to aggregate diverse values and preferences among 

residents within their communities.  

 Homogeneity within jurisdictions is also important because agency costs for 

local officials from different communities can be reduced in the process of negotiating 

for interlocal cooperation.  According to Foster (2001), local officials have to consider 

five political challenges for successful regional actions, and those challenges are 

mostly caused by the difficulty of improving regional identity and consensus.  By the 
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same token as homogeneity within a local government, high demographic 

homogeneity across different communities also suggests low political and economic 

power asymmetries among communities (Feiock 2007, 54).  Aggregating preferences 

between and among local governments is very difficult when communities that share a 

certain regional boundary are highly heterogeneous.  Accordingly, interlocal 

cooperation is likely to be more successful among local governments that have 

demographically homogeneous characteristics.    

 Interlocal cooperation for fiscal resources and coordination of land 

development in local governments are likely to be influenced by how strong barriers 

each local authority has in the decision making process.  Communities with high 

internal as well as intra homogeneity more tend to enter into those cooperative 

activities because local officials can more easily choose those mechanisms based on 

relatively unitary citizen preferences.  

 

Hb1: Greater demographic homogeneity within a local jurisdiction will 

increase the likelihood a local government will cooperate with other local 

governments.   

Hb2: Greater demographic heterogeneity between a local government and 

other neighbor local governments will decrease the likelihood a local 

government will cooperate with other local governments.   

 

3.4  Political Institutions 

Political institutions may have a significant impact on interlocal cooperation.   

The institutional environment that a local government faces in its relations with other 

jurisdictions is likely to influence its consideration of use of cooperation and choice 

among multiple possible cooperation mechanisms (Post 2002; 2004).  Also, the 

incentives of public officials who participate in the decision making process that are 

shaped by the institution structures that may provide explanations on the specific 

cooperation decisions made at the local level (Clingermayer and Feiock 2001).  This 

section provides theories and hypotheses for how political institutions are expected to 
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influence interlocal cooperation for fiscal resources and land development focusing on 

the density of government, form of government, chief administrator position, and 

council election system.  

 

3.4.1  Density of Government 

It is important to separate out the influence of regional organizations from 

effects due primarily to geographic proximity.  As the geographic borders of local 

governments are fixed, they are limited in finding cooperative partners and generally 

cooperate with other governments in close geographic proximity (Post 2004).  This 

institutional setting is more important for local governments in metropolitan areas.  

While they share more interests caused by interjurisdictional problems, they also have 

more potential partners with which they can cooperate to address metropolitan 

problems.   

Local governments especially in a metropolitan area may have repeated 

interactions with neighbor governments resulting from geographic proximity even 

where no regional institutions exist.  Municipalities’ adoption of a specific mechanism 

of cooperating with another government is likely to be influenced by the geographical 

density of local governments because a large number of local governments in close 

proximity creates opportunities for repeated interaction (Feiock, Tao and Johnson 

2004; Post 2002; 2004).  Local governments can more easily enter into cooperative 

efforts for their collective problems when they have a large number of local 

governments with the geographic proximity.  Geographic concentrations of local 

governments increase the likelihood that local officials will repeatedly interact and 

have less concern about the risk of opportunism of other governments (Post 2004, 73).  

Thus, geographic proximity reduces transaction costs in the cooperation process by 

creating mutual interdependencies (Feiock 2007, 54).  

Local governments in a metropolitan area are more likely to cooperate with 

other local governments for interlocal revenue transfers as they can obtain information 

on available financial resources that their partners have through repeated interactions.  

Also, they are assumed to take advantage of information and resources from other 
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local governments for their land use decision making.  By allowing the participation of 

neighbor local governments in geographically proximate distance in their development 

permitting process, they can pursue more efficient land development by decreasing 

externalities.   

However, a larger number of local governments in a metropolitan area may 

create difficulties in gathering reliable information on preferences and resources of 

potential cooperation partners because each local government needs to spend more 

time and costs to figure out who are their appropriate partners.  Transaction costs 

caused by multiple potential partners impede governments from cooperating with 

other local governments (Kwon and Feiock 2007).  With insufficient information, a 

local government is less likely to engage in fiscal cooperation activities and to allow 

other local governments’ participation in its land use decision making process.  In sum, 

while I assume a positive relationship between density of government and interlocal 

cooperation, the counterpart hypothesis also needs to be considered.  

 

Hc1: Greater geographic density of governments in a region will increase the 

likelihood a local government will cooperate with other local governments for 

collective problems.    

Hc2: Greater geographic density of governments in a region will decrease the 

likelihood a local government will cooperate with its neighbor local 

governments.   

 

3.4.2  Incentives and Interests of Public Officials 

In addition to the above mentioned geographically defined institutional setting, 

local governments’ internal political institutions are likely to influence successful 

interlocal cooperation as political and career incentive structures of local officials who 

play a significant role in decision making processes are related to their governments’ 

tendency to cooperate with neighbor communities.  Many scholars have studied the 

influence of selective interests and incentives of public officials on the policy decision 

making and the design of public agencies mainly based on a transaction cost theory 
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(Burns 1994; Dixit 1996; Epstein and O’Halloran 1999; Feiock, Jeong, and Kim 2003; 

Frant 1996; Miller 2000).  Three features of political institutions linked to public 

officials’ incentives are salient in the context of interlocal cooperation: Form of 

government, chief administrator position, and council election system.  

 

Form of Government 

Among local government political institutions linked to public officials’ 

incentives, form of government has been dominantly studied.  Form of government 

has been linked to local government decisions to cooperate with neighboring local 

governments through collective activities.  With regard to this political institution, 

comparison of incentives between elected and appointed officials has been a main 

issue.  While mayor-council form was a dominant form of local governments until the 

19th century, the council-manager form was created and gained more importance 

through the Progressive reform period in the early 20th century.  The most important 

feature of the reform was to separate politics from administration, and reformers 

believed that this structural reform in local governments was indispensable for solving 

incompetent and inadequate local government and for enhancing administrative 

effectiveness and efficiency (Keene et al. 2007; Knott and Miller 1987).   

The literature has focused on the incentives of elected officials in the 

traditional mayor-council form of governments while assuming the incentives of 

appointed managers are more influential in local governments with the council-

manager form.  Scholars have pointed out they are differ in their orientations, selective 

incentives, and attitude to risk (Feiock, Jeong, and Kim 2003; Frant 1996; Miller 

2000; Zhang 2007).  These two groups of officials have essentially different 

orientations.  For elected officials, (re)election is their primary career goal, and their 

decisions in local government administration are strongly influenced by their selective 

incentives to be elected and re-elected in communities.  Also, they have high risk-

averse attitude to new local policies.  Appointed officials pursue more efficient and 

professional local administration.  This orientation is mostly influenced by their 

selective incentives for status quo and professional mobility, such as maintaining their 
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current positions, moving to positions in larger cities, and being elected as a state 

legislator.  They are also assumed to have moderate risk-aversion in implementing 

new local policies and programs.  

Based on the difference between elected and appointed officials, several 

studies of metropolitan governance point out these two types of local officials may 

have different propensity to participate in interjurisdictional cooperation (Frederickson 

1997; Feiock 2004; Wood 2006).  Most of the studies indicate that appointed 

managers or executives are more active in using cooperative service relationships than 

elected officials (Matkin and Frederickson 2005), and interlocal cooperation is likely 

to be more favored in the council-manager form of government.  First, there are fewer 

high power political incentives to produce in-house or to reward campaign supporters 

with service contracts (Clingermayer and Feiock 2001; Feiock, Jeong, and Kim 2003; 

Frant 1996).  Second, the career paths of professional city administrators lead them to 

be interested in more efficient service provision through interlocal cooperation.    

Studies on forms of government suggest that cities with council-manager 

forms are more likely to engage in interlocal fiscal cooperation and land use 

coordination due to the strong roles of appointed city managers.  Influenced by their 

own incentives to maintain current manager positions or to move higher positions, 

they are assumed to perceive that those cooperative efforts increase administrative 

efficiency in their local governments and to be proactive in creating new cooperation 

relations for the goal.   

 

Hc3: Council-manager form of government will increase the likelihood a local 

government will cooperate with other local governments.  

 

Chief Administrator Position 

Rather than treating form of government as dichotomous, Frederickson and his 

colleagues detail how over time communities have incrementally adapted their charter 

provisions to existing conditions (Frederickson and Johnson 2001; Frederickson, 

Johnson, and Wood 2004a; 2004b).  They report that almost 80 percent of U.S. cities 
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do not have a pure political or pure administrative form.  The structures of U.S. cities 

are dynamic as cities have changed their government forms incrementally.  On the one 

hand, mayor-council cities have adopted features of a council-manager form to 

improve their management efficiency and productivity.  On the other hand, cities with 

a council-manager form have increasingly established aspects of mayor-council cities 

for enhanced political leadership, responsiveness, and accountability.  Accordingly, 

the “conciliated” form of government, in which a professional manager works side by 

side with a strong elected mayor, has gained increased favor, and most cities have less 

distinctive forms of government by relying on hybrid model of local government 

(Frederickson and Johnson 2001; Frederickson, Johnson, and Wood 2004a; 2004b).   

For last several decades, one of the peculiar features in this trend to blur forms 

of government has been the creation of a chief administrative officer (CAO) position 

in mayor-council government structure (Ammons 2008; Frederickson et al. 2004a; 

Keene et al. 2007).6  In cities with the mayor-council form of government where the 

political power of mayor is prominent, a CAO position was considered as a way to 

bring professionalism to local government administration (Ammons 2008).  By 

authorizing the CAO position, non council-manager governments intends to take 

advantage of administrative professionalism that was originally designed in the city 

manager system and expect that CAOs’ functions are equivalent to those of city 

managers (Svara 1999).  In fact, many CAOs have local administration experience as 

former city managers (Ammons 2008).  

When non-council manager governments, especially traditional mayor-council 

cities, employ professional managers, the resulting combination of political and 

managerial incentives for interlocal cooperation may lead to increased use of the tools 

of interlocal governmental cooperation.  Although appointed chief administrators have 

the same primary value of professional administration as that of city managers and 

                                                 
6 This position has different official titles among local governments, including city 
administrator, chief executive officer, executive assistant, deputy mayor, vice mayor, and 
chief of staff (Ammons 2008; Frederickson et al. 2004a).  In this dissertation, CAO and city 
administrator are interchangeably used.  
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assumed to be proactive in choosing cooperative instruments, they are likely to have 

different selective incentive structures.   

While their roles are similar to those of city managers, CAOs are more limited 

in their administrative authority.  They are secondary executives to mayors and have 

less discretion in personnel and financial administration.  Different from city managers, 

they usually seek their mayors’ approval of budget recommendations rather than 

submitting the plans directly to the council and are preempted in choosing department 

heads (Ammons 2008).  The similarities and differences in the roles and authorities 

between city managers and city administrators are likely to be linked to both similar 

and different selective incentive structures between two groups. 

Professional city administrators tend to share personal interests with city 

managers.  City administrators also have selective incentives to maintain their 

positions in their governments and to move to larger cities or upper level governments 

based on their performance for effective and efficient local administration.  However, 

compared to city managers, they are less motivated by personal interests of 

professional mobility.  As they are less insulated from political demands and have less 

executive power, they have limited opportunities to show their performance and are 

less likely to be proactive in city administration.  Accordingly, CAOs are likely to 

have stronger incentives to improve professional management and maintain their 

positions than to professionally move to larger or upper level institutions.    

In sum, even though they do not adopt city manager positions in their 

government forms, non council-manager municipal governments with chief 

administrator positions are more likely to cooperate with other local governments for 

use of fiscal resources and coordination of land development influenced by the CAO 

position shaped to improve professional management.   

 

Hc4: An appointed manager position in non council manager cities will 

increase the likelihood a local government will cooperate with other local 

governments to address common problems.    
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At-large Council Election System 

Recent studies have paid great attention to the role of mayors and professional 

administrators, to the neglect of legislative institutions that play a crucial role in local 

government decision making by formulating and passing legislation.  The council 

election system may influence city government decision making on whether or to what 

extent they will cooperate with another government (Feiock 2007).  In general, the 

influence of the council election system is likely to be different between cities with at-

large election and cities with ward-based election since council members are assumed 

to have different interests and incentives depending on how they are elected.  

In a historical viewpoint, local elected officials were traditionally elected by 

ward or districts to increase their representativeness or responsiveness at the local 

level.  However, the at-large council election system has been broadly adopted after 

the Progressive Era.  Like the same way as they developed the city manager position, 

reformers pursued the removal of partisan features in the local election and argued that 

non-partisan and civic-minded council members would serve the entire communities 

(Ammons 2008).  

Simply put, a council elected at large tends to be relatively free from 

geographically specific group interests, and thus is more likely to be interested in 

pursuing city-wide interests and overall aspects of city administration by sharing 

policy preferences with the executive.  However, council members elected by districts 

will advocate the interests of the constituencies in certain districts that they represent 

and pay less attention to the general preferences of whole citizens.     

Under the at-large council election system, a local government is more open to 

cooperative mechanisms that are assumed to produce efficiency gains in the 

jurisdiction.  Interlocal revenue cooperation and land development coordination with 

other local governments are likely to be preferred by this local government for 

efficient fiscal resources management and land development.  However, a local 

government with the district-based council election system may reluctant to engage in 

interlocal revenue and land use cooperation even though city-wide benefits are 

anticipated from collaboration if the decisions have negative influences on their 
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constituencies’ tax burdens or private development interests.  Thus council members 

elected by districts may deter a city level decision on the use of intergovernmental 

revenue from other local governments and collaborative land development decision 

making.      

 

Hc5: Cities with the at large council election system are more likely to engage 

in cooperate efforts with other local governments.   

 

3.5  Network Relations between Regional Organizations and Local Governments  

 The last factor investigated in this dissertation is interorganizational network 

relations at the regional level.  Social network theory was originally developed in the 

sociology field but has been broadly applied in political science and public 

management (Berry et al. 2004).  Evidence from several studies suggests that policy 

networks play significant roles in the coordination of actions among decentralized 

actors (Meier and O’Toole 2002; 2003; Provan and Milward 1995; Schneider et al. 

2003).  Several scholars have recently focused on the importance of network relations 

among local officials for successful interlocal cooperative efforts by successfully 

incorporating the network approach into the ICA framework (Andrew 2006; Feiock 

2004; 2007; Scholz and Feiock 2007).   One missing point in their efforts is to include 

regional organizations into interlocal cooperation network relations as those regional 

level organizations may play a significant role to facilitate interlocal horizontal 

cooperation (Thurmaier and Wood 2002).  Whereas factors introduced in previous 

sections have been studied in the extant literature, the influence of regional 

organizations on cooperation efforts among local governments has not been 

investigated sufficiently. 

 As explained in Chapter 2, regional organizations can function in either a more 

centralized or more decentralized way in addressing regional issues.  In general, 

regional organizations have both features of centralization and decentralization in the 

relations with local governments: While they play as an upper level institution based 

on federal and state rules and grants, local governments play important roles in 



 36 

specific establishment and governance processes of regional organizations.  Interlocal 

cooperation relations are likely to be strongly influenced by specific network relations 

between regional organizations and local governments.  Whereas decentralized 

relations may compliment self-organizing efforts among local governments for solving 

common problems, centralized relations may crowd out or substitute for voluntary 

cooperation efforts.  

 

3.5.1 Complimentary Influence 

Regional organizations are anticipated to complement self organizing 

mechanisms because they provide critical resources that reduce the transaction costs in 

interlocal cooperation for regional issues such as information, administrative resources, 

and social capital.  Regional organizations facilitate regional governance and self 

governance among the underlying units by bringing leaders together in a venue that 

facilitates self-organizing activities (Feiock and Scholz 2008) or by playing the role of 

a “network broker” (Provan and Milward 2001; Thurmaier and Wood 2002).   

While the concept of network brokerage was developed in social network 

analysis (Burt 1976; 1992; 2005; Marsden 1982), it has been recently applied in public 

management and policy.  According to Marsden (1982: 202), brokerage is defined as a 

process “by which intermediary actors facilitate transactions between other actors 

lacking access to or trust in one another.”  Social network scholars who are more 

interested in network brokerage argue that network brokerage activities increase 

exchange and flow of resources through transactions and relations among network 

actors (Galaskiewicz 1979; Galaskiewicz and Krohn 1984; Gould and Fernandez 

1989; Marsden 1982).  

The organizations that play a brokerage role are also called linking-pin 

organizations (Aldrich 1982; Aldrich and Whetten 1981).  These organizations have 

extensive and overlapping ties to other organizations in a network and integrate a 

population of organizations.  Through this central position, linking-pin organizations 

improve communication between organizations and contribute to active 

interorganizational network relations (Jonsson 1986).  
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According to Mandell (1984) and Lawless and Moore (1989), a network 

broker acts as an intermediary to manage sensitive interdependencies among 

organizations and performs many important managerial functions in networks.  Provan 

and Milward (2001) argue that the network broker is designated as a network 

administrative organization, and its key roles are to allocate funds, to administer 

networks, and to coordinate works of networks.  Other important roles of the broker 

are to mediate and resolve conflict between or among organizations (Lawress and 

Moore 1989, 1177) and to mobilize member organizations to obtain a common goal 

while keeping the network together (Mandell 1984).  

Information results from interactions among members of regional 

organizations.  Membership in a regional governance organization means members 

have access to similar information.  If a city is a member of a regional entity which 

covers the area where the city is located, its local officials have greater opportunity to 

meet and interact with officials of member governments than non-member 

governments. 

Also, the network brokerage activities of regional organizations have a positive 

impact on interlocal cooperation by increasing social capital among local governments 

in a given region.  Through regional organizations, local governments have continuous 

communications and meetings.  As Axelord (1984) and Ostrom (1990; 1998) argue, 

the stable and repeated interactions develop shared norms among the actors and 

improve mutual trust and reciprocity in the process of collective action for regional 

issues.   

The brokerage role of regional governance organizations helps local authorities 

reduce transaction costs and uncertainty in contracting and making a collective 

decision with another government.  Regional organizations are able to connect 

members with each other by assisting with transactions among them and providing 

resources such as funds or information (Provan and Milward 2001; Thurmaier and 

Wood 2002).  By connecting member local governments, regional governance 

organizations help their member governments cooperate with reduced transaction 
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costs.  Figure 3.1 is a visualization of the complimentary influence of regional 

organizations.  

 

City A

City B

City A

City B

 
 

Figure 3.1.  Regional Organization and Network Brokerage:  
More Interlocal Cooperation 

 

In this Figure, a white dot and black dots represent a regional organization and 

local governments within the regional organization’s boundary, respectively.  Dashed 

ovals show interlocal cooperation relations among local governments.  When a 

regional organization plays a role of network broker, the network relations between 

the regional organization and local governments can stimulate self organizing 

cooperation efforts by connecting necessary resources and information for cooperation 

among local actors and improving social capital and mutual trust through repeated 

interactions.  While there several interlocal cooperation networks exist in the region, 

local governments may enter into multiple horizontal cooperation relations.  For 

example, Cities A and B in the Figure have two interlocal cooperation networks with 

two local government groups. 
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3.5.2  Conflicting Influence 

While certain characteristics of regional organizations can improve horizontal 

regionalism, certain other activities of the organizations can decrease horizontal 

cooperation.  As previous research has not paid sufficient attention to this conflicting 

role of regional organizations, we are lack of empirical analyses of the conflicting 

influence of regional organizations on interlocal cooperative relations.  However, the 

limited research to date suggests tradeoffs between centralized and decentralized 

activities in solving multi-jurisdictional problems (Lubell 2007; Mullin 2007).   

For example, Mullin’s (2007) work reports that water districts substitute for, 

rather than compliment, interlocal contracting for water supply.  In her paper, Mullin 

examines whether a special district designed to improve flexibility in boundary change 

compliments or substitutes for ad hoc voluntary interlocal policy agreements. Special 

districts may efficiently address collective action problems by providing public 

services that may cause economy of scale and externalities problems because of the 

fragmented boundaries.  Those districts function across several jurisdictional 

boundaries.  Her results show that districts with the ability to expand boundaries 

decreases voluntary agreements among local governments.  Mullin’s argument has an 

important meaning for the role of regional organizations although the work does not 

directly address this issue suggesting that a proactive institutional entity in a region 

may crowd out potential cooperation network relations among local general 

governments.  

McGuire’s (2006) argument also points out the possibility that a top-down 

approach may result in less cooperative intergovernmental relations.  He argues that a 

bottom-up approach, which is based on collaborative intergovernmental and 

interorganizational networks, can be more opportunistic than the centralized and 

vertical approach.  Although his argument focuses on the appropriate role of the 

federal government in the intergovernmental management, the logic can be applied to 

the relations between regional organizations and local governments.  

Regional organizations often implement programs imposed by the higher level 

authorities such as the state government, and the programs may be implemented in a 
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top-down way from regional organizations to local governments by substituting self-

organizing regional activities for centralized regional organization activities.  Also, 

regional organizations may seek to inculcate regional norms dominated by the state’s 

centralized vision of regionalism, rather than helping local governments cooperate 

with each other to individually solve collective problems on their own.  Thus, the 

centralized influence of regional organizations might conflict with or crowd out 

horizontal cooperation.   

This centralized network relationships is also explained by the theoretical 

argument on the nested levels of rules (Ostrom 1990; 1999).   Local governments’ 

decisions on interlocal cooperation are influenced by not only their internal rules and 

community characteristics but also upper level rules of federal and mostly state 

governments.  Whether regional organizations are created as government districts or 

voluntary partnerships, they may enforce federal and state rules on regionalism as long 

as their establishment is based on federal and state laws.  Accordingly, the linkages 

between regional organizations and local governments may have top-down 

characteristics reflecting the hierarchical levels of rules.     

This conflicting influence is salient when the programs are accompanied by 

large amount of grants from federal and state governments.  With greater financial 

resources from the upper level institutions, regional organizations may maintain 

centralized network relations with local governments and can play more proactive 

roles in the region, resulting in less self-organizing approaches to regional problems.  

The conflicting influence of regional organizations on self-organizing interlocal 

cooperation can be simply drawn as below.  
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Figure 3.2.  Regional Organization and Network Centralization:  
Less Interlocal Cooperation 

 

In Figure 3.2, again, a white dot, black dots, and dashed ovals represent a 

regional organization, local governments, and interlocal cooperation networks, 

respectively.  As a regional organization plays proactive roles that may directly 

influence local governments, there are likely to be centralized relations between the 

regional organization and local governments within its regional boundary.  Compared 

to Figure 3.1, there are only three voluntary cooperation networks, which means the 

roles of regional organizations crowd out or substitute for self-organizing cooperation 

efforts among the local units through their direct involvement in regional governance.  

In addition, there is no local government that has multiple cooperation networks with 

its neighbor local governments.  

 

3.5.3  Hypotheses 

The use of intergovernmental revenue from other local governments and 

interlocal coordination of land development are anticipated to be influenced by 

whether a city is a member or active participant in regional organizations.  Member 

cities share risk, information, and resources.  While maintaining repeated relationships, 

they can build social trust with other member local governments, which reduces 
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uncertainty and transaction costs.  As local governments establish reputations among 

other local governments, they are better able to select partners they can trust to share 

the benefits from joint agreements (Ostrom 1998).  Local governments that benefit the 

regional organizations’ network brokerage relations are more likely to engage in 

cooperative efforts for the use of fiscal resources and decision making on land 

development.  

While membership is critical for local governments to use regional 

organizations’ brokerage role, the actual level of interlocal fiscal cooperation and land 

development coordination among member units may differ depending on their 

participation in the governance of regional organizations.  Local governments that are 

more active within their regional organizations have more opportunities to 

communicate and cooperate with other member governments for addressing regional 

issues.  By preserving the autonomy of the actors, self-governing institutions avoid 

political conflicts and require consent of their members. To the extent that regional 

organizations contribute to local social capital, they provide the basis for resolving 

unrelated service issues among member governments.  Alternatively, conflict and 

controversial issues might stimulate higher participation.   

The resources and activities of regional organizations are also important 

(Gerber and Gibson 2005).  Organizational resources such as personnel and budget are 

the basis of the network relations between regional organizations and local 

governments.  Unlike membership on or participation in the governing board, 

resources may support activities that decrease interlocal cooperation.  Greater 

resources enables regional organizations participate in regional governance in a more 

proactive way and increase the centralizing role of the organization.  Thus, with 

greater resources, the activities of regional organizations may crowd out or substitute 

for horizontal cooperation for fiscal resources and land use rather than complimenting 

voluntary cooperative efforts among local governments.  As Mullin (2007) suggests, 

regional organizations with large amount of resources may play a more direct role in 

regional governance rather than improving linkages among their local governments to 

others, which is likely to decrease interlocal fiscal and land use cooperation.  
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In addition to the size of regional organizations’ resources, the specific budget 

structure of those organizations is also expected to influence self-organizing 

cooperative efforts.  The grants given from federal and state governments to regional 

organizations have specific policy goals that are supposed to serve the interests of the 

upper level governments.  Regional organizations with greater federal and state funds 

play a role of infusing values set by those governments into local governments, and 

the influence of the grants may result in more centralized network relations between 

regional organizations and local entities.  Thus, the activities for implementing federal 

and state goals are likely to crowd out voluntary efforts for cooperatively using fiscal 

resources and coordinating land development decisions among local governments.   

 

Hd1: Membership in regional governance organizations will increase the 

likelihood a local government will cooperate with other local governments.   

Hd2: More participation in regional governance organizations’ governing 

activities will increase the likelihood a local government will take advantage of 

its neighbor local governments.    

Hd3: The more resources regional organizations have, the less member 

governments are likely to cooperate with other local governments for 

collective goals.    

Hd4: The greater a regional organization’s budget resources from the upper 

level governments, the less cooperation among local governments within the 

boundary of the regional organization. 
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CHAPTER 4 

 

RESEARCH DESIGN 

 

 

4.1  Scope of Research 

This dissertation research focuses on municipalities in Florida metropolitan 

areas. I rely on the concept of Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) that has been used 

for a statistical purpose to capture the boundaries and characteristics of a metropolitan 

area.  Scholars of metropolitan areas have dominantly used this procedure especially 

when they conduct empirical analyses focusing on metropolitan municipalities or 

metropolitan areas as a whole.    

The Federal Office of Management and Budget (OMB) uses several terms to 

categorize metropolitan regions including metropolitan statistical areas (MSAs), 

consolidated metropolitan statistical areas (CMSAs), and primary metropolitan 

statistical areas (PMSAs).  A common feature among these terms is that a 

metropolitan area has a core area with a large population nucleus and its adjacent 

communities having a high degree of economic and social integration with the core 

area.  An MSA is an area associated with at lease one urban cluster that has a 

population of at least 50,000.  The area comprises the central county or counties 

containing the core and adjacent counties that are socially and economically integrated 

with the central county or counties.  A PMSA is an MSA which is part of a larger 

urban complex with a population over one million and is designated as a CMSA.7  

I examine the influence of regional organizations on two interlocal cooperation 

areas: fiscal cooperation and land development coordination.  As they are analyzed in 

                                                 
7 For more information on the terms, see the Bureau of Census’s web site 
(http://www.census.gov/population/www/estimates/aboutmetro.html) and Miller (2002: 52-3).  
As of June, 2000, there were 362 MSAs in the nation.  
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different years, 2002 and 2006, respectively, each analysis includes a different number 

of municipalities.  In 2002, there were 18 MSAs and 2 PMSAs in Florida, and 34 

counties and 309 municipalities were located in the areas.  In 2006, there were 19 

MSAs with 37 counties and 314 municipalities.8   

 This dissertation focuses on Florida Regional Planning Councils (RPCs) to 

examine the influence of regional organizations.  While this dissertation includes only 

Florida regional councils, the extensive variation among the 11 RPCs provides some 

potential for the generalization.  Whereas some of them are in more rural areas (for 

example, Apalachee and Central Florida RPCs), some others serve more urbanized 

local jurisdictions (for example, South Florida and Tampa Bay RPCs).  In addition, the 

relative sizes of resources vary among RPCs.  West, North Central, and Northeast 

RPCs have higher per capita budget and staff resources compared to East Central and 

South RPCs.  Although this study needs to be applied to the national level as I 

mention in the conclusion chapter, Florida provides a good research experiment where 

we can test the influence of regional organizations on interlocal cooperation relations.9  

 

4.2  Data 

My analysis examines how configurations of Florida RPCs influence 1) the 

amount of intergovernmental revenue that communities receive from other local 

governments in the year of 2002 and 2) the extent to which local governments allow 

neighboring jurisdictions to have input in their development permitting decisions in 

the year of 2006.  For the empirical analysis focused on two different interlocal 

cooperation areas, data is obtained from various sources.   

The data on local government finance is obtained from the 2002 census of 

government conducted by the Bureau of Census.  The census includes information on 

how much each local government received intergovernmental grants from other local 

governments in the year.  According to the Bureau of Census (2006: 4-28) 

intergovernmental revenue from local governments is defined as “amounts received 

                                                 
8 For more information on Florida MSAs and their county governments, see Appendix B.    
9 Specific information on RPCs’ population and staff and budget size are provided in 
Appendix C.  
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from local governments for use in performing specific functions, for general financial 

assistance, or as share of tax proceeds.”  The interlocal revenue includes “financial 

support from other local governments for activities administered by recipient locality, 

including its dependent agencies; state aid channeled through other local governments 

which have some discretion as to its distribution; reimbursements for services 

provided to other local governments (other than for utility services); and payments-in-

lieu-of-taxes on other local governments’ property.”10  

The data on interlocal land use cooperation is reported in a recent survey 

conducted by the DeVoe Moore Center at Florida State University.  The Center 

completed a survey of planning officers in all Florida municipalities in 2006.  One 

question on this Survey of Land-Use Polices and Practices in Florida asked 

respondents to indicate how frequently neighboring governments participate in the 

subdivision review process.   

 To estimate the influence of RPCs on cooperative service decisions, RPC 

related explanatory variables are included into the analysis.  In the local government 

side, for each of the metropolitan municipalities I identify representation in governing 

boards and meeting attendance for RPCs.  In the RPCs side, I include personnel and 

budget resources and RPC revenue from federal and state grants information from 

these organizations.  These data are gathered from several types of documents for each 

RPC: annual reports, governing board meeting minutes, and financial reports based on 

the both years of 2002 and 2006.    

 The data for political institutions is obtained from several sources.  Density of 

governments is measured as the number of municipal governments per county 

reported in the 2003 and 2006 Florida Statistical Abstracts.  Other political institutions 

data on the form of government, chief-appointed administrator position in non-

council-manager governments, and council election system, was collected by 

searching each municipality’s web site and conducting email survey to the local 

governments.   

                                                 
10 For more information on the government finances data, visit the Bureau of Census’ web site 
(http://www.census.gov/govs/www/estimate.html).  



 47 

The barriers factor reflects a feature of community characteristics that is 

measured by racial homogeneity.  The information needs to be collected in both 

internal and relational contexts.  The data on the city level racial homogeneity and the 

racial difference between city and county is obtained from the 2000 Population Census.   

The variables for the factors of demands and needs for interlocal cooperation 

and control variables are also related to community characteristics, and data for those 

variables are collected from three sources: 2000 Population Census, 2002 Government 

Census, and 2003 and 2007 Florida Statistical Abstracts.  Those variables are fiscal 

position of a municipal government, population, population change, population 

density, median household income, and the number of reported residential building 

permits.  

While my analysis models for two different interlocal cooperation areas 

include different sets of variables, all the variables used in this research and their data 

sources are summarized in Table 4.1.  

 

Table 4.1.  Variables and Data Sources 
 

Variables Data Sources 

< Dependent Variables >  

Interlocal revenue transfers Government Census (2002) 

Neighboring governments’ participation in 
the review process 

Survey conducted by DeVoe Moore Center, FSU 
(2006) 

  

< Independent Variables > 

Representation in governing board 
 

RPC annual reports and meeting minutes (2002; 
2006) 

Frequency of meeting participation RPC meeting minutes (2002; 2006) 

RPC staff size 
 

RPC annual reports and email response (2002; 
2006) 

RPC budget size 
 

RPC annual reports, financial statements, and 
email response (2002; 2006) 

RPC revenue from federal and state grants 
 

RPC annual reports, financial statements, and 
email response (2002; 2006) 
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Table 4.1-Continued  

Variables Data Sources 

Population change 
 

Population Census (2000), Florida Statistical 
Abstract (2003; 2007) 

Population density Population Census (2000) 

Fiscal position Government Census (2002) 

Racial homogeneity Population Census (2000) 

Racial difference between city and county Population Census (2000) 

Number of municipal governments Florida Statistical Abstract (2003; 2007) 

Council-manager government City websites, e-mail survey 

Chief appointed administrator City websites, e-mail survey 

At-large election of council members City websites, e-mail survey 

Median household income Population Census (2000) 

Population Florida Statistical Abstract (2003; 2007) 

Number of residential building permits 
 

Bureau of Census website 
(http://censtats.census.gov/bldg/bldgprmt.shtml) 

 

 

4.3  Methods 

 4.3.1  Analysis of Interlocal Fiscal Cooperation 

The first part of the empirical analysis investigates the influence of regional 

organizations through interlocal cooperation for fiscal resources at the city level.  

Focusing on Florida municipalities in Metropolitan Statistical Areas, my analysis 

examines how configurations of Florida regional planning councils influence the 

amount of intergovernmental revenue that communities receive from other local 

governments in the year of 2002.   

In examining the influence of regional organizations on interlocal fiscal 

cooperation, the OLS regression analysis is my basic method, and the linear regression 

model can be written as: 
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yi  = �0 + �1REGORGSi + �2NEEDSi + �3BARRIERSi + �4INSTITUTIONSi  

+ �5CONTROLSi + �
=

11

1n

nnREGDUMMYβ  + �i     

      
where i represents a municipality; yi shows the amount of interlocal revenue transfers 

that the municipality received; REGORGSi is a vector of regional organizations 

variables; NEEDSi is a vector of needs and demands variables; BARRIERSi is a vector 

of barriers variables; INSTITUTIONSi is a vector of political institutions variables, and 

CONTROLSi is a vector of control variables.  To take into account regional aspects 

that each municipality has, 11 regional dummy variables (REGDUMMY) are also 

included into this model.  

 While the OLS regression analysis seems to be appropriate for my research 

purpose, there is a strong necessity to run a selection model as not all metropolitan 

municipalities take advantage of interlocal revenue transfers.  I assume that municipal 

governments make a two-stage decision making on interlocal fiscal cooperation: They 

first decide whether or not they will use revenue resources from other local 

governments and then decide the actual amount of the interlocal revenue transfers.   

As explained in the next chapter, the data structure also suggests that a selection model 

may fit the analysis of interlocal fiscal cooperation as about 30% of metropolitan 

municipalities have 0 values for the amount of interlocal revenue transfers.  

 This selection model suggests that there is a non-random selection process at 

work between two stages of the decision on the use of interlocal revenue and the 

actual level of the transfers.  This model combines the OLS regression model to 

estimate the amount and the maximum-likelihood model to estimate whether 

municipalities received interlocal revenue (Heckman 1976; 1979).  This Heckman 

selection model assumes that the outcome variable, the actual amount of interlocal 

revenue transfers, is only observed if the dichotomous dependent variable in the 

selection, the use of interlocal revenue transfers, has the value of 1.  My selection 

model can be expressed as the following two equations: the selection equation 

estimates a latent variable (z*), and the outcome equation estimates the dependent 

variable (yi) in the next stage. 
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 Selection equation: 

zi*  = �0 + �1REGORGSi + �2NEEDSi + �3BARRIERSi + �4INSTITUTIONSi  

+ �5CONTROLSi + �
=

11

1n

nnREGDUMMYω  + �i  

   
zi    = 1    if   zi* >  0 
 0    if   zi* �  0 

 

 Outcome (regression) equation: 

yi* = �0 + �1REGORGSi + �2NEEDSi + �3HOMOGENEITYDIFFi  

+ �4INSTITUTIONSi + �i         
 

 yi  =  yi*    if  zi  =  1 
  not observed  if  zi  �  0 
 

where HOMOGENEITYDIFF means racial difference between city and county, and 

other components of the equations are the same as those described in the OLS model 

above.   

I assume that the selection stage (i.e. whether or not a municipality uses 

interlocal grants) is influenced by various factors, including all the factors included 

into the OLS model.  The likelihood of receiving interlocal revenue is assumed to 

increase or decrease by either complimentary or conflicting influence of regional 

organizations.  Needs and barriers factors may also stimulate local governments’ 

decisions on the first stage of cooperation.  The likelihood is also influenced by 

political institutions: With more potential partners, local governments are more likely 

to consider the use of fiscal cooperation; institutions that are more oriented to efficient 

administration may lead to a higher likelihood of choosing the cooperation mechanism.  

However, once the municipality decides to take advantage of other local 

governments’ resources, the outcome stage is expected to be more influenced by some 

factors considered in the first stage.  Regional organizations are assumed to increase or 

decrease the actual amount of interlocal revenue as well.  In addition to the decision 

on the use of interlocal revenue, the needs and demands for cooperation stimulate 

local governments to receive more revenue from other local governments.  Between 
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two barriers variables, homogeneity relation between city and county is more 

important in the second stage of decision making on the actual amount of interlocal 

revenue transfers.  Also, three political institutions variables, form of government, 

chief administrator, and at-large council election, are still considered crucial in the 

second stage because the degree of interlocal fiscal cooperation is more likely to be 

influenced by the local officials’ perception of interests and incentives of actors 

related to those institutions.   

 

 4.3.2  Analysis of Interlocal Land Use Coordination 

The second part of the empirical analysis examines the influence of regional 

organizations on the coordination of land development permitting at the city level.  

Focusing on Florida metropolitan municipalities, the analysis investigates how 

configurations of Florida Regional Planning Councils influence to what extent 

communities allow neighboring jurisdictions to participate in their development 

permitting decision making process.  

As explained above, the dependent variable is obtained from the Devoe Moore 

Center survey conducted in 2006 for Florida municipalities.  One question on this 

Survey asked respondents to indicate how frequently neighboring governments 

participate in the subdivision review process.  The possible responses were four 

categories: frequently, sometimes, rarely, and never.   As these responses are 

measured by an ordinal variable, an ordered probit model is tested to estimate the 

interlocal cooperation in the land development decision making process. 

The categories of an ordinal variable are ranked by an order from low to high 

values, but the exact distances between categories are unknown.  Thus, the observed 

variable y is perceived as providing incomplete information about the underlying 

latent variable y* as the following equation shows (Long 1997): 

 

yi = m        if  miy ττ <≤ *1-m       for  m = 1 to 4    
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where yi represents the degree that a metropolitan municipality allows neighbor local 

governments’ participation in its development permit decision making process, and � 

is a threshold, and m represents four categories of the dependent variable.  The 

observed y is related to y* according to the following model:  

 

 yi =  1 = Never  if  10 * ττ <≤−∞= iy     

  2 = Rarely  if  21 * ττ <≤ iy     

  3 = Sometimes if  32 * ττ <≤ iy     

  4 = Frequently  if  ∞=<≤ 43 * ττ iy              

 

The actual cooperation tendency of municipalities ranges from highly negative to 

highly positive.  In the middle of this range, no cooperation and different levels of 

cooperation, that are represented by the numbers, are positioned.  And my ordered 

probit equation can be expressed as: 

 

yi*  = �0 + �1REGORGSi + �2NEEDSi + �3BARRIERSi + �4INSTITUTIONSi  

+ �5CONTROLSi + �
=

11

1n

nnREGDUMMYβ  + �i   

     
where i represents a municipality; yi shows the degree that a municipality allows 

neighbor local governments’ participation in its land development permitting review 

process; REGORGSi, NEEDSi, BARRIERSi, INSTITUTIONSi, and CONTROLSi denote 

the vectors of regional organizations variables, needs and demands variables, political 

institutions variables, and control variables, respectively.  Like the OLS model, 11 

regional dummies are included to account for regional characteristics shared by 

municipalities within a same regional planning council.  While the basic method is 

different from those used in the interlocal fiscal cooperation section, the factors 

assumed to influence interlocal land use cooperation are the same.  One difference is 

in the needs factor.  In the previous OLS regression models, the factor included 

population change and city government fiscal position.  In the ordered-probit model, 

fiscal position variable is replaced by population change that is assumed to represent 

population stress in the land development decision making process.  
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CHAPTER 5 

 

REGIONAL ORGANIZATIONS AND 

INTERLOCAL FISCAL COOPERATION 

 

 

5.1  Variables and Descriptive Statistics  

This chapter empirically examines the influence of regional organizations on 

interlocal cooperation focusing on interlocal revenue transfers.  This section includes 

explanations on the variables used in my analysis following the factors that are 

assumed to influence interlocal cooperation.  Table 5.1 shows measures for each 

variable and my hypothetical relationships between independent variables and the 

dependent variable.  

 

Table 5.1.  Variables: Measures and Anticipated Influence on  
Interlocal Fiscal Cooperation 

 
 
Variables 

 
Measure 

Anticipated 
Influence 

< Dependent Variable >   

Interlocal revenue transfers 
 

Percentage of the interlocal revenue from the total 
revenue 

 

   

< Independent Variables >  

Regional Organizations   

Representation in 
governing board 

Coded one if a city has its representative in the 
RPC’s governing board; zero otherwise 

+ 
 

Frequency of meeting 
participation 

Number of participation in the governing board 
meetings 

+ 
 

RPC staff size Number of staff per 100,000 residents – 

RPC budget size Amount of expenditure per one resident – 
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Table 5.1-Continued   

 
Variables 

 
Measure 

Anticipated 
Influence 

RPC resources 
 

Number of staff per 100,000 residents * 
Amount of expenditure per one resident 

– 
 

RPC revenue from federal 
and state grants 

Percentage of federal and state grants from the 
total revenue  

– 
 

Needs and Demands   

Population change Population change between 2000 and 2002 – 

Fiscal position Own revenue source divided by total revenue – 

Barriers   

Racial homogeneity 
 

Non-hispanic white population divided by total 
city population 

+ 
 

Racial difference  
Between city and county 
 

Difference between city and county measured as 
absolute value of city non-hispanic white – county 
non-hispanic white 

– 

Political Institutions   

Number of municipal 
governments 

Number of municipalities within the county 
 

+ 
 

Council-manager 
government 

Coded one for council-manager form of 
government; zero otherwise 

+ 
 

Chief appointed 
administrator 

Coded one if a city has a chief appointed 
administrator position; zero otherwise 

+ 
 

At-large election of  
Council members 

Coded one for at-large representation; zero for 
district and mixed 

+ 
 

Controls   

Median household income Log of median household income – 

Population Log of total city population + 

 

Table 5.2 provides summary statistics for all the variables explained above.  

With regard to the data structure, two issues need to be addressed before I test my 

models.  First, there is high correlation (.86) between representation in governing 

board and frequency of meeting participation.  It is understandable because only 

governing board members participate in meetings.11  This is the reason why I consider 

                                                 
11 There were four exceptional municipalities within the Treasure Coast RPC: Stuart, 
Greenarcres, Palm Springs, and South Palm Beach.  In this RPC, governing board members 
have their alternates from other municipalities within their counties, and local elected officials 
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these two RPC variables in separate models in the empirical analysis section.  Second, 

there is also a high correlation problem between RPC staff size and RPC budget size 

(.92).  Each of these variables may not sufficiently show the influence of the RPC 

resources.  While I first examine them one by one, I use a new variable, RPC 

resources, described in Tables 5.1 and 5.2, to account for the combined impact of both 

sides of RPC resources.  Thus, I create this variable by multiplying by two separate 

RPC resources variables that have very similar data characteristics and, then, replace 

them with this new variable in the next step.  

 

Table 5.2.  Descriptive Statistics12 
 

 Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min. Max. 

Interlocal revenue transfers 303  2.747 6.168 0 47.761 

Representation in governing board 307 .254 .436 0 1 

Frequency of meeting participation 307 1.583 3.012 0 12 

RPC staff size 307 1.417 1.399 .44 4.65 

RPC budget size 307 1.516 1.531 .51 5.9 

RPC resources 307 4.118 7.181 .224 24.426 

RPC revenue from federal and state grants 307 45.645 20.999 23.59 76 

Population change 302 4.717 10.529 -12.397 104.208 

Fiscal Position 303 82.374 13.784 11.309 100 

Racial homogeneity 300 72.585 23.741 2 100 

Racial difference between city and county 300 14.591 12.637 3.05e-06 67.2 

Number of municipal governments 307 18.768 12.433 1 38 

Council-manager government 303 .716 .451 0 1 

Chief appointed administrator 303 .079 .270 0 1 

At-large election of council members 296 .834 .372 0 1 

Median household income 300 10.597 .378 9.610 12.206 

City population 303 8.872 1.841 1.945 13.548 

                                                                                                                                             
of those three municipalities attended governing board meetings as alternates when member 
local officials were not able to participate in meetings.    
12 For more information on the comparison of resources among RPCs, see Table 1 in 
Appendix C.  
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While Table 5.2 shows descriptive statistics for all the variables, more 

information on dummy variables needs to be provided as the statistics reported above 

do not show the binary structure of those variables.  Thus, Table 5.3 is additionally 

reported to explain data structure of 4 dummy variables.  

 

Table 5.3.  Frequencies of Dummy Variables 
 

Variable Classification Frequency Percent 

RPC governing board representation Member 78 25.4 

 Non-member 229 74.6 

Council-manager government Council-manager form 217 71.6 

 Others 86 28.4 

Chief appointed administrator CAO position 24 7.9 

 No CAO position 279 92.1 

At-large election of council members At-large system 247 83.4 

 Others 49 16.6 

 

 

5.2  Results of Analyses 

While I have one basic OLS model for the analysis of interlocal revenue 

transfers, different sub-models are tested in this research because of the high 

correlation problems between two sets of RPC variables.  I first consider each of 

representation in governing board and frequency of meeting participation variables 

into separate models.  As I explained above, a model that includes both variables 

together may be inadequate as only governing board member municipalities have 

observations on the variable of the meeting participation frequency.  RPC staff and 

budget size variables are also examined in separate models because of the same issue.  

Thus, as Table 5.3 shows, I have four possible OLS modes by combining those four 

variables.  Each model also includes 11 regional dummy variables to account for 

certain common characteristics among municipalities within the same RPC, but they 

are not reported.  The results of the OLS models are reported in Table 5.3.  
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Table 5.4.  OLS Analysis of the Interlocal Fiscal Cooperation:  
Separate RPC Resources Variables 

 

 Model I Model II Model III Model IV 

 
Coef. 
(SE) 

Coef. 
(SE) 

Coef. 
(SE) 

Coef. 
(SE) 

Regional Organizations     

Representation in governing board 
 

.293 
(.884) 

.293 
(.884) 

  

Frequency of meeting participation 
 

  
-.013 
(.124) 

-.013 
(.124) 

RPC staff size 
 

-.931** 
(.466) 

 
-.906** 
(.461) 

 

RPC budget size 
 

 
-.310 
(.387) 

 
-.286 
(.384) 

RPC revenue from federal and state grants 
 

.013 
(.045) 

.055 
(.045) 

.008 
(.045) 

.050 
(.044) 

Needs and Demands     

Population change 
 

-.028 
(.029) 

-.028 
(.029) 

-.027 
(.029) 

-.027 
(.029) 

Fiscal Position 
 

-.239*** 
(.027) 

-.239*** 
(.026) 

-.238*** 
(.026) 

-.238*** 
(.026) 

Barriers     

Racial homogeneity 
 

.058*** 
(.020) 

.058*** 
(.020) 

.058*** 
(.020) 

.058*** 
(.020) 

Racial difference between city and county 
 

.030 
(.029) 

.030 
(.029) 

.029 
(.029) 

.029 
(.029) 

Political Institutions     

Number of municipal governments 
 

-.057 
(.049) 

-.057 
(.049) 

-.059 
(.049) 

-.059 
(.049) 

Council-manager government 
 

1.743* 
(.935) 

1.743* 
(.935) 

1.762* 
(.936) 

1.762* 
(.936) 

Chief appointed administrator 
 

1.212 
(1.335) 

1.212 
(1.335) 

1.234 
(1.337) 

1.234 
(1.337) 

At-large election of council members 
 

.407 
(.845) 

.407 
(.845) 

.429 
(.843) 

.429 
(.843) 

Controls     

Median household income 
 

-1.754* 
(1.043) 

-1.754* 
(1.043) 

-1.746* 
(1.043) 

-1.746* 
(1.043) 

Population 
 

.362 
(.239) 

.362 
(.239) 

.390* 
(.234) 

.390* 
(.234) 

     
Constant 
 

33.104*** 
(11.142) 

29.842*** 
(11.100) 

33.105*** 
(11.162) 

29.824*** 
(11.113) 
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Table 5.4-Continued     

 Model I Model II Model III Model IV 

N  292 292 292 292 

F 6.78*** 6.78*** 6.77*** 6.77*** 

R2 .345 .345 .345 .345 

Adj. R2 .294 .294 .294 .294 

Note: *p<.1, **p<.05, ***p<.01.  Coefficients and standard errors of regional dummy 
variables are reported in Appendix D.  

 

Models I and II combine RPC municipalities’ governing board membership 

with RPC staff and budget size, and Models III and IV combine RPC governing board 

meeting participation with two RPC resource variables.  In general, the results among 

four different models are very similar in terms of the model fit and the level of 

significance of independent variables.  Only one difference is found in the influence of 

RPC resources.  

RPC governing board membership and RPC revenue from federal and state 

governments do not have influence on interlocal revenue transfers.  Inconsistent with 

my hypotheses, these results suggest that both RPCs’ network brokerage roles and 

centralization activities are not found.  The influence of RPC resources supports my 

hypothesis on the conflicting influence of regional organization on self-organizing 

regional governance, but this impact is shown only for RPC staff size.  The negative 

coefficient of RPC staff size suggests that regional organizations crowd out interlocal 

fiscal cooperation based on their centralized use of personnel resources.     

The results also show interlocal cooperation for fiscal resources is influenced 

by other factors.  Local governments’ fiscal position is a crucial demands factor that 

explains why they enter into fiscal cooperation.  Municipal governments that are less 

financially independent because of a low level of own revenue sources are confronted 

more internal needs and demands for cooperation with other local governments to 

address fiscal stress and to achieve efficiency gains in city administration.  

The significant relationship between racial homogeneity and interlocal fiscal 

cooperation implies that the less degree of barriers causes more cooperation.  A 

municipality with a high racial homogeneity tends to more easily use 
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intergovernmental revenue from other local governments suggesting that the 

government has relatively unitary citizen policy preferences and is less limited by 

diverse citizen preferences on the different types and levels of public service provision.   

While other political institutions are not significant, council-manager form of 

government has a positive relationship with the amount of intelocal revenue transfers 

implying that political institution is a crucial factor for explaining interlocal 

cooperation.  For city managers, cooperation with other local government is an 

attractive way of increasing administrative efficiency.  Improved efficiency then helps 

city managers satisfy their selective incentives to maintain their positions within local 

governments by showing their performance.  Also, increased efficiency in city 

administration may provide them with opportunities to work for larger municipalities 

or upper level institutions such as state government or legislature.  Accordingly, 

municipal governments with city managers more tend to take advantage of other local 

governments’ fiscal resources.  

Median household income has a negative relationship with local governments’ 

efforts to cooperate with other local governments.  This result implies that relatively 

wealthy municipalities have weak incentives to enter into cooperative relationships 

with neighbor communities.  Affluent citizens may not prefer other governments’ 

engagement in their government affairs.  As they have potential to pay higher tax, they 

are more likely to solve their problems by themselves without relying on fiscal 

resources of other local units.  

Last, city population has a significant relationship with interlocal revenue 

transfers in only Models III and IV where the frequency of RPC governing board 

meeting participation is combined with each of RPC staff and budget resources.  The 

result suggests that large-size cities are more active in cooperating with neighbor local 

governments to achieve economies of scale.  

 The OLS models tested above may need to be reexamined by obtaining robust 

standard errors to figure out the influence of each variable in a more conservative way.  

One appropriate method for this purpose is to add the cluster option in STATA to the 

OLS models as the data set includes 11 regional groups.  While municipalities are 
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independent across RPC boundaries, they are not necessarily independent within RPCs.   

The option allows us to relax the assumption of independence within groups and 

indicates that municipalities might be correlated within same RPCs.  Although 

regression analysis with the cluster option does not produce model F statistic and 

adjusted R2 value, this method is often additionally used to better understand the 

influence of each independent variable.  The results of the 4 OLS analyses with 

clustering are reported in Table 5.5.  While R2 and coefficients values are the same as 

those in Table 5.4, robust standard errors are obtained for the independent variables.  

 

Table 5.5.  OLS Analysis of the Interlocal Fiscal Cooperation with Clustering: 
Separate RPC Resources Variables 

 

 Model I Model II Model III Model IV 

 
Coef. 

(Robust 
Std. Err.) 

Coef. 
(Robust 

Std. Err.) 

Coef. 
(Robust 

Std. Err.) 

Coef. 
(Robust 

Std. Err.) 

Regional Organizations     

Representation in governing board 
 

.293 
(.616) 

.293 
(.616) 

  

Frequency of meeting participation 
 

  
-.013 
(.062) 

-.013 
(.062) 

RPC staff size 
 

-.931* 
(.437) 

 
-.906* 
(.442) 

 

RPC budget size 
 

 
-.310 
(.400) 

 
-.286 
(.400) 

RPC revenue from federal and state grants 
 

.013 
(.011) 

.055*** 
(.012) 

.008 
(.008) 

.050*** 
(.009) 

Needs and Demands     

Population change 
 

-.028 
(.026) 

-.028 
(.026) 

-.027 
(.026) 

-.027 
(.026) 

Fiscal Position 
 

-.239*** 
(.056) 

-.239*** 
(.056) 

-.238*** 
(.056) 

-.238*** 
(.056) 

Barriers     

Racial homogeneity 
 

.058* 
(.032) 

.058* 
(.032) 

.058* 
(.032) 

.058* 
(.032) 

Racial difference between city and county 
 

.030 
(.021) 

.030 
(.021) 

.029 
(.021) 

.029 
(.021) 

Political Institutions     

Number of municipal governments 
 

-.057 
(.069) 

-.057 
(.069) 

-.059 
(.070) 

-.059 
(.070) 

Council-manager government 
 

1.743* 
(.904) 

1.743* 
(.904) 

1.762* 
(.903) 

1.762* 
(.903) 
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Table 5.5-Continued     

 Model I Model II Model III Model IV 

 
Coef. 

(Robust 
Std. Err.) 

Coef. 
(Robust 

Std. Err.) 

Coef. 
(Robust 

Std. Err.) 

Coef. 
(Robust 

Std. Err.) 

Chief appointed administrator 
 

1.212 
(1.961) 

1.212 
(1.961) 

1.234 
(1.972) 

1.234 
(1.972) 

At-large election of council members 
 

.407 
(.427) 

.407 
(.427) 

.429 
(.410) 

.429 
(.410) 

Controls     

Median household income 
 

-1.754 
(2.127) 

-1.754 
(2.127) 

-1.746 
(2.113) 

-1.746 
(2.113) 

Population 
 

.362 
(.295) 

.362 
(.295) 

.390 
(.281) 

.390 
(.281) 

     
Constant 
 

33.104 
(21.371) 

29.842 
(21.382) 

33.105 
(21.189) 

29.824 
(21.197) 

     

N  292 292 292 292 

R2 .345 .345 .345 .345 

Note: *p ≤ .1, **p<.05, ***p<.01.  Coefficients and standard errors of regional dummy 
variables are reported in Appendix D.  

 

 RPC staff size is still significant in Models I and III although it has lower p-

values (.059 and .068, respectively).  This result consistently shows the conflicting 

effect of regional organizations.  One important difference in the analysis with 

clustering is that the federal and state grants have positive relationships with interlocal 

revenue transfers in Model II and Model IV.  Inconsistent with my hypothesis, the 

results suggest that greater fiscal resources from the upper level governments are 

likely to increase interlocal cooperation.  Although the grants are used for policy goals 

of federal and state governments, RPCs may spend the money in a way of facilitating 

interlocal cooperative efforts.  In the process of implementing the grants in specific 

policy areas, regional organizations are likely to provide arenas where local 

governments with similar policy problems come together to find ways of collectively 

addressing those problems.  

 The results show that city fiscal position and council-manager form of 

government are still significant at the same significance level suggesting that interlocal 

fiscal cooperation is influenced by the demand and political institution factors.  
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Although racial homogeneity at the city level still influences interlocal cooperative 

efforts, this variable has the p-value of .10 in all the models implying that the barrier 

factor has a weak influence on interlocal fiscal cooperation.  Median household 

income and city population size that were significant in Table 5.4 are no longer 

statistically significant.    

While above OLS analyses show what ICA factors influence horizontal fiscal 

cooperation among local governments, one problem is that they do not examine the 

overall impact of the two different types of RPC resources.  By using a newly 

generated variable, which is assumed to combine impacts of both RPC resources, I run 

OLS models again following the same way that I did in the previous analyses: 

Representation in governing board and frequency of meeting participation are 

included into two separate models.  The results are reported in Table 5.6.   

 

Table 5.6.  OLS Analysis of the Interlocal Fiscal Cooperation:  
Combined RPC Resources Variable 

 

 Model I Model II 

 Coefficient SE Coefficient SE 

Regional Organizations     

Representation in governing board .293 .884   

Frequency of meeting participation   -.013 .124 

RPC resources -.068 .084 -.062 .084 

RPC revenue from federal and state grants .055 .045 .050 .044 

Needs and Demands     

Population change -.028 .029 -.027 .029 

Fiscal Position -.239*** .026 -.238*** .026 

Barriers     

Racial homogeneity .058*** .020 .058*** .020 

Racial difference between city and county .030 .029 .029 .029 

Political Institutions     

Number of municipal governments -.057 .049 -.059 .049 

Council-manager government 1.742* .935 1.762* .936 

Chief appointed administrator 1.212 1.335 1.233 1.337 

At-large election of council members .407 .845 .429 .843 
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Table 5.6-Continued     

 Model I Model II 

 Coefficient SE Coefficient SE 

Controls     

Median household income -1.754* 1.043 -1.746* 1.043 

City population .362 .239 .390* .234 

     

Constant 29.649*** 11.018 29.646*** 11.033 

     

N  292  292  

F 6.78***  6.77***  

R2 .345  .345  

Adj. R2 .294  .294  

Note: *p<.1, **p<.05, ***p<.01.  Coefficients and standard errors of regional dummy 
variables are reported in Appendix D. 

 

 The results between Model I and Model II are almost the same due to the high 

correlation between governing board membership and meeting participation frequency.  

Also, they show similar patterns to those reported in Table 5.4 and Table 5.5.  One 

important difference in Table 5.6 is that all three RPC variables are not statistically 

significant.  Whereas RPC staff size and the federal and state grants showed the 

conflicting and complimentary influence on interlocal fiscal cooperation, respectively, 

the results in new analyses do not report either complimentary or conflicting effects of 

regional organizations.   

Besides RPC variables, other significant variables remain very similar.  City 

government fiscal position, one of the needs and demands variables, has a negative 

influence on interlocal fiscal cooperation.  More homogeneous communities are more 

likely to receive interlocal revenue transfers without severe opposition caused by 

heterogeneous citizen preferences.  Governments with council-manager form are more 

likely to choose the cooperative mechanism for fiscal resources influenced by the role 

of professional city managers.  

Relatively less affluent citizens more tend to support cooperation between their 

governments with other local governments.  City population has a significant 

relationship with interlocal revenue transfers in only Model II where RPC governing 
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board meeting participation variable is used.  The influences of these two control 

variables are particularly the same as those in Table 5.4 where the analyses were 

conducted based on standard errors not robust standard errors.    

Following the same way that was used in Table 5.5, the above OLS analyses 

with a combined RPC resources variable are tested again by using the cluster option to 

obtain robust standard errors.  The results are reported in Table 5.7.  While the R2 

value and point estimates are exactly the same as those in Table 5.6 are reported, each 

independent variable has robust standard error.  

 

Table 5.7.  OLS Analysis of the Interlocal Fiscal Cooperation with Clustering: 
Combined RPC Resources Variable 

 

 Model I Model II 

 
 

Coefficient 
Robust 

SE 
 

Coefficient 
Robust 

SE 

Regional Organizations     

Representation in governing board .293 .616   

Frequency of meeting participation   -.013 .062 

RPC resources -.068 .087 -.062 .087 

RPC revenue from federal and state grants .055*** .012 .050*** .009 

Needs and Demands     

Population change -.028 .026 -.027 .026 

Fiscal Position -.239*** .056 -.238*** .056 

Barriers     

Racial homogeneity .058* .032 .058* .032 

Racial difference between city and county .030 .021 .029 .020 

Political Institutions     

Number of municipal governments -.057 .069 -.059 .070 

Council-manager government 1.742* .904 1.762* .903 

Chief appointed administrator 1.212 1.961 1.233 1.972 

At-large election of council members .407 .427 .429 .410 

Controls     

Median household income -1.754 2.127 -1.746 2.113 

City population .362 .295 .390 .281 
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Table 5.7-Continued     

 Model I Model II 

 
 

Coefficient 
Robust 

SE 
 

Coefficient 
Robust 

SE 

Constant 29.649 21.270 29.646 21.099 

     

N  292  292  

R2 .345  .345  

Note: *p ≤ .1, **p<.05, ***p<.01.  Coefficients and standard errors of regional dummy 
variables are reported in Appendix D. 

 

The results are almost the same as those in Table 5.5. as analyses at both stages 

are conducted based on robust standard errors.  RPC revenue from federal and state 

governments is still significant suggesting the resources are used in a way of 

facilitating interlocal cooperation.  Only one difference between Table 5.5 and Table 

5.7 is that RPC resources variable does not have an influence on horizontal fiscal 

cooperation efforts whereas one of RPC resources variables, staff size, was significant 

in Table 5.5.  While city fiscal position, racial homogeneity, and council-manager 

form of government still explain interlocal cooperation for fiscal resources, the 

influence of two control variables are not found.  

In the previous OLS analyses, the results show similar patterns among models 

although the positive impact of the federal and state grants is found only in the 

analyses with clustering.  Although I found that my hypotheses on the influence of 

regional organizations’ resources and the grants from federal and state governments 

are partially supported across models, the results are tentative in explaining the role of 

RPCs in interlocal fiacal cooperation efforts.  Due to the above mentioned potential 

problem of non-random selection bias, we can better understand the influence of 

regional organizations on the interlocal fiscal cooperation with the results of the 

selection model.  Among total number of 303 metropolitan municipalities included 

into my analysis, 89 (30%) did not report intergovernmental revenue from other local 

governments in 2002.   

The results of my selection model are reported in Table 5.8.  To verify if the 

selection model fits my data, two tests should be statistically significant.  First, model 
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x
2 test is statistically significant suggesting that the null that all the coefficients are 

equal to zero is rejected.  Second, the Likelihood-Ratio test that � = 0 is also 

statistically significant.  This result shows that a non-random selection bias exists and 

the use of selection model is adequate for the data because the null hypothesis that the 

correlation between error terms for two equations (�) is equal to zero is rejected.  As 

this model is significant and shows the evidence of the existence of a non-random 

selection bias, the results are expected to provide more precise explanations on the 

influence of regional organizations on interlocal fiscal cooperation.   

Like the OLS models, due to the high correlation problem between the 

governing board membership and the frequency of governing board meeting 

participation, these two variables are examined through separate models while a 

combined variable of RPC resources is used in both models.  In addition, 11 regional 

dummies are included into the selection equation to control for certain shared 

characteristics among municipalities in the same region.  However, these dummy 

variables are not used in the outcome equation as I assume that once each local 

government decides to use interlocal revenue transfers, the government’s decision on 

the actual amount of interlocal revenue is not influenced by geographically common 

characteristics among local governments in the region.   

 

Table 5.8.  Heckman Selection Analysis of Interlocal Fiscal Cooperation 
 

 Model I Model II 

 Coefficient SE Coefficient SE 

Selection Equation (Likelihood of Receiving Interlocal Transfer) 

Representation in governing board .319 .260   

Frequency of meeting participation   .024 .037 

RPC resources -.037* .022 -.035* .021 

RPC revenue from federal and state grants .032** .014 .029** .013 

Population change -.003 .009 -.003 .008 

Fiscal position -.017** .007 -.017** .007 

Racial homogeneity .016*** .005 .015*** .005 

Racial difference between city and county -.003 .008 -.003 .008 
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Table 5.8-Continued     

 Model I Model II 

 Coefficient SE Coefficient SE 

Number of municipal governments .004 .014 .002 .013 

Council-manager government .069 .247 .073 .246 

Chief appointed administrator -.401 .358 -.402 .356 

At-large election of council members .055 .238 .073 .236 

Median household income -.109 .260 -.096 .258 

City population .225*** .067 .235*** .066 

Constant -2.078 2.812 -2.076 2.793 

Outcome Equation (% of Interlocal Transfer from Total Revenue) 

Representation in governing board .141 .932   

Frequency of meeting participation   .080 .128 

RPC resources .120 .079 .126 .077 

RPC revenue from federal and state grants -.036 .023 -.037 .023 

Population change -.033 .040 -.033 .040 

Fiscal position -.347*** .034 -.349*** .034 

Racial difference between city and county .036 .037 .040 .037 

Council-manager government 2.268** 1.147 2.213* 1.148 

Chief appointed administrator 2.330 1.787 2.312 1.787 

At-large election of council members .563 1.027 .575 1.028 

Constant 32.141*** 2.906 32.132*** 2.916 

Rho -.508 .161 -.525 .156 

Sigma 5.644 .369 5.661 .374 

Lamda -2.867 1.041 -2.974 1.024 

     

N (uncensored) 292(206)  292(206)  

Log Likelihood -785.981  -786.326  

Wald x2 135.31***  135.76***  

LR test that � = 0, x2 4.87**  5.29**  

Note: *p<.1, **p<.05, ***p<.01.  Coefficients and standard errors for regional dummy 
variables are reported in Appendix D. 

 
As the results of the selection equation show, both a municipality’s 

representation and meeting participation in RPC’s governing board do not influence 

the likelihood that the local government uses interlocal revenue transfers suggesting 
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the complimentary influence through the network brokerage role of regional 

organizations is not found.  The negative coefficient of RPC resources shows that 

greater resources of regional organizations decrease the likelihood of receiving 

interlocal transfers from neighbor local governments, implying that proactive roles of 

RPCs through their resources crowd out or substitute for voluntary interlocal fiscal 

cooperation.  Consistent with my hypothesis, this result demonstrates the conflicting 

impact of regional organizations on horizontal cooperation among local governments.    

The only result inconsistent with my hypotheses is the positive influence of the 

grants from federal and state governments on interlocal revenue transfers.  And the 

influence of the federal and state grants is more salient than that of RPC resources.  I 

assumed that the grants from the upper level governments, that are distributed to local 

units for certain federal and state level policy goals, would increase direct roles of 

RPCs in the process of distributing the funds, which in turn might result in less 

interlocal fiscal cooperation.  However, the result suggests that the use of federal and 

state grants facilitates self-organizing efforts among local governments.  Although 

regional organizations spend the grants in a top-down way, those organizations are 

limited in executing their discretion as the grants have specific designated policy 

purposes.  Rather, the grants may provide more opportunities for local government 

officials to meet and communicate with each other in the process of being 

implemented and to consider the use of interlocal fiscal cooperation to satisfy mutual 

demands.  This result has a positive relation with Bicker and Stein’s (2000) research.  

They found that interlocal agreements have a positive impact on the amount of federal 

grants at the metropolitan area level.  One of the reasons is that local governments are 

advantaged in the grant process by cooperation.  My result suggests that regional 

organizations as grant distribution agencies tend to favor interlocal cooperative efforts 

especially because cooperation with other local authorities is sometimes a criterion for 

grant award.    

This result also shares a common aspect with Schneider and his colleagues’ 

(2003) research where they found collective water management efforts were more 

successful in estuaries included in the National Estuary Program even though this 
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research does not focus on the roles of regional organizations.  As an institutional 

arrangement imposed by the federal government can facilitate interlocal cooperation 

for water resources, the RPCs’ funds from the upper level institutions have the 

complimentary influence on the self-organizing activities among local governments.  

Three other variables are statistically significant in the selection equation.  

First, the negative impact of municipal government fiscal position shows the evidence 

that local governments’ economic situation is a critical force that influences local 

governments’ decision making on receiving interlocal transfers.  As the result shows, 

municipalities with more fiscal stress are more likely to consider the use of interlocal 

cooperation for the enhanced government efficiency.  Second, racial homogeneity has 

a positive impact on the likelihood of receiving interlocal transfers.  This result 

suggests that more homogeneous communities, assumed to have the lower level of 

barriers to interlocal cooperation, have less opposition from citizens and consider 

cooperation in a proactive way.  Last, between two control variables, city population 

has a significant relationship with the consideration of the use of interlocal transfers.  

Larger municipalities may have stronger incentives to attain economies of scale by 

cooperating with neighbor local governments.  

In the selection equation, council-manager form of government and median 

household income, that were significant in the OLS models, do not have significant 

impacts on local governments’ decisions on whether or not they take advantage of 

other local governments’ fiscal resources.  

Once a municipality decides to receive intergovernmental revenues from other 

local governments, two variables dominantly influence the government’s decision on 

the actual amount of the transfers at the second stage.  The factor of needs for 

cooperation, especially caused by economic stress, is still important.  This result 

implies that economic stress stimulates local governments to receive more interlocal 

revenues while it is also a strong reason why those governments choose the use of the 

interlocal fiscal cooperation mechanism. 

The positive relationship between the council-manager form of government 

and the amount of interlocal revenue transfers suggests that the administrative 
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incentives of city managers are significant in the outcome stage.  As described above, 

I argue that selective incentives of city managers strongly influence their 

governments’ decision making on interlocal fiscal cooperation.  Their efficiency-

seeking behaviors through interlocal fiscal cooperation are based on their selective 

incentives to maintain their positions in the cities and to get promoted to manager 

positions in larger cities or upper level political institutions such as state legislature.  

While much of the recent work argues that it is professional management, rather than 

form of government, that is most salient for local government performance (Keene et 

al. 2007), the results suggest that the incentive structures produced by council manager 

form of government influence choices independent of the presence of professional 

management.  

 

5.3  Summary 

Chapter 5 examined the influence of regional organizations on self-organizing 

efforts among local governments for fiscal resources through three steps.  I first tested 

OLS regression models by including two RPC governing board variables and two 

RPC resources variables into separate models.  Next, I run the same model by 

substituting RPC staff and budget size variables for a new variable that combines two 

separate variables.  In previous two stages, analyses with robust standard errors were 

additionally conducted.  Last, a Heckman selection model was examined due to the 

non-random selection bias problem in the data set.  Overall, the results of those 

empirical analyses support the institutional collective action framework of interlocal 

cooperation.  

The network brokerage impact was not found in all the models at three 

different analysis stages as municipal governments’ activities in their regional 

organizations’ governing board do not facilitate interlocal cooperation.  In my view, 

there are two possible explanations on this result.  First, my measure of network 

brokerage might be problematic.  Local governments’ memberships on and meeting 

participation in the governing board of their RPCs may be not sufficient to show how 

local governments participate in regional governance and interact with other local 
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entities in the region.  Second, activities of a RPC’s governing board may not intend to 

facilitate self-organizing or participatory efforts among local government.  Rather, 

programs decided by the governing board may be implemented in a somewhat top-

down way.   

The RPC revenue from federal and state governments is likely to encourage 

municipalities to use interlocal revenue transfers.  This effect was found in OLS 

models with robust standard errors as well as in the selection equation of the selection 

model.  Although the grants were assumed to crowd out self-organizing efforts among 

local governments because the grants may be distributed in a top-down way for 

specific goals set by federal and state government, regional organizations with greater 

federal and state grants tend to favor cooperative efforts by helping local authorities 

have more chances to develop mutual trust in the policy areas where the grants are 

spent.  

The results also show the evidence of the conflicting influence of regional 

organizations on interlocal fiscal cooperation efforts.  In general, greater resources of 

RPCs discourage interlocal cooperation by playing proactive roles in regional issues.  

This impact is more salient in the selection stage that municipalities decide whether or 

not they take advantage of other local governments’ resources.   

 A needs and demands factor also influences interlocal cooperation.  In 

particular, a municipal government’s fiscal situation is critical as this variable is 

significant in all the OLS regression models as well as at both stages of the Heckman 

selection model.  A city with high fiscal stress more tends to cooperate with neighbor 

local governments to achieve efficiency gains in the city administration. 

One political institution, the council-manager form of government, plays a 

significant role in voluntary interlocal cooperation for fiscal resources.  While this 

institution variable is significant in all the OLS models, it better explains to what 

extent municipalities receive interlocal revenue transfers rather than whether or not 

they use this mechanism as the results of the selection model shows.  Selective 

incentives of city managers, such as maintaining their current positions, being 

promoted to the state agencies, and moving to the similar position in larger cities, may 
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enforce city governments with the form of government to obtain efficiency gains by 

taking advantage of fiscal resources of neighbor local governments. 

Another consistent result across three different models is the positive influence 

of racial homogeneity on interlocal fiscal cooperation.  The degree of homogeneity in 

the racial composition represents how strong barriers city governments confront when 

they try to enter into cooperation with other local governments.  When a local 

government’s decision making is less limited by divergent citizen policy preferences, 

the authority can more easily use interlocal revenue transfers.  

The median household income may negatively influence self-organizing 

efforts to cooperatively use fiscal resources.  However, this result is only partially 

supported since the impact was not found in the OLS models with robust standard 

errors and the selection model.  The population size also needs to be reported as an 

important variable that has a positive influence on a municipality’s fiscal cooperation 

efforts with other local governments.  In particular, the variable influences local 

governments’ decision to use the fiscal cooperation mechanism.  Like the median 

household income, however, the city population size has limited effects as it is not 

statistically significant in all the models.   
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CHAPER 6 

 

REGONAL ORGANIZATIONS AND  

INTERLOCAL COOPERATION FOR LAND DEVELOPMENT 

 

 

6.1  Variables and Descriptive Statistics 

This chapter focuses on the empirical analysis of the role of regional 

organizations in the local government decision making on land development 

permitting.  In this section, I explain variables that are included into my empirical 

analysis.  Table 6.1 shows measures for dependent and independent variables and my 

hypothetical influence of independent variables on interlocal land use coordination.  

While most of these variables are the same as those in the previous analysis of 

interlocal fiscal cooperation, population density is included to represent each 

municipality’s needs and demands for land development coordination.  City fiscal 

position, which was one of the needs and demands factor variables, is considered as a 

control variable, and the number of building permit is included as a control variable.   

 

Table 6.1.  Variables: Measures and Anticipated Influence on  
Interlocal Land Use Cooperation 

 
 
Variables 

 
Measure 

Anticipated 
Influence 

< Dependent Variable >   

Neighboring governments’ 
participation in the 
subdivision review process  

Ordinal response (1-never, 2-rarely, 3-
sometimes, and 4-frequently) 
 

 

   

< Independent Variables >  
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Table 6.1-Continued   

 
Variables 

 
Measure 

Anticipated 
Influence 

Regional Organizations   

Representation in 
governing board 

Coded one if a city has its representative in the 
RPC’s governing board; zero otherwise 

+ 
 

Frequency of meeting 
participation 

Number of participation in the governing board 
meetings 

+ 
 

RPC staff size Number of staff per 100,000 residents – 

RPC budget size Amount of expenditure per one resident – 

RPC resources 
 

Number of staff per 100,000 residents * 
Amount of expenditure per one resident 

– 
 

RPC revenue from federal 
and state grants 

Percentage of federal and state grants from the 
total revenue  

– 
 

Needs and Demands   

Population change Population change between 2000 and 2006 + 

Population density Population per square miles of land area  + 

Barriers   

Racial homogeneity 
 

Non-hispanic white population divided by total 
city population 

+ 

Racial difference  
Between city and county 
 

Difference between city and county measured as 
absolute value of city non-hispanic white – 
county non-hispanic white 

– 
 
 

Political Institutions   

Number of municipal 
governments 

Number of municipalities within the county 
 

+ 
 

Council-manager 
government 

Coded one for council-manager form of 
government; zero otherwise 

+ 
 

Chief appointed 
administrator 

Coded one if a city has a chief appointed 
administrator position; zero otherwise 

+ 
 

At-large election of  
Council members 

Coded one for at-large representation; zero for 
district and mixed 

+ 
 

Controls   

Median household income Log of median household income – 

Fiscal position Own revenue source divided by total revenue  – 

City population Log of total city population – 

Number of residential 
building permits 

Log of new privately-owned residential building 
permits at the county level in 2006 

+ 
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 Descriptive statistics for the variables are provided in Table 6.2.  As the 

dependent variable is obtained from a survey, this table focuses on the municipalities 

that are in MSAs and answered a survey question on interlocal land use coordination.  

In the analysis of the interlocal cooperation for land development, I have the same 

statistical issues as those I had in Chapter 5: High correlations between governing 

board membership and governing board meeting participation (.82) and between RPC 

staff size and budget sizes (.84).  Following the methods that I used in the previous 

chapter, two RPC governing board variables are examined through two separate 

models.13  While considering each of RPC staff and budget size variables 

independently, I also re-test my models by replacing them with a new combined 

variable to examine the impact of the whole resources.  

 

Table 6.2.  Descriptive Statistics14 
 

 Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min. Max. 

Allowance of neighboring governments’ 
participation in the review process 

136 
 

2.088 
 

.856 
 

1 
 

4 
 

Representation in governing board 136 .330 .472 0 1 

Frequency of meeting participation 136 1.757 3.083 0 12 

RPC staff size 136 1.4 1.311 .45 4.95 

RPC budget size 136 1.873 1.601 .6 6.84 

RPC resources 136 4.367 7.213 .27 24.966 

RPC revenue from federal and state grants 136 54.182 21.194 23.85 84.73 

Population change 132 17.407 22.276 -13.946 136.635 

Population density 131 7.530 .930 4.301 9.916 

Racial homogeneity 131 70.185 22.860 2 97.1 

Racial difference between city and county 131 13.216 10.736 3.05e-06 58.4 

      

                                                 
13 As the case in the analysis of intrlocal fiscal cooperation, only few municipalities within the 
Treasure Coast RPC attended governing board meetings as non-members when officials of 
member municipalities were absent in 2006.  They were Indian River Shores, Jupiter Island, 
Delray Beach, Lake Worth, and South Palm Beach.  
14  For more information on the comparison of resources among RPCs, see Table 2 in 
Appendix C.  
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Table 6.2-Continued      

 Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min. Max. 

Number of municipal governments 136 17.963 12.762 1 38 

Council-manager government 133 .796 .403 0 1 

Chief appointed administrator 133 .052 .224 0 1 

At-large election of council members 133 .804 .398 0 1 

Median household income 131 10.538 .308 9.610 11.585 

Fiscal Position 133 83.995 11.187 28.911 100 

City population 136 9.536 1.362 5.752 12.445 

Number of residential building permits 136 8.387 .943 4.605 9.875 

 

Table 6.3 is provided for additional information on the dummy variables.  The 

frequency shows similar patterns to those in Table 5.3 while a higher percentage of 

RPC governing board municipal governments are included into the analysis of 

interlocal cooperation for land development.  

 

Table 6.3.  Frequencies of Dummy Variables 
 

Variable Classification Frequency Percent 

RPC governing board representation Member 45 33.1 

 Non-member 91 66.9 

Council-manager government Council-manager form 106 79.7 

 Others 27 20.3 

Chief appointed administrator CAO position 7 5.3 

 No CAO position 126 94.7 

At-large election of council members At-large system 107 80.5 

 Others 26 19.5 

 

 In this analysis, it is important to understand the data structure of the 

dependent variable although Table 6.2 provides summary statistics for this variable.  

As I described in the Data section in Chapter 4, the data on the dependent variable is 

obtained from a survey, and thus the analysis in this chapter focuses on only the 

metropolitan municipalities that answered to the survey question.  As Table 6.3 reports, 
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136 units among above 300 municipalities in metropolitan statistical areas provided 

information to what extent neighbor local governments participate in their land 

development review process.  Table 6.4 reports the frequencies of the responses: 38 

never; 54 rarely; 38 sometimes; and 6 frequently.  Results of ordered-probit analysis to 

estimate this ordered dependent variable are discussed in the next section. 

 

Table 6.4.  Distribution of Dependent Variable 
 

Response Categories Number of Responses Percentage 

Never 38 27.94 

Rarely 54 39.71 

Sometimes 38 27.94 

Frequently 6 4.41 

Total 136 100 

 

 

6.2  Results of Analyses 

Following the same way used in the previous OLS and Heckman selection 

analyses, each of representation in governing board and frequency of meeting 

participation variables is included into separate ordered-probit models to solve the 

high correlation problem between two variables.  Also, RPC staff and budget size 

variables are combined with each of RPC governing board variables resulting in four 

different models.  As some municipalities are grouped together by regions, cluster 

option is used like OLS models in the previous chapter to relax the assumption of 

independence.  While robust standard errors were additionally obtained in the OLS 

models, the cluster option comprises a main component of the analysis in this chapter 

because the method does not influence the results of the model fitness and pseudo R2 

value in the maximum likelihood estimation.  Table 6.5 shows the results of an 

ordered probit analysis of coordination of local development decisions by using 

separate RPC resources variables.    
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Table 6.5.  Ordered Probit Analysis of the Coordination of Local Development 
Decisions: Separate RPC Resources Variables 

 
 Model I Model II Model III Model IV 

 
Coef. 

(Rob. SE) 
Coef. 

(Rob. SE) 
Coef. 

(Rob. SE) 
Coef. 

(Rob. SE) 

Regional Organizations     

Representation in governing board 
 

.202 
(.248) 

.202 
(.248) 

  

Frequency of meeting participation 
 

  
-.002 
(.033) 

-.002 
(.033) 

RPC staff size 
 

-.434*** 
(.115) 

 
-.419*** 
(.118) 

 

RPC budget size 
 

 
-.323*** 
(.067) 

 
-.304*** 
(.070) 

RPC revenue from federal and  
state grants 

.010** 
(.004) 

.012*** 
(.004) 

.009** 
(.004) 

.012*** 
(.004) 

Needs and Demands     

Population change 
 

.002 
(.003) 

.002 
(.003) 

.002 
(.003) 

.002 
(.003) 

Population density 
 

.019 
(.172) 

.019 
(.172) 

.012 
(.176) 

.012 
(.176) 

Barriers     

Racial homogeneity 
 

.002 
(.007) 

.002 
(.007) 

.002 
(.008) 

.002 
(.008) 

Racial difference between city  
and county 

-.015 
(.012) 

-.015 
(.012) 

-.016 
(.012) 

-.016 
(.012) 

Political Institutions     

Number of municipal governments 
 

-.017*** 
(.004) 

-.017*** 
(.004) 

-.019*** 
(.004) 

-.019*** 
(.004) 

Council-manager government 
 

.663*** 
(.242) 

.663*** 
(.242) 

.664*** 
(.248) 

.664*** 
(.248) 

Chief appointed administrator 
 

-.235 
(.645) 

-.235 
(.645) 

-.208 
(.653) 

-.208 
(.653) 

At-large election of council members 
 

-.022 
(.314) 

-.022 
(.314) 

-.004 
(.313) 

-.004 
(.313) 

Controls     

Median household income 
 

-.547*** 
(.182) 

-.547*** 
(.182) 

-.559*** 
(.189) 

-.559*** 
(.189) 

Fiscal Position 
 

-.010 
(.012) 

-.010 
(.012) 

-.009 
(.012) 

-.009 
(.012) 

City population 
 

-.214*** 
(.080) 

-.214*** 
(.080) 

-.186** 
(.093) 

-.186** 
(.093) 

Number of residential building permits 
 

-.124 
(.198) 

-.124 
(.198) 

-.104 
(.195) 

-.104 
(.195) 
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Table 6.5-Continued     

 Model I Model II Model III Model IV 

 
Coef. 

(Rob. SE) 
Coef. 

(Rob. SE) 
Coef. 

(Rob. SE) 
Coef. 

(Rob. SE) 

Constant1 
 

-10.070 
(3.422) 

-9.971 
(3.351) 

-9.838 
(3.484) 

-9.722 
(3.411) 

Constant2 
 

-8.852 
(3.332) 

-8.753 
(3.261) 

-8.625 
(3.388) 

-8.510 
(3.315) 

Constant3 
 

-7.477 
(3.400) 

-7.377 
(3.330) 

-7.243 
(3.458) 

-7.127 
(3.387) 

     

N  131 131 131 131 

Wald x
2 900.64*** 3489.77*** 525.54*** 328.89*** 

Pseudo R2 .088 .088 .087 .087 

Log Pseudolikelihood -145.368 -145.368 -145.623 -145.623 

Note: *p<.1, **p<.05, ***p<.01. Results are obtained through z statistics based on robust 
standard errors, clustered by regional planning council. Coefficients and standard errors of 
regional dummy variables are reported in Appendix D. 

 

Both RPC governing board representation and meeting participation frequency 

do not have statistically significant relationships with interlocal coordination for land 

development.  Inconsistent with my hypothesis, the complimentary influence of 

regional organizations on horizontal cooperation is not found in the local authorities’ 

regional governance activities.  This result implies that regional organizations’ 

network brokerage role is not an influential factor that explains to what extent local 

governments coordinate land use issues with their neighbor communities. 

However, consistent with my hypothesis, regional organizations with greater 

resources have a conflicting impact on voluntary interlocal cooperation.  The negative 

coefficients of both RPC staff and budget size variables indicate that regional 

organizations crowd out or substitute for interlocal cooperation when they have a 

centralized influence on local governments by utilizing sufficient personnel and 

financial resources.  This result implies that regional organizations with greater staff 

and budget resources are more likely to play proactive roles in the regional land 

development issues by substituting for rather than complimenting self-organizing 

efforts for land use coordination.    
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The RPC revenue from federal and stage governments has a positive 

relationship with the self-organizing efforts among local jurisdictions for the land use 

issues.  Inconsistent with my hypothesis, the result implies that RPC financial 

resources from the upper level governments encourage voluntary land use 

coordination rather than discouraging self-organizing efforts.  As explained in Chapter 

5, the grants may bring local officials to the forum for regional issues.  By spending 

the grants on designated regional programs, regional organizations are likely to 

provide more opportunities for local governments to share same issues to extend their 

connections to find mutually beneficial solutions.  Local governments that have 

enhanced reciprocity through the repeated interaction processes are more likely to 

allow neighbor communities to participate in their land development review process.  

They may tend to consider the interlocal coordination as a crucial factor of successful 

local land development and to take advantage of experience and expertise of neighbor 

local governments.     

The results show us that the needs and demands factor does not explain 

interlocal cooperative decision making on land development.  While the population 

stress is assumed as a crucial challenge for local land use, variables of this factor do 

not have statistically significant relationships with horizontal land use coordination.  

Also, the barriers factor variables are not statistically significant implying that internal 

and intra heterogeneity levels do not explain interlocal coordination for land 

development.  

Two political institution variables influence self-organizing cooperation for 

land development.  The number of municipalities at the county level has a negative 

relationship with interlocal cooperation supporting my counterpart hypothesis on the 

density of governments.  A great number of potential cooperation partners may not 

increase opportunities for additional efficiency gains (Kwon and Feiock 2007).  In this 

setting, a local government needs to spend more transaction costs to find reliable 

partners and is more likely to decide land development decisions without cooperative 

efforts.   
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Municipalities with the council-manager form of government are more likely 

to cooperate with neighbor local governments in the land development decision 

making process.  Land use coordination is one of the critical city management issues 

for city managers in Florida, one of the States that are experiencing high growth.  

Their values on administrative professionalism stimulate them to manage local land in 

a more efficient way, and the cooperation with neighbor authorities may contribute to 

their values.  Based on successful land management, city managers can pursue their 

selective incentives to maintain current positions or move to bigger city governments 

or upper level government institutions, including state government and legislature. 

Among control variables, median household income and city population have a 

negative influence on interlocal land development coordination.  As partially 

supported in the OLS regression analyses in Chapter 5, wealthier citizens tend to be 

less active in the cooperative efforts.  In wealthy municipalities, local governments are 

more likely to focus on their own internal preferences on land development within 

their jurisdictional boundaries rather than making efforts to pursue land management 

favorable at the regional level.  Population size variable is also significant in all the 

models.  Compared to small communities, larger cities are likely to have stronger 

development incentives because they have high basic development needs for larger 

residential and industrial areas.  This environment is likely to decrease a local 

government’s efforts to coordinate land development with other local governments.   

In the previous analysis where RPC staff size and RPC budget size were 

examined in separate models, the results remain tentative.  One problem is that the 

results are based on only one of the RPC resources variables and cannot show the 

overall influence of those two variables.  Following the second stage analysis in the 

previous chapter, I combine the variables by creating a new variable and use one RPC 

resources variable in the same ordered-probit models while including RPC governing 

board membership and meeting participation frequency into separate models.  In the 

same way used in the previous analysis, the cluster option is used to account for 

clustered data structure by RPCs.  The results of these two models are reported in 

Table 6.6.   
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Table 6.6.  Ordered Probit Analysis of the Coordination of Local Development 
Decisions: Combined RPC Resources Variable 

 

 Model I Model II 

 Coefficient Rob. SE Coefficient Rob. SE 

Regional Organizations     

Representation in governing board .202 .248   

Frequency of meeting participation   -.002 .033 

RPC resources -.076*** .016 -.071*** .016 

RPC revenue from federal and state grants .014*** .004 .013*** .004 

Needs and Demands     

Population change .002 .003 .002 .003 

Population density .019 .172 .012 .176 

Barriers     

Racial homogeneity .002 .007 .002 .008 

Racial difference between city and county -.015 .012 -.016 .012 

Political Institutions     

Number of municipal governments -.017*** .004 -.019*** .004 

Council-manager government .663*** .241 .663*** .248 

Chief appointed administrator -.235 .645 -.208 .653 

At-large election of council members -.022 .314 -.004 .313 

Controls     

Median household income -.547*** .182 -.560*** .189 

Fiscal Position -.010 .012 -.009 .012 

City population -.214*** .080 -.186** .093 

Number of residential building permits -.124 .198 -.104 .195 
     

Constant1 -9.510 3.267 -9.288 3.323 

Constant2 -8.291 3.177 -8.076 3.227 

Constant3 -6.917 3.243 -6.693 3.296 
     

N  131  131  

Wald x
2 2628.65***  457.01***  

Pseudo R2 .088  .087  

Log Pseudolikelihood -145.368  -145.623  

Note: *p<.1, **p<.05, ***p<.01. Results are obtained through z statistics based on robust 
standard errors, clustered by regional planning council. Coefficients and standard errors of 
regional dummy variables are reported in Appendix D. 

 



 83 

The results between two models are almost the same and show very similar 

patterns to those in Table 6.5.  The complimentary effect of regional organizations 

through network brokerage role is not found in this analysis as well.  Two RPC 

governing board variables, that are assumed to show the network brokerage activities, 

do not have statistically significant relationships with the extent to which local 

governments cooperatively address land development. 

The results show the evidence of the conflicting influence of regional 

organizations on self-organizing efforts among municipal governments for addressing 

regional land management issues.  In both models, RPC resources are likely to 

decrease interlocal land use coordination, and this result is consistent with the impact 

of each of RPC staff and budget size variables in Table 6.5.  The negative impact of 

RPC resources suggests that regional organizations crowd out voluntary interlocal 

efforts to solve regional land use problems when regional organizations play a 

centralized role in regional governance.  Greater resources of regional organizations 

increase the possibility that regional organizations absorb potential interlocal relations 

with their expanded land use planning functions. 

Consistent with the result in the previous analyses, the percentage of RPC 

revenue from federal and state governments has a positive influence on interlocal land 

use cooperation.  This variable shows an evidence that regional organizations 

stimulate interlocal land use coordination by providing the arenas where local 

authorities with similar policy problems come together to take advantage of resources 

from the upper level institutions.  Rather than focusing on values of federal and state 

government, regional organizations in fact induce more voluntary efforts among local 

governments while spending the grants.  Improved interactions among local 

jurisdictions are assumed to increase a tendency that a local government allows 

neighbor communities participate in its land used decision making process.   

The results show that the needs and demands for interlocal cooperation in the 

land development decision making process are not important.  Inconsistent with my 

hypotheses, population stress does not increase the likelihood that a local government 

coordinates its land use issues with other local governments.  The results also suggest 
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that interlocal cooperation in the land development decision making is not influenced 

by the barriers factor as homogeneity within and between communities do not have 

significant relationships with interlocal cooperative efforts for land use.  

The number of municipal governments and the council-manager form of 

government remain significant in this second analysis suggesting that interlocal 

cooperation for land use is also influenced by political institutions.  Local 

governments that have more potential cooperation partners in the area need to spend 

more time and costs to obtain information on the multiple actors.  Challenged by the 

burden of high transaction costs, a local government with a large number of local 

entities is less likely to coordinate land use issues with other local governments.  Also, 

council-manager form of government is positively related to interlocal land use 

coordination.  While city managers’ professional management values for more 

efficient city administration increase the likelihood of cooperating with other local 

governments, the managers’ efforts for cooperation is influenced by their selective 

incentives to maintain their manager positions and to be promoted in larger cities or 

state agencies.  

The results also report the impacts of two control variables, median household 

income and city population, on interlocal coordination for land development.  Median 

household income has negative relationships in both models suggesting that affluent 

municipalities more tend to focus on their own decisions on land development rather 

than engaging in cooperative efforts with neighbor communities.  Similar to the results 

in Table 6.5, city population is significant in both models supporting that larger 

municipalities that have more basic demands for developing land is less likely to 

coordinate development issues with neighbor local governments in the region.  

 

6.3  Summary 

This chapter examined the influence of regional organizations on interlocal 

cooperation in the land development decision making process.  Following the analysis 

process in the previous chapter, an ordered-probit model with separate RPC staff and 

budget size variables was tested first.  Then, the same analysis was conducted by using 
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a RPC resources variable that combines two separate variables.  Overall, the results 

show that the ICA framework is very useful in explaining interlocal horizontal 

cooperation for land development. 

Both potential influences of regional organizations on interlocal land use 

coordination were reported.  In all the models, I found that both of RPC staff and 

budget resources variables as well as their combined variable have negative 

relationships with the extent to which municipalities cooperate with neighbor local 

governments for land development at the regional level.  The results suggest that 

greater regional organization resources impede voluntary cooperation among local 

authorities as regional organizations can play a more centralized role in the 

coordination of land use issues based on the resources.  The activities of regional 

organizations crowd out or substitute for interlocal cooperative efforts. 

The complimentary influence of regional organizations was found in the 

relationship between the federal and state grants and interlocal land use coordination.  

Theoretically, I assumed that greater federal and state funds would crowd out 

interlocal cooperation as they are distributed to serve policy goals imposed by the 

upper level governments rather than voluntarily decided goals among local 

governments.  However, the results show an evidence of the opposite impact.  The 

positive impacts of the grants in all the ordered-probit models suggest that regional 

organizations stimulate self-organizing cooperation for land use by helping local 

governments increase mutual trust based on repeated communications in the process 

that the grants are implemented.  

However, the complimentary effect is not found in the local governments’ 

efforts to participate in RPC governing board.  Whether a city has a membership on its 

RPC governing board and how often the city participates in the governing board 

meetings do not encourage self-organization between the city and other local 

governments in the land development policy area.  As I discussed in the summary part 

of Chapter 5, two possible scenarios may explain the result.  First, local governments’ 

activities in regional organizations’ governing boards may not reflect actual 

interactions among local governments.  Thus, those two variables may be limited in 
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explaining how and to what extent local governments make cooperative network 

relations with each other in regional organizations.  Second, regional organizations’ 

governing board may perform in a top-down way even though regional organizations 

provide a forum that local governments within their boundaries communicate with 

each other.   

The population growth and population density do not lead to horizontal 

cooperation for land development decision making.  The results in this chapter show 

that the level of population stress does not increases the needs and demands for 

cooperative efforts to collective address land use issues.  Two variables that are 

included to represent the barriers to interlocal cooperation do not influence interlocal 

land development coordination.  Differently from the result in the analysis of 

interlocal fiscal cooperation, this result implies that local governments are not 

influenced by the barriers when they deal with the land development policy.  

The number of municipal governments and the council-manager form of 

government have consistent results in all the models.  A local government with a large 

number of potential partners is less likely to open its land development issues to 

neighbor communities.  As the process of finding trustworthy partners is costly, the 

local government is less active in engaging with other local governments.  The city 

manager system increases the likelihood that a local government makes cooperative 

efforts by coordinating its land development decision making with neighbor local 

governments.  Municipal governments with this institution may find that interlocal 

cooperation facilitates more efficient land use in their jurisdictions.  Particularly, 

selective incentives of city managers to maintain current positions and to be promoted 

to larger cities or upper level institutions are perceived as sources of local 

governments’ cooperation efforts.  

The median household income and city population also influence the extent to 

which a local government allows neighbor local governments’ participation in its land 

development review process.  The citizen income level is significant in all the models 

implying that wealthier citizens are less likely to cooperate with other local 

governments.  The city size measured by the population size is also important in the 
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land use coordination among local governments.  The results suggest that larger 

communities with more potential development pressure are less likely to cooperate 

with neighbor local governments for land use.     
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CHAPTER 7 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

  

 

7.1  Summary of the Study 

Fragmented jurisdictional authority in metropolitan areas often creates 

intergovernmental problems that are not easily solved without cooperation among 

government units, including diseconomies of scale, positive and negative externalities, 

and common pool resources problems.  While various efforts have been used to 

address those regional problems, scholars and practitioners have tried to find a better 

solution to regionalism between the vertical/governmental and the 

horizontal/governance approaches.  In spite of the growing number of studies on 

metropolitan governance, the role of regional organizations in regional governance has 

not been sufficiently investigated.  The purpose of this dissertation research is to 

examine how and to what extent regional organizations influence self-organizing 

interlocal cooperation efforts to solve common problems and achieve shared interests 

focusing on two areas of interlocal cooperation: interlocal fiscal cooperation and 

interlocal land development coordination.  

This study examines the Institutional Collective Action (ICA) framework to 

understand how interlocal collective efforts are created as this framework provides 

explanations on not only general factors of cooperation such as the community 

characteristics that create demands for or obstructs to interlocal cooperation and the 

arrangement of political institutions but also the main factor in this study, the regional 

organizations and their network relations with local governments.  By focusing on 

Regional Planning Councils and municipalities in metropolitan areas in Florida, this 

study investigates two different directions of potential influence of regional 
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organizations.  On the one hand, they are posited to reduce the transaction costs of 

self-governing solutions to regional problems by playing as a network brokerage role 

to facilitate bargaining and contracting among local governments units.  On the other 

hand, they are assumed to crowd out or substitute for voluntary and horizontal 

cooperation efforts through their proactive centralized activities. 

The results show the evidence of the conflicting influence of regional 

organizations on self-organizing interlocal cooperation efforts.  Greater resources of 

RPCs decrease the likelihood that a municipality receives interlocal revenue transfers 

and the extent to which the local government coordinate with neighbor local 

governments in the land development decision making process.  The proactive roles of 

regional organizations crowd out or substitute for voluntary cooperation relations that 

otherwise may occur. 

The impact of network brokerage role of regional organizations is not found in 

both interlocal cooperation areas.  Whether a municipal government has a membership 

on its regional organization’s governing board and how often it participates in 

governing board meetings do not influence interlocal cooperation for fiscal resources 

and land development coordination suggesting the complimentary influence based on 

regional organizations’ network brokerage role on self-organizing cooperation efforts 

does not exist. 

However, the RPC revenue from federal and state governments has a 

complimentary influence on intelocal cooperation even though greater revenue from 

the upper level institutions was theoretically assumed to shape centralized networks 

between regional organizations and local governments by decreasing the potential that 

local authorities voluntarily make cooperative efforts.  In the process of distributing 

federal and state grants with specific designated purposes, regional organizations tend 

to favor cooperative efforts by helping local authorities have more chances to develop 

mutual trust in the policy areas where the grants are spent.  

While this study focuses on the role of regional organizations, the results also 

show that interlocal cooperation is influenced by other factors of ICA.  Cooperative 

efforts for fiscal resources among local governments are strongly motivated by the 
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governments’ needs and demands for horizontal cooperation that are created by the 

fiscal stress.  The fiscal position of a municipal government influences the 

government’s decisions on whether or not to receive transfers from other local 

governments and the actual amount of the revenues.  Also, local governments with 

fiscal stress tend to receive more amount of interlocal revenue transfers.   

The influence of barriers to interlocal cooperation is also important even 

though the impact is found only in the internal homogeneity in the analysis of 

inerlocal revenue transfers.  A highly homogeneous municipality has a less serious 

problem for negotiating fair distribution of benefits, and this community characteristic 

decreases agency costs for local officials to aggregate diverse values and preferences 

among residents within their communities.  The result implies that when a 

government’s decision making is less limited by divergent citizen policy preferences, 

the authority can more easily use interlocal cooperation mechanisms.  

 The last important result in the analyses is that political institution is another 

factor of self-organizing efforts for regional problems.  Particularly, the council-

manager form of government has consistent results in all the models between two 

analysis areas suggesting that this political institution increases the likelihood that a 

local government makes cooperative efforts by receiving interlocal revenues and 

coordinating its land development decision making process with neighbor local 

governments.  The results suggest that selective incentives of city managers to 

maintain current positions and to be promoted to larger cities or upper level 

institutions are perceived as sources of local governments’ cooperation efforts in 

municipalities with city manager positions.  In addition, the number of municipal 

governments decreases the likelihood that a local government cooperates with other 

local governments although this result is reported in the analysis of interlocal land 

development coordination.  The risk of spending substantial transaction costs to figure 

out partners that have sufficient commitment to cooperative efforts impedes local 

governments’ cooperation activities.   
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7.2  Implications  

7.2.1  Practical Implications 

This research has important implications for practitioners, especially state 

policy makers.  Most importantly, they need to balance calls for regional efforts with 

an acknowledgement that centralized regionalism may sometimes undermine self-

organizing solutions.  Regional organizations may have both complimentary and 

conflicting effects on horizontal cooperation for regional problems depending on their 

organizational structures and functions in the relations with local entities.  The 

empirical evidence reported in this dissertation demonstrates that the capacity of 

regional organizations to address regional problems can crowd out local problem 

solving through interlocal cooperation.  When regional organizations play a 

centralized role in addressing metropolitan regional problems through greater 

administrative resources, their activities leave less room for voluntary horizontal 

cooperation.   

They also need to understand that their support for regional organizations can 

improve self-organizing regional problem solving.  The empirical results in this study 

shows that the distribution of federal and state funds through regional organizations 

produce the potential that local units are more engaged in regional projects.  The state 

grants with designated policy goals for regional problem solving can encourage 

regional governance based on horizontal cooperation when they are channeled by 

regional organizations that are more region oriented than the state government is.  

In sum, my research suggests that state policy makers need to give greater 

attention to the design of regional organizations and programs to identify and 

minimize tradeoffs between horizontal and vertical regional solutions.  While the top-

down approach can be useful in resolving regional problems, the bottom-up approach 

has potential that voluntary interlocal cooperation can address those problems in a 

more flexible way (McGuire 2006; Scholz and Feiock 2007).  As Mullin (2007) points 

out, they need to consider not one mechanism but the entire package of coordination 

institutions that are available in a region when local governments try to solve 

collective action problems.  While they sometimes expect that state policy goals are 
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better accomplished through top-down style functions of regional organizations, they 

need to understand the centralized activities of regional organizations may discourage 

voluntary efforts for regional problems and find ways through which regional 

organizations can improve self-organizing cooperation among local governments.   

 

7.2.2  Theoretical Implications 

In addition to practical implications, this research contributes to a theory of 

regional governance.  This study suggests that we need to examine together 

configurations of regional coordination mechanisms.  Whereas previous research has 

not paid much attention to regional organizations, these organizations have the diverse 

range in their organizational types and activities.  They also have different influence 

on regional governance: they may facilitate self-organizing solutions to regional 

problems whereas their centralized roles may crowd out or substitute for voluntary 

interlocal cooperation efforts.  For the development of regional governance theory, we 

need more research that examines how and to what extent those organizations 

influence interlocal self-organizing efforts in the process of linking between upper 

level policy goals and fragmented local authorities.   

Also, this research highlights the necessity to address the influence of 

institutional arrangements in a more comprehensive way rather than simply focusing 

on only one side between vertical and horizontal.  This research investigates the 

potential for intermediate solutions based on regional organizations to address 

economies of scale in the use of fiscal resources and coordination problems in land 

development.  As the results show, the function of centralized institutions can 

encourage interlocal fiscal cooperation, and voluntary efforts among local units need 

to be considered important even when we use a more centralized mechanism for 

regional issues.   

Last, the study on interlocal cooperation needs to be conducted based on a 

comprehensive theoretical framework.  Although we may be interested in specific 

factors of interlocal cooperation, the empirical results reported in this dissertation 

show that decisions on horizontal cooperation among local authorities are products of 
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multiple factors.  In this regard, the institutional collective action framework can 

continue to be a basis for explaining how and to what extent local governments 

cooperate with other local governments.  In addition to the factors of demands, 

barriers, political institutions, and policy networks among local officials, my study 

extends the ICA theory by incorporating the roles of regional organizations into the 

framework.  With the development of this theoretical framework, we will be better 

able to address intergovernmental collective action issues in the future. 

 

7.3  Future Study 

This dissertation provides the foundation for a research agenda to investigate 

the role of regional organizations in solving ICA problems.  The analysis of the 

influence of regional organizations on interlocal cooperation needs to be extended to 

the national level.  Although there is variation among Florida Regional Planning 

Councils in terms of geographic locations and the size of resources, the differences 

among those organizations are limited in representing variations among regional 

councils in other states.  When the results in this dissertation are supported by the 

national level research, the findings about the role of regional organizations for the 

regional governance will gain more potential for generalization.     

There is also a need to replicate this type of analysis with other types of 

regional organizations.  This agenda is especially important to examine how and to 

what extent different regional organizations have different network relations with local 

governments.  By focusing on multiple features of the relationship between the state 

government and regional organizations, including establishment, rules, funding, and 

regional organizations’ perceptions, typology of the relationship between regional 

organizations and self-organizing cooperation would be developed.  Also, this 

theoretical typology can be tested through empirical analysis that includes several 

types of regional organizations.   

 Regional governance network structures among different regions need to be 

analyzed.  While this study considers regional characteristics by using dummy 

variables and controlling for clustered data structure, it does not explain each regional 
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organization’s own dynamics.  Local governments within the boundary of regional 

organizations with greater resources may have different network characteristics than 

those of other local governments influenced by regional organizations with fewer 

resources.  Local governments in urbanized regions may make different network 

relations than those in other regions characterized by rural areas.  To analyze network 

structures among local governments in a given region, a social network analysis 

techniques and programs such as UCINET and SIENA have been undertaken by 

several scholars (Andrew 2005; 2006; Shrestha and Feiock 2006).  By applying the 

tools of network analysis, future research can analyze different network structures and 

dynamics among local governments in different regional boundaries. 

 Another research area that needs to be expanded is the study of how regional 

organizations influence self-organization among local jurisdictions in individual 

policy areas.  While this dissertation focuses on the general influence of regional 

organizations on horizontal cooperation in two areas of interlocal fiscal cooperation 

and land use coordination, consideration of characteristics of each policy area needs to 

be added to the current study.  One possible way is to account for service 

characteristics in the analysis of interlocal cooperation (Shrestha and Feiock 2006).  It 

is hoped that the insight provided by this dissertation can inform this future work and 

contribute to the development of a more integrative theory of local and regional 

governance.    
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APPENDIX A.  GEOGRAPHIC BOUNDARIES OF FLORIDA REGIONAL 

PLANNING COUNCILS 
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Source: North Central Florida RPC Web Site (http://ncfrpc.org/state.html) 
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APPENDIX B.  FLORIDA METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS  

IN 2002 and 2006 

 

Table 1.  Metropolitan Statistical Areas in Florida: 2002 
 

 MSA  Counties 

1 Daytona Beach Flagler, Volusia 

2 Ft. Lauderdale* Broward 

3 Ft. Myers-Cape Coral Lee 

4 Ft. Pierce-Port St. Lucie Martin, St. Lucie 

5 Ft. Walton Beach Okaloosa 

6 Gainesville Alachua 

7 Jacksonville Clay, Duval, Nassau, St. Johns 

8 Lakeland-Winter Haven Polk 

9 Melbourne-Titusville-Palm Bay Brevard 

10 Miami* Miami-Dade 

11 Naples Collier 

12 Ocala Marion 

13 Orlando Lake, Orange, Osceola, Seminole 

14 Panama City Bay 

15 Pensacola Escambia, Sana Rosa 

16 Punta Gorda Charlotte 

17 Sarasota-Bradenton Manatee, Sarasota 

18 Tallahassee Gadsden, Leon 

19 Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater Hernando, Hillsborough, Pasco, Pinellas 

20 West Palm Beach-Boca Raton Palm Beach 

Total 18 MSAs and 2 PMSAs 34 Counties 

Source: Florida Statistical Abstract (2006); *: PMSAs of Miami-Ft. Lauderdale CMSA 
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Table 2.  Metropolitan Statistical Areas in Florida: 2006 
 

 MSA  Counties 

1 Cape Coral-Ft. Myers Lee 

2 Daytona-Daytona Beach-Ormond Beach Volusia 

3 Ft. Walton Beach-Crestview-Destin Okaloosa 

4 Gainesville Alachua 

5 Jacksonville Baker, Clay, Duval, Nassau, St. Johns 

6 Lakeland Polk 

7 Miami-Ft. Lauderdale-Miami Beach Broward, Miami-Dade, Palm Beach 

8 Naples-Marco Island Collier 

9 Ocala Marion 

10 Orlando-Kissimmee Lake, Orange, Osceola, Seminole 

11 Palm Bay-Melbourne-Titusville Brevard 

12 Panama City-Lynn Haven Bay 

13 Pensacola-Ferry Pass-Brent Escambia, Sana Rosa 

14 Port St. Lucie-Ft. Pierce Martin, St. Lucie 

15 Punta Gorda Charlotte 

16 Sarasota-Bradenton-Venice Manatee, Sarasota 

17 Sebastian-Vero Beach Indian River 

18 Tallahassee Gadsden, Jefferson, Leon, Wakulla 

19 Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater Hernando, Hillsborough, Pasco, Pinellas 

Total 19 MSAs  37 Counties 

Source: Florida Statistical Abstract (2006). 
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APPENDIX C.  RESOURCES COMPARISON AMONG  

REGIONAL PLANNING COUNCILS 

 

Table 1. RPC Resources in 2002 
 

 
 
RPC  

 
Regional 
Population 

 
 
Staff 

Staff per 
100,000 
residents 

 
 
Budget ($) 

 
Per Capita 
Budget ($) 

Federal and 
State Grants 
(%) 

West Florida 839,476 39 4.65 2,753,422 3.28 75.79 

Apalachee 424,886 10 2.35 987,375 2.32 59.71 

North Central 452,361 18 3.98 2,082,378 4.60 23.59 

Northeast 1,305,448 54 4.14 7,703,036 5.90 76.00 

Withlacoochee 627,949 11 1.75 895,946 1.43 42.97 

East Central 2,721,757 12 0.44 1,378,432 0.51 25.27 

Central Florida 688,209 15 2.18 1,739,075 2.53 41.48 

Tampa Bay 2,628,441 21 0.80 2,080,292 0.79 25.40 

Southwest Florida 1,287,553 21 1.63 2,395,763 1.86 56.27 

Treasure Coast 1,635,757 12 0.73 1,319,772 0.81 32.70 

South Florida 4,062,771 23 0.57 2,694,013 0.66 70.31 

 

Table 2. RPC Resources in 2006 
 

 
 
RPC  

 
Regional 
Population 

 
 
Staff 

Staff per 
100,000 
residents 

 
 
Budget ($) 

 
Per Capita 
Budget ($) 

Federal and 
State Grants 
(%) 

West Florida 907,623 45 4.95 3,291,498 3.63 72.54 

Apalachee 463,994 11 2.37 1,162,882 2.51 57.61 

North Central 485,937 15 3.09 2,000,098 4.12 35.10 

Northeast 1,478,110 54 3.65 10,110,259 6.84 76.00 

Withlacoochee 730,409 13 1.78 1,001,391 1.37 46.20 

East Central 3,079,771 14 0.45 1,842,893 0.60 30.65 

Central Florida 760,737 13 1.71 1,639,373 2.15 23.85 

Tampa Bay 2,845,207 22 0.77 3,502,307 1.23 40.17 

Southwest Florida 1,501,411 24 1.60 3,293,955 2.19 52.71 

Treasure Coast 1,825,209 16 0.88 2,825,284 1.55 49.19 

South Florida 4,270,694 26 0.61 4,626,919 1.08 84.73 
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APPENDIX D.  COEFFICIENTS AND STANDARD ERRORS OF  

REGIONAL DUMMY VARIABLES 

 

Table 1.  Results in Table 5.4 
 

 Model I Model II Model III Model IV 

 Coef. (SE) Coef. (SE) Coef. (SE) Coef. (SE) 

Dummy_West Florida (dropped) -3.214 (1.487) (dropped) -3.177 (1.482) 

Dummy_Apalachee -1.513 (2.453) -2.212 (2.483) -1.549 (2.456) -2.242 (2.487) 

Dummy_North Central (dropped) (dropped) (dropped) (dropped) 

Dummy_Northeast 1.935 (1.570) (dropped) 1.974 (1.574) (dropped) 

Dummy_Withlacoochee -2.845 (2.565) -2.563 (2.657) -2.821 (2.566) -2.522 (2.659) 

Dummy_East Central -1.584 (2.428) .372 (2.401) -1.814 (2.439) .153 (2.394) 

Dummy_Central Florida 1.597 (1.831) 1.883 (1.828) 1.434 (1.837) 1.721 (1.831) 

Dummy_Tampa Bay 2.194 (2.387) 3.896 (2.382) 2.157 (2.386) 3.872 (2.381) 

Dummy_Southwest Florida -1.458 (2.060) -1.486 (2.065) -1.353 (2.063) -1.380 (2.067) 

Dummy_Treasure Coast 1.229 (1.956) 2.698 (1.942) 1.119 (1.958) 2.597 (1.937) 

Dummy_South Florida (dropped) (dropped) (dropped) (dropped) 

 

Table 2.  Results in Table 5.5 
 

 Model I Model II Model III Model IV 

 
Coef.  

(Robust SE) 
Coef.  

(Robust SE) 
Coef.  

(Robust SE)  
Coef.  

(Robust SE)  

Dummy_West Florida (dropped) -3.214** (.735) (dropped) -3.177** (.755) 

Dummy_Apalachee -1.513 (1.649) -2.212 (1.733) -1.549 (1.690) -2.241 (1.787) 

Dummy_North Central (dropped) (dropped) (dropped) (dropped) 

Dummy_Northeast 1.934** (.574) (dropped) 1.974** (.547) (dropped) 

Dummy_Withlacoochee -2.845* (1.535) -2.562 (1.788) -2.821* (1.551) -2.521 (1.800) 

Dummy_East Central -1.584 (1.261) .371 (1.379) -1.813 (1.402) .152 (1.485) 

Dummy_Central Florida 1.597** (.524) 1.882** (.534) 1.433** (.622) 1.720** (.628) 

Dummy_Tampa Bay 2.194* (1.074) 3.896** (1.206) 2.156* (1.112) 3.871** (1.221) 

Dummy_Southwest Florida -1.458 (1.009) -1.486 (1.017) -1.352 (1.030) -1.380 (1.037) 

Dummy_Treasure Coast 1.229** (.538) 2.697** (.540) 1.119* (.574) 2.596** (.572) 

Dummy_South Florida (dropped) (dropped) (dropped) (dropped) 

Note: *p<.10; **p<.05. 
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Table 3.  Results in Table 5.6 
 

 Model I Model II 

 Coefficient SE Coefficient SE 

Dummy_West Florida -3.022** 1.457 -3.000** 1.456 

Dummy_Apalachee -2.382 2.539 -2.398 2.542 

Dummy_North Central (dropped)  (dropped)  

Dummy_Northeast (dropped)  (dropped)  

Dummy_Withlacoochee -2.653 2.708 -2.604 2.710 

Dummy_East Central .417 2.376 .195 2.369 

Dummy_Central Florida 1.656 1.883 1.512 1.889 

Dummy_Tampa Bay 3.882 2.389 3.859 2.388 

Dummy_Southwest Florida -1.676 2.183 -1.555 2.184 

Dummy_Treasure Coast 2.673 1.947 2.574 1.942 

Dummy_South Florida (dropped)  (dropped)  

Note: **p<.05. 

 

Table 4.  Results in Table 5.7 
 

 Model I Model II 

 
 

Coefficient 
Robust 

SE 
 

Coefficient 
Robust 

SE 

Dummy_West Florida -3.021** .496 -2.999** .514 

Dummy_Apalachee -2.382 1.898 -2.398 1.960 

Dummy_North Central (dropped)  (dropped)  

Dummy_Northeast (dropped)  (dropped)  

Dummy_Withlacoochee -2.652 1.899 -2.604 1.912 

Dummy_East Central .417 1.330 .194 1.430 

Dummy_Central Florida 1.656* .768 1.511 .876 

Dummy_Tampa Bay 3.882** 1.218 3.858** 1.234 

Dummy_Southwest Florida -1.676 1.232 -1.555 1.252 

Dummy_Treasure Coast 2.673** .550 2.574** .583 

Dummy_South Florida (dropped)  (dropped)  

Note: *p<.1; **p<.05. 
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Table 5.  Results in the Selection Equation in Table 5.8 
 

 Model I Model II 

 Coefficient SE Coefficient SE 

Dummy_West Florida -.339 .378 -.312 .377 

Dummy_Apalachee .442 .660 .426 .656 

Dummy_North Central (dropped)  (dropped)  

Dummy_Northeast (dropped)  (dropped)  

Dummy_Withlacoochee -.031 .730 -.072 .728 

Dummy_East Central 1.121 .700 .989 .682 

Dummy_Central Florida 1.125** .543 1.055** .534 

Dummy_Tampa Bay 1.398* .716 1.325* .707 

Dummy_Southwest Florida -.066 .573 -.056 .575 

Dummy_Treasure Coast .981 .571 .912 .562 

Dummy_South Florida (dropped)  (dropped)  

Note: *p<.1; **p<.05. 

 

Table 6.  Results in Table 6.5 
 

 Model I Model II Model III Model IV 

 
Coef.  

(Robust SE) 
Coef.  

(Robust SE) 
Coef.  

(Robust SE)  
Coef.  

(Robust SE)  

Dummy_West Florida (dropped) -1.032** (.326) (dropped) -1.015** (.334) 

Dummy_Apalachee -.871 (.544) -1.114* (.604) -.739 (.519) -.982* (.583) 

Dummy_North Central .338 (.361) .351 (.366) .491* (.276) .486 (.303) 

Dummy_Northeast -.559** (.115) (dropped) -.497** (.128) (dropped) 

Dummy_Withlacoochee -.608** (.243) -.939** (.315) -.477** (.241) -.793** (.317) 

Dummy_East Central .075 (.324) .106 (.291) .075 (.332) .116 (.296) 

Dummy_Central Florida (dropped) (dropped) (dropped) (dropped) 

Dummy_Tampa Bay -.369 (.287) -.294 (.266) -.228 (.314) -.150 (.296) 

Dummy_Southwest Florida .444** (.202) .442** (.196) .541** (.213) .535** (.205) 

Dummy_Treasure Coast .413** (.207) .525** (.197) .483** (.214) .592** (.205) 

Dummy_South Florida (dropped) (dropped) (dropped) (dropped) 

Note: *p<.10; **p<.05. 
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Table 7.  Results in Table 6.6 
 

 Model I Model II 

 
 

Coefficient 
Robust 

SE 
 

Coefficient 
Robust 

SE 

Dummy_West Florida -.520** .233 -.533** .241 

Dummy_Apalachee -1.123* .605 -.990* .584 

Dummy_North Central .379 .363 .513* .300 

Dummy_Northeast (dropped)  (dropped)  

Dummy_Withlacoochee -.824** .292 -.684** .293 

Dummy_East Central .335 .252 .331 .257 

Dummy_Central Florida (dropped)  (dropped)  

Dummy_Tampa Bay -.235 .260 -.095 .289 

Dummy_Southwest Florida .361* .199 .458** .208 

Dummy_Treasure Coast .495** .200 .564** .208 

Dummy_South Florida (dropped)  (dropped)  

Note: *p<.1; **p<.05. 
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