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ABSTRACT 
 

The purpose of this dissertation is to examine how horizontal and vertical governance 

structure affects energy and sustainability policymaking at the local level. Although 

sustainability is an important issue at all levels of government in the American federal system, 

local governments increasingly play a major role in the development and implementation of 

policies directed at enhancing environmental outcomes such as energy conservation. 

Accordingly, sustainability research is beginning to shift more of its attention to municipalities, 

developing a framework for understanding global climate change as a local issue, and examining 

the influence and corresponding effects local institutions have in the implementation of 

sustainability policies. However, previous studies tend to overlook the importance and impact of 

intergovernmental relations on urban sustainability outcomes. The dissertation particularly 

analyzes how the relations between local and higher-level governments influence local 

institutional structures in addressing energy conservation and climate change concerns, as well as 

“green” energy policy outcomes at the local level. This research advances our theoretical 

understanding of interlocal collaboration and the impact of federal grant programs on local 

implementation efforts. This dissertation contains three essays. The first essay examines how 

state laws and institutions influence interlocal collaboration. The second essay analyzes how 

federal rules and regulations affect local governmental decisions to engage in collective action. 

Finally, the third essay determines the direct impact of a federal grant program on local green 

policy outcomes.  
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

This dissertation is entitled “Green Multilevel Governance: the dynamic multi-

governmental efforts for climate protection and green energy.” The primary purpose of this 

dissertation is to explore questions concerning the mutual dependence and principal-agent 

relationships between state and local governments in renewable energy development, and 

between federal and local governments in energy conservation and efficiency efforts. 

1.1 Climate Change Multilevel Governance and Municipal Government 

 A concept of governance emerged as a by-product of the globalization and devolution 

era (Kettle 2000). This governance structure has been employed in most policy areas such as 

education, emergency management, environment, and service delivery (Biermann et al 2009).  

Since the early 2000s, concerns about climate change have been widely recognized from the 

global to local levels because the causes and impacts of climate change were experienced across 

political and geographical boundaries. This phenomenon stimulated local governments to 

establish and expand multilevel governance structures that contain horizontal and vertical 

interactions among federal, state, local policy makers, private and nonprofit sections leaders 

(Selin and VanDeveer 2009). 

The most distinguished feature of the U.S.’s initial multilevel climate change governance 

was that climate change politics did not include the centralized authority of national government 

leadership. For example, the U.S. federal government of George W. Bush rejected the Kyoto 

Protocol and consistently objected to the mandatory greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions 

restrictions. Additionally, several proposals for mandatory national GHG emissions restrictions 

faced strong opposition in the U.S. Congress in the early 2000s. In response to these situations, 
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early scholars described the U.S. climate change multilevel governance as  bottom-up dynamics 

established without centralized national government leadership (Bulkeley and Moser 2007; Selin 

and VanDeveer 2007).  

However, since the Democratic Party dominated in both the House of Representatives 

and the Senate in 2006, the federal government has shifted its position from opposition to in 

support of mandatory GHG emission restrictions. For example, the U.S. Environmental 

Protection Agency was given authority to regulate Co2 emissions through the Clean Air Act. In 

2007, Congress passed a bill for Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) standards for 

vehicles. Furthermore, the Obama administration has supported climate change policy and 

actions more aggressively (Selin and DeVeneer 2009).  

 On the other hand, U.S. state and local governments have forged ahead with their own 

individual climate change plans and policymaking due to what they may or may not consider 

federal inaction (Rabe 2004; Rabe 2008). These U.S states have pioneered designs to reduce 

their GHG emissions through a series of policy initiatives such as statewide climate change 

action plans, renewable portfolio standards, and public funds to support energy efficiency and 

renewable energy development. 

Additionally, local U.S. governments have emerged as leaders in multilevel governance 

for climate change. Local governments have localized one issue of climate change protection and 

initiated actions to reduce GHG emissions through establishing a collaborative structure. The 

International Council for Local Environmental Initiatives (ICLEI) and its Cities for Climate 

Protection (CCP) program encourage more municipalities to meet or exceed GHG emissions 

reductions in the Kyoto Protocol (Rabe 2008).  
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These aggressive actions regarding climate change across all levels of government 

stimulate establishment of a multilevel governance structure. However, academic research of 

federal and subnational level relations is underdeveloped when examining the U.S.’s climate 

change politics and administration. 

1.2 Significance of this Dissertation 

The literature reveals important limitations of previous research on energy sustainability 

and conservation issues that have impeded the advance of its theory and research. First, there are 

few studies at the city level for energy sustainability and such studies tend to be highly normative 

and descriptive. Additionally, many of the empirical studies fail to account for the hierarchical 

influence of federal and state governments on the policy decision making of municipal officials.  

In order to fill this lacuna, this study advances the proposition that interaction with other 

governments is central to local sustainability because it is difficult and often impractical for 

municipal governments to effectively address the complex issue of GHG emissions reduction 

without the support of collaborative interaction with other governments. To investigate this 

proposition in diverse ways and settings, the chapters that follow encompass and combine 

concepts and hypotheses drawn from a variety of theoretical frameworks from the study of 

interlocal collaboration, federalism, red tape, and policy tool studies. The integrated theoretical 

framework employed in the three essays can advance our understanding of the concept of energy 

sustainability and conservation issues; the conflict and mutual relationships between federal, 

state, and municipal governments in local collective action and enacting policy tools; framing 

and changing collective action in local governance; and categorizing policy tools for energy 

conservation through comparison of non-Energy Efficiency and Conservation Block Grant 

(EECBG) grantee cities with grantee cities.  
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1.2.1 Roles of Municipal Governments in Addressing Climate Change 

The common theme present throughout the three essays is that local governments emerge 

as prominent entities in addressing global climate change and energy management issues. 

Conventional wisdom held that climate change protection and energy sustainability is a global 

issue requiring policy to be enacted at the national level to reduce GHG emissions (Andonova et 

al., 2009). However, this conventional thinking has altered as now the “Think and Plan Globally 

but Act Locally” initiative (United Nations’ Conference on the Human Environment 1972).  

Since 1992, the International Council for Local Environmental Initiatives (ICLEI) has 

established a network of mayors and local elected officials to better achieve sustainability, 

climate protection, and clean energy goals. Currently, 314 U.S. cities have joined this network 

(ICLEI, 2013). Additionally, city governments have increasingly adopted policy tools that 

address GHG emissions and energy conservation. 

In response to this phenomenon, many scholars have begun investigating municipal 

governments’ policy tools that directly address energy efficiency, conservation, and carbon 

emissions through locally established rules and regulations (Feiock et al. 2010; Krause 2010; 

2012). Most of the strength in the policy tools is their reflection of the preferences and priorities 

of their citizens and the increased accountability for their policy decision-making.  

1.2.2 Limitations of Fragmented Authority and Decentralized Governance  

One feature of local governments is that they have fragmented and independent authority 

to craft local actions to match their unique local circumstances. However, this fragmented 

authority causes obstacles when dealing with issues requiring interjursdictional governmental 

actions (Feiock 2009). These obstacles are defined as scale economies and externalities in this 

study. Scale economies emerge when the scope of service provided does not match the 
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jurisdiction of service delivery boundary. Externalities occur when policy outcomes in one city 

positively or negatively influence other jurisdictions regardless of their intention. These 

difficulties can stimulate under or over provision of public services (Feiock 2013).  

In order to overcome these difficulties, local governments in fragmented polyarchies 

voluntarily seek out partners that are concerned with similar problems and show their willingness 

to share costs and benefits to achieve a common goal. The voluntary establishment of collective 

actions is thought to provide the most effective resolution of common pool resources 

management such as climate protection, watershed, and land use management (Scholz and Stiftel 

2005; Koontz and Thomas 2006). Regarding these environmental and sustainability issues, local 

governments are induced into joining collaborations because environmental collaborative 

management requires a more constructive search for solutions that go beyond their limited 

capacities and visions (Gray 1989; Ostrom 2011).  

Chapter 2 and Chapter 3 focus on empirically researching local decisions for joining 

collective efforts actions for sustainability energy management as well climate protection. These 

two essays apply the Institutional Collective Action (ICA) framework to investigate how local 

climate collective actions are shaped by internal and external city-level factors that increase the 

benefits or reduce the obstacles to cooperating voluntarily with others. All actors in the ICA 

framework are assumed to be rational entities and thus they tend to establish, join, and/or revise 

institutions that can internalize collective action problems when expected mutual benefits exceed 

costs (Feiock 2009; 2011; 2013).  

Although these two essays both address interlocal collaboration in addressing energy 

sustainability, their approaches are different. Chapter 2, the first essay, emphasizes internal 

determinants such as community characteristics that can determine either the reduction or 
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increase of transaction costs associated with establishing formal institutions in interlocal 

collaboration for climate protection and renewable energy development.  

On the other hand, Chapter 3, the second essay, investigates the change of decisions for 

collective actions at the local level when local governments face second-order dilemmas along 

with first-order dilemmas in planning and implementing the policy tools in EECBG grant. 

Therefore, the ICA framework accounts the way current existing mitigating institutions have 

either negative or positive impacts on the decisions of non-participants and/or participants in 

collective action.  

1.2.3 New Federalism and Multilevel Governance  

Within the decentralized governance structure, this study attempts to understand 

intergovernmental coordinated and cooperative work between state and local governments as 

well as federal and local governments. In the late 20th century, New Federalism emerged to 

restore the authority and autonomy of sub-national governments, which had declined as a result 

of the New Deal era. The New Federalism system, however, begs one question of whether or not 

high-level governments can guarantee sufficient independent authority to local governments, 

minimizing their interference into local policy decision-making processes (Engel 2006).  

In response to this question, Chapter 2 examines the relationship between state and local 

governments as a principal-agent problem in which state governments are assumed to provide 

incentives and constraints that encourage local collective action decisions aligned with a state’s 

purposes. Compared to the federal government, state governments have more constitutional 

power to control local governments. To empirically investigate the operation of formal state 

institutions to shape and influence local authority, this essay theoretically integrates the ICA 

framework with principal and agent, and transaction federalism theory.  
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Federal block grant programs demonstrate the willingness of the federal government to 

give wider discretion to sub-national governments. Unlike categorical grants, federal agencies 

provide administrative and institutional support such as the scope and goals of a program, and 

funding programs while grantees spend the money at their own discretion. In 2009, the federal 

government provided state and local governments with the Energy Efficiency and Conservation 

Block Grant (EECBG). This block grant indicates the federal governments’ willingness to work 

toward energy conservation and renewable energy development in GHG emissions (Terman and 

Feiock 2014).  

Under this fiscal federalism mechanism, Chapters 3 and 4 empirically test the effects of 

federal programs on policy decisions of city officials. Chapter 3 focuses on local officials’ 

perception of regulations and rules from the federal grant program. To empirically test this 

perception, this study applies a model of external red tape, which is a useful theoretical tool for 

examining how red tape generated from diverse stakeholders influences decision-making 

processes within governmental organizations.   

On the other hand, Chapter 4 more directly tests whether the EECBG contains the 

practical power to increase and promote municipal governmental efforts for GHG emission 

reduction and energy efficiency management. This study analyzes local policy tools for energy 

efficiency and conservation and compares the adoption of these tools granted by this program 

with those policy tools implemented by non-granted cities.  

1.3 Research Questions 

Three main research questions are addressed in this dissertation. The fundamental goal of 

these questions is to empirically verify a critical role of municipal governments in climate 

protection issues through investigating hierarchical intergovernmental relationships.  
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• Essay 1: What factors in state government stimulate or constrain institutional 

mechanisms for interlocal collaboration to address climate protection and renewable 

energy development? 

 

• Essay 2: How do federal regulations and requirements in the EECBG program shape and 

change local grantees’ decision making for collective action toward energy efficiency and 

conservation?  

 

• Essay 3: Does the EECBG program have the effectiveness in improving policy programs 

for energy management compared with policy programs in non-granted cities?  

 

Together these three essays contribute to a better understanding of the role of formal and 

informal governance mechanisms in addressing complex problems in fragmented federal systems. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

INTERLOCAL COLLABORATION AND LOCAL CLIMATE 

PROTECTION  

 
2.1 Introduction 

 
Over the past decade, the study of federalism shifted from a primary emphasis on 

vertical federalism toward a more equal emphasis on both horizontal and vertical federalism. 

While vertical federalism refers to the relationship between the federal government and its 

subnational governments, horizontal federalism represents the relationship of individual 

governments at a single level through interstate or interlocal relationships and agreements 

(Bowman 2004; Hall 2006; Zimmerman 2009).  

Collaboration among local governments emerges from the limited ability of fragmented 

governments to deal with certain service issues on their own. As scholars have long noted, more 

than 80,000 local governments in the United States create a web of independent but adjacent or 

overlapping jurisdictions (Krueger and Bernick 2010). Cities have a variety of collaborative 

mechanisms available to them, such as coordinated planning, formal and informal agreements, 

and collaborative partnerships (Feiock 2009). Scholarly attention to service delivery and 

collaboration in metropolitan areas goes back several decades (for example, Studenski 1960; 

Zimmerman 1974). More recent work explores various institutional arrangements to resolve 

collective action problems in metropolitan service provision (Feiock 2004; Miller and Whitford 

2002) and the use of collaborative management (Agranoff and McGuire 2004) and policy tools 

(Krause 2010).  

The previous literature reveals two important limitations of the research on interlocal 

collaboration. First, many studies neglect the impact of state governments on collaborative 

actions at the local level. While the role of state policies and constraints is often acknowledged, 
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the empirical research is based on a single level analysis that does not account for the 

hierarchical influence of states. With the exceptions of the work of Krause (2010) and Kruger 

and Bernick (2010), empirical work has not systematically accounted for state governments that 

have laws and policies which can influence local decision making. We can understand local 

decision-making as nested in an intergovernmental hierarchy in which state level incentives, 

rules, and policies shape local action.  

Second, studies of collaboration have focused on traditional local government service 

delivery and infrastructure functions (Angranoff and McGuire 1998; Meir and O’Toole 2002; 

Milward and Proven 1998). Although there are benefits from collaboration, if cities have 

historically provided these services independently, there may be sunk costs as well as opposition 

from workers, contractors, and service recipients that impose transaction cost barriers to 

collaboration efforts (Carr 2003). The transaction costs of interlocal collaboration may be less for 

functions that are new to a city, such as climate protection and sustainability. Climate change and 

renewable energy have only recently been considered as a responsibility of local governments 

and an issue for interlocal cooperation. Thus, climate protection policy provides a particularly 

useful policy arena to investigate collaborative relationships because it is a new frontier for most 

local governments and choices are less constrained by long established practices.  

To address these limitations and capture multilevel relationships, I investigate state and 

local effects together, applying an inter-governmental principal-agent framework in which inter-

municipal collaboration is a product of state policy priorities and grants of home rule authority to 

local governments as well as city level institutions and preferences. I estimate a hierarchical 

generalized linear model (HGLM) of municipal government collaborative actions related to 
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energy sustainability and climate protection to capture the opportunities and constraints imposed 

by state governments.  

2.2 State and Local Governments Pioneering Climate Change Protection 

Unlike European countries, U.S. climate change protection policy is “bottom-up”. 

Because of a lack of response from the federal government, U.S. subnational governments have 

considered themselves “innovators” in terms of environmental policy (Rabe 2007; Selin and 

Vandeveer 2007; Krause 2012). Many scholars have defined and examined this system in which 

states tend to take the lead in climate change plans, promoting considerable subnational diffusion 

of the climate change policy activities that can stimulate the response of the federal government 

to GHG emission restrictions (Rabe 2011, Krause 2010; 2012). Why have subnational 

governments taken sustainability more seriously than the federal government (Portny 2014)?  

First, subnational governments have considered this issue an environmental challenge as 

well as an opportunity for economic development. In terms of environmental challenges, 

subnational governments take the restriction of GHG emissions seriously because increases of 

emissions may have negative effects on the quality of life, equity, and environmental quality in 

their communities (Feiock and Coutts 2013). Simultaneously, subnational governments have 

actively promoted renewable energy development, which can stabilize local energy supplies and 

mitigate the negative effects of oil price increases on economic growth (Selin and VanDeveer 

2009). Addressing GHG emissions and energy conservation can create new job opportunities for 

state and local residents (Bowen et al. 2013).  

Additionally, taking on environmental issues tends to be more directly related to 

generating individual political credits for policy innovation at the local level than at the national 

level. Elected or appointed policy makers have assumed the role of policy entrepreneurs. Their 
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commitments to reducing GHG emissions can not only improve the environment but also create 

individual incentives such as career advancement and prominence (Teodoro 2009).  

This study considers the engagement of subnational governments in the larger context of 

hierarchical intergovernmental decision-making. The following section outlines the theoretical 

framework for understanding intergovernmental collaboration in local climate change policy.  

2.3 Interlocal Collaboration on Climate Change and Renewable Energy 

Local governments are central provision and production units for delivery of public 

services. The fragmented nature of local jurisdictions means that both competition and 

collaboration are necessary for efficient provision of services across metropolitan areas (Lee et al. 

2012). The boundaries of cities do not always produce efficient service provision units. 

Fragmentation of governmental authority can lead to under or overprovision of services. It can 

also produce unsatisfactory service quality to the extent that interjurisdictional externalities and 

spillovers or diseconomies of scale are present. Although consolidated government might 

address these collective dilemmas, in practice it has proven politically unfeasible (Carr and 

Feiock 2004). Recent scholarship instead has focused on voluntary and horizontal self-

organizing structures created by agreement among local units that share mutual benefits and 

burdens through legal contracts or a network of social, economic, and political relations. 

Interlocal collaboration encompasses institutions and agreements for both coordination 

and cooperation. In coordination, all actors have the same interests and benefits from joint action 

(Hawkins and Andrew 2011; Andrew 2009). In cooperation, joint action is mutually beneficial 

but individual actors gain advantages from free riding or defection. Early efforts to explain inter-

municipal cooperation focused on social and economic homogeneity (Dye et al. 1963), 

differences in the scale of jurisdictions (ACIR 1985), frequency of communication among local 
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officials (Friesema 1971), and forms of municipal government structure (Marando 1968). Recent 

research extends the scope of contributing factors to the number of potential collaborators 

(Campbell and Glynn 1990) and the geographic density of governments (Post 2002). Moreover, 

regional governance structures have the ability to overcome a variety of collective dilemmas in 

urban service delivery, including negative and/or positive externalities and diseconomies of scale 

(Feiock 2009). 

Interlocal collaboration is often intended to deal with externalities and scale economies 

because these problems require integrated solutions. Efforts to reduce externalities can create 

incentives to participate in the integrated solutions to cross-boundary problems. Externalities are 

a primary reason for local governments to collaborate with others in climate protection efforts. 

Externalities are generated when the outcome of the behavior of a single local government 

directly or indirectly influences other localities regardless of their intention or actions. For 

example, climate problems cannot be contained within jurisdiction boundaries. If one city 

reduces emissions and nearby localities do not, then overall greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions 

and related problems such as air pollution within a region may not change substantially (Zahran 

et al. 2008). 

Economies of scale issues emerge when the scope and jurisdiction of service delivery 

boundaries do not match. For example, the production of renewable energy may require large-

scale investment and land to build infrastructure and supply with technologically skilled workers 

which one single city cannot achieve on its own. In order to solve this problem, the literature has 

suggested joint construction of region-wide infrastructure, establishing networks between 

suppliers and buyers, industrial clustering, and so on (Faruqee et al. 2006; Porter 2000). In spite 

of the salience of these issues, research on state and local influences on interlocal collaboration 
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for climate change and renewable energy remains underdeveloped. Additionally, previous 

research on interlocal collaboration has either left out states entirely, or added state factors into 

single-level estimations that cannot adequately capture multilevel influences on interlocal 

collaboration. This investigation of the effects of home rule provisions, local fiscal limitations, 

and state policies that promote or constrain interlocal agreements among local governments 

brings new evidence to bear on this question. The next section articulates a transaction costs 

explanation for how state governments influence local government collaboration.  

2.4 Transaction Cost Federalism and Principal-Agent Theory 

In order to examine the influence of state-level factors on local decisions to cooperate, 

state-local relationships are viewed from the perspective of principal-agent theory (PAT) (Chubb 

1985). The benefit of the PAT model is to provide a theoretical framework for investigating 

vertical influences on horizontal intergovernmental relations addressing the incentives and/or 

constraints that principals impose on agents. Through incentives and/or constraints, principals 

reduce the likelihood that subordinate actions deviate from the superior’s policy priority. Feiock 

(2011) describes this hierarchical relationship as “transaction cost federalism” because state laws 

determine the transaction costs faced by local actors. Local governments weigh the potential 

benefits of collaboration against transaction costs that reflect the risks of and barriers to 

collaboration faced by local actors. Higher-level governments with centralized authority directly 

can command and design governance structures such as special districts or networks to 

internalize collective action problems and reduce transaction costs for expanding specific 

functions of localities (Feiock 2011). According to this framework, states play a crucial role in 

determining what actions take place at the local level through institutional mechanisms such as 

constitutional provisions, municipal home rule powers, judicial decisions, and general state 
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statutes (Frug and Barron 2008; Reynolds 2003). Certain institutional mechanisms reduce 

transaction costs associated with collaboration and its utilization, and promote stability between 

states and localities (Feiock 2002; North1990). Within the constraints or incentives imposed at 

the state level, local governments make decisions on policy and governance (Clingermayer and 

Feiock 2001; Howell-Moroney 2007). 

Although the basic model applied in the previous literature accounts for state influence 

on local annexations and boundary agreements (Carr and Feiock 2000), this work was limited by 

its single-level estimation strategy. In order to fill this lacuna, it is necessary to empirically 

account for the multilevel contexts in which local government operates and the transaction costs 

of collaboration among local governments. The degree of legal and financial discretion that 

states grant to local governments, as well as the climate change policies enacted by states, 

suppress and/or encourage interlocal collaboration in climate protection and renewable energy 

programs by shaping the transaction costs of solving collective action problems.  

2.4.1 State Institutional Arrangements 

In the hierarchical structure, state governments primarily determine municipal discretion 

by providing formal rules that form the structure and content in city governance and service 

provision (Clingermayer and Feiock 2001). State rules represent the role of the state legislature 

in intergovernmental action. In order to measure this effect, home rule provisions and fiscal 

limitations on local government are examined.  

First, in states that grant broad home rule authority, local governments determine their 

own forms of government and organizational structure to carry out local government functions, 

and manage personnel systems. Expansive home rule authority increases local accountability and 

responsiveness to citizens’ demands (Frug and Barron 2008). Hawkins (2011) empirically found 



16 

 

that the extensive home rule provision granted by states positively influences inter-jurisdictional 

cooperation within states. He concluded that home rule can expand the choice of governance 

tools that enable local governments to mitigate collective action dilemmas. Extending these 

findings to the local level, I anticipate that the high municipal autonomy granted by state 

constitutions affects the structure and function of the local governments which are then are better 

able to design and enter into collaborative agreements. Broad municipal authority allows 

municipal governments to establish self-governing structures with little risk of state intervention 

or circumvention. To test this relationship, I utilize Wolman, McManmon, Bell, and Brunori’s 

(2008) index score of local autonomy that considers three dimensions: local government 

importance, discretion, and capacity. Appendix A shows the features of the index’s dimensions 

and subdimensions. These dimensions or factors were identified through exploratory factor 

analysis to create a single index of local autonomy weighted equally across each dimension. 

Previous research examining the autonomy of municipal governments has focused on 

discretion granted by state constitutions such as the structural, functional, and legal scope of 

local government. However, the index used in this study identified not only the constitutional 

discretion but also the role of local governments in intergovernmental relationships and their 

capacity to implement their initiatives. Depending on the statute, municipal discretion can be 

interpreted as either liberal or constrained in decisions involving collective action with others. 

H1a: Cities granted high municipal autonomy will engage in a greater scope of 

collaborative activities for climate change and renewable energy 

While high municipal autonomy encourages municipal governments to establish 

collaborative agreements, state governments can impose restrictions on city actors to prevent 

their actions that might conflict with those of the state. The impacts of municipal TELs (tax and 
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expenditure limitations) on interlocal boundary change have been the subject of contentious 

debate (ACIR 1985; Carr 2003; Foster 1999; Joyce and Mullins 1991). Foster (1999) and Carr 

(2006) found that these limitations reduce local government creation of special districts, and 

Gillette (2008) suggested that controls on raising revenues, particularly on imposing taxes and 

issuing debt for capital projects, cancel out the effect of exercising home rule authority. However, 

cities sometimes circumvent fiscal restrictions through other mechanisms such as formation of 

special district or joint actions with others (Bowler and Donovan 2004; McCabe 2000). The 

Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations (ACIR) (1995) and Joyce and Mullin 

(1991) captured state constraints with an index based on state government adoptions of seven 

types of fiscal limitations on local governments: (1) overall property tax rate limit, (2) specific 

property tax rate limit, (3) property tax levy limit, (4) general revenue limit, (5) general 

expenditure limit, (6) limits on assessment increases, and (7) full disclosure. Kreuger and 

Bernick (2010) used this index to provide evidence that local governments create other 

mechanisms to fund their policies in response to revenue constraints. That is, when cities are 

financially restricted by the state, they seek alternatives to generate and save revenue and also try 

to overcome economies of scale through collaboration.  

H1b: States imposing strong fiscal limitations on local governments will engage in a 

greater scope of collaborative activities for climate change and renewable energy. 

2.4.2 State Policy 

Adoption of particular policies at the state level reveals states’ priority concerns and 

goals with regard to local government and incentivizes local actions. Feiock and West (1993) 

found that state solid waste and environmental enforcement efforts could push municipalities to 

provide more recycling service to their communities. For climate policy, U.S states and localities 
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have created innovative, cooperative, and increasingly bold strategies to address climate change, 

most notably by promoting greater use of renewable energy and energy efficiency (Engle 2006; 

Rabe 2007; Sharp et al. 2011; Zeemring 2009). Moreover, Tang et al. (2010) provided empirical 

evidence that cities within states with particular policies geared to reduce GHG emissions 

establish higher quality and a greater number of local climate change actions. They concluded 

that a top-down regulatory approach can lead local governments to adopt the particular policies 

preferred by the state (Tang et al. 2010). Therefore, state policies related to climate protection 

and renewable energy will be expected to induce cities to engage in more collaborative policy 

actions and reduce the administrative transaction costs of doing so.  

Many state-based initiatives in the U.S emerged from state Climate Action Plans (CAPs) 

(Byrne et al. 2007). State CAPs represents a state government commitment to mitigate climate 

change through a policy structure containing specific proposals and plans directed at GHG 

emissions. The U.S Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) suggests elements that CAPs 

should address. According to this guideline, the state CAPs should address: regional and local 

climate risks and vulnerabilities, baseline GHG emissions, goals and targets, alternative policy 

options, identification and screening of mitigation actions, forecast impacts of mitigation actions, 

and recommendations and strategies for implementation (EPA 2011). The plans vary across 

states in term of comprehensiveness of the specific policies and actions based on the state’s 

economy, resource base, and political structure. Generally, however, state CAPs include two 

particular policies that the EPA and the Pew Center strongly recommend: targets for emissions 

reductions and incentives for cleaner technologies. These two policies can lead state 

governments to effectively mitigate climate change and indirectly enforce their cities to engage 

in GHG emission reductions. As of 2010, 32 states have adopted CAPs.  
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H1c: Cities in states that adopt climate action plans will engage in a greater scope of 

collaborative activities for climate change and renewable energy. 

2.5 Institutional Collective Action 

In addition to state-level rules, interlocal collaboration is shaped by internal city-level 

factors that increase the benefits or reduce the obstacles to voluntarily cooperating with others. 

These forces are shaped by the nature of the problems faced and economic, demographic, and 

political characteristics of the community and region. The institutional collective action (ICA) 

framework argues that these characteristics determine the participation costs and benefits of 

collaboration (Feiock and Scholz 2010). Depending on the costs and benefits, local governments 

choose whether or not to voluntarily engage in joint action with others. Specific community 

characteristics and formal and informal institutional arrangements can reduce the transaction 

costs of information/coordination, negotiation, enforcement, and agency (Feiock 2009). 

Public officials play a prominent role in interlocal agreements when the expected benefits 

exceed costs. They anticipate capturing collective benefits generated by economies of scale in 

the provision (Bish 2000; Post 2002; Shrestha 2013) and production of services and internalizing 

spillover problems (Lubell et al. 2007), as well as capturing individual benefits. If local officials 

pursue their individual career incentives and political ambitions, collaborative projects can 

produce local benefits related to pollution, traffic congestion, and cost savings from energy 

efficiency (Krause 2010). Their selective benefits provide an incentive to join collaborative 

service arrangements (Carr and LeRoux 2005).  

In crafting bilateral or multilateral agreements with two or more governments, local 

actors face transaction costs and collective action barriers which obstruct collective service 

provision and reduce the gains from scale economies and externality reduction (Liebcap 1989; 
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Lubell et al. 2002; Feiock et al. 2009). Collective action between municipal governments is often 

established through multilateral rather than bilateral agreements (Feiock 2009). The multilateral 

collective actions have a higher possibility of facing collective action problems, such as free 

riding, that hinders collaboration (Olson 1965). Solving this problem requires formal or informal 

agreement on structures established by continuous interaction that can influence collectively 

binding decisions (Ostrom 1990; Ostrom et al. 1994). To the extent that local governments can 

minimize or overcome these barriers, they will be more likely to collaborate with others. 

2.5.1 Community Characteristics 

Political, economic, and demographic characteristics of cities are indicators of potential 

common interests and service preferences, potential collaboration benefits, and barriers to 

collaboration. City size in terms of land area is often linked to collaboration since economies of 

scale are a primary motivational factor for local governments to collaborate in delivering 

services (ACIR 1985; Campbell and Glynn 1990). Large jurisdictions can achieve scale 

economies and make a service available to other jurisdictions at a lower cost than those 

jurisdictions could provide themselves. A recent study of sustainability in California cities found 

that city size is the critical predictor of climate protection efforts (Lubell et al. 2009). Also, large 

cities anticipate benefits from cooperation for certain types of services because the unit cost of 

service production is minimized when services are produced to capacity and costs are spread 

over a large population (Feiock et al. 2009; Krueger and McGuire 2005). A city that has 

sufficient fiscal and administrative capability of government to operate and monitor local 

agreements will also be in a better position to take advantage of scale economics (Feiock 2009).  

H2a: Cities with larger land area will engage in a greater scope of collaborative activities 

for climate change and renewable energy. 
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H2b: Cities with greater tax revenue per capita will engage in a greater scope of 

collaborative activities for climate change and renewable energy. 

Homogeneous demographic composition reduces decision costs and facilitates preference 

aggregation (Dye et al. 1963). The homogeneous characteristics indicate that transaction costs 

associated with agreement on policy preference are expected to be lower because homogeneity 

of policy preference minimizes uncertainty about future preferences which makes cities’ 

collaboration commitments more credible to potential partners. It also reduces decision costs in 

internal decisions facilitating collaboration (Nelson 1997). To measure preference homogeneity, 

I use an educational and political ideology composition; the proportion of liberal citizen political 

ideology and the percentage of residents with a bachelor’s degree or more in the jurisdiction. 

These two characteristics represent greater environmental concern and civic engagement and 

favor efforts to mitigate GHG emissions (Rothenberg 2002; Verba et al. 1993).  

 Highly educated individuals in the jurisdiction are identified as entities that have ample 

political resources that would allow them to support and enforce administrative actions that align 

with their preferences. Additionally, they tend to prefer environmental preservation and more 

actively support partnerships in terms of the preservation (Inglehart and Abramson 1994).  

Citizen political ideology is anticipated to influence local commitment to join in 

interlocal collaboration on climate protection and renewable energy development. Goal 

congruency and effective communication within the community reduce information cost because 

similar interests decrease incomplete and asymmetric information. By doing so, information cost 

will be lowered (Libecap 1989; Lubell et al. 2002). Previous research indicates that residents 

with an ideology aligned with the Democratic Party may be more likely to prefer governmental 

intervention on environmental and land use policy (Lubell et al. 2009). Liberal citizen political 
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ideology is measured by electoral support for Barack Obama, as the Democratic Party candidate 

in the 2008 presidential election.  

H2c: Communities with greater electoral support for the Democratic presidential 

candidate will engage in a greater scope of collaborative activities for climate and renewable 

energy. 

H2d: Cities with a higher education level will engage in a greater scope of collaborative 

activities for climate and renewable energy. 

In contrast to highly educated and more Democratic communities, oil business interests 

represent organization against climate protection. This industry is dependent on fossil fuels and 

generally does not support regional policy or regulation (Andersen and Pierre 2010). The oil 

industry is currently targeted by environmental regulations related to air, water, and soil 

pollution. The targeted carbon-intensive oil industries have faced higher relative risk regarding 

these regulations in climate change protection plans, and they may have a tendency to resist such 

policies (Rowlands 2000). Therefore, cities where manufacturing accounts for a major portion of 

oil industries may be less inclined to adopt regulations of GHG emissions in support of 

renewable energy development initiatives than those that have a service or technology-based 

economy. 

H2e: A larger proportion of oil industry establishments will engage in a smaller scope of 

collaborative activities for climate change and renewable energy. 

The county in which a local government is located has also been linked to collaborative 

efforts. Counties can play an entrepreneurial role and/or collaborate on climate change protection 

issues because of their regular interactions with other governments and their larger geographic 

scope. Moreover, Lubell et al. (2005) argue that these regularized interactions provide 
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information and trust. Previous research indicates that where counties are active in climate policy, 

they support the efforts of municipalities within their jurisdiction as well (Feiock 2007; Lubell et 

al. 2005, Krause 2011). 

H2f: County adoptions of policy related to joint climate protection action will engage in a 

greater scope of collaborative activities for climate change and renewable energy. 

A government structure that institutionalizes a professional city manager as a chief 

administrative officer (CAO) provides a mechanism for reducing information costs associated 

with policymaking in a complex environment. According to Frant (1996), bureaucratic 

executives are less encumbered by high-powered political incentives than elected executives. 

Elected officials tend to be politically cautious and risk-adverse. This can produce reluctance to 

engage in collaboration if it poses political risk. Therefore, administrative professionalism of the 

city manager may increase the likelihood that a city will collaborate with others by reducing the 

transaction costs associated with climate change protection and renewable energy issues (Feiock, 

Jeong, and Kim 2005).  

H2g: Manager-council form of government will engage in a greater scope of 

collaborative activities for climate change and renewable energy. 

Post (2002) demonstrates that high-density metropolitan areas increase the incidence of 

interlocal agreements within the metropolitan area. Transaction cost theory understands this 

phenomenon as the reduction of information costs. A city is likely to have easier access to more 

and better information about its neighboring communities than communities farther away. The 

close geographical proximity increases the likelihood of repeated interaction among actors to 

establish trustworthiness. Therefore, as the opportunity of interaction increases, actors can reduce 

information costs and thus are motivated to collaborate with others (Feiock et al. 2009). Also, 
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high density in the metropolitan area leads to high competition among city governments. 

Regarding this competition, Tiebout (1956) argued that competition among local governments 

increases efficiency and quality of public service. On the other hand, Bikers and Stein (2004) 

claimed that competition encourages local governments to cooperate with others to obtain and/or 

share information. This collective action can be a critical tool to gain sufficient resources from 

higher government. I measured the high possibility of interactions among local governments 

with a number of city governments located within their counties.   

H2h: Larger numbers of city governments in each county will engage in a greater scope 

of collaborative activities for climate change and renewable energy.  

2.6 Data and Method of Analysis 

The dependent variable and independent variables such as county climate protection 

initiatives are derived from the Implementation of Energy Efficiency national survey of cities 

with populations over 20,000 residents conducted by Florida State University (Francis and 

Feiock 2011). The sample frame of 1,180 municipalities included all 680 with populations over 

50,000 and a random sample of 500 cities with populations between 20 and 50 thousand 

residents. The survey was conducted in fall of 2010 with an initial web based survey and three 

waves of a follow up mailed surveys. City managers and CAO’s were the initial contacts for the 

survey. A 57.5% response rate was obtained. Demographic data at the municipal level is obtained 

from the U.S Census Bureau, 1999, 2000, and 2007, 2010. Institutional and structural data for 

local governments comes from various volumes of the International City Management 

Association (ICMA) Municipal Yearbook and the 2006 Form of Government Survey, and the U.S 

Census. The state-level data is drawn from the Pew Center, the Advisory Commission on 
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Intergovernmental Relations (ACIR), and Wolman, McManmon, Bell, and Brunori’s (2008) 

Comparing Local Government Autonomy Across States.  

The dependent variable was measured by the number of collaborative mechanisms for 

climate change and/or renewable energy that local governments engage in as reported in the 

survey. Some studies (Brown and Potoski 2003; Morgan and Hirlinger 1991) simply measure the 

interlocal collaborative efforts as a nominal-contract with another government or not, but such 

measures do not capture the full scope of collaboration efforts. Instead we measure collaboration 

based on the scope of collaborative mechanisms employed, including working with other 

governments in activities such as a carbon inventory, collaboration with a regional partner or 

similar organization, informal agreements related to energy issues, formal agreements, and 

comprehensive plan changes based on regional planning. Appendix A shows the questionnaire 

that describes five general types of collaborative mechanisms. Generally, each local government 

determines and applies suitable collaborative activities depending upon their conditions and aims 

(Angranoff and McGuire 2004).  

In order to generalize collaborative activities, this study applied three standards based on 

previous studies (Agranoff and McGuire 2003; LeRoux and Carr 2007; Zeemering 2009). First, 

horizontal collaborative activity can be established by entering into a formal agreement to plan or 

share in the delivery of service, or by an informal arrangement with others to access institutional 

resources (Agranoff and McGuire 2004; LeRoux and Carr 2007). Second, the survey instrument 

categories asked whether they worked with nongovernmental actors in their localities. The 

nongovernmental actors can be involved not only in the implementation of policies but also in 

the production or making of policy (Agranoff and McGuire 2004). Finally, these collaborative 

activities aim to achieve a specific project. The project-based activities seek out particular 
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partners that are willing to share their local technical information or help in the operation of a 

project. For example, small cities that suffer from a lack of expertise tend to rely on regional 

planning agencies in terms of planning, zoning, and codification (Agranoff and McGruie 2004; 

Zeemering 2009).  

The dependent variable is the count of the interlocal collaboration mechanisms that a city 

engages in ranging from 0 to 5 (see appendix B for the specific survey questions). Values for this 

measure are non-negative integers ranging from zero, indicating no interlocal collaboration, to 

five, indicating that a variety of activities had taken place. The open question category, asking 

for other types of mechanisms used, was dropped into this count.  

 
Table 2.1 The Frequency of Collaboration Mechanisms 

 

A number of collaborative actions Frequency Percent Cumulative percent 

0 186 33.3 33.3 

1 129 23.1 56.4 

2 113 20.2 76.6 

3 68 12.2 88.7 

4 41 7.3 96.1 

5 22 3.9 100.0 

Total 559 100  

 

 
The analysis applies HGLM Poisson techniques to estimate the multilevel structure of the 

data and the higher-level variance that a single level estimation such as OLS cannot capture 

(Raudenbusch and Byrk 2002). HGLM requires at least two levels of analysis. Here, the first 

level estimates local level factors and the second level estimates state level factors. 

(Rausdenbush and Byrk 2002). 

The value of the intra-class correlation (ICC), a test for nested structure, is about 7.3%. 

This indicates the two levels are nested within each other and 7.3% of the variance is explained 
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by only state factors. Two models were estimated: an Unconditional Model and a Conditional 

Simple Random Intercept Model (SRIM). The unconditional model is a basic model estimating 

the effect of only local influence on the outcome variable. The SRIM measures the effects of 

state influence on the constant (average interlocal collaboration) integrated with the fixed effects 

of municipal characteristics. 

 
Table 2.2 Variables and Measurements 

 

 

 

Outcome Variable 

Variable Measurement 

Scope of Collaboration Mechanisms A number of collaboration mechanisms 

State Level 

Variable Measurement 

Home Rule  Degree of municipal autonomy based on importance, description, 

and capacity of local government  

Fiscal Limitations Scope of state financial constraints from seven categories of tax  

and expenditure limitations; overall property tax rate limitation,  

specific property tax rate limit, property tax levy limit, general 

revenue limits, general expenditure limits, limits on assessment 

increases, full disclosure 

Climate Action Plans Adoption of Climate Action Plans (0=no; 1=yes) 

Municipalities Level 

Variable Measurement 

Fiscal Capacity Municipality’s Own Resource Revenue 2000 

Land Size Square miles 

County level Climate Change Plans Adopted initiatives related to renewable energy, climate  

protection, and energy conservation 

Competition of cities  A number of cities in the county  

Rate of More Bachelor Rate of population having more bachelor degree  

Liberal Citizen Political Ideology Percentage of Supporting Obama in Presidential Election 2008 

Oil Industry Dependency Number of oil industries per total businesses 

Council Manager Form of Local Government Dummy (0=others; 1=council-manager) 
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The SRIM does not allow users to test interaction effects between slopes from level 1 

(local) and level 2 (state) variables. Therefore, slopes of the local level variables are constrained 

into the common slope. 

This statistically indicates that these residuals are close to zero and the variances of the 

residuals are not significant. That is, there are no variations in slopes across states and it is not 

necessary for this model to add more predictor variables for the slopes of local variables which 

can reduce residuals to increase the explanatory power of the outcome variable.  

The comparison between these two models helps explain the relative influence of the 

state-level predictors on local decisions. Thus, mixed SRIM models are specified below: 

Mixed Simple Random Intercept Model:  
 

 η ����� �� ������������� ���ℎ������ == γ00 + γ01 (Municipal Autonomy) j + γ02 (Fiscal 
limitations) j + γ03 (CAPs) j + γ10 (Fiscal Capacity) + γ20 Land Size) ij + γ30 (County Initiatives) 

ij + γ40 (City Competition) ij + γ50 (Education Level) ij + γ60 (Citizen Political Ideology) ij + γ70 

(Oil Industry Dependency) ij + γ80 (Council-Manager form) ij + u0j    
 

Where �! are the regression coefficients that estimate the influence of municipal level predictors 

within a state; �!is the random error for structural error for municipalities; �!! is the random 

error for the structure errors across states; and �!!are the regression coefficients of state 

predictors which influence the average interlocal collaboration across states. 

2.7. Findings 

The dataset contains observations of 537 municipalities. The HGLM requires a minimum 

frequency of nested observations in these cities within a state (Rausdenbush and Byrk 2002). I 

satisfy this assumption by dropping states with fewer than four municipalities and confining our 

estimation to the 34 states with at least four cities in the sample. Table 2.3 and 2.4 reports the 

dropped states and the descriptive statistics of each of the explanatory variables. 
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Table 2.4 reports that state governments grant different degrees of municipal autonomy. 

Furthermore, states differ in their tax restrictions and climate action plans. Thirty-four of the 

states had adopted climate action plans. There is also substantial variation among municipal 

governments in their demographic compositions and government structure, 63.5% of the 537 

municipalities have a council-manager form of government. 

 

Table 2.3 The List of Dropped States 
 

Dropped State Name 

Alaska 

Arkansas 

Maine 

Kentucky 

New Hampshire  

North Dakota 

South Dakota 

South Carolina 

Vermont 

West Virginia 

Wyoming 

 

 

Table 2.4 reports that state governments grant different degrees of municipal autonomy. 

Furthermore, states differ in their tax restrictions and climate action plans. Thirty-four of the 

states had adopted climate action plans. There is also substantial variation among municipal 

governments in their demographic compositions and government structure, 63.5% of the 537 

municipalities have a council-manager form of government. 

Table 2.5 reports the SRIM estimations which have a statistically significant random 

effect (.002) for intercept of average number of interlocal collaboration mechanisms, and 

statistically investigate variations across state governments based on the average number. The 

results in table 5 indicate that both state-level and local-level factors influence the predicted 

average count of interlocal collaboration mechanisms. 
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As expected, local fiscal capacity, land size, educational attainment, and county 

initiatives increase as the scope of collaborative actions (the number of implemented 

collaborative tools) taken by municipal government increases as well. On the other hand, oil 

industry has a negative effect on predicted collaborative actions of municipal governments. The 

effects of form of government, citizen political ideology, and city competition did not reach 

statistically significant levels.  

 

Table 2.4 Descriptive Statistics  
 

State Level 

Variable Observation Mean SD Min Max 

Municipal Autonomy  34 0.13 0.37 -0.75 0.85 

Fiscal Limitations 34 10.21 5.49 0 23.20 

Climate Change  

Action Plans 

34 0.29 .46 0 1.00 

Municipality Level 

Variable Observation Mean SD Min Max 

Scope of Collaboration 

Mechanisms 

537 1.49 1.439 0 5 

Fiscal Capacity 

(Logged) 

537 4.471 .531 4.471 6.355 

Land Size 

(Square miles) 

532 36.26 52.743 1 475 

A number of Cities (Logged) 537 1.233 .409 0 2.10 

County Level Initiatives 347 .55 .498 0 1 

Education Level 501 32.893 15.495 4.70 81.60 

Liberal Citizen Political 

Ideology (Squared) 

 

485 

 

.737 

 

.078 

 

.424 

 

.916 

Oil Industry Dependency 536 .197 .573 0 7.07 

Council-Manager Form 

of Government 

 

535 

 

0.65 

 

.478 

 

0 

 

1 

 

 

At the state level, I find modest support for the hypotheses based on the transaction costs 

in the federalism framework. The most interesting findings are that the degree of municipal 

autonomy granted by states and states that adopted CAPs have a negative effect on the scope of 

collaborative efforts by local governments. These findings indicate that more autonomous local 
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governments collaborate less than those with less autonomy. Explanations and implications for 

this finding are discussed in the following section. Additionally, the positive effect of state fiscal 

limitation does not achieve statistical significance.  

 

Table 2.5 Unconditional and Simple Random Intercept Estimations for Scope of Collaboration 
Mechanisms (Robust Standard Errors) 

 

Fixed Effect 
Unconditional Model 

Coefficient (P-Value) 

SRIM 

Coefficient (P-Value) 

Intercept 

(Average Scope of Collaboration Mechanisms) 

.261 

(.051) 

.372 

(.010) 

 

State-Level Variables 
  

Municipal Autonomy - 
-.473 

(.016)** 

Fiscal Limitations - 
.016 

(.212) 

Climate Change Action Plans - 
-.345 

(.012)** 

Local-Level Variables   

Fiscal Capacity 
.275 

(.008)** 

.266 

(.012)** 

Land Size 
.0001 

(.001)*** 

.001 

(.000)*** 

County Level Initiatives 
.142 

(.077)* 

.142 

(.073)* 

City Competition  

 
Education Level  

-.122 

(.373) 

.009 

(.000)*** 

-.103 

(.412) 

.009 

(.000)*** 

Liberal Citizen Political Ideology 
1.106 

(.219) 

1.042 

(.277) 

Oil Industry Dependency 
-.376 

(.000)*** 

-.544 

(.000)*** 

Council-Manager Form of Government 
 

-.067 
(.515) 

-.0019 
(.856) 

Random Effect 
Variance Component 

(P-Value) 

Variance Component 

(P-Value) 

Intercept as State Mean, U0 
.1035 

(.000)*** 

.0036 

(.002)*** 

Level-1 (Municipalities), R 1.127 1.125 
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Comparing the final variance components between the unconditional model and SRIM, 

accounting for state level home rule, fiscal limitations, and policies substantially reduces the 

variance from .1035 to .0036 in explaining the role of states in interlocal collaboration for 

renewable energy promotion and climate change concerns across states. 

Table 2.6 reports the even rate ratios for statistically significant coefficients from the 

model. The table shows predicted probabilities of explanatory variables at level 1 and 2 on a 

count of interlocal collaboration mechanisms. 

 
Table 2.6 Substantive Effect Variables on Joining Local Collective Actions 

 

Fixed Effect Coefficient Event Rate Ratio Confidence Interval 

Intercept .372 1.451 (1.099,1.915) 

Municipal Autonomy -.473 .623 (0.426,0.910) 

CAPs -.345 .708 (0.544,0.922) 

Fiscal Capacity .266 1.305 (1.061,1.605) 

Land Size .001 1.001 (1.001,1.002) 

County Level Initiatives .142 1.152 (0.987,1.345) 

Education Level .009 1.009 (1.004,1.014) 

Oil Industry Dependency -.544 .5802 (0.476,0.707) 

 

 
2.8 Implications 

The framework for analyzing state laws and polices related to municipal collaboration as 

well as city-level variables can help us to understand how state and municipal governments 

establish vertical and horizontal collaborative systems to deal with climate change issues. This 

research investigated a variety of intergovernmental relations such as horizontal and vertical or 

independence among the subnational governments that lead to innovative policies that can 

reduce GHG emissions.   

Most important, this research demonstrates how state laws and policies demotivate efforts 

of municipal actors to establish collaborative structures to achieve mutual benefits in terms of 

climate protection. There are three possible explanations for this finding. First, cities that are 
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delegated greater power and autonomy are able to internalize transaction costs associated with 

local decision-making. Rather than use their power to build collaborative structures, they use it to 

build internal capacity and act alone. Thus they have less need to engage in a wide range of 

collaborations with their neighbors to protect the climate and provide renewable energy within 

their boundary.  

Another possible explanation is that the increase of authority in municipal governments 

could increase transaction costs associated with collaborative commitment and thus present a 

barrier to collective action. Instead, cities would decide to join into a hierarchical cooperative 

system provided that a high-centralized authority offers sufficient resources and provisions that 

reduce transaction costs. Actors in cooperative intergovernmental relations bargain and 

cooperate with each other, thus building mutual dependence (Ingram 1977; Pressman 1975). 

Additionally, sufficient innovative policy actions from higher-level governments could 

directly reduce costs associated with vertical innovative policy diffusion rather than costs with 

collective actions at the same level. The reduced costs increase the dependency of municipal 

governments on state-level climate protection policy actions. Whereas state constitutional law 

and policy decrease motivation for collective actions in municipalities, county initiatives related 

to GHG emission reduction encourage their cities to collaborate with others. This finding 

challenges the previous argument that county governments are less able to constrain or force city 

policy decisions and actions than are states (Krause 2011). The difference implies that intelocal 

collaboration is more nested at the county level than at the state level and directly reduces costs 

associated with interlocal collaboration.  

Although the coefficient for state fiscal constraints is not statistically significant, it does 

not indicate that state governments have positions superior to their municipal governments. 
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Instead, it is better understood as state fiscal constraints being more powerful incentives for 

municipal governments to build special districts to circumvent the constraints than to establish a 

collaborative system. In other words, insufficient finance is not a reason to establish interlocal 

collaboration. With significant impact of state-level variables, local-level characteristics largely 

stimulate city actors to voluntarily involve themselves in collective action. The findings for large 

municipal governments, elite group communities, and interest groups are consistent with 

previous findings. These findings imply that cities, as rational actors, decide to participate in 

collective action based on the level of transaction costs associated with the need to overcome 

economies of scale and negative externalities, as well as to obtain political commitments. 

Additionally, this study shows how two opposing groups in communities push the policy 

decisions of municipal governments in their favor. Highly educated, liberal groups that have 

more pro-environmental stances use their political power to increase quality of life aspects in 

their communities. On the other hand, oil interests try to dissuade political officials from 

collective action for reducing GHG emissions because such action is in direct conflict with the 

industry’s goals.  

2.9 Conclusion 

This research theoretically contributes to the development of an integrated approach to 

vertical and horizontal multi-governance, which provides a useful framework for understanding 

interlocal collaboration through integrating principal-agent theory and the ICA framework. 

Additionally, I also advance empirical models of collaboration. As applied in this study, HGLM 

better reflects the theories of multi-level governance. This advanced statistical methodology 

captures the indirect influence of states on voluntary inter-jurisdictional collaboration between 

municipalities for renewable energy and climate change protection.  
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However, there are two limitations of this study that offer direction for future research. 

First, a full accounting for the negative effect of municipal autonomy on interlocal collaboration 

awaits future work that can systematically explore how potential and operational home rule 

influences local discretion and collaboration in addressing a variety of policy issues. 

Additionally, this study did not reveal the interaction effect of state and county initiatives for 

climate protection and state fiscal limitation and city revenue capacity on interlocal collaboration. 

Under federalism and vertical policy diffusion perspectives, state-level government would 

impact county-level initiatives like municipal government and city revenue capacity would be 

changed based on the degree of state fiscal limitations. To make progress in this area, researchers 

must determine a large number of city governments nested within their state governments. The 

expanded data set would allow researchers to reveal a more direct effect of state government on 

the efforts of city government officials to reduce GHG emissions.  
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CHAPTER THREE 

LOCAL COLLECTIVE ACTION DECISIONS IN FISCAL FEDERALISM: 

“DO FEDERAL GRANT REQUIREMENTS IMPAIR LOCAL 

GOVERNMENT DECISION MAKING?” 

 
3.1 Introduction 

 
In 2009, the federal government provided state and local governments with the Energy 

Efficiency and Conservation Block Grant (EECBG), signifying the federal government’s 

willingness to work toward energy conservation and renewable energy development in reducing 

greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. Climate change protection is generally considered a “global 

public good” and thus national governments internally publicize this issue as a market failure, 

attempting to deal with the problems by implementing national policies. Recently, however, 

local governments have been defying collective action logic and ratcheting up efforts in GHG 

reduction and energy efficiency because they can localize benefits for their constituents.  

The EECBG program was a response to this phenomenon. The federal agency framed 

this program to achieve a common goal, thus all levels of government have become more 

interdependent on each other in their roles as GHG regulators. The federal Department of Energy 

(DOE) not only encourages all recipients to achieve common goals but also monitors their 

actions in order to prevent adverse actions against their grantor. For instance, in this hierarchical 

relationship, the federal government required local recipients to annually report their policy 

actions to develop a common goal and comply with all federal regulations. Such rules and 

regulations are the means by which the federal government attempts to increase the effectiveness 

and decrease the transaction costs of all policy decision-making processes. On the other hand, the 

local recipients are granted sufficient discretion in all decision making processes from planning 
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to implementation of their policy actions, with regard to how they use funds to effectively and 

efficiently deliver public services.  

The resources granted motivate the local grantees to successfully implement their specific 

actions and thus maximize their benefits and outcomes from the policy implementation. 

However, while implementing their actions, the grantees face limitations in terms of locally 

fragmented authority. The self-organizing governance structure has been recognized as an 

alternative to overcome this limitation for local decision makers. They expect to gain mutual 

benefits associated with successful collective action in the coordinated process.  

Based on the grant program, this study views the relationship between the federal 

government and municipal governments as not only mutually dependent but also principal and 

agent. The federal government attempts to control municipalities to achieve optimal goals 

through regulations. However, many local public officials perceive such requirements and 

regulations as burdensome to achieving collective action with federal agencies and other local 

governments. This negative perception would likely hinder local actors from voluntarily 

collaborating with others. That is, the hierarchically coordinated work may be a barrier to decide 

to participate in and expand horizontal collaborative works in local grantees.  

In response to conflict between hierarchical and horizontal coordinated works, a main 

goal of this study is to examine the effect on local governments’ decision to continue, stop, or 

initiate new collaborative arrangements with others to successfully achieve the goals of the 

EECBG grant of local officials’ perception of red tape from the federal government. Additionally, 

this research expects to find empirical evidence that would verify the effect of a one-shot federal 

grant on municipal collaboration and provide policy implications concerning how to maintain 

interlocal collaboration to successfully implement energy efficiency and conservation policies.  
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This research has several contributions to distinguish it from previous interlocal 

collaborative works. Unlike previous studies, this study posits that excessive regulation and 

interruption of high level governments would be an obstacle to expand voluntary collective 

action mechanisms in municipalities. As its most significant theoretical contribution, this study 

examines the complicated horizontal and vertical structures between DOE and local grantees and 

among grantees through three integrated lenses; institutional collective action framework (ICA), 

fiscal federalism, and red tape studies. More specifically, federalism studies provide views of a 

diverse relationship between DOE and local grantees. The ICA framework is applied to account 

for the evolution of decisions for collective action in part to increase risks associated with 

excessive interference of the federal government rather than explaining determinants that can 

influence initial decision making for collective actions. Additionally, high perception by local 

officials of burdens related to federal regulations is understood as external red tape and 

theoretically accounts for external red tape on local officials’ decision changes for interlocal 

collaboration. The integrated theoretical framework accounts for how municipal governments 

choose to change their interlocal collaboration decisions across four different types of change 

mechanisms. This study applies multinomial regression analysis to investigates how red tape 

associated with federal rules and requirements affects choices for collective actions and how the 

effects of several transaction costs factors and institutional forces on interlocal collaboration 

decisions affect those choices.  

3.2 Integrated Theoretical Framework: Red Tape, ICA, and Federalism 

3.2.1 Fiscal Federalism and Red Tape  

Red tape has been understood as an “organizational pathology” from a rule-based 

perspective (Bozeman and Feeney 2011). There are, however, competing perspectives on red 

tape. Waldo (1946) famously observed, “One man’s red tape is another man’s system.” Similarly, 
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Kaufman (1977) suggested, “One person’s red tape is another’s treasured safeguard.” Therefore, 

red tape is a subject-dependent concept. That is, local officials can perceive externally enforced 

rules from the federal agency as burdensome and unnecessary even though the intention of the 

federal agency is to provide regulations as a tool to increase the efficiency of the policy making 

process.  

Bozeman (2000) redefined red tape and built an expanded framework a synthesis of 

previous red tape research. He pointed out a major flaw in the extant literature that scholars 

conceptualized red tape as too broad a concept. He then redefined red tape to recognize multi-

dimensions as organizational red tape and stakeholder red tape. According to his definition, 

multi-dimensional red tape is “rules, regulations, and procedures that remain in force and entail a 

compliance burden but do not advance the legitimate purposes the rules were intended to serve” 

(1993).  

Additionally, Bozeman suggested a new typology of red tape depending on the cause (i.e., 

internal and external) and effect (i.e., internal versus external) of red tape. In prior research, red 

tape was classified into either formal or informal depending on whether or not the rules were 

written down. Thus formal red tape was re-categorized based on its origins as either internal or 

external red tape (Baldwin 1990). According to Bozeman’s (2000) typology, red tape is first 

defined as “ordinary red tape” that originates from internally imposed rules in organizations and 

external influences from external stakeholders. Internally caused red tape that has internal effects 

on organizations is referred to as “intraorganizational red tape.” However, although red tape is 

generated by externally enforced rules, when red tape influences organizations internally, it is 

called “external red tape.” This type of red tape can occur in a hierarchical relationship. Finally, 

“pass-through red tape” occurs when all rules, regulations, and procedures originate from outside 
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organizations and have effects on the focal organizations (Bozeman 1993; 2000). Unlike 

traditional perspectives of red tape, this typology recognizes a complicated governance structure 

and understands that various stakeholders are recognized as entities that can influence policy 

making processes with their own interests and vice versa. Thus, external stakeholders’ 

perception of red tape is different from bureaucratic red tape within an organization. Moreover, 

the development of this typology significantly contributes to operationalizing red tape as a 

variable in empirical analyses.  

With regard to external effects on organizational red tape, Kaufman (1977) and Bozeman 

(1993) acknowledged that a bureaucracy’s external environment causes red tape in organizations. 

To empirically test the effect of external controls, Bozeman designed a theoretical framework 

referred to as an “external control model.” In this model, Bozeman assumed that a variety of 

types of government organizations would likely generate external control red tape for other 

organizations because public organizations interconnect with a greater number of external 

controllers which exert legitimate influence and provide more rules. According to the conclusion 

of Bozeman’s study, these external rules would likely reduce the governmental ownership of 

organizational members and thus likely be misapplied and corrupted (Bozeman 1993; 2000). 

That is, externally imposed red tape has a high potential to negatively influence public 

organizations internally. Regarding Bozeman’s external red tape, this study hypothesizes that 

local officials’ high perception of red tape that resulted from excessive federal requirements to 

use the EECBG grant program would likely be a barrier to expanding collective action structures 

in energy efficiency and conservation policy implementation.  
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3.2.2 Fragmentation Problems and the Need of Interlocal Collaboration 

Municipal governments have emerged as leaders in reducing GHG emissions. Since 1992, 

membership in the International Council for Local Environmental Initiatives (ICLEI) climate 

change campaign has increased by 20% (ICLEI 2010), suggesting that local governments may be 

beginning to take sustainability issues seriously. Although local governments have recently taken 

a more central role in climate change protection and energy efficiency, the small scope of their 

geographical and political jurisdictions is considered an obstacle against successful 

implementation of GHG policy actions.  

Fragmented governmental authority can cause either under or overprovision of public 

goods. This problem in the provision of public goods can produce unsatisfactory service quality 

to the extent that inefficiency and lack of sufficient internal resources are present. Efficiency 

concerns for public service delivery and production emerge when the scope of services provided 

do not match the jurisdiction of the service delivery boundary, referred to as scale economies. 

Empirical work suggests that the features of local governments, such as relatively smaller 

populations and their scopes of service are significant barriers to impelling citizens to demand 

service efficiencies (Andrew 2007; Feiock 2007; LeRoux and Carr 2007).  

Additionally, externalities occur when policy outcomes in a fragmented authority 

structure negatively or positively influence other jurisdictions regardless of their intention. 

Particularly, the issue of externalities has been recognized as a prominent social issue in 

reduction of GHG emission (Krause 2010). For example, when one city innovates and adopts a 

policy tool to reduce GHG emissions and neighboring localities do not, the innovating city 

cannot guarantee improved environmental outcomes because of the spillover effects from 

neighboring cities (Zahran et al. 2008).  
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In order to address these obstacles, collaboration studies focus on increasing the need for 

forging partnerships and sharing costs that achieve common policy goals through collective 

actions (Zeemering 2008; Carr, Gerber and Lupher 2009; Chen and Thurmaier 2009).  Interlocal 

collective action provides the most effective resolution of common pool resources because all 

participants, who each may have different perspectives of the problem, diverse local knowledge, 

and parallel autonomous systems, can constructively search for solutions that go beyond their 

limited capacity and visions (Gray 1989; Ostrom 2011). Moreover, many scholars have believed 

that local collective actions can lead to additional benefits; such as garnering diverse interests 

(Kemiss 1990; Snow 2001), improving policy decisions (Wondolleck and Yaffee 2000), and 

increasing citizen participation in terms of bottom-up or grassroots initiatives (Fung and Write 

2001).  

More recently, research on interlocal collaboration has focused on environmental and 

sustainability issues rather than traditional local government service delivery and infrastructure 

functions (Angranoff and McGuire 1998; Milward and Proven 1998; Meier and O’Toole 2001; 

Koontz and Thomas 2006). For example, Scholz and Stiftel (2005) argue that the management of 

natural resources pushed localities into joining collaborations. Koontz and Thomas (2006) posit 

that collaborative management is a useful institution to address sustainability issues and generate 

outcomes that traditional approaches cannot produce. 

The increase of academic interest in collective action has expanded the scope of research 

on interlocal collaboration from hierarchical relationships between higher-level and lower-level 

governments to horizontal governance structures established among same-level governments, 

multi-sector organizations (such as profit, non-profit, and residents), as well as governmental 

organizations. However, many scholars have focused on empirically investigating direct and 
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simple horizontal or hierarchical governance structures. In order to fill this lacuna, this research 

argues that the regulation and monitoring by the federal government of local governments’ 

policy implementation induces local officials to change their decisions to collaborate with other 

governments. By focusing on the problems of federal government interference in interlocal 

collaboration, the following section helps to explain the diverse roles of a centralized authority in 

interlocal collaboration.  

3.2.3 Federal Grant Aid System and Interlocal Collaboration 

The collaborative research on centralized organizations has resulted in mixed conclusions. 

Agranoff and McGuire (2003) described American federalism as the most enduring model of 

collaborative problem resolution. In this context, the grant-in-aid system has played the most 

prominent role in collaboration since the advent of New Federalism. In the aid process, donors 

(the federal government) and recipients (state and local governments) bargain and cooperate with 

each other, and attempt to build mutual dependence (Ingram 1977; Pressman 1975). Through this 

cooperative financing, the federal government provides state and local governments with 

authority and discretion in implementing public policies. In turn, these recipients attempt to 

provide public services in response to citizen demands and meet the federal governments’ 

requirement and goals. However, in this structure, high-level governments tend to assume a 

commanding role and thus reduce the autonomy of lower level governments (Hawkins and 

Andrew 2011).  

Additionally, more recent studies suggest that the presence of a lead organization, acting 

as a mediator or facilitator, can maximize the effectiveness of self-organizing collaborations 

(Provan and Milward 1995; Feiock 2007; 2009; Bikers and Stein 2004; McGuire 2006). Provan 

and Milward (1995) argue that “centralization appears to facilitate both integration and 
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coordination, something that decentralized systems have a difficult time accomplishing because 

of the number of organizations and linkages involved.” Feiock (2007, 2009) describes 

institutional rules designed by different levels of government that determine transaction costs 

faced by low-level governments. The centralized authority can command and design governance 

structures to reduce uncertainty and transaction costs related to expanding functions of localities 

and to internalize collective action problems. Therefore, reducing transaction costs that serve as 

barriers to collaboration, local governments can expect the potential benefits of collaboration.       

Feiock (2013) describes this as “transaction cost federalism.” Depending on the local 

context, when they face collective action problems, local governments may rely on third parties 

with the authority to bridge policy preferences and mitigate potential conflict which could 

encourage or sustain participation in collective action (Hawkins and Simon 2011). Additionally, 

various assistance programs from higher-level governments motivate local governments to share 

information with others in order to easily gain access to information and to adjust program or 

funding requirements.  

Bikers and Stein (2004) empirically tested if the Community Development Block Grant 

was a motivating factor for local government collaboration. Results of their research suggest that 

interlocal agreements enhances the receipt of grant assistance because cooperating communities 

can easily seek out and accept federally proffered assistance through sharing information with 

each other. That is, the federal government transforms its role as a direct partner in collaboration 

to one of a facilitator for subnational governments to voluntarily participate in collective action. 

The previous studies have suggested that institutionalized rules in centralized organizations can 

solve all types of negative externalities, including disagreement with or fatigue from such rules.  
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3.2.4 External Institutions and Collective Decision Change 

The institutional collective action (ICA) framework is employed in this study as a 

theoretical framework to account for mixed roles of external rules on evolution of institutional 

outcomes through collective action. The purpose of taking this institutional theoretical approach 

is to provide insight into policy processes by analyzing institutions that govern actions and 

outcomes in collective action arrangements. All government institutions and actors are 

interconnected with each other. The governmental institutions shape the behavior of all actors. 

On the other hand, the actors shape and alter the institutions. That is, actors create outcomes 

through their interaction until they reach mutual commitment for collective action (Crawford and 

Ostrom 1995; Ostrom 2011; Feiock 2013).  

The ICA framework posits that actors are more likely to become involved in collective 

action when expected mutual benefits are higher than costs associated with participating in the 

collective actions. Also, institutional mechanisms that result from the interaction can mitigate 

collective action problems referred to as free riding and opportunism. In particular, the most 

prominent features of the ICA framework demonstrates the natural evolution of a given 

institution from its emergence to the alteration or extinction of the institutions and rules with 

transaction costs that are generated by interaction among actors in the policy arena (Feiock and 

Scholtz 2010). Regarding the expansion of institutions to mitigate other ICA dilemmas, Feiock 

and Scholz (2010) note “the altered incentives provided by one mitigating institution may have 

positive or negative impacts on other ICA dilemmas and the evolution of other mitigating 

mechanisms.” On the positive side, one mitigating institution, such as high-level organizations’ 

rules and regulations, grant programs, and given collective action mechanisms, may expand its 

range to mitigate other related dilemmas or enhance the ability to resolve others. On the other 
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hand, developing one institution may demotivate creation of another coordinated mechanism, 

encouraging a competitive rather than complementary relationship between the choice of mutual 

benefits and selective benefits. 

Based on this argument, this study assumes that the externally enforced institutions can 

be a great trigger to establish a new self-organizing institution that can devote resources to 

resolve problems related to the current institutions and mitigate collective action problems. 

Federalism research has argued that the structure of the federalist system itself restrains the 

problem of opportunism and offers incentives to encourage the existing self-organizing 

institutions to expand the range of their institutions. In response to the transaction costs 

perspective, externally enacted rules and policies can reduce information costs associated with 

recognizing problems and mutual benefit through collective action. The low cost can lead local 

officials to voluntarily become involved in collaborative work (Clinegermayer, and Feiock 2001). 

For instance, Koontz (2006) demonstrates the role of state grant programs in collaborative 

environmental management. According to his conclusion, local institutions and actors encourage 

collaboration through institutional means defined by governmental actors and institutions at 

other levels. Also, the initial participants in collective action arrangements can reduce 

information costs by sharing and subsidizing the planning activities for multiple-actor projects.  

With regard to the negative effects concerning the evolution of collaborative institutions, 

existing institutions can impose greater obligations that generate additional ICA dilemmas and 

hence higher transaction costs associated with maintaining or expanding the self-organizing 

mechanism. Opponents of a centrally designed authority are typically concerned with the 

intervention into local governments by existing institutions that encourages conflict between 

actors and weakens local autonomy, which may lead to high transaction costs to policy decision 
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making (Feiock and Scholtz 2010). Additionally, constitutional rules and procedures increase 

participation costs and impose more obligations on local actors (Buchanan and Tullock 1962). 

When local decision makers perceive the obligations as highly burdensome, the actors can be 

more easily exposed to adverse consequences in coordinated decision-making processes. As a 

result, external policies may demotivate the development of complementary local policies 

(Shipan and Volden 2008). Higher transaction costs in decision-making may lead to considerably 

more time and energy necessary to make collaborative processes work, and reduce actors’ 

enthusiasm for future collaboration. Scholars refer to this as “collaborative fatigue” (Korfmacher 

1998; Koontz 2006). Furthermore, high transaction costs exacerbate the difficulties of mitigating 

ICA dilemmas. The actors are encouraged to compete rather than complement one another in 

creating self-organizing governance systems. In this circumstance, they are tempted to free ride 

in order to avoid negative externalities and internalize positive externalities. That is, even if they 

would be better off with the existing mechanisms, they do not get involved in the self-organizing 

institutional system. Bates (1998) refers to this dilemma as a “second-order free-riding dilemma” 

in which the actors confront each other in developing institutional mechanisms. That is, the 

existing institutions enforced by a centralized authority can prevent another coordinated effort in 

localities.  

Based on the opposite views of the evolution of collective action mechanisms, this study 

defines the EECBG grant as an institution associated with commitment between the federal 

agency and the local grantee. Also, this study hypothesizes that the excessive obligations from 

EECBG regulations will impede expanding local officials’ decisions regarding collective actions. 

To measure such excessive obligations from the federal agency, the following section discusses 

studies on red tape that management scholars have pointed out as the greatest barrier to 
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performance and policy decision-making processes in local governments (Scott and Paney 2000; 

Turaga and Bozeman 2005; Walker and Brewer 2009).  

3.2.5 Internal and External Control Variables 

One main issue in the study of collaboration is to investigate determinants that can 

encourage actors to build collaborative structures. This study attempts to investigate public 

management and institutions collaboration work in order to examine a multidimensional 

construct that covers diverse concerns from individual and organizational levels.  

First, public management scholars have focused on unique managerial skills as 

mechanisms to bridge adversarial relationships and stimulate cooperation beyond jurisdictions 

(Agranoff and McGuire 2001; McGuire 2002). On the other hand, institutional collaboration 

studies have examined features of institutional structure and its community that can lead to 

transaction costs that can encourage actors to reach commitment to collective action (O’Toole 

2000; Clingermayer and Feiock 2001).  

3.2.5.1 Municipal Political institution 

Administrator and elected officials both participate in building collaborative structures, 

but they exhibit different behaviors in bargaining for resources and maintaining their institutional 

positions (Feiock and Lee 2008). Management scholars emphasize the professionalism of 

appointed officials in collaboration, which Krueger and McGuire (2005) claim that this 

professionalism can “reduce information costs associated with policy making in complex 

environment.” Additionally, Feiock, Jeong, and Kim (2003) suggested that the administrative 

professionalism of the city manager leads to interlocal collaboration because their professional 

administrative knowledge can reduce information transaction costs which occur in policy 

decision making processes, particularly with innovative policy agendas. According to Frant 
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(1996), bureaucratic executives are less encumbered by high power political incentives than 

elected executives.  

3.2.5.2 The Scope of Collective Action Policy Efforts  

As more local governments have recognized interlocal collaboration as a key determinant 

to advance sustainability, they tend to establish administrative structures for managing decision-

making processes for collective actions with others. Feiock and Coutts (2013) demonstrate that 

policy tools and governance mechanisms encourage local officials to achieve sustainability.  

Institutional rules are established by which all actors in the governance structure agree to 

jointly make decisions rules that will shape collective action (Thomson et al. 2007; Mullin and 

Daley 2009; Feiock 2013). Collaboration incurs collective action problems from working rules, 

which constrain actions involving how resources are allocated and who is eligible to join the 

collaboration. In order to mitigate collective action problems, participants in the collective action 

can enact a larger framework of agreement on jointly determined rules (Pasquero 1991; 

Himmelman 1996; Feiock 2007). Additionally, institutional rules can provide more common 

knowledge, flexibility, innovative capacity, and trust between local officials (Amin and Thrift 

1995).  

3.2.5.3 Governmental Capacity 

The resources of local governments are a critical factor in deciding whether or not to 

collaborate with others (Zahner 2005). In the studies on local policy decision-making, large 

entities with sufficient resources, such as fiscal and human resources, tend to yield more 

innovative policy programs (Walker 1969). Healthy financial conditions and the presence of a 

professional public officer for sustainability are elements which municipal governments choose 

when engaging in innovative initiatives to reduce GHG emissions (Krause 2012).  
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Professional individuals possess knowledge of their local conditions, as well as skills and 

experience which may lead to collaboration (Moseley 1999). Additionally, agencies with 

insufficient human resources are constrained from sharing information and reaching 

collaborative agreements because collaboration involves high transaction costs. Smith (2007) 

empirically verified that institutionalizing departments or units in particular policy areas lead to 

more collaboration at the county level. On the other hand, Mullin and Daley (2009) insist that 

smaller governments have a high demand for collaboration because they consider collaboration 

an opportunity to bridge gaps in technical capacity and expertise.  

3.2.5.4 Interest Group  

Interest groups with a particular organized interest in urban politics play an important 

role in articulating policy preferences and participation in local policy decision-making processes 

(Molotch 1976; Stone 1989; Lubell et al. 2005; Feiock et al. 2008; Krause 2012). Policy decision 

makers establish policies to satisfy the demands of groups that have political power and generate 

political resources within the jurisdictions (Lubell et al. 2005; Feiock et al. 2010). Feiock (2005) 

posits that the groups attempt to deliver political resources to elected representatives to enact 

their desired policy to maximize their interest. Policy outcomes generated through this political 

exchange tend to reflect the political power of the demanders and the willingness of government 

authorities to provide policies to the special interests (Alston 1996). Lubell et al. (2005) 

empirically confirmed that pro-economic benefit groups resist environmental policies.  

3.2.5.5 Homogeneity of Community  

Feiock (2009) noted the importance of homogeneous characteristics of communities. He 

argues that homogeneous characteristics can reduce agency costs that require public officials to 

negotiate interlocal agreements on behalf of citizens because homogeneity of policy preference 
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minimizes uncertainty about future preferences that make city collaboration commitments more 

credible to potential partners (Feiock 2009). For example, residents with a political ideology 

aligned with the Democratic Party may prefer more governmental intervention on environmental 

and land use policy (Lubell et al. 2009). Higher socioeconomic groups tend to be more 

supportive of environmental policies (Lubell et al. 2005; Krause 2012).   

3.3 Research Design 

3.3.1 Data and Method 

This section discusses the variables and methods applied in this study to test the effect of 

red tape and other factors on interlocal collaboration decisions. The data are primarily drawn 

from a 2011 and 2012 national survey, “EECBG Grantee Implementation Survey,” with 

additional data from the 2010 U.S Census of Government and the ICMA’s 2012 survey. The 

EECBG surveys asked U.S municipal governments that received grants questions about their 

energy policies and experiences with the EECBG program. The 2011 survey targeted municipal 

governments that designed a plan and initially implemented their policy actions. The 2012 

survey, on the other hand, focused on policy implementation and policy outcomes. The survey 

was sent to top municipal managers defined as city manager, mayor, or chief executive manager 

in sustainability development or an energy utility department. The response rate for the surveys 

was over 45 percent; a total of 410 municipal governments responded to both surveys in 2011 

and 2012. These EECBG nationwide surveys provide reliable data to empirically reveal the 

effects of federal grant aid programs on collective action decisions of local grantees. Using these 

data, the researcher can directly measure the local bureaucracy’s perception of federal 

government interference in local affairs. This study applies multinomial logistic regression 

analysis to evaluate the hypotheses above. The multinomial logistic regression estimates effect of 
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the independent variables on the likelihood of respondents choosing each categorical dependent 

variable relative to each of the other categories (Long 1997).  

 
Table 3.1 Statistic Description of Dependent and Independent Variables 

 

 Mean Standard Deviation Min Max 

Dependent Variable     

Discontinue Collaboration .252 .435 0 1 

Continue Non-Collaboration .327 .469 0 1 

Continue Collaboration .334 .472 0 1 

Initiate New Collaboration .327 .469 0 1 

Independent Variable     

Compliance Burdensome 9.688 3.205 0 15 

Liberal Political Ideology (logged) 1.58 .659 0 2.485 

Importance of Collaboration 1.68 .869 1 4 

ICLEI .279 .449 0 1 

Internal collaboration institutions 1.39 1.57 1 7 

Administrative Capacity .503 .500 0 1 

Council-manager .662 .474 0 1 

Oil Industry Dependency 7.447 14.429 0 83.08 

Own Resource Revenue per capita 

(logged) 

.571 .388 .014 2.715 

Population (logged) 11.276 .8105 8.721 14.184 

 
 

Table 3.1 provides descriptive statistics for all dependent variables and independent 

variables operationalized in this study. The dependent variables indicate four paths of 

governments’ interlocal collaboration choice options for services related to energy conservation 

and renewable energy development.  
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3.3.2 Dependent Variable 

Respondents to the EECBG surveys were asked about the extent to which they 

collaborate with cities in the same county in the provision of public services related to energy 

conservation and renewable energy development. This study focuses on four collaborative 

decisions: (1) discontinue collaboration, (2) continue non-collaboration, (3) continue 

collaboration, and (4) initiate new collaboration.  

 
Table 3.2 Frequency of Dependent Variable 

 

Categories Frequency Percent Cumulating 

Discontinue Collaboration 101 25.19 25.19 

Continue Non-Collaboration 131 32.67 57.86 

Continue Collaboration 134 33.42 91.27 

Initiate New Collaboration  35 8.73 100 

 
 

The dependent variable is the collaborative choice of each municipal government that 

received the EECBG grant. Collaborative decisions by local governments could change during 

the two years in which the surveys were administered. Since the primary purpose of this research 

is to determine what factors affect the choice of collective action alternatives, different responses 

in each year were simply recoded as dichotomous variables such as “non-collaboration” and 

“collaboration.” That is, responses in each year were recoded as dichotomous variables that 

captured whether or not they have engaged in collective action with other municipal 

governments (although these questions were originally continuous variables). To examine the 

change in interlocal collaboration decisions, each recoded dichotomous variable in the 2011 

survey was compared with other the dichotomous variables in the 2012 survey. Based on this 
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comparison, four different decision mechanisms for collective action were created. Table 3.2 

shows the number of observations for each type of collaborative decision change. Appendix B 

shows the four types of collective action decisions and their definitions.  

3.3.3 Independent Variables  

External red tape, the main independent variable in this study, was measured by an index 

created from three items in the survey related to the federal compliance burden associated with 

the grant program. To create the index, this study specifically focused on local officials’ 

perception of burdensome rules, funding constraints, and reporting requirements. Burdensome 

rules refer to whether or not local officials perceived these imposed rules as burdensome. 

Funding constraints refer to whether local officials believe DOE interfered with municipal 

funding allocation decisions. Reporting requirements refer to whether local officials’ perceive 

the amount of annual reporting to DOE as burdensome. To measure these external red tape 

characteristics, this study surveyed city managers, mayors, or chief administrative officers who 

participated in the EECBG program, asking them to rate each of these administrative compliance 

burdens. Appendix E provides the questionnaire wording that was used to measure the external 

red tape associated with the EECBG program.  

To provide statistical support for the index, I estimated the reliability of this index 

through Cronhach’s alpha, factor loadings, and principal component analysis. Appendix D shows 

the results of these analyses. According to these results, this index had a .71 Cronhanch’s alpha 

which indicates that the three variables have relatively high internal consistency. A principal 

component analysis (PCA) was conducted to determine if the three red tape items in the survey 

represent a single shared reality. The PCA determined the total number of latent constructs that 

capture the common variance in the following three items: burdensome rules, fiscal constraints, 
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and reporting requirements. The results of the analysis suggested retaining a single latent factor 

or principal component. According to the Kaiser criterion, only factors with an eigenvalue 

greater than or equal to 1.0 should be retained. The only factor that has an eigenvalue greater 

than or equal to one is Factor 1 (eigenvalue = 1.91), and it explains about 64% of the total 

variance in the three items. The scree plot illustrates this graphically. From the graph, it is clear 

that only the first factor should be retained since the eigenvalues precipitously decline and start 

to level off after Factor 1. Also, the high range of factor loadings (.78 to .81) for the items 

suggests considerable relevance between the variables and Factor 1. In sum, it appears from the 

PCA that the three items clearly represent a single shared construct of external red tape. 

In addition, this study examines various community, political, and institutional 

environments that can also play a role in reducing transaction costs, leading actors to voluntarily 

engage in collective action. I anticipate that local governmental capacity can factor into local 

officials’ decisions to minimize energy use and conserve natural resources. This study controls 

for these four factors that can stimulate local officials to collaborate with others in achieving 

sustainability and federal government goals. These factors are outlined below. 

Political institutional explanations hypothesize that council-manager local governments 

are more likely to maintain collaborative arrangements or initiate collaboration with others. To 

test this hypothesis, this study includes a dummy variable coded as “1” if the municipal 

government has a council-manager form of government and “0” otherwise.  

Secondly, the lack of administrative capacity and financial resources is a common 

obstacle for local officials in pursuing collective action. This study assumes that cities’ general 

revenues and staff capacity are predictive of local governments’ overall capacity. In this study, 

administrative capacity was measured by per capital general revenue for each city in 2010. In 
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addition to the revenue variable, population size is considered an appropriate measure of large 

cities with greater resources. Capacity was also measured by asking survey respondents whether 

or not they have a local sustainability/energy taskforce, committee, or commissions and/or 

dedicated staff. Their responses were recorded as a dichotomous variable indicating that specific 

individuals or organizations have been assigned responsibility for sustainability activities in their 

city governments.  

Thirdly, interest group studies have verified that local interest groups tend to deliver 

political resources to local officials in exchange for policies that satisfy their specialized 

demands (Stone 1980; Molotch 1976). Collaboration studies have considered the political power 

of interest groups as a critical community characteristic that encourages or impedes collective 

action depending on the level of transaction costs involved in reaching their commitments 

(Feiock 2009; Lubell et al. 2009). To test the influence of interest groups, this study measures 

two organized interests through two community characteristics: community liberal political 

ideology and the number of oil industry establishments. The oil industry is more reliant on 

sources of revenue that generate GHG emissions, and would likely oppose energy conservation 

and renewable energy development initiatives because they could threaten profit margins. This 

interest group presence was measured by the percentage of oil industry establishments in the 

community. In addition, communities with a high liberal political ideology could tend to favor 

local efforts to mitigate GHG emissions and promote sustainability, whereas conservative 

ideology could be more likely to oppose them (Krause 2012). Instead of employing a simple 

dichotomous variable, this study measured political ideology along a scale ranging from 1 (very 

conservative) to 10 (very liberal).  
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Finally, local governments have engaged in a variety of efforts, such as adopting 

policies and developing informal and formal institutions, to achieve sustainability goals through 

collective action (Feiock and Coutts 2013). These institutions can shape the behavior of actors 

and provision of incentives to reduce transaction costs, which indirectly impact policy outcomes 

(Cligermayer and Feiock 2001). To capture the effect of formal and informal institutions, this 

study measures a number of policy tools that shape interlocal collaboration structures related to 

sustainability. These policy tools contain specific formal and informal institutions that help 

maintain or establish collaborative arrangements with other governments or organizations. 

Additionally, ICLEI-Local Governments for Sustainability is an influential national association 

of municipalities committed to climate action, clean energy, and sustainability. I expect that 

affiliation with ICLEI would indicate strong administrative commitment to implement 

sustainability activities through broad collaboration with other municipalities. While these two 

measurements formally capture the scope of institutional efforts for collaboration, the perception 

of collaboration importance to local governments would measure how local officials informally 

consider collaboration in collective action decisions. This measure was also included in the 

model.  

3.4 Results 

3.4.1 Analysis Methodology  

This section reports the results of the empirical analysis. Table 3.3 shows the results of 

multinomial logistic regression analyses for the determinants of changes in collective action 

decisions. This table provides the likelihood of a city choosing a collaborative position (continue 

non-collaboration, discontinue collaboration, and initiate new collaboration) relative to the base 

decision (continue collaboration). Estimated coefficients in a multinomial logistic regression 
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model are not useful in providing a straightforward interpretation of the effect of determinants on 

outcome variables. These coefficients indicate the relative change in likelihood for each 

dependent variable compared to the base outcome. Of the 315 cities in the sample, 134 decided 

to continue collaboration in implementing their policies. This decision was greater than any other 

type of decision outcome and designated as the base outcome. The significant findings in the 

model indicate which of three types of collaborative decisions are more or less likely to chosen 

relative to the decision to continue collaboration.  

 
Table 3.3 Multinomial Logistic Regressions of Determinants of Collective Action Decision 

(Continue Collaboration Decision as Base of Comparison) 
 

 Continue Collaboration versus 

Independent Variables Discontinue 

Collaboration 

Continue Non-

Collaboration 

Initiate New 

Collaboration 

External Red Tape  1312** 

(.53) 
.002 

(.050) 
.013 

(.0726) 

Liberal Political Ideology -.032 

(.063) 

-.047 

(.065) 

-.110 

(.091) 

Importance of 

Collaboration 

-.087 

(.171) 

-.542** 

(.200) 

-.239 

(.262) 

ICLEI -.567 

(.383) 

.190 

(.405) 

-.945 

(.617) 

Collaboration Institutional 

Rules  

-.191* 

(.102) 

-.677*** 

(.143) 

-.357** 

(.174) 

Administrative Capacity  -.249 

(.321) 

-.837** 

(.336) 

-.431 

(.468) 

Mayor-Council  -.231 

(.342) 

-.294 

(.354) 

-.658 

(.478) 

Oil Industry Dependency -.002 

(.009) 

.013* 

(.008) 

-.013 

(.018) 

Fiscal Capacity .445 

(.458) 

.077 

(.497) 

.515 

(.592) 
Population -.018 

(.210) 

-.237 

(.235) 

.695*** 

(.292) 

Constant -.507 

(2.42) 

4.905** 

(2.706) 

-7.257** 

(3.314) 

Chi2 103.22***   

Log Likelihood -354.871   

N (observations) 315   

Note: Standard errors in parentheses.  

*p < .10; ** p < .05; *** p < .001; two-tailed tests 
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3.4.2 Findings  

Table 3.4 shows the predicted probabilities for the multinomial logistic regression model 

that empirically verifies the factors that influence collaborative decisions pertaining to the 

implementation of local energy conservation and sustainability policies. The predicted effects of 

significant independent variables provide direct values that can help with the interpretation of 

coefficients such as either absolute amount of percentage of likelihood change (Long 1997). 

Among the several ways to estimate predicted effects, this study uses the marginal effects that 

are the change in probability as a result of change around the mean. The selected marginal 

effects compute the marginal change of continuous independent variables and discrete change of 

binary variables simultaneously (Long 1997; Hoffman 2003). 

The main hypothesis of this study is that collaboration decisions would vary depending 

on the perceived level of external red tape and federal government interference. Overall, the 

results show that the external red tape has a significant influence on local governments’ 

collective action choices, although not always in the hypothesized direction. Consistent with my 

hypothesis, the results in Table 3.4 indicate that the compliance burden enforced by the federal 

government is significantly more likely to discourage collective action than to encourage the 

continuation of collaborating with other municipalities. Municipal grantees having a high 

perception of red tape associated with burdensome rules, fund constraints, and excessive 

requirements for annual reporting increases the probability of a local government deciding to 

discontinue collaboration by about 2.6%, all else equal. However, inconsistent with the 

hypotheses, the external red tape is not statistically significant on other collective action decision 

paths such as to continue non-collaboration, continue collaboration, and initiate a new 

collaborative arrangement. 
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Table 3.4 Predicted Probabilities of Marginal Effects 
 

Independent Variables Discontinue 

Collaboration 

Continue Non-

Collaboration  

Continue 

Collaboration 

Initiate New 

Collaboration 

External Red Tape  .026** 

(.009) 

-.009 

(.008) 

-.014 

(.009) 

-.002 

(.005) 

Liberal Political Ideology .024 

(.046) 

-.025 

(.043) 

.019 

(.049) 

-.018 

(.432) 

Importance of Collaboration .030 

(.032) 

-.093*** 

(.034) 

.066** 

(.034) 

-.003 

(.018) 

ICLEI -.116** 

(.063) 

.099 

(.077) 

.072 

(.075) 

-.057 

(.032) 

Collaboration Institutional 

Rules 

.020 

(.020) 

-.108*** 

(.023) 

.095*** 

(.021) 

-.007 

(.012) 

Administrative Capacity .019 

(.057) 

-.131** 

(.056) 

.121* 

(.062) 

-.039 

(.037) 

Council-manager -.002 

(.060) 

-.024 

(.059) 

.066 

(.065) 

-.036 

(.037) 

Oil Industry Dependency -.001 

(.002) 

.003** 

(.001) 

-.0006 

(.001) 

-.001 

(.0012) 

Fiscal Capacity .080 

(.075) 

-.045 

(.075) 

-.063 

(.096) 

.027 

(.037) 

Population -.0009 

(.039) 

-.059 

(.040) 

.003 

(.042) 

.056*** 

(.019) 

Note: Standard errors in parentheses.  

*p < .10; ** p < .05; *** p < .001; two-tailed tests. 

 
 

Additionally, compared to the base outcome, being a member of ICLEI decreases the probability 

of discontinuing collaboration, all else equal. Cities that have joined ICLEI are about 12% less 

likely to discontinue collaboration than cities that have not joined. The findings associated with 

importance of collaboration and institutional rules for collaboration have impact on two paths: 

continue non-collaboration and continue collaboration. Also, more local institutional rules for 

collaboration increase the likelihood of continuing collaboration for cities that have not 

collaborated with others. These institutional rules positively influence the path for continuing 

their collaboration decision. Additionally, when cities that have not decided to collaborate with 
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others highly recognize the importance of collaboration when utilizing EECBG funds, they tend 

to be less likely to continue their non-collective action. On the other hand, considering the 

importance of collaboration, cities that have decided to collaborate with others tend to continue 

their collective actions in the implementation stage.  

Consistent with my hypothesis, while the probability of continuing non-collaboration 

decreases by 13% for city governments with specialized units and staff for sustainability, these 

specialized organizations and dedicated staff increase the probability of continuing collaboration 

by 12%. Finally, a greater presence by the oil industry (as percentage of all establishments in the 

city) increases the likelihood of continuing non-collaboration. However, the effect size is small; 

for every one percentage increase in oil industry presence, local officials are 0.3% more likely to 

continue non-collaboration. Finally, citizen political ideology, form of local government, and 

fiscal capacity did not have significant impact on any paths for collaboration decisions.  

3.5 Discussions and Conclusion 

This study finds evidence that decisions concerning interlocal collaboration paths are 

influenced by external red tape associated with external rules as well as political, institutional, 

and capacity characteristics in their cities. Although studies for intergovernmental aid programs 

have been previously investigated, there are few studies that offer an integrated theoretical 

framework and empirically examine how city governments change their decision for collective 

action when faced with burdensome federal government rules. This study provides new insight 

on the decision of interlocal collaboration paths in the intergovernmental aid program system. I 

find that overall there is considerable variation in choices for collective action paths; some grant 

recipient cities tend to be discouraged from collective action such as giving up a previous 

collaborative arrangement or continuing non-collaboration, whereas others opt to continue or 
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initiate new collaborative arrangements to successfully implement energy use and natural 

resource conservation activities funded by the federal government.  

These findings have meaningful implications for the process, performance, and 

responsiveness of federal grant programs. Investigating the choice of how existing and/or 

prospective collective action is influenced by the federal government is an important first step in 

understanding the complicated structure between vertical intergovernmental and horizontal 

interlocal collaboration. First, when city governments highly perceived compliance burden 

associated with administrative external rules, fiscal constraints, and requirements for annual 

reporting, they were more likely to discontinue their collective action decisions in the 

implementation stage of EECBG programs. While external organizations such as DOE prescribe 

them as “external rules” defined as administrative procedures that can reduce transaction costs 

for local recipients to implement their activities, the compliance burdens may be indicative of 

“external red tape” which can have negative consequences inside local governments (Feiock and 

Scholz 2009; Bozeman 2000). That is, collaborating with others requires more administrative 

flexibility and professional knowledge in terms of institutionalizing collaboration. However, high 

perceived compliance burdens enforced by higher-level government may reduce local discretion 

and autonomy needed to effectively work with other local governments, subordinating them to 

higher-level government. As a result, the compliance burden increases transaction costs for 

collective actions in city governments and then becomes a barrier that can discourage cities to 

overcome second order dilemmas in the EECBG programs.  

This study also found that cities that are more heavily engaged in collaboration were 

significantly less likely to discontinue collaborative efforts and continue non-collaboration 

decisions. These findings are consistent with the hypotheses established by previous interlocal 
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collaboration studies. These findings imply that internal institutions and rules for collaboration 

may be substantially impactful in terms of changing collective action decisions.  

Additionally, cities with specialized units and dedicated staff for sustainability were less 

likely to continue non-collaboration. Cities with higher administrative capacity can invest more 

resources in these organizations and provide them with greater discretion, giving them greater 

opportunity to interact with other cities.  

The analysis also suggests that there appears to be no important relationship between 

interlocal collaborative decisions and form of government as well as community political 

ideology. Having a council-manager form of government was expected to increase the likelihood 

of selecting positive decisions for collective actions such as continuing collaboration or initiating 

a new collaborative arrangement, because the council-manager form is supposedly more oriented 

to administrative professionalism and relatively freer from political pressure from stakeholder 

groups than the mayor-council form (Clingermayer and Feiock 2001).  

Overall, this study offers several academic and practical implications. First, this study 

dealt with questions about how compliance burdens of higher-level governments affect decisions 

of local officials under the fiscal federalism system. The findings from this research suggest that 

the federal government should offer more discretion to grant recipients in how they use their 

funds to achieve national policy goals. Also, required rules and guidelines should be established 

through compromising with prospective recipients.  

The next step in future research for EECBG program is to examine how these collective 

action decisions affected the implementation of the EECBG program and local energy 

conservation policies. In December 2013, the EECBG program was closed and all recipients 

submitted their final reports of accomplishment through this grant program.  
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CHAPTER FOUR 

DO FEDERAL GRANT ENHANCE LOCAL SUSTAINABILITY POLICY 

ACTION?: COMPARISON OF PARTICIPANTS AND NON 

PARTICIPANTS IN EECBG PROGRAM  

4.1. Introduction  
 

Intergovernmental grants have been considered an effective tool to improve the 

relationship between the federal government and local governments over the last century. The 

Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program is a prominent intergovernmental 

program in which the federal government provides local governments with resources to 

addresses common problems for community development. Since 2000, this intergovernmental 

approach has placed greater emphasis on sustainable community development rather than strictly 

economic development. Consistent with this general trend, the Energy Efficiency and 

Conservation Block Grant (EECBG) was established in 2007 (and began operating in 2009) to 

promote energy conservation and sustainable development at the local level.  

Although this program is primarily concerned with local governmental practices, the 

EECBG program does not receive much attention from urban affairs scholars. This research will 

investigate the direct effect of the EECBG program on the adoption of local policy tools 

associated with energy sustainability and green economic development. To examine the 

effectiveness of the program, this study will empirically compare local policy tools implemented 

by U.S. grantee and non-grantee cities. The major purposes of this study are to examine the 

impact of the EECBG grant on the implementation of local actions to reduce GHG emissions and 

increase energy efficiency, and provide a methodological framework that meets the evaluative 

demands of federal and local policy makers. In this study, I specifically address two questions: 
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What impact does the federal grant have on stimulating energy policy activities in local 

governments? And what other local factors explain these activities? 

The following section describes the EECBG program as a laboratory case to test policy 

outcomes pursued by federal-local relations under fiscal federalism. I then explain the theoretical 

approach of this study, and provide testable hypotheses related to local governmental efforts to 

increase energy conservation activities within and across their jurisdictions. This is followed by a 

discussion of the unique dataset of EECBG recipients and non-recipients. To test the hypotheses, 

this study applies Regression Discontinuity (RD) analysis, and then provides the results of this 

analysis. This study concludes with a discussion of the findings from the RD model and 

directions for future research on fiscal federalism and the administration of urban sustainability 

initiatives.  

4.2 The Energy Efficiency and Conservation Block Grant 

The U.S. Department of Energy’s (DOE) EECBG program was a nation-wide direct 

investment in energy efficiency and renewable energy technologies at the state and local level. 

This program indicated the federal government’s interest for energy resource management along 

with the reduction of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions.  The EECBG program was included in 

the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007, and funded by the 2009 American Recovery 

and Reinvestment Act (ARRA), totaling $3.2 billion, or 59% of the total amount funded to cities 

and counties (DOE 2011). A primary goal of the program was to create jobs through clean 

energy projects. Additionally, local grantees were guided in the implementation of a diverse set 

of policy programs related to energy efficiency and conservation (DOE 2010, 2011; U.S. Mayors 

2010).  
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To achieve the goals of the program, DOE encouraged all grantees to comply with their 

requirements. All cities with a population of 30,000 or more were eligible to submit applications, 

and all direct EECBG grant recipients were required to propose an “Energy Efficiency and 

Conservation Strategy” that detailed their activities in an initial report. After completing the 

initial report, the grantees had to report annually on the implementation of their strategy and 

energy-efficiency gains. One of the most important requirements was that DOE earmarked a 

particular amount of monies for some activities (ICLEI 2013). For example, local grantees were 

prohibited from spending more than 10% of grant monies on administrative expenses. Such 

controls for the allocation of grant monies indicated that local grantees should invest more 

monies to create policy tools that could bring about visible and direct energy reduction and local 

economic benefits (EPA 2009).  

In 2013, DOE closed the EECGB program and no longer accepted grant proposals. 

Implementation of the policies funded by the EECBG program allows us to empirically test the 

effectiveness of the federal grant program on local policy outcomes.  

4.3 Cooperative Federalism and Intergovernmental Grants 

Many studies argue that subnational governments have taken strides to reduce GHG 

emissions in response to federal inaction. Rabe (2011) suggests that the American federalism 

approach to climate change protection has ushered in a new era of “contested federalism” in 

which the sustainability policies are both subnationally developed without federal support or 

regulation, as well as federally initiated without the consideration of subnational actors. This idea 

directly conflicts with traditional notion of “cooperative federalism,” which suggests that the 

cooperation between federal and subnational governments is needed to effectively address 

climate change problems. Under cooperative federalism, the federal government plays the role of 
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establishing a comprehensive framework, for example, providing specific required emissions 

levels. State and local governments then implement their own programs to achieve federal goals. 

The biggest advantage of this partnership is that states and local governments can maintain, 

continue, or modify programs that have already been put in place, saving time and resources. 

Meanwhile, the federal government can help reduce the capacity gap of subnational governments 

to facilitate GHG emissions restrictions (Rabe 2011).  

Historically, intergovernmental grants have been a useful tool for providing advantages to 

subnational government from federal agencies while promoting decentralized authority (Oates 

1999). Federal grant programs are designed to integrate all levels of government to reduce their 

capacity gap to adopt and implement the policy and the programs that each level of government 

demands (Handley 2008). Such programs can also reduce the wide disparity between local 

governments in terms of their resources and capacity, thus providing a more equal distribution of 

quality public goods and services that are aligned with federal policy goals (Mueller 2003). 

However, such programs tend to overlook differences in policy preferences across the different 

levels of government.  

There have been two main research streams for fiscal federalism and intergovernmental 

programs. First, fiscal federalism scholars have focused on conflict between the federal grantor 

and state and local grantees that occurs in their hierarchical relationship (Gramlich 1977; Chubb 

1985; Volden 2007). Previous studies suggested that this conflict could hamper achieving goal 

congruency and could exacerbate political conflict between federal and local governments.  

The second stream of research has focused on the factors that can lead to the success of 

programs funded by intergovernmental grants. Wheeler (2008) argues that the availability of 

grants from higher-level governments influence local initiatives. Additionally, these studies have 
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focused on the effectiveness of federal-aid programs, investigating funding levels and project 

design as determinants that can affect the outcomes of the federal grant programs (Hines and 

Thaler 1995; Becker 1996). Although these previous studies showed that federal grant programs 

affect the policy outcomes of grantees, they failed to examine the variation of policy tools 

between grantee governments and non-grantee governments. This study attempts to compare the 

level of local sustainability policy programs implemented in grantee cities with those 

implemented in non-grantee cities to determine if the EECBG program had any effect on local 

policy initiatives.  

4.4 Local Policy Making and Green Policy Outcomes 

Research on the policy outcomes of the grantees in intergovernmental programs is 

important because their performance can influence future decisions for both federal and local 

governments. Satisfactory outcomes for both governments can further promote federal grant 

programs. However, there are several challenges to appropriately test the effectiveness of federal 

grant programs. As a first challenge, it has been difficult to define the concept of sustainability. 

(Zeemering 2009; Portney 2003). Although a diverse array of tools have been operated in pursuit 

of sustainability objectives, the extant research ignores their policy program diversity. Feiock 

and Coutts (2013) note that the first question involving the creation of policy instruments for 

sustainability problems is “Who is the target of sustainability efforts?” Local policy activities can 

have different consequences depending on whether policies are directed at public or private 

organizations (Feiock and Coutts 2013). Therefore, the specific policy will provide clear goals 

for the target and reduce the costs associated with sustainability, maximizing the effect of policy 

outcomes. Previous research has focused on understanding the differences between programs 

targeted at government and those aimed at the community at large (Francis et al. 2010). Climate 
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policies related to green energy directly influence government facilities to increase energy 

efficiency and reduce GHG emissions generated by government facilities such as public 

buildings and transportation systems. Also, these green energy policies target non-governmental 

actors such as nonprofit and for-profit sectors and household utilities. These activities targeted at 

community facilities intend to change the energy-consuming behavior of community actors 

(Francis et al. 2010; Feiock and Coutts 2013; Bae and Feiock 2013). Many previous studies have 

combined different policy tools together but failed to capture the dynamic variations in adopting 

and implementing these targeted policies. The purpose of this study is to address the 

effectiveness of the EECBG grant on different policy targets.  

In order to demonstrate the effectiveness of the federal grant program, this study focuses 

on not only the external effect of the EECBG program but also the internal characteristics of 

local governments that determine the formulation and implementation of these policies. Wang 

(2009) found empirical evidence that political preferences, fiscal capacity, and environmentalism 

motivated California cities to be innovators in climate change protection.  Local policy 

implementation can be linked to internal local factors that influence their administrative capacity 

as well as financial aid from higher-level governments. At the local level, community, political, 

and institutional factors can motivate local officials to implement their energy-related activities 

(Krause 2010). I expect that six factors (one external and five internal) can influence the 

implementation of green energy policy tools by local governments.  

4.4.1 Federal Grant Program 

Evaluating the impact of federal grants on recipient outcomes has been researched 

extensively in education, health, economic development, and others. However, there is no 

empirical research on the effect of such grants on enhancing local government sustainability 
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efforts. Wheeler (2008) suggests that grants or other financial support from higher-level 

governments can promote the local governmental adoption of initiatives for climate policy 

because cities, especially smaller cities, tend to hesitate in investing their own funds on climate 

change policies.  

Additionally, under a federal grant program, recipients often receive not only funding, but also 

administrative and/or technical support. Thus, I expect that recipients of the EECBG grant would 

be more likely to implement a greater number of green policy tools than non-recipients.  

H1: Cities that received the EECBG grant will have implemented more local green 

energy policy tools.  

4.4.2 Green Energy Policy Efforts 

Support from higher-level government(s) can promote sustainable energy practices in 

local governments. However, without federal support, local governments have taken substantive 

strides to improve green performance by joining broad climate change protection associations 

and institutionalizing collective action aimed at energy conservation and GHG emissions 

reduction.  

Joining associations such as ICLEI-Local Governments for Sustainability indicates a 

meaningful commitment on the part of local governments to proactively address climate change 

concerns. Through ICLEI, municipal officials can acquire technical assistance and knowledge 

that increases their administrative ability to become a more sustainable city (Sharp et al. 2011).  

Additionally, local governments have attempted to establish collaborative governance 

structures through informal and/or formal institutionalization (Feiock and Coutts 2013). Koontz 

and Thomas (2006) reviewed the existing empirical literature on collaborative management in 

environmental policy and found that such mechanisms can improve the quality of environmental 
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outcomes. Additionally, Institutional Collective Action (ICA) studies suggest that local internal 

characteristics, such as the absence of fragmented political authority, can motivate cities to 

collaborate with each other. That is, institutionalized collective action can overcome the 

limitations of fragmented decision making (Feiock 2007).  

H2: Cities that have joined ICLEI and are more engaged in collaboration will have 

implemented more local green energy policy tools.  

4.4.3 Governmental Capacity 

Federalism scholars have historically been interested in understanding the effects of 

competitive intergovernmental grants on administrative capacity and resource acquisition. Unlike 

competitive grants, however, there is no competition in the allocation of resources and relatively 

slight federal oversight on grantees’ operations in block grants. Therefore, scholars have been 

relatively less interested in examining administrative capacity in block grant systems. In the 

context of the EECBG grant, grantees can have greater discretion and authority to use funds. 

Local policy programs in granted cities are formulated based on local needs and priorities and 

implemented efficiently with direct local implications (Handley 2008). These features of the 

grant indicate, however, that local policy makers have greater accountability for policy failure.  

This study begins with investigating the role of local governmental capacity for local 

policy decision making in the EECBG program. Honadale (2001) pointed out two factors of 

local policy making, fiscal health and staff capabilities, which can determine the quality and 

quantity of local initiatives. Local administrators in low-capacity environments have a higher 

possibility for policy failure (Howlett 2009). Additionally, comprehensive local government 

plans for GHG reduction require considerable financial, technical, and human capacity (Krause 

2012). In this study, property tax per capita and sales tax per capita were used as proxy measures 
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for local government fiscal health. Income tax was not used because many cities (285) did not 

levy an income tax. Property and sales taxes are the main financial resources. When local 

governments have a high proportion of these taxes, these local governments can independently 

operate their budgets (Krause 2011).  

H3:  Cities with greater administrative capacity will have implemented more local green 

energy policy tools.  

4.4.4 Interest Group Support  

Political environments for local policy-making vary across communities and provide a 

rational explanation for why local governments generate different policy outcomes (Krause, 

2012). In interest group models, interest groups are considered policy demanders who try to 

maximize their policy preferences and participate in political decision making (Lubell et al. 2005; 

Clingermeyer and Feiock 2001). These interest group models hypothesize that policies are 

adopted and implemented as a result of interest group competition. To win in this competitive 

environment, interest groups try to deliver political resources to local elected officials (Molotch 

1976; Lubell et al. 2009).  

I expect interest groups with anti-sustainability attitudes to maximize their preferences, 

for example, pushing for less regulation regarding the extraction of natural resources. The oil 

industry is dependent on fossil fuels and generally does not support regional policy or regulations 

addressing climate change protection (Andersen and Pierre 2010). The oil industry is heavily 

targeted by environmental regulations related to air, water, and soil pollution. These carbon-

intensive oil industries have faced higher relative risk regarding these regulations in climate 

change protection plans, and they may have a tendency to resist such policies (Rowlands 2000). 

Therefore, cities where the oil industry has a larger presence may be less inclined to adopt 
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regulations for GHG emissions and conservation of natural resources than those that have a 

service or technology-based economy.  

Additionally, although the literature is mixed about whether education is a proxy for the 

effects of civic capacity or interest groups, there is empirical evidence showing that the level of 

education correlates positively to indicators capturing the extent of sustainability activity in 

communities (Krause, 2012; Zahran et al., 2008). In this study, the effect of education on the 

outcome variable was measured by the percentage of a city’s population having a college degree 

H4a: Cities that have a larger oil industry may face greater interest group opposition to 

environmental policy making and will thus implement fewer local green energy policy tools.  

H4b: Cities that have higher education levels may have more interest groups supportive 

of environmental policy-making and will thus implement more local green energy policy tools.  

4.4.5 Local Political Institutions 

Previous research has examined the effect of form of local political institutions on the 

adoption and implementation of innovative policies. Bestill (2001) notes that “political 

leadership on environmental issues may be a necessary but not sufficient for localizing global 

climate change”. On the other hand, in political market theory, political institutional structure 

mitigates differences between policy suppliers and policy demanders (Lubell et al. 2005). That is, 

political institutions configure the political process between policy demanders and policy 

decision makers (Clingermeyer and Feiock 2001).  

I assume that political institutions influence the behavior of policy makers and citizens 

involved in policy adoption and implementation. Therefore, this study focuses on form of 

municipal political institutions. U.S. municipal government forms have generally been 

categorized as two types: reformed and unreformed (Kemp 1999). The council-manager form 
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represents reformed government with appointed managers or a part-time elected mayor. The 

unreformed governments, such as mayor-council government types, tend to be more responsive 

to the adoption of symbolic policies and credit claiming in their cities (Clingermayer 1990). I 

expect city-mayor forms to be linked to the implementation of innovative green energy policies.  

H5: Cities with mayor-council forms of government will have implemented more local 

green energy policy tools.  

The major purpose of this study is to examine the effect of the EECBG grant, as well as a 

variety of economic, political, and administrative factors, on policy implementation to achieve 

green energy policy goals. Additionally, this study provides a methodological framework that 

meets the evaluative demands of local and federal policy makers. By utilizing a unique dataset, 

the statistical model presented here demonstrates an empirical technique useful for evaluating the 

effectiveness of the EECBG grant.  

4.5 Research Design 

4.5.1 Sample and Data 

This study examines the determinants of policy outcomes related to energy use and 

conservation in U.S. cities. The data were collected through two surveys separately targeting two 

recipients. The first survey was targeted to EECBG municipal grantees. For comparison, a 

separate additional survey was sent to municipal governments that have never received the 

EECBG grant because their population (< 30,000) did not qualify. The surveys were conducted 

with an initial web-based survey and a follow-up mail survey. The data were collected from top 

manager positions defined as city manager, mayor, or chief executive manager in sustainability 

development or energy utility development. Each survey was designed to ask for information 
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concerning the adoption and implementation of policy programs and activities that can lead to 

energy efficiency and conservation and renewable energy development. 

In the surveys, two dependent variables were developed based on the survey question: 

“Which of the following energy/climate related issues does your jurisdiction officially address 

(e.g., through regulation or policies) as it relates to government facilities and operations; and the 

community at large? (select all that apply).” 

Table 4.1 Measurements of Outcome and Predictors 
 

 
 

Based on this question, this study created an index that measures governmental activities and 

programs in terms of energy sustainability of municipal governments. Appendix E presents the 

index components. Each policy enacted was included in the index. The adoption indices were 

created by a review of case study and academic literature. One of the advantages of this index is 

that it indicates the sector to which the energy sustainability policy is directed. The policy 

programs may be directed in-house to reduce GHG emissions and increase the energy efficiency 

Outcome Variable 

Variable Measurement 

Policy outcome for government and 

community facilities 

A number of implementing policy tools 

Independent Variables 

Variable Measurement 

EECBG Program Receiving EECBG program (0=no; 1=yes) 

Transformed Cut-off Deducted population from threshold (30,000) 

ICLEI members A member of the International council for local environmental 

Initiatives (0=no member; 1= member) 

Collaboration Mechanisms A number of implementing mechanisms for interlocal collaboration 

Mayor-Council Form of 

Local Government 

Dummy (0=others; 1=mayor-council) 

Oil Industry Dependency Number of oil industries per total businesses 

Land Size Land Area in Square Miles 

Property Tax Property Tax per capita 

Sales Tax Sales Tax per capita 

College Education Attainment Percentage of city population with a college degree 
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of local government operations or outward to constrain or stimulate actions of non-governmental 

actors such as local businesses and residents in the community.  

 
Table 4.2 Descriptive Data Analysis 

 

Variable Mean SD Min Max 

Dependent Variable 1     

Policy Outcome of Government 

Facilities 

6.5 3.444 1 14 

Independent variable 1     

EECBG Program 3.443 .479 0 1 

Transformed Cut-off 52949.93 142672.1 -29888 1419634 

ICLEI Member .268 .267 0 1 

Collaboration Mechanisms  2.419 2.419 1 0 

Council-Manager Form .711 .453 0 1 

Oil Business Dependency .2915 .7643 0 9.832 

Land Size Square Miles 42.170 117.55 1 1704.68 

Property Tax per Capital (logged) 5.704 1.083 0 8.233 

Sales Tax per Capita (logged) .1050 .129 0 .609 

Percentage of College Degree 1.571 4.327 0 44.2 

Dependent 2     

Policy Outcome of Community 

Facilities (logged) 

1.139 .804 0 2.639 

Independent 2     

EECBG Program .669 .471 0 1 

Transformed Cut-off 58223.54 138352.7 -19539 1415632 

ICLEI Member .2897 .4542 0 1 

Collaboration Mechanisms  1.454 1.566 1 6 

Council-Manager Form .269 .444 0 1 

Oil Business Dependency 1.526 28.583 0 9.223 

Land Size 42.170 117.558 1 1704.68 

Property Tax per Capita (logged) 9.838 1.262 6.249 13.434 

Sales Tax per Capita (logged) 13.434 .131 0 .6707 

Percentage of College Degree 1.642 4.712 0 44.2 
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Previous research has combined these sectors together and thus may not adequately 

capture the dynamics of local policy decision-making processes and intergovernmental grants. 

This study directly addresses the issue by differentiating between energy sustainability efforts 

directed at local government operations and at the community at large by comparing government 

activities that are funded with non-funded programs. 

Based on the survey responses, if city respondents answered yes to the individual program, the 

individual indicator is aggregated as 1 to quantify the implementation of green energy policy. As 

a result, this index ranges between 1 and 14 which indicates how many programs these cities 

operated. 

4.5.2 Regression Discontinuity Research Design  

 

This study evaluated the effectiveness of the EECBG grant on policy outcomes related to 

energy use and green energy development by applying regression discontinuity (RD). The RD 

design is a quasi-experimental design used to evaluate a program’s effect by comparing a pre-

post group, specifically control and treatment groups (Moss and Yeaton 2006). The RD design 

has been employed in several disciplines such as education, health, business, and social welfare 

(Shadish, Cook, and Campbell 2002).  

Unlike a general ordinary least squared (OLS) design, a treatment assignment in RD 

design is based on whether observations fall above or below a cut point on a rating variable. This 

characteristic has simultaneous advantages and disadvantages. The nonrandom selection process 

in the RD design is more efficient than random selection because observations are already placed 

in the programs. On other hand, this non-randomized selection must meet a variety of rigorous 

conditions to avoid biased impact estimates (Hahn et al. 2001; Shadish, Cook, and Campbell 
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2002). Regarding these conditions, this study provides statistical and graphical evidence that 

shows the RD design is the optimal approach for this study.  

First, in terms of the non-randomized observation selection, the program group consisted 

of municipal EECBG recipients that had a population of 30,000 or more; received EECBG funds 

formulated by population; and implemented a variety of policy tools in terms of energy 

efficiency and renewable energy development. The cities in the comparison group consisted of 

cities with populations below 30,000 that implemented policy tools without the financial support 

of the federal government. In this design, population was set as the pretest or rating variable that 

was measured prior to the start of EECBG program. These conditional assignments formed 

nonequivalent groups that violated the internal validity of the research design (Cook and 

Campbell 1979). However, the RD design does not require this equivalent condition to assign the 

observations into each group.  

Prior to testing the RD assumptions, the researcher is required to show whether or not this 

design has discontinuity between non-EECBG group and EECBG recipient group. The scatter 

plots in Figure 4.1 provide a simple way to visualize discontinuity in policy outcomes at the cut-

off point. Additionally, these graphs can demonstrate whether or not the discontinuity is caused 

by other factors with the treatment intervention. This evidence is critical to validate the internal 

validity of this design (Hahn et al. 2001).  

The two scatter plots for the mean of policy outcomes indicated a clear “jump” or 

discontinuity between policy outcomes for the non-EECBG group and the EECBG group.  Based 

on these graphs, this study found justification for applying the RD design to test the effect of 

EECBG grant on policy outcomes in cities.  
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Figure 4.1 Scatter Plot of Mean Policy Outcome for Government Facilities by Population 

 

 

Figure 4.2 Scatter Plot of Mean Policy Outcome for Community Facilities by Population 
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The RD design requires strict assumptions (Jacob and Zhu 2012). First, all participants should be 

clearly assigned to groups based on the cut-off score. This indicates that any observed city 

government in this study should be assigned to treatment groups if they were in the EECBG 

program. This case is called a “sharp” RD design. On the other hand, if there is mis-assignment 

crossing over the cut-off point, this is known as a “fuzzy” RD design. In both groups in this 

study, small cities (population < 30,000) received the EECBG grant. However, I assumed that 

the potential impact of these cities would be negligible. Therefore, this study applied the “sharp” 

RD design.  

The second assumption is the specified model is the most optimal linear model possible 

to use with the existing data. Shadish, Cook, and Campbell (2002) offer a procedure to determine 

the model specification. They suggest, “if interactions or nonlinearities are suspected, the 

analysis should overfit the model by starting with more polynomial and interaction terms than 

are probably needed, dropping non-significant terms from higher to lower order.” To the extent 

that the specific functional form is correct, estimators in this model will be not under or over 

estimated at the cut-point (Jacob and Zhu 2012). To assess linearity, this study regresses the 

posttest score (�!) on the centered pretest score (ri) (derived by subtracting the cut point, 30,000, 

from each pretest score), the treatment variable (Ti) (dummy variable 0 or 1 indicates the group 

assignment). Algebraically, the sharp RD model applies the conventional “parametric” approach 

with all observations in the data set called a “global strategy.” For an initial test, many RD 

studies (e.g., Trochim 2004; Moss and Yeaton 2006) recommend testing the full model (cubic 

interaction model) and the reduced models.  

The expanded model (cubic interaction): �! = � + �! ∗ �! + �! ∗ �! + �! ∗ �!
!
+ �! ∗ �!

!
+

�! ∗ �! ∗ �! + �! ∗ �!
!
∗ �! + �! ∗ �!

!
∗ �! + �! 
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�! = the outcome for observation �; 

�= the average value of the outcome for observation in the program group after 

controlling the pretest variable; 

�!= coefficient for the mean difference between control and program groups 

�!= linear coefficient for the transformed pretest 

�!= quadratic transformed pretest coefficient 

�!= cubic transformed pretest coefficient 

�!= linear interaction coefficient  

�!= quadratic interaction coefficient 

�!= cubic interaction coefficient  

�!= dummy variable 0 or 1 for treatment effect 

�!= the centered pretest score; �!-30000 

�!= error term for observation i.  

To find the most appropriate model specification, there is a statistical test; the Akaike 

information criterion (AIC) (Jacob and Zuh 2012). The AIC is one of the statistical tests for a 

measure of the relative goodness of fit and describes the trade-off between bias and variance in 

the model (Long 1997). Table 4.3 reposts AIC values with and without covariates for each model. 

According to the results of the table, for governmental facilities, the quadratic model contains the 

lowest values of AIC with covariates. Therefore, based on these results, this model is specified as 

a quadratic model that influences slope on either side of the cut point (Jacob and Zuh 2012). 

Regarding another model for community facilities, although AIC associated with the 

cubic interaction model yields minimum AIC values with and without covariates, this study 

selects the quadratic model as an appropriate specified model. Jacob (2012) demonstrates that the 



82 

 

more complicated the model is, the less powerful the analysis is in terms of estimating the 

parameters. A regression of the cubic interaction model shows a statistically lower AIC value, 

however the quadratic model is less complicated and statistically significant based on the F score. 

Thus, the two RD equations are specified below. These quadratic models are the linear 

interaction models that impact the intercept of the regression line.  

 ������ ������� ��� ���������� ���������� ! = � + �! ∗ ����� �����! + �! ∗

���������� − 30000 ! + �! ∗ ���������� − 30000 !

!
+ �! 

������ ������� ��� ��������� ����������!

= � + �! ∗ ����� ����� ! + �! ∗ ���������� − 30000 ! + �!

∗ (���������� − 30000)!
!
+ �! 

 
Table 4.3 Parametric Statistics 

 

 Governmental Facilities Community Facilities 

 AIC  

(no covariates) 

AIC 

(with covariates) 

AIC  

(no covariates) 

AIC 

(with covariates) 

Linear 2150.039 1664.457 785.8219 470.622 

Linear interaction 2151.635 1665.727 783.5722 472.371 

Quadratic 2148.959 1663.113 785.8071 470.452 

Quadratic interaction 2149.463 1663.365 785.3625 472.8163 

Cubic 2148.912 1663.985 783.0274 470.341 

Cubic interaction 2150.484 1664.799 780.6257 469.088 

Sample Size (n=) 405 314 330 257 

 
 

Finally, there are no other factors that cause discontinuity between the pretest and protest 

relationship at the cutoff (Lee and Munk 2008). Also, these covariates are not influenced by the 
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treatment. This indicates that the only effect the treatment yields is the discontinuity between 

cutoff point in the rating variable. When the design does not meet this assumption, it indicates 

that the design does not meet the standards for internal validity. In order to test this assumption 

in the formed models, it is recommended to graph a scatter plot between the rating variable 

(population here) and nonaffected covariates in this model. As a result, none of the covariates in 

these two models have discontinuity in the rating variables. 

 
Table 4.4 Count of Cities in Each Group 

 

 Government Facilities Community Facilities 

 Non-EECBG EECBG Non-EECBG EECBG 

Count 171 312 119 241 

Percent  35.403% 64.596% 49.377% 66.944% 

 
 

4.6 Findings 

The scattergram presented above illustrates the existing discontinuity between the 

EECBG group and Non-EECBG group. Additionally, the two-formed RD regression models 

show statistical evidence to test the effect of the EECBG program on policy outcomes in U.S. 

cities. To more precisely test the effect of the EECBG program, this study analyzed a model 

testing the effect of the grant and the set of internal determinants in cities. Table 4.5 provides the 

results for the models tested in this study.  

First, for the model of government facilities, the result of the F-test (F=4.23, p>.001) 

from the final linear model indicates that this study successfully removed non-significant 

interaction and cubic models. That is, the formed quadratic RD model was appropriately 

specified to estimate the effect of the treatment (EECBG program) on outcome variables (green 
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energy policy tools). However, the squared transformed cut off point is not statistically 

significant. This means that there are significant differences between the slopes for the EECBG 

group linear regression line and the non-EECBG group linear regression line. Concerning the 

statistical evidence for the effect of the treatment group, the coefficient for the EECBG grant (�!) 

is statistically significant (1.08**). The result statistically accounts for the differences between 

the regression line for the EECBG group and the regression line for the non-EECBG group.  

 
Table 4.5 Sharp-Global Regression Discontinuity of EECBG Program 

 

 Government Facilities  Community Facilities  

EECBG Program (�!) 
1.08** 

(.551) 

.164 

(.127) 

Transformed Cut-off (�!) 
-2.12 

(6.71) 

-6.84 

(1.14) 

Squared Transformed Cut-off (�!) 
9.75 

(1.52) 

-3.53 

(9.50) 

ICLEI Member 
.544 

(.486) 

.199* 

(.119) 

Collaboration Mechanisms 
.180 

(.136) 

.041 

(.033) 

Oil Industry Dependency 
.171 

(.108) 

-.086** 

(.037) 

Mayor-council Form  
1.01*** 

(.433) 

.306*** 

 (.114) 

Land Size  
-.0047*** 

(.002) 

-.132* 

(.069) 

Property Tax  
.544*** 

(.209) 

1.91 

(1.30) 

Sales Tax 
1.243 

(1.685) 

2.73 

(1.77) 

College Education Attainment  
.0340 

(042) 

2.19 

(2.91) 

Constant  
2.531** 

(1.280) 

1.968*** 

(.435) 

 

N=314 

R-Squared=.21 
F-test=4.23*** 

N=257 

R-Squared=.19 
F-test=3.67** 

 
 

Also, this result is consistent with the existing discontinuity that the above scatter-gram 

illustrates. Therefore, when the EECBG program (T=1) intervened in policy programs to 

increase energy efficiency for government facilities, the average number of the green energy 
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policy programs of EECBG recipients is higher than the average number of policy programs in 

the non-EECBG group, all else being equal.  

Regarding the statistical results for internal determinants, two results from this linear 

model are consistent with the hypothesis in terms of the effects of internal determinants in cities. 

First, property tax per capita (.544***) has a positive effect on green energy policy 

implementation for government facilities. When property taxes are raised, these cities tend to 

implement more green energy policy tools for government facilities. Additionally, a particular 

form of political institutions, mayor-council form of government, has a positive influence on the 

implementation of green energy policy tools for government facilities. However, unlike the 

hypothesis, land size has a negative effect (-.0047***) on policy outcomes. The other internal 

determinants are not statistically significant in the RD green energy regression model for 

government facilities.  

The RD regression model for the policy outcomes for community facilities is statistically 

significant (F-test 2013 P<0.05). However, unlike the government facilities model, the EECBG 

grant dummy variable (Ti) is not statistically significant for green energy policy outcome 

targeted to community facilities. However, the scattergram for this model suggests discontinuity 

appears at the cut-off line. The inconsistent results indicate that there could be unobserved 

community internal covariates that can influence the cutoff point. 

On the other hand, several covariates concerning political, institutional, and economic 

community characteristics have significant effects on policy outcomes. Interestingly, their results 

are consistent with my hypotheses. First, previous commitment to sustainability, as measured by 

ICLEI membership, has a positive impact (.199) on the implementation of local green energy 

outcomes. Cities that joined ICLEI in 2007 tended to implement more policy tools. Also, the oil 
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industry variable, which captures opposition to city sustainability efforts, has a statistically 

significant negative effect (-.086). Furthermore, the effect of political institutions in this model 

shows consistency with the result from the government facilities model. Having a mayor-council 

form of government (.285) is associated with increasing the number of policy tools. Finally, only 

the land size independent variable measuring governmental capacity is statistically significant 

but it shows findings inconsistent with the hypothesis. Land size (-.132***) has a negative effect 

on green energy policy outcome.  

4.7 Conclusion 

Overall, this study finds empirical evidence that offers support for the effectiveness of 

federal grant programs on subnational governmental recipients. Additionally, this study 

empirically investigates variations that can influence green energy policy outcomes depending 

on policy targets. The fundamental research question in this study is, Does the EECBG program 

influence the implementation of local green energy policy tools?  The findings of this study point 

to the effectiveness of the EECBG program, suggesting that city governments are more 

productive in terms of green energy activities than non-grantee municipal governments. More 

specifically, this research finds that the effectiveness of the EECBG program depends on the 

targets at which the energy sustainability policy is directed. First, while the EECBG fund causes 

recipients to implement more policy tools that can lead to energy efficiency in government 

facilities, this program does not appear to affect community facilities. For this unexpected result, 

Francis and Feiock (2010) suggest that many cities prefer to initially operate their green energy 

activities within the local government itself. Also, they demonstrate that the difference in 

governmental behaviors may be caused by variation in cities’ economic, political and interest 

group environments. This study empirically verifies their argument. For example, cities with 
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more oil industry establishments tend to implement fewer green energy policy tools targeted 

specifically at community facilities. The results indicate that city decision makers are reluctant to 

implement policies that dominant business stakeholders generally oppose. Another interesting 

finding is that cities affiliated with ICLEI appear to adopt more local green policy tools directed 

at community facilities. A possible explanation for this finding is that membership in ICLEI 

demonstrates a more substantive commitment to sustainability, thus encouraging community-

wide initiatives.  

Additionally, cities with mayor-council forms do not treat the policy tools differently 

based on their policy targets. This finding is not consistent with the previous argument from 

Terman and Feiock (2012). They suggested that while appointed managers initially try to operate 

policy tools to reduce energy use in government facilities, elected mayors show high 

responsiveness to citizens reducing energy consumption and GHG emission in the community at 

large (Terman and Feiock 2012). However, the finding in my study suggests that local 

governmental efforts for green energy and climate protection can be explained by the political 

interest and accountability of elected mayors. This finding confirms the previous studies that 

elected executives in local governments are associated with the emergence of growth 

management or sustainability entrepreneurism (Schneider et al. 2005; Feiock 2004).  

Finally, the positive effect of property tax on green energy policy outcomes indicates that 

fiscally healthy local governments can have more financial flexibility to implement green policy 

programs which can lead to government facilities being more energy efficient. On the other hand, 

the finding that property tax is not significant suggests that local governments are not financially 

independent enough to operate green energy programs that require a long-term plan and more 
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financial resources to change the behaviors of energy-consuming citizens and business groups in 

their communities.  

To advance this research, it is imperative to increase the reliability of the survey data 

through a higher response rate. The surveys used in this study have received response rates 

below 40%. Increasing the response rates for these surveys would allow for greater reliability 

and certainty that the data more accurately represent the population.   
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CHAPTER FIVE 

CONCLUSION 

The purpose of this dissertation is to empirically investigate questions concerning 

whether the dynamic multilevel governance needed to achieve “greener” energy cities. This 

question was analyzed through three individual empirical analyses in Chapters 2-4. This 

dissertation applied a collective action approach to examine how local green energy policy 

efforts are shaped by institutional, political, and administrative forces from higher-level and 

other local governments.  

The first essay examines the effects of state institutions and policies on interlocal 

collaboration.  Previous studies on interlocal collaboration have primarily focused on local level 

factors to explain local governments’ use of collaborative mechanisms for joint action. However, 

in practice, state or federal governments can constrain or facilitate collaboration among local 

governments and thus need to be accounted for in the theoretical and empirical efforts to 

understand collaboration. Regarding the role of the state, the essay investigates not only local 

level factors, but also the hierarchical effects of state rules and policies on the scope of interlocal 

collaboration mechanisms employed by cities to address issues of climate change and renewable 

energy. Also, this study conceptualized the relationship between state and local government 

through an integrated theoretical framework of principal-agent and institutional collective action 

framework. The results confirm predictions that multilevel intergovernmental forces influence 

local collaborations.  

The second essay applies the institutional collective action (ICA) framework 

complemented with the theory of external red tape to examine local governments’ interlocal 

collaboration decisions. This integrated framework accounts for how local officials change their 
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decisions for collective actions when they are faced with external and internal burdens. This 

question arises because of intergovernmental relations between the federal government and 

municipalities under the EECBG program. In the EECBG program, there is an established 

principal-agent relationship between DOE as the grantor and city governments as grantees. In 

addition, local grantees voluntarily collaborate with other cities because one fragmented city is 

not fully capable of efficiently providing public services related to energy efficiency, 

conservation, and renewable energy development. This study empirically tests the effect of the 

compliance burden imposed by DOE regulations on collective action decisions among local 

grantees. The results confirm the predictions that external and internal political, institutional, and 

economic factors can change the decision making processes of municipal governments regarding 

collective action.  

Finally, unlike the previous two essays, the third essay seems to be more practical. This 

essay provides empirical evidence of the effectiveness of a federal grant program on policy 

outcomes in cities. Additionally, while much of the empirical literature does not focus on 

capturing different policy outcomes for different policy targets, this study shows differentiation 

between governmental and community-wide green energy activity operation. According to the 

findings from this essay, green energy activities targeted at government facilities help achieve 

the goals of the EECBG program. However, the activities for community facilities are influenced 

more by community, political, and economic factors. Another contribution of this research is the 

regression discontinuity (RD) applied in an empirical research design that captures the 

effectiveness of the EECBG grant, providing critical lessons for future grant programs. 
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APPENDIX A 

DIMEMSIONS OF INDEX OF LOCAL AUTONOMY 
 

Dimensions Features 

Importance • Importance of local government outputs, revenue, and expenditure 

in the state economy and intergovernmental system 

• Importance of local public employment in the state economy and 

intergovernmental system 
Discretion • Engage in their activities free from constraints imposed by the state 

government 

• Structural and functional responsibility and legal scope 

• Fiscal discretion limits 

• Unconstrained revenue  
Capacity • Capacity to accomplish their objectives 

• A broad range of attributes including resource sufficiency and 

stability of revenue sources  
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APPENDIX B 

THE QUESTIONNAIRE FOR SCOPE OF COLLABORATION 

MECHANISMS  

 

Question Has your government engaged in any of the following collaborative actions 
relating to sustainability, energy efficiency, or climate protection? 

 • Worked with other agencies or local governments in activities such 

as an inventory of GHG emissions 

• Joined a collaborative partnership with other local entities (such as a 

regional partnership organization) 

• Entered into an informal agreement with one or more local 

governments on energy issues  

• Entered into a formal agreement with one or more local 

governments on energy issues 

• Enacted policy or comprehensive plan changes based on regional 

planning efforts 

• Government has not engaged in any collaborative actions in these 

areas 

• Other  
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APPENDIX C 

MEASUREMENT OF COLLABORATION DECISION CHANGE  
 

Diverse of  

Collaboration Change 

Definition 

Type 1 

Collaboration  

 

Non-Collaboration  

 

Discontinue interlocal collaboration 

Type 2 

Non-Collaboration 

 

Non-Collaboration 

 

Continue non-interlocal collaboration 

Type 3 

Collaboration 

 

Collaboration 

 

Continue interlocal collaboration 

Type 4 

Non-Collaboration 

 

Collaboration  

 

Initiate new interlocal collaboration 
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APPENDIX D 

RELIABLITY TESTS OF THE RED TAPE INDEX 

Principal Components Analysis 

Factor Eigenvalue Difference Proportion Cumulative 

Burdensome Rules 1.90922 1.33654 0.6364 0.6364 

Fiscal Constraints 0.57268 0.05458 0.1909 0.8273 

Reporting Requirements 0.51810  0.1727 1.0000 

 
Factor Loadings for red tape  

Burdensome Rules .78 

Fiscal Constraints .80 

Reporting Requirements .81 

 

Scree Plot of Eigenvalues After Factor 

 
Cronbach’s Alpha Test 

Average Interitem Covariance .5912789 

Number of Items in the scale 3 

Scale Reliability Coefficient 0.7136 
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APPENDIX E 

 

QUESTOINNAIRES FOR INDEPENDENT VARIABLES  
 
External Red Tape  

Question What is your assessment of the following federal reporting obligations based 
on your experience with the EECBG program? 

Not at all 
(1) 

Somewhat 
(2) 

Neutral 
(3) 

Usually 
(4) 

Almost Always 
(5) 

(1) Federal guidelines exceed what is necessary for accountability purposes 

(2) Federal guidelines interfere with efficient allocation of funds 

(3) The Amount of reporting exceeds what is usually required in our jurisdiction 

 
Citizen Political Ideology 

Questions On a 10-point scale, from very conservative (1) to very liberal (10), what is your 
assessment of the ideological leaning of your council? 

 

Importance of Intercollaboration 

Question How Important were each of the following factors in deciding what specific 
activities to use EECBG funds for? 

• Opportunities for collaboration with local governments; not important, moderately 

important, important, very important 
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Interlocal Collaboration Mechanisms  

How has your government engaged in any of the following collaboration actions related to 
sustainability? (check all that apply) 

• Joint purchasing with other governments 

• Worked with other agencies or local governments in activities such as an inventory of 

GHG emissions 

• Joined a collaborative partnership with other local entities 

• Entered into an informal agreement with one or more local governments 

• Entered into a formal agreement with one of more local governments on energy issues 

• Enacted changes to your comprehensive plan or other local plans based on regional 

planning efforts 

• Entered into a formal agreement with one or more regional partnerships on energy 

issues.  

 
Government Administrative Capacity  

Which best describes your local sustainability/energy taskforce, committee, or commissions? 

• My city does not have a sustainability/energy taskforce, committee, or commissions 

• My city has one with dedicated staff to support it 

• My city has one but it does not have dedicated staff  
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APPENDIX F 
 

INDEX OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT ENERGY AND RENEWABLE 

ACTIVITIES 
 

Policy Target Sustainability in Government Facilities/ 

Sustainability in Community Facilities 

Energy efficiency or LEED certification for new buildings 

Retro-fitting existing buildings for energy efficiency 

Alternative transportation systems 

Green procurement practices 

Technology innovation/ demonstration projects 

Energy-efficient devices (appliances, lighting, etc.) 

Energy efficiency systems (building controls, etc.) 

Inventory of greenhouse gas emissions 

Renewable energy 

Smart grid/ net metering 

Alternative fuels 

Charging stations for plug-in electric vehicles 

Incorporating energy use in land use decisions 

Provide information about efficiency to employees/ residents 
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APPENDIX G 
 

HUMAN SUBJECTS APPROVAL MEMO 
 

RE-APPROVAL MEMORANDUM 
 
Date: 6/2/2014 
 
To: Richard Feiock 
 
Address: 2250 
Dept.: PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION AND POLICY 
 
From:   Thomas L. Jacobson, Chair 
 
Re:     Re-approval of Use of Human subjects in Research 
Informed Principals and Learning Agents:  Endogenous Preferences in Principal Agent Models 
of Federal Grants for Sustainable Energy 
 
Your request to continue the research project listed above involving human subjects has been 
approved by the Human Subjects Committee. If your project has not been completed 
by 5/29/2015, you must request a renewal of approval for continuation of the project. As a 
courtesy, a renewal notice will be sent to you prior to your expiration date; however, it is your 
responsibility as the Principal Investigator to timely request renewal of your approval from the 
committee. 
 
If you submitted a proposed consent form with your renewal request, the approved stamped 
consent form is attached to this re-approval notice.  Only the stamped version of the consent 
form may be used in recruiting of research subjects. You are reminded that any change in 
protocol for this project must be reviewed and approved by the Committee prior to 
implementation of the proposed change in the protocol.  A protocol change/amendment form is 
required to be submitted for approval by the Committee. In addition, federal regulations require 
that the Principal Investigator promptly report in writing, any unanticipated problems or adverse 
events involving risks to research subjects or others. 
 
By copy of this memorandum, the Chair of your department and/or your major professor are 
reminded of their responsibility for being informed concerning research projects involving 
human subjects in their department.  They are advised to review the protocols as often as 
necessary to insure that the project is being conducted in compliance with our institution and 
with DHHS regulations. 
Cc: 
HSC No. 2014.13018 

 

 

 



99 

 

REFERENCES 

 
Agranoff, R., and McGuire, M. (1998). Multi-network management: Collaboration and the 

hollow state in local economic policy. Journal of Public Administration Research and 

Theory, 8, 67-92. 
 
Agranoff, R. and McGuire, M. (2001). Big questions in public network management research. 

Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 11, 295-327.  
 
Agranoff, R. and McGuire, M. (2003). Collaborative public management. Washington, D.C.: 

Georgetown University Press. 
 
Agranoff, R. and McGuire, M. (2004). Another look at bargaining and negotiating in 

intergovernmental management. Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 

14(4), 495-512. 
 
Agranoff, R, and McGuire, M. (2004). Collaborative public management: New strategies for 

local governments. Washington D.C.: Georgetown University Press. 
 
Alston, L. J. (1996). Empirical studies in institutional change. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge 

University Press.  
 
Amin, A. and Thrift, N. (1995). Globalization, institutions, and regional development in Europe. 

Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.  
 
Anderson, O. J. and Pierre, J. (2010). Exploring the strategic region: Rationality, context, and 

institutional collective action. Urban Affairs Review, 46(2), 218-240. 
 
Andonova, L. B., Bestille, M. M., & Bulkeley, H. (2009). Transactional climate governance. 

Global Environmental Politics, 9, 52-73.  
 
Andrew, S. A. (2007). Contract networks in emergency management: Institutional collective 

action framework. Paper presented at the Workshop on Networks and Coordination of 
Fragmented Authority, February 16-17, Wakulla Springs, FL.  

 
Andrew, S. A. (2009). Recent developments in the study of inter-jurisdictional agreements: An 

overview and assessment. State & Local Government Review, 41(2), 133-142. 
 
Bae, J. and Feiock, R. C. (2013). Forms of government and climate change policies in US cities. 

Urban Studies, 50(4), 776-788. 
 
Baldwin, J.N. (1990). Perception of public versus private sector personnel and informal red tape: 

their impact on motivation American Review of Public Administration, 20:7-28. 
 
Becker, E. (1996). The illusion of fiscal illusion: unsticking the flypaper effect. Public Choice, 

86, 85-102.  



100 

 

Bestill, M. M. (2001). Mitigating climate change in US cities: Opportunities and obstacles. Local 

Environment: The International Journal of Justice and Sustainability, 6(4), 393-406 
 
Biermann, F, Pattberg, P., van Asselt, H., & Zelli, F. (2009). The fragmentation of global 

governance architectures: A framework for analysis. Global Environmental Politics, 9(4), 
14-40 

 
Bish, R. L. (2000). Evolutionary alternatives for metropolitan areas: The capital region of British 

Columbia. Canadian Journal of Regional Science, 23, 1. 
 
Bickers, K. N. and Stein, R. M. (2004). Interlocal cooperation and the distribution of federal 

grant awards. Journal of Politics, 66,800-822. 
 
Bozeman, B. (1993). A theory of government “red tape”. Journal of Public Administration 

Research and Theory, 3(3), 273-303. 
 
Bozeman, B. (2000). Bureaucracy and red tape.Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice-Hall Books. 
 
Bozeman, B. and Feeney, M. K. (2011). Rules and red tape: Prism for public administration 

theory and research. Florence, KY: M.E Sharpe. 
 
Bowen, W. M., Park, S., & Elvery, J. A. (2013). Empirical estimates of the influence of 

renewable energy portfolio standards on the green economies of states. Economic 

Development Quarterly, 27(3), 338-351.   
 
Bowman, A. O'M. (2004). Horizontal federalism: Exploring interstate interactions. Journal of 

Public Administration Research and Theory, 14(4), 535-546. 
 
Bowler, S. and Donovan, T.(2004). Evolution in state governance structures: Unintended 

consequences of state tax and expenditure limitations. Political Research Quarterly, 
57(2), 189-196.  

 
Brown, T. L. and Potoski, M. (2003). Contract–management capacity in municipal and county 

governments. Public Administration Review, 63(2), 153-164. 
 
Buchanan, J. M. and Tullock, G. (1962). The calculus of consent. Ann Arbor, MI: University of 

Michigan Press.  
 
Bulkeley, H. and Moser, S. (2007). Responding to climate change: Governance and social action 

beyond Kyoto. Global Environmental Politics, 7(2), 1-10.  
 
Byrne, J., Hughes, K., Rickerson, W., & Kurdgelashvili, L. (2007). American policy conflict in 

the greenhouse: Divergent trends in federal, regional, state, and local green energy and 
climate change policy. Energy Policy, 35(9), 4555-4573. 

 



101 

 

Campbell, R. W. and Glynn, P. (1990). Intergovernmental cooperation: An analysis of cities and 
counties in Georgia. Public Administration Quarterly, 14(2): 119-141. 

 
Carr, J. B. (2003). Increasing the complexity of local governance: How local governments 

respond to restrictive home rule. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Florida 

Political Science Association. Sarasota, FL, March 15. 
 
Carr, J. B. (2006). Local government autonomy and state reliance on special district governments: 

A reassessment. Political Research Quarterly, 59(3), 481-492. 
 
Carr, J. B., Gerber, E. R., & Lupher, E. W. (2009). Explaining horizontal and vertical 

cooperation in Michigan. In R. W. Jelier & G. Sands (Eds.), Sustaining Michigan: 

Metropolitan Policies and Strategies (pp. 207-36). East Lansing, MI: Michigan State 
University Press.  

 
Carr, J. B. and Feiock, R. C. (2000). Transaction cost federalism and the politics of 

circumvention: State rules and the frequency and scope of municipal annexation. Paper 

presented at the annual meeting of the American Political Science Association. Boston, 
Sep 1-3. 

 
Carr, J. B. and Feiock, R. C. (2004). City-county consolidation and its alternatives: Reshaping 

the local government landscape. Florence, KY: ME Sharpe Inc. 
 
Carr, J. B. and LeRoux, K. (2005). Which local governments cooperate on public safety?: 

Lessons from Michigan. Working Group on Interlocal Services Cooperation Paper 4. 
 
Chen, Y. and Thurmaier, K. (2009). Interlocal agreements as collaborations: An empirical 

investigation of impetuses, norms, and success. American Review of Public 

Administration, 39(5), 536-552. 
 
Clingermayor, J. (1990). The adoption of economic development models by large cities: A test 

of economic, interest group, and institutional explanations. Policy Studies Journal, 18(3), 
539-552.  

 
Clingermayer, J. and Feiock, R. C. (2001). Institutional constraints and policy choice: An 

exploration of local governance. Albany, NY: State University of New York Press. 
  
Cook, T.D. and Campbell, D.T. (1979). Quasi-experimentation: Design and analysis issues for 

field setting. Chicago, IL: Rand-McNally. 
 
Coutts, C. and Feiock, R. C. (2013). Guest editor’s introduction: Governing the sustainable City. 

Cityscape: A Journal of Policy Development and Research, 15(1), 1-8.  
 
Crawford, S. E. S. and Ostrom, E. (1995). A grammar of institutions. The American Political 

Science Review, 89(3), 582-600. 



102 

 

Chubb, J. E. 1985. The political economy of federalism. The American Political Science Review, 
994-1015. 

 
Dye, T. R. Leibman, C. S., Williams, O. P., & Herman, H. (1963). Differentiation and 

cooperation in a metropolitan area. Midwest Journal of Political Science, 7(2), 145-155. 
 
Engel, K. (2006). State and local climate change initiatives: What is motivating state and local 

governments to address a global problem and what does this say about federalism and 
environmental law. Urban Lawyer, 38(4), 10-15. 

 
Faruqee, H., Laxton, D., Muir, D., & Pesenti, P. A. (2006). Would protectionism defuse global 

imbalances and spur economic activity? A scenario analysis. Federal Reserve Bank of 

New York, Staff Report No. 268. 

 

Feiock, R. C. (2002). Who comes involved in city-county consolidation? Findings from county 
officials in 25 Communities. State & Local Government Review, 34(2), 78-94. 

 
Feiock, R. C. (2004). Metropolitan governance: Conflict, competition, and cooperation. 

Washington, DC: Georgetown University Press. 
 
Feiock, R. C. (2004). Politics, institutions, and local land-use regulation. Urban Studies, 41(2), 

363-375. 
 
Feiock, R. C. (2005). Institutional collective action and local governance. Paper presented at 

Creating Collaborative Communities: Management Networks, Services Cooperation, and 

Metropolitan Governance, Wayne State University, Detroit MI, October 31, 2005.  

 

Feiock, R. C. (2007). Rational choice and regional governance. Journal of Urban Affairs, 29,49-
65. 

 
Feiock, R. C. (2009). Metropolitan governance and institutional collective action. Urban Affairs 

Review, 44(3), 356-77.  
 
Feiock, R. C. (2011). Transaction cost federalism: A hierarchical model of state-local 

relationships. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Southern Political Science 

Association. Atlanta, GA, November 1-3. 7th. 

http://localgov.fsu/publication_files/essays/Transactionn%20Cost%Federalism.pdf 

 

Feiock, R. C. (2013). The institutional collective action framework. Policy Studies Journal, 41(3), 
397-425. 

 
Feiock, R. C.., Steinacker, A. & Park, H. J. (2009). Institutional collective action and economic 

development joint ventures. Public Administration Review, 69(2), 256-270. 
 
Feiock, R. C., Tavares, A. F., & Lubell, M. (2008). Policy instrument choices for growth 

management and land use regulation. Policy Studies Journal, 36(3), 461-480.  



103 

 

Feiock, R. C. and Coutts, C.. (2013). Guest editors’ introduction: Governing the sustainable city. 
Cityscape: A Journal of Policy Development and Research, 15(1), 1-7.  

 
Feiock, R. C. and Scholtz, J. T. (2010). Self-organizing governance of institutional collective 

action dilemmas: An overview. In Feiock, R. C. and Scholtz, J. T. Eds Self-Organizing 

Federalism: Collaborative Mechanisms to Mitigate Institutional Collective Action 

Dilemmas. New York, NY: Cambridge University Press.  
 
Feiock, R. C. and West, J. P. (1993). Testing competing explanations for policy adoption: 

Municipal solid waste recycling programs. Political Research Quarterly, 46(2), 399-419. 
 
Feiock, R. C. and Lee, I. (2008). Informal collaboration networks for resolving economic 

development problems in metropolitan regions. Paper presented at the Networks in 

Political Science Conference, Cambridge, MA, June. 

  
Feiock, R. C., Jeong, M., & Kim, J. (2003). Credible commitment and council-manager 

government: Implications for policy instrument choices. Public Administration Review, 

63(5), 616-625. 
  
Feiock, R. C., Francis, N., & Kassekert, T (2010). Explaining the adoption of climate change 

policies in local government. Paper presented at the Pathways to Low Carbon Cities 

Workshop, Hong Kong, China, December 13-14, 2010. 
  
Foster, K. A. (1999). The political economy of special-purpose government. Washington, DC: 

Georgetown University Press. 
 
Frant, H. (1996). High-powered and low-powered incentives in the public sector. Journal of 

Public Administration and Theory, 6, 365-381. 
  
Francis, N., and Feiock, R. C. (2010). A Guide for local government executives on sustainable 

energy management. Washington DC: IBM Institute for the Business of Government. 
 
Friesema, H. P. (1971). Metropolitan political structure: Intergovernmental relations and 

political integration in the quad-cities. Iowa City, IA: University of Iowa Press. 
 
Frug, G. E. and Barron, D. J. (2008). City bound: how states stifle urban innovation. Ithaca, NY: 

Cornell University Press. 
 
Fung, A. and Wright, E. O. (2001). Deepening democracy: Innovations in empowered 

participatory governance. Politics and Society, 29(1), 5-41. 
 
Gillette, C. P. 2008. Fiscal Home Rule. New York University Law and Economic Working 

Papers 182. 

 



104 

 

Gramlich, E.M. (1969). The effects of federal grants on state-local expenditures: A review of 
econometric literature. Presented at the 62

nd
 Annual Conference on Taxation, Lexington. 

KY: National Tax Association, 1969, 569-593.  
 
Gray, B. (1989). Collaborating: Finding common ground for multiparty problems. San Francisco, 

CA: Jossey-Bass.  
 
Hahn, J., Tood, P.,& van de Klaauw, W. (2001). Identification and estimation of treatment 

effects with a regression-discontinuity design. Econometrica, 69(1), 201-209.  
 
Handley, D. M. (2008). Strengthening the intergovernmental grant system: Long-term lesson for 

the federal-local relationship. Public Administration Review, 68(1), 136-136.  
 
Hall, N. D. 2006. Toward a new horizontal federalism: Interstate water management in the Great 

Lakes region. Colorado Law Review, 77, 405-456. 
 
Hawkins, C. V. and Andrew, S. A. (2011). Understanding horizontal and vertical relations in the 

context of economic development joint venture agreements. Urban Affairs Review, 47(3), 
385-412.  

 
Himmelman, A. T. (1996). On the theory and practice of transformational collaboration: From 

social service to social justice. In C. Huxham (Ed.), Creating collaborative advantage (pp.  
19-43). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.  

 
Hines, J. R Jr. and Thaler, R. H. (1995). Anomalies: The flypaper effect. Journal of Economic 

Perspectives, 9: 217-226.   
 
Hoffman, J. P. (2004) Generalized Linear Models: an applied approach. Pearson Education Inc. 

Boston, MA.  
 
Howell-Moroney, M. (2007). Studying the effects of the intensity of US state growth 

management approaches on land development outcomes. Urban Studies, 44(11), 2163-
2178. 

 
ICLEI- 2007, 2010, 2013. ICLEI global: Our campaigns and program. 

http://www.iclei.org/en/our-activities/programs-initiatives.html 
 
Ingram, H. (1977). Policy implementation through bargaining: The case of federal grants-in-aid. 

Public Policy, 25(4), 499-526.  
 
Inglehart, R. and Abramson, P. R. (1994). Economic security and value change. American 

Political Science Review, 88, 336-354. 
 
Intergovernmental Service Agreements for Delivering Local Public Services: Update 1983. 1985. 

Washington D.C.: Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations. 
 



105 

 

Jacob, R. and Zhu, P. (2012). A practical guide to regression discontinuity. MDRC, 1-100. 
 
Joyce, P. G. and Mullins, D. R. (1991). The changing fiscal structure of the state and local public 

sector: The impact of tax and expenditure limitations. Public Administration Review, 
51(3), 240-253. 

 
Kaufman, H. (1977). Red Tape: Its Origins, Uses, and Abuse. Washington, D.C.: Brookings.  
 
Kemiss, D. (1990). Community and the Politics of Place. Norman, OK: University of Oklahoma 

Press. 
 
Kemp, R. L. (1999). Forms of local government: A handbook on city, county, and regional 

options. Jefferson, NC: McFarland and Company, Inc. 
 
Kettle, D. F. (2000). The transformation of governance: Globalization, devolution and the role of 

government. Public Administration Review, 60(6), 488-497. 
  
Koontz, T. M. (2006). Collaboration for sustainability? A framework for analyzing government 

impacts in collaborative-environmental management. Sustainability: Science, Practice, & 

Policy, 2(1), 15-24. 
 
Koontz, T. M. and Thomas, C. W. (2006). What do we know and need to know about the 

environmental outcomes of collaborative management? Public Administration Review, 
66,111-121. 

 
Korfmacher, K. (1998). Invisible successes, visible failures: Paradoxes of ecosystem 

management in the Albermarle-Pamlico Estuarine Study. Coastal Management, 26(3), 
191-212. 

 
Krane, D., Rigos, P. N., & Hill, M. B., Jr. (2001). Home rule in America: A fifty state handbook. 

Washington, DC: Congressional Quarterly Press. 
 
Krause, R. M. (2010). Policy innovation, intergovernmental relations, and the adoption of 

climate protection initiatives by U.S cities. Journal of Urban Affairs, 33(1), 45-60. 
  
Krause, R. M. (2011). Symbolic or substantive policy? Measuring the extent of local 

commitment to climate protection. Environment and Planning C: Government and Policy, 

29, 46-62.  

 

Krause, R. M. (2011). An assessment of the greenhouse gas reducing activities being 
implemented in US cities, Local Government, 16(2), 193-211 

 
Krause, R. M. (2012). Political decision-making and the local provision of pubic goods: The case 

of municipal climate protection in the US. Urban Studies, 49(11), 2399-2417.  
 



106 

 

Krueger, S. and Bernick, E. M. (2010). State rules and local governance choices. Publius: The 

Journal of Federalism, 40(4), 697-718. 
 
Krueger, S. and McGuire, M. (2005). A transaction costs explanations of Interlocal government 

collaboration. Working Group on Interlocal Services Cooperation Paper12.  
 
Kwon, S. and Feiock, R. C. (2010). Overcoming the barriers to cooperation: Intergovernmental 

service agreements. Public Administration Review, 70(6), 876-884. 
 
Lee, H. and Munk, T. (2008). Using regression discontinuity design for program evaluation. 

Section on Survey Research Methods.  
 
Lee, I, Feiock, R. C., & Lee, Y. (2012). Competitors and cooperators: A micro-level analysis of 

regional economic development collaboration networks. Public Administration Review, 
72(2), 253-262. 

 
LeRoux, K. and Carr, J. B. (2007). Explaining local government cooperation on public works: 

Evidence from Michigan. Public Works Management Policy, 12, 344-358. 
 
Libecap, G. D. (1989). Distributional issues in contracting for property rights. Journal of 

Institutional and Theoretical Economics, 145,6-24. 
 
Liner, B. E. (1989). Sorting out state-local relations. In B. E. Liner (Ed.) A decade of devolution; 

prospective on state-local relations. Washington D.C.: Urban Institute Press. 
 
Long, S. (1997). Regression models for categorical and limited dependent variables. 

Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publication.  
 
Lubell, M., Schneider, M., Scholz, J. T., & Mete, M. (2002). Watershed partnerships and the 

emergence of collective action institutions. American Journal of Political Science, 46(1), 
148-163. 

 
Lubell, M., Feiock, R. C., & Handy, S. (2009). City adoption of environmentally sustainable 

policies in California's Central Valley. Journal of the American Planning Association, 
75(3), 293-308. 

 
Lubell, M., Feiock, R.C. and Ramirez, E. (2005). Political institutions and conservation by local 

governments, Urban Affairs Review, 40(6), 706-729.  
 
Lubell, M., Zahran, S., & Vedlitz, A. (2007). Collective action and citizen responses to global 

warming. Political Behavior, 29(3), 391-413. 
 
Marando, V. L. (1968). Inter-local cooperation in a metropolitan area Detroit. Urban Affairs 

Review, 4(2), 185-200. 
 



107 

 

McCabe, B. C. (2000). Special-district formation among the States. State and Local Government 

Review, 32(2), 121-131. 
 
McGuire, M. (2002). Managing networks: Propositions on what managers do and why they do it. 

Public Administration Review, 62(5), 599-609. 
  
McGuire, M. (2006). Collaborative public management: Assessing what we know and wow we 

know it. Public Administration Review, 33-43.  
 
Meier, K. J. and O’Toole, L. J., Jr. (2001). Managerial strategies and behavior in networks: A 

model with evidence from U.S. public education. Journal of Public Administration 

Research and Theory, 11(2), 271-294. 
 
Meier, K. J. and O’Toole, L. J., Jr. (2002). Public management and organizational performance: 

The effect of managerial quality.  Journal of Policy Analysis and Management, 21(4), 
629-643. 

 
Miller, G. J. and Whitford, A. B. (2002). Trust and incentives in principal-agent negotiations ‘the 

insurance/incentive trade-off’. Journal of Theoretical Politics, 14(2) 231-267. 
 
Milward, H. B. and Provan, K. G. (1998). Measuring network structure. Public Administration, 

76(2), 387-407. 
 
Molotch, H. (1976). The city as a growth machine: toward a political economy of place, The 

American Journal of Sociology, 82(2), 309-332. 
 
Moseley, C. (1999). New ideas, old institutions: Environment, community, and state in the 

Pacific Northwest. Unpublished doctoral dissertation. New Haven, CT: Yale University. 
 
Moss, B. G. and Yeaton, W H. (2006). Shaping policies related to developmental education: An 

evaluation using the regression-discontinuity design. Educational Evaluation and Policy 

Analysis, 28(3), 215-229.  
 
Morgan, D. R. and Hirlinger, M. W. (1991). Intergovernmental service contracts a multivariate 

explanation. Urban Affairs Review, 27(1), 128-144. 
 
Mullin, M. and Daley, D. M. (2009). Working with the state: Exploring interagency 

collaboration within a federalist system. Journal of Public Administration Research and 

Theory, 20,757-778.  
 
Nelson, M. A. (1997). Municipal government approaches to service delivery: An analysis from a 

transactions cost perspective. Economic Inquiry, 35(1), 82-96. 
 
North, D. C. (1990). Institutions, institutional change and economic performance. Cambridge, 

UK: Cambridge University Press. 



108 

 

Oates, W. E. (1999). An essay on fiscal federalism. Journal of Economic Literature, 37(3), 1120-
1149.  

 
Olson, M. (1965). The logic of collective action: public goods and the theory of groups. New 

York, NY: Schocken Books. 
 
O’Toole, L. J. (2000). Different public managements? Implication of structural context in 

hierarchies and networks. In J. L. Brudney (Ed.) Advancing public management  
 
Ostrom, E. (2011). Background on the institutional analysis and development framework. The 

Policy Studies Journal, 39(1), 7-27.  
 
Ostrom, E.. (1990). Governing the commons: The evolution of institutions for collective action. 

Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. 
 
Ostrom, E., Gardner, R., & Walker, J. (1994). Rules, games, and common-pool resources. Ann 

Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press. 
 

Pasquero, J. (1991). Supra-organizational collaboration: The Canadian environmental 
experiment.  Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 27, 38-64. 

 
Porter, M. E. (2000). Location, competition, and economic development: Local clusters in a 

global economy. Economic Development Quarterly, 14(1), 15-34. 
 
Portney, K. E. (2003). Taking sustainable cities seriously: Economic development, the 

environment, and quality of life in American cities. Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press 
. 
Post, S.S. (2002). Cities and their suburbs: Go along to get along. Houston, TX: Rice University 

Department of Political Science. 
 
Provan, K. G. and Milward, H. B. (1995). Do networks really work? A framework for evaluating 

public-sector organizational networks. Public Administration Review, 61,414-423.  
 
Pressman, J. L. (1975). Federal programs and city politics: The dynamics of the aid process in 

Oakland. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press. 
  
Rabe,  B. G. (2004). State and greenhouse: The emerging politics of American climate change 

policy. Washington D.C.: The Brooking Institution.  
 
Rabe, B. G. (2007). Beyond Kyoto: Climate change policy in multilevel governance systems. 

Governance: An international Journal of Policy, Administration, and Institutions, 20(3), 
423-444. 

 
Rabe, B. G. (2011). Contested federalism and American climate policy. Publius; Journal of 

Federalism, 41(3), 494-521.  



109 

 

Raudenbush, S. W. and Bryk, A. S. (2001). Hierarchical linear models: Applications and data 

analysis methods. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc. 
 
Reynolds, L. (2003). Intergovernmental cooperation, metropolitan equity, and the new 

regionalism. Washington Law Review, 78, 93-160. 
 
Rothenberg, L. S. (2002). Environmental choice: policy responses to green demands. 

Washington, DC: CQ Press.  
 
Rowlands, I. H. (2000). Beauty and the beast? BP’s and Exxon’s positions on global climate 

change. Government and Policy, 18(3), 339-354. 
 
Schneider, M., Teske, P., & Mintron,M. (1995). Public entrepreneurs: Agent for change in 

American government. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. 
 
Scholz, J. T. and Stiftel. B. (eds.). (2005). Adaptive governance and water conflict. New 

institutions for collaborative planning. Washington, D.C.: Resources for the Future Press. 
 
Scott P.G and Pandey, S.K. (2000). The influence of red tape on bureaucratic behavior: an 

experimental simulation. Journal of Policy Analysis and Management, 19(4), 615-633. 
 
Selin, H. and VanDeveer, S. D. (2007). Political science and prediction: What’s next for U.S 

climate change policy? Review of Policy Research, 24(1), 1-27.  
 
Selin, H. and VanDeveer, S. D. (2009). Changing climates in North American politics: 

institutions, policymaking, and multilevel governance. Boston, MA: MIT Press.  
 
Shadish, W. R., Cook, T.D., & Campbell, D.T. (2002). Experimental and non experimental 

designs for generalized causal inference. Boston, MA: Houghton Mifflin.  
 
Sharp, E. B., Daley, D. M., & Lynch, M. S. (2011). Understanding local adoption and 

implementation of climate change mitigation policy. Urban Affairs Review, 47(3), 433-
457. 

 
Shipan, C. R. and Volden, C. (2008) The Mechanisms of policy diffusion. American Journal of 

Political Science, 52(4), 840-857.  
 
Shrestha, M. K. (2013). Internal versus external social capital and the success of community 

initiatives: A case of self-organizing collaborative governance in Nepal. Public 

Administration Review, 73(1), 154-164. 
 
Smith, C. R. (2007). Institutional determinants of collaboration: An empirical study of county 

open-space protection. Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 19,1-21. 
  



110 

 

Snow, D. (2001). Montana’s Clark Fork: A new story for hard working river. In Brick, P., Snow, 
D., & Van de Wetering, S. (Eds.) Across the Great Divide (pp. 91-101). Washington DC: 
Island Press,  

 

Stone, C. N. (1989). Regime politics: governing Atlanta, 1946-1988. Laurence, KA: University 
Press of Kansas.  

 
Studenski, P. (1960). Metropolitan areas 1960: Bold gederal, state action seen as necessary to 

help solve increasingly difficult problems. National Civic Review, 49(9), 467-473. 
 
Tang, Z., Brody, S. D., Quinn, C., Change, L., & Wei, T. (2010). Moving from agenda to action: 

Evaluating local climate change action plans. Journal of Environmental Planning and 

Management, 53(1), 41-62. 
 
Teodoro, M. P. 2009. Contingent professionalism: Bureaucratic mobility and the adoption of 

water conservation rates. Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 20(2), 
437-459.  

 
Terman, J. and Feiock, R. C. (2012). City climate policy and green development: Results of a 

national survey. Alliance for Innovation Idea Quarterly, forthcoming 
 
Terman, J. and Feiock, R. C. (2014). Improving outcomes in fiscal federalism: Local political 

leadership and administrative capacity. Journal of Public Administration Research and 

Theory, 1-22.  
 
Tiebout, C. M. (1956). A pure theory of local expenditures. The Journal of Political Economy, 

64(5), 416-424. 
 
Thomson, A. M., Perry, J. L., & Miller, T. K. (2007). Conceptualizing and measuring 

collaboration. Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 19,23-56.  
 

Turaga, R.M and Bozeman, B. (2005). Red tape and public manager’s decision making. 
American Review of Public Administration, 35(4), 363-379. 

  
U.S. Department of Energy (2010). Energy Efficiency and Conservation Block Grant Program: 

Funding Opportunity Announcement. Washington, D.C: Government Printing Office. 
May 24. 75-28801.  

 
U.S. Department of Energy. (2011). Energy Efficiency and Conservation Block Grant Program 

Notice 11-002. Washington, DC.  
 
Verva, S., Schlozman, K. L., Brady, H.,m & Nie, N. H. (1993). Race, ethnicity, and political 

resources: Participation in the United States. British Journal of Political Science, 23, 452-
497.  



111 

 

Volden, C. (2007). Intergovernmental grants: A formal model of interrelated national and 
subnational political decisions. Publius: Journal of Federalism, 37(2) 209-243.  

 
Wang, R. (2013). Adopting local climate policies: What have California cities done and why? 

Urban Studies, 49(4), 593-613.  
 
Waldo, D. (1946). Government by procedure. In Fritz Morstein-Marx (Ed.) Elements of Public 

Administration. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.  
 
Walker, J. L. (1969). The diffusion of innovations among the American states. American 

Political Science Review, 63,880-899.  
 
Walker, R. M. and Brewer, G. A. (2009). Can management strategy minimize the impact of red 

tape on organizational performance? Administration & Society,41(4), 423-448.  
 
Wheeler, S. M. (2008). State and municipal climate change plans: The first generation. Journal 

of the American Planning Association, 74(4), 481-496. 
 
Williamson, O. E. (1981). The economics of organization: The transaction cost approach. 

American Journal of Sociology, 87(3), 548-577. 
 
Wolman, H., McManmon, R. Bell, M., & Brunori, D. Comparing local government autonomy 

across states. Washington, DC: George Washington Institute of Public Policy, The 
George Washington University.  

 
Wondolleck, J. and Yaffee, S. (2000). Making collaboration work: Lessons from innovation in 

natural resource management. Washington, DC: Island Press.  
 
Wood, C. (2011). Understanding the consequences of municipal discretion. The American 

Review of Public Administration, 41(4), 411-427. 
 
Zahner, S. J. (2005). Local public health partnership. Public Health Reports, 120, 76-83. 
 
Zahran, S., Grover, H., Brody, S. D., & Vedlitz, A. (2008). Risk, stress, and capacity explaining 

metropolitan commitment to climate protection. Urban Affairs Review, 43(4), 447-474. 
 
Zeemering, E. S. (2008). Negotiation and noncooperation: Debating Michigan’s conditional land 

transfer agreement. State and Local Government Review, 40(1), 1-11.  
 
Zeemering, E. S. (2009). What does sustainability mean to city officials? Urban Affairs Review, 

45(2), 247-273. 
 
Zimmerman, J. F. (1974). The metropolitan area problem. The Annals of the American Academy 

of Political and Social Science, 416(1), 133-147. 
 



112 

 

Zimmerman, J. F. (2009). Contemporary American federalism: The growth of national power. 
Albany, NY: State University of New York Press. 

  



113 

 

BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH 

EDUCATION 

 
Ph.D. in Public Administration and Policy, Florida State University, expected May 2015 
 
Dissertation: Essays on Multilevel Governance and Local Climate Change Protection 
Committee: Richard C. Feiock (Chair), Kaifeng Yang, Keon-Hyung Lee, Tingting Zhao 
 
M.A. in Urban and Regional Planning, Michigan State University, 2009 
 
B.A. in Public Administration, Gachon University, Korea, 2004 
 
Other Professional Training 
 
Inter-University Consortium for Political and Social Research (ICPSR), Summer Program in 
Quantitative Methods of Social Research, University of Michigan, 2013 
Coursework: “Longitudinal Analysis,” “Missing Data,” and “Advanced Multilevel 
Analysis” 
 
TEACHING AND RESEARCH INTERESTS 
 
Teaching: Introduction to public administration, state and local government, urban management, 
basic and advanced research methodology 
 
Research: Interlocal collaboration, federalism, energy and sustainability policy 
 
HONORS AND AWARDS 

 

Pi Alpha Alpha Award: Best Doctoral Student Manuscript, Network of Schools of Public Policy, 
Affairs, and Administration (NASPAA), 2013: Recognizing an outstanding doctoral student 
paper which demonstrates high quality of presentation, originality, innovativeness, and academic 
quality 
 
Jerry Collins Fellowship, Florida State University, 2013: Funding for advanced statistical 
methodology training at the Interuniversity Consortium for Political and Social Research 
(ICPCSR), University of Michigan 
 
Founder Forum Fellow, American Society for Public Administration (ASPA), 2013: ASPA 
signature program for supporting the development of young academic professionals through 
attending a special discussion section and providing ASPA’s mentoring program 
 
Pi Alpha Alpha, The National Honor Society for Public Affairs and Administration, 2010: 
Earning a GPA above 3.75 in the doctoral program 
 
Study Abroad Program Scholarship, Michigan State University, 2007: Funding for study abroad 
program to University of Dortmund, Germany 



114 

 

 
High Academic Achievement Scholarships, Gachon University, 2000-2003: Funding for 
outstanding GPA students  
 
TEACHING EXPERIENCE 

 

Courses 
Instructor for PAD 3003 Public Administration in Society, Spring 2012 
 

Teaching Assistantships 
TA for Dr. Richard C. Feiock in PAD 5935 Governing Sustainable Communities, Fall 
2013 
 
TA for Dr. Mark Wilson in UP 100 The City, Fall 2007 
 
Guest Lectures 
“Working together in the ‘new governance’ era,” PAD 3003 Public Administration in Society, 
Spring 2014; Summer 2014 
 
CHAPTERS AND NON-REFEREED ARTICLES 

 

“Local Governments in the United States” with Richard C. Feiock, Oxford Bibliographies: 
political science. Oxford University Press, 2013 
 

“Adoption of Sustainable Policy Innovations and Green Local Governance,” PA Times, 2013 
 
PAPERS UNDER REVIEW 

 

Youm, Jisun and Richard C. Feiock. Interlocal collaboration and local climate protection. Revise 
and Re-review at American Review of Public Administration. 
 
Youm, Jisun. Institutional collective action framework and interlocal collaboration. Under 
review at Encyclopedia of Public Administration and Public Policy. 
 
Yoon, Taseop and Jisun Youm. Does tax revenue diversification increase stability or not? An 
empirical analysis of the fiscal impact of change in tax revenue diversification. Under review at 
Public Budgeting and Finance. 
 

PAPERS IN PROGRESS 

 
Youm, Jisun and Richard C. Feiock. Local collective action decisions in fiscal federalism: Do 
federal grant requirements impair local government decision making? 
 
Yi, Hongtao, Richard C. Feiock, and Jisun Youm. Risk, politics, economics or diffusion? 
Explaining the adoption of climate action plans in the American states 
 



115 

 

Clinger, James C., and Jisun Youm. From Diplomas to Dollars: Testing the Impact of College 
Degree Production on State Economic Development 
 
Jisun Youm, Taekyu Wang, and William L. Swann. Executive leadership and social skill in 
nonprofit organizations: How nonprofit organizations survive? 

 
RESEARCH EXPERIENCE 

 
Research Assistant, “Florida Recovered Materials Dealers Survey,” Local Government Solid 
Waste Management, Hinkley Center, Gainesville, Florida, supervised by Dr. Sunjoo Park and Dr. 
Richard C. Feiock, Askew School of Public Administration and Policy, Florida State University, 
2014 
 
Research Assistant, National Science Foundation project, “Energy Efficiency Conservation 
Block Grant,” supervised by Dr. Richard C. Feiock and Dr. Kaifeng Yang, Askew School of 
Public Administration and Policy, Florida State University, 2012-present 
 
Research Assistant, “Construction of a Longitudinal Local Institutions ICMA Database,” with Dr. 
Feiock, Askew School of Public Administration and Policy, Florida State University, 2012-
present 
 
Assisted with Upjohn Institute proposal, “Renewable Energy and Economic Development Local 
Efforts to Promote the Green Economy,” with Dr. Richard C. Feiock, Askew School of Public 
Administration and Policy, Florida State University, 2010 
 
Research Assistant, Vehicles Miles Travel (VMT) project, with Dr. Ruth Steiner, Department of 
Urban and Regional Planning, University of Florida, 2008 
 
Research Assistant, “Asian New Town Development Project,” Jejudo English Town, with Ms. 
Irene Shim, Director of Korean Programs, Department of Urban and Regional Planning, 
Michigan State University, 2007 
 
Research Assistant, “Urban Regeneration: Detroit, Grand Rapids, and Lansing,” with Ms. Irene 
Shim, Director of Korean Programs, Michigan State University, 2007 
 
Research Assistant, “Information Society and U-City” (Wonju Innovation City), with Ms. Irene 
Shim, Director of Korean Programs, Michigan State University, 2006 
 

WORK EXPERIENCE 

 

Assistant Researcher, Korea Research Institute for Local Government, “Research of Efforts of 
Korean Central Government to Support Korea Local Governments,” supervised by Dr. Hyun-
Sang Ha, Summer 2012 
 



116 

 

Program Assistant, “Global Business Seminar: A Short-term Study Abroad to Korea,” 
supervised by Dr. Dae-Kwan Kim, Master of Business Administration (MBA), Florida State 
University, Summer 2012   
 
Assistant, “Asian Planning Experiences: A Study Abroad Program to Korean and China,” Master 
of International Planning Studies, Michigan State University, 2005-2008 
 
Undergraduate Program Assistant, Gachon University, Korea, 2001 
 
Program Assistant, Conference of the Korea Association of Public Administration, 2001  
 
PROFESSIONAL PRESENTATIONS 

 

Youm, Jisun. 2014. Fiscal federalism and local collective action. Public Management Research 
Conference, Seoul National University, Seoul, Korea.  
 
Youm, Jisun. 2013. Interlocal collaboration and local climate protection. Annual Conference of 
the American Society for Public Administration, New Orleans, LA 
 
Youm, Jisun. 2012. “Interlocal cooperation and local climate protection: The impact of state 
level rules and policies in interlocal agreements.” Annual Meetings of the Midwest Political 
Science Association, Chicago, IL. 
 
Youm, Jisun. 2010. State green job creation. Annual Meetings of the Southern Political Science 
Association, Atlanta, GA. 
 
Kassekert, Anthony, Richard C. Feiock, and Jisun Youm. 2010. Renewable energy and local 
efforts to promote the green economy. Association for Public Policy Analysis and Management, 
Boston, MA. 
 
SERVICE 

 

Community Service 
Volunteer, afterschool English and reading instruction, City of Hanam, Korea, 2008-2010 
 
Journal Reviews 
Public Administration Review 

 
Extra-Curricular Activities 
Study Abroad Program to University of Dortmund, Germany: European planning and practice 
regarded with “Brown Field” and “Urban Redevelopment Design” 
 

PROFESSIONAL MEMBERSHIP 

 
American Society for Public Administration 
Pi Alpha Alpha 
 


	Florida State University
	DigiNole Commons
	November 2014

	Green Multilevel Governance: The Dynamic Multi-Governmental Efforts for Climate Protection and Green Energy
	Jisun Youm
	Recommended Citation



