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ABSTRACT 

In this dissertation, I compare three case study-based analyses of collaborative 

governance arrangements between municipal government parks and recreation departments and 

disc golf associations. I utilize theories of collaborative governance—an arrangement between 

two or more organizations sharing responsibility for decision making, problem solving, and/or 

the provision of a good or service (Ansell & Gash, 2008; Bradley, 2012) —to examine the extent 

to which free-market economic approaches to public sector sport and recreation administration 

(and namely practices associated with the implementation of devolution) influence the 

structurations within which disc golf courses are developed, administered, and resourced (Ansell 

& Gash, 2008; Elwood & Leitner, 2003; Ghose, 2005; Roy, 2015). Although some scholars have 

examined the use of collaborative governance in sport and recreation (e.g. Brownlow, 2006; 

Joassart-Marcelli, Wolch, Salim, 2011; Perkins, 2009; Perkins, 2010; Pincetl, 2003), there has 

been little research on sport specific models of collaborative governance at the municipal level 

and the perceptions of those involved in these arrangements.. I look specifically at how the 

restructuring of government agencies to partner with voluntary organizations for the provision of 

parks and recreation affect the quality and fluency of those services/facilities (Joassart-Marcelli, 

et al., 2011; Holifield & Williams, 2014; Pincetl, 2003; Wolch, 1990).  

For this analysis, I conducted three inductive, qualitative case studies using interviews, 

observation, and document analysis of disc golf course development and administration in three 

differentially scaled cities. Overall, I examined participant perceptions of: 1) the management of 

disc golf space; 2) responsibilities of the organizations involved in collaborative governance; 3) 

benefits and challenges of the collaborative partnership; and 4) anticipated outcomes of disc golf 

related to economic development, social inclusion, and public health for policy. The results 
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indicate a variety of collaborative governance models by public administrators and members of 

local disc golf associations who work together to plan and maintain courses, provide funding, 

and enhance the local disc golf scene. The adaption of partnerships for the governance of disc 

golf is, in part, a manifestation of neoliberal localization, specifically devolution. Although the 

governance structure may present challenges for constituents, the collaborative model has aided 

in the development and growth of disc golf. Alternatively, without collaborative governance, 

access and availability for free, public disc golf courses may be limited, locally. Lastly, I provide 

recommendations for community members and parks and recreation departments interested in 

adapting a collaborative governance partnership. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
 

INTRODUCTION 

 
 

The sport of disc golf has in recent years expanded considerably throughout the United 

States and other developed countries. While the growth of disc golf is difficult to measure due to 

the informal and unorganized structure of participation, industry executives estimate between 

eight and 12 million people now play disc golf throughout the world (Robertson, 2015; 

Professional Disc Golf Association, 2015). Disc golf has been described as “one of today’s 

fastest growing sports” by one of the sport’s major governing bodies, the Disc Golf Association 

(DGA). The recent surge in the popularity of disc golf is evident in course expansion projects, 

local disc golf club membership, and organized tournaments in municipalities ranging from San 

Diego (CA) to Knoxville (TN), and from Greenville (SC) to Kalamazoo (MI) (Pounds, 2015; 

Gross, 2014; Nothaft, 2015). In July 2015, for example, Kalamazoo hosted the Amateur and 

Junior Disc Golf World Championships. Larry LaBond created Kalamazoo’s first course in 1992 

and acknowledged the increase popularity: “to see so many people from around the world 

register for this tournament is awesome, and it proves the growth of the sport” (Nothaft, 2015).  

Despite this increase in popularity, disc golf is a relatively new sport to the United States. 

The first permanent course and formalized governing body were created during the 1970s.1 

                                                 
1 The origins of modern disc golf can be traced back to 1926 in Vancouver when students tossed tin lids throughout 
school grounds in an attempt to hit a specified target (PDGA, 2015). Throughout the next 40 years, similar games 
were played with disc-shaped objects and frisbees being tossed at specific targets, including fire hydrants, garbage 
cans, and light poles (DGA, n.d.; PDGA, n.d.). In 1965, George Sappenfeld, a recreation counselor, introduced the 
game of golf to children with frisbee discs. A few years later, Sappenfeld, now a Parks and Recreation supervisor in 
California, contacted Ed Headrick of the Wham-O company about holding a frisbee golf contest. Recognizing 
interest in the 1970s, Headrick initiated new opportunities for disc golf players. In 1974, in collaboration with the 
county of LA Parks and Recreation Department, the first permanent disc golf course was created in Oak Grove Park. 
Headrick and Mary Becker, from the Park Planning Division, designed and created the course. A year later, 
Headrick formed the Disc Golf Association (DGA) as the first recognized disc golf organization (DGA, n.d.). 
Headrick is commonly known as the individual to coin “disc golf,” as well as inventing the original Disc Pole Hole. 
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Throughout the latter part of the 20th Century, disc golf steadily expanded throughout the United 

States. However, the most substantial growth has occurred during the last 15 years—and 

concurrently to a period of decline for traditional ball golf (Economist, 2015; Lahtinen, 2014; 

McGee, 2008). Since the turn of the century, approximately 4,000 disc golf courses have been 

built in the United States.2 Professional Disc Golf Association (PDGA) membership has nearly 

quadrupled since 2000. The PDGA has recently partnered in broadcasting contracts and is 

scheduled to begin broadcasting major tournament in 2016 (Parcell, 2015; PDGA, 2015). 

Likewise, the number of PDGA affiliated events and tournaments, as well as those in 

communities, have also increased over the past decade. In sum, the overall increase in PDGA 

membership and recreational participants, new courses, events, and media contracts suggests disc 

golf represent a growth in popularity. 

The expansion of disc golf has been attributed to a variety of factors. Perhaps the most 

common catalyst for growth has come at the grassroots-participant level, where special interest 

groups form and seek to influence public sector parks administrators to develop new courses 

within a specific geographic region (Harris & Lyon, 2014; Plummer, 2014; Shorey, 2015). Often, 

participants are introduced to the sport through friends and family: “there’s been no one in 

charge of it, growing it, it’s been grassroots, town-by-town, course-by course, more people come 

and get addicted” (Robertson 2015). Secondly, in comparison to golf, which is often touted as 

expensive, time-consuming, and difficult to master, disc golf is relatively inexpensive and 

organized such that participants can improve their game quickly. Indeed, a major component of 

the increase in popularity is often attributed to the accessibility of disc golf. Unlike ball golf, the 

                                                 
In 1976, the poles cemented into the ground were replaced with the first disc golf targets with chains to stop thrown 
discs. 
2 According to the PDGA as of July 2015 
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costs associated with playing are minimal. In the United States, approximately 90 percent of 

courses are considered public courses (PDGA, 2010).  

Public courses can often be played for free; however, some parks may charge a fee to 

enter the park or use the course (Oldakowski & McEwen, 2013). Likewise, participants often do 

not need to make a “tee time” and can show up and immediately play: “most courses are free to 

play. Most courses are in a park setting. Most courses it’s gonna take maybe an hour and a half 

to play, instead of, you know, a four-hour ball golf round” (Chris Brophy as quoted in Robertson, 

2015). John Wiese, the Athletic Director for Biola University and an avid player and disc golf 

instructor at the university, also acknowledges accessibility regarding time and money: “there’s 

no greens fees. No, uh, tee times. You can just come out and play whenever you have the time” 

(as quoted in Robertson, 2015). The price of discs is also relatively cost-efficient. Beginners can 

purchase a start-up set consisting of a driver, mid-range, and putter for around $25. Many of the 

specialized discs, often made of different plastic, range between $10 and $20 each, but have 

longer durability and usage. 

In addition to cost and time, disc golf participants come from a more diverse range of 

cultural and socio-economic backgrounds than one might find at a ball golf country club (Adams 

& Rooney, 1985; Mitchelson & Lazaro, 2004; Oldakowski & McEwen, 2013). Industry 

executive John Heaton explains that age and socioeconomic factors are less likely to prevent 

people from participating in disc golf than in ball golf: “…it’s just family fun and friends and 

your kids or whatever level of it you want. It’s really a sport for everyone… young and old, rich 

and poor, it hasn’t been some elitist type of sport” (as quoted in Robertson, 2015). Although the 

PDGA consists mostly of elite-level pros, recreational and tournament participation is accessible 
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for anyone interested in throwing a disc. Likewise, the level of competition can be casual or 

intense, nonexistent, or amongst oneself.  

Given these trends within the sport, and before turning to a more detailed outline of this 

dissertation, I would first like to foreground this project with a discussion regarding the extent to 

which the disc golf course—the space (land), access to that space, and governance thereof—has 

provided a unique context for more open-access participatory physical activity. That is, I discuss 

how this ease of access and less formal play structure is both constituted by, and resultant from, 

new regimes of spatial governance within the public sport and recreation sector. As noted earlier, 

there has been significant growth regarding the number of participants, association members, 

courses, and events. As the number of people participating in disc golf has increased, the number 

of courses has increased as well. The construction of an 18-hole disc golf course is often under 

$10,000 and can be incorporated into multi-use space. Due to the ease of access for people to 

participate in disc golf, the low cost necessary to build a course, and the practicability to build 

the course on land with existing use, disc golf is on the rise. But how do these courses come to be 

developed? By whom? And for whose benefit?  

The future expansion, development, and sustainability of disc golf is dependent upon 

support from multiple stakeholders. As a participatory sport played mostly on publicly owned 

and managed land, disc golf is reliant upon support from municipal government entities to 

continue building and maintaining courses. However, as I discuss in Chapter 2, the governance 

and oversight of public park and recreation spaces in the United States has shifted considerably 

in the last 50 years, with an increased focus on economic growth, reduced focus on public 

services, and emphasis on public (community) accountability. Public funding, and other 

resources for sport, recreation, and other forms of physical activity have been reduced for many 
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municipal government budgets. In some instances, the private sector offers sport programming as 

the lone provider of sport and recreation through market-based initiatives. Though, in many 

municipalities, park and recreation administrators continue to provide sport and recreation 

opportunities through partnerships with non-governmental organizations (NGOs).  This is a 

study of the latter. In several U.S. cities, governance of disc golf is uniquely shared by both the 

public and private sector. Partnership agreements between the local government and NGO’s 

provide a framework for the provision of disc golf.  

Expansion of Disc Golf in the United States 

The first permanent disc golf course in the United States was established in 1974 

throughout Oak Grove Park in Pasadena, CA. In 1990, the number of courses in the U.S. was 

approximately 250 and by 2000 there were over 800 courses (Oldakowski & McEwen, 2013). 

Just over ten years later, Oldakowski and McEwen (2013) reported approximately 2,700 courses. 

Comparatively, as of July 2015, the DGA estimates there are over seven million people who 

have played disc golf and the PDGA recognizes over 4,000 courses in the U.S. (as of September 

2015). Disc Golf Course Review, a digital media site providing a map of courses, reviews, and 

course details lists over 5,000 disc golf courses in the United States (this number would include 

private courses, such as those built on individuals’ private property, which are not all recognized 

by the PDGA). A spatial depiction of disc golf course expansion in the United States from 1990 

to 2010 is represented in Figures 1, 2, and 3 in Appendix A (adapted from Oldakowski & 

McEwen, 2013). In addition to expansion, the maps identify the geographic distribution of 

courses in relation to U.S. regions.  

In addition to an increased number of courses upon which to play, the growth of disc golf 

is highlighted by an increase in active members of the PDGA. Individuals can become members 
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of the PDGA in three categories. Professional membership includes “players accepting cash in 

PDGA sanctioned events” with a current membership rate of $75 per year. Individuals 

“accepting prizes in PDGA sanctioned events” pay a membership fee of $50 per year while 

players under the age of 20 can become a “Junior” member for $30 per year. PDGA members 

receive a subscription to the Discgolfer magazine, a disc, and rulebook amongst other offerings. 

In 1996, the PDGA had just under 4,000 active members. Comparatively, the 2014 report listed 

over 24,000 active members. Over the last two decades, the number of PDGA members has 

increased six-fold. Additionally, the PDGA website had over six million visits and 28 million 

page views, with approximately 24% of visits classified as “new visits” (PDGA, 2015). 

Likewise, the number of PDGA sanctioned events has more than tripled since 2005 with over 

2,100 events held in 2014 of which 80% were held in the United States.  

Furthermore, the Demographic Report released by the PDGA in 2015 estimates an 

approximate two million regular players and eight to 12 million people who have played disc 

golf. Overall, the PDGA estimates the growth rate has been between four and 12% each year. 

Others, mostly executives of disc golf manufacturing companies such as Vibram and Latitude 

64, have estimated a 10-20% annual growth (Dodge, 2014; Genco, 2015). Lastly, the increase in 

participation has also increased the number of discs being sold. Disc manufactures such as 

Innova, Vibram, and Discraft are not publicly owned and do not make their sales history public, 

but there is evidence of a strong disc market through retailers. By some estimates, there were 

nearly ten times more discs being offered in stores in 2014 as compared to five years prior 

(Howard, 2014).  

A continued expansion of disc golf appears evident in the near future. PDGA Executive 

Director Brian Graham highlighted the future direction of disc golf to include broadcasting 
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partnerships and a 5-year strategic plan (Parcell, 2015). Highlights of the plan include growing 

both broadcasting and educational programs, marketing initiatives, and a more active and 

engaged membership. More than 70 companies manufacture disc golf equipment and “that 

number continues to grow,” according to Graham (Parcell, 2015). Although the sport may not 

continue to grow at similar rates of the past two decades, new courses, increased disc golf 

association membership, and mediated forms of national and world events will likely contribute 

to further growth of disc golf. 

In summary, by every measure there has been exponential growth in disc golf—

especially over the last 20 years in the disc golf industry. Courses are being created throughout 

not only the country, but throughout the world, to meet demand. Merchandising and 

manufacturing companies continue to enter the marketplace offering new products and discs. In 

addition to new recreational players, membership in the PDGA is rising with additional PDGA 

events offering cash prizes.  

The Structure of Play 

The Disc Golf Association (DGA), Professional Disc Golf Association (PDGA), and a 

majority of individuals who engage in the sport regularly use the term “disc golf” as the term to 

describe the sport. However, disc golf has also been referred to as “frisbee golf,” “frisbee disc,” 

and “frolf” in less formalized settings. Jeffrey Nash, a liaison to the Camden County Parks 

Department (Camden County, NJ), describes disc golf as: “one of the easiest [sports] to learn, 

most fun to play and growing in popularity every day” (as quoted in “Freeholders Open Disc 

Golf,” 2013). Modern-day disc golf is often played on a pre-designed course consisting of tees, 

fairways, and baskets, which collectively form each hole. The aim of disc golf is often likened to 

that of traditional ball golf in that the objective is to complete a hole in the fewest throws of a 
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disc. After the initial throw, the player makes consecutive throws from the spot where the 

previous throw has landed. Once a disc has been successfully thrown into a basket, the hole is 

completed. 

Beginning from the “tee box,” a golf disc is thrown towards the basket. The distance 

from the tee box to the basket varies. Some courses offer multiple tee boxes for each hole with 

varying degrees of difficulty and distance. Tee boxes can be labeled by a specified color (gold, 

blue, white, and red) to signify player skill level. A typical distance is often between 100 and 500 

feet; however, some courses have longer distances equal to, or just over, 1,000 feet. In addition 

to the distance of the basket, the difficulty of the hole is shaped by obstacles such as lakes, rivers, 

bushes, and trees. The designated tee box is often comprised of cement, rubber, or dirt and at 

least one foot of the player must be in contact with the tee at the time of the release. There are 

two primary methods for identifying the tee box of a hole. The basic tee marker is a wooden post 

displaying the hole number. Another hole indicator is a signboard, which provides more 

information about the hole including the hole number, distance and direction from the tee pad to 

the basket, and par value. The first throw for each hole is often referred to as the player’s 

“drive.” The thrown disc establishes a position when it comes to rest and is no longer moving. 

The individual then proceeds to throw from the established position towards the basket, repeating 

this process until the disc successfully comes to rest within the cylinder of the basket,3 often 

referred to as “holing out.”  

Disc Golf Courses 

As previously mentioned, the first disc golf course was designed and implemented in 

1974 at Oak Grove Park in Pasadena, California (DGA, n.d.). As of this writing, there are 

                                                 
3 A typical disc golf basket is an open cylinder, elevated a few feet off the ground made of metal with chains. A 
picture is included in the appendix (Figure 4, Appendix A). 
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roughly 5,000 courses in the United States (Disc Golf Course Review [DGCR], 2015). Industry 

professionals have suggested the number of disc golf courses will outnumber ball golf courses in 

the United States within a couple of years: “we will have more disc golf courses in the ground, 

then regular golf courses, here in America, within the next couple of years. We’re about to pass 

them” (Chris Brophy, as quoted in Robertson, 2015). The growth of disc golf, and the number of 

people actively playing, would logically indicate a need for additional courses. As the sport 

expands both in popularity and in space (and resources) needed to meet demand therefore, it is 

important to consider how this expansion is situated within the current sport facility 

infrastructure within many municipalities, counties, regions, and states across the United States. 

In the following section, and to provide context, I first describe the current landscape of sport 

facilities in the United States. I then outline the design, implementation, and management of disc 

golf courses as related to these existing facilities and other outdoor sporting activities. I then 

identify the processes and key characteristics of designing and constructing a disc golf course (to 

further highlight the similarities and differences with other sports).  

Outdoor Sporting Spaces 

Generally speaking, sport is a structured activity and therefore requires structured space. 

Organized baseball and softball, for example, are played on a diamond with identified 

chronological bases and fair/foul lines. Batters are required to stand in an identified batter’s box 

and pitchers must have at least one foot in contact with the pitching rubber to put the ball in play. 

The designation and construction of sport space varies based on the level of structure for each 

sport. Sports, such as tennis, basketball, and volleyball are often played on courts. Likewise, 

sports such as baseball, football, and field hockey are played in sports fields, which “generally 

require the largest amount of space in an outdoor complex” (Sawyer & Gimbert, 2015, p. 163). 
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In addition to the playing space, additional space is often required for participant benches, 

spectator seating, and storage space. Sawyer and Gimbert (2015) provided a checklist for those 

designing field spaces to maintain open and unobstructed playing space (i.e. planting trees and 

shrubs outside of the playing area), proper drainage and irrigation systems, and backstops and 

fencing to protect players and participants, amongst many other suggestions. Designers of sport 

fields are also confined to industry standards and sport governing bodies regarding the size of the 

field. Although the distance from home plate to the outfield fence varies by field the length from 

home plate to first base is determined by the level of baseball played on the field (for example, 

90 feet is used for a standard baseball diamond). The required land acreage for field sports 

varies, but overall, the space needed for sports fields is between 0.01 and five acres (Sawyer & 

Gimbert, 2015).  

The basic premise and goal of golf is at the forefront of disc golf—with participants using 

flying discs to navigate through strategically organized space to reach their target. Likewise, 

many disc golf courses are designed for 18 holes, similar to many golf courses. The layout of a 

golf course includes a tee box, fairway, rough, and green. The design of a golf course is often 

contingent on the characteristics of the land and designers may consider bodies of water, trees, 

shrubs, and elevation. Bodey, Pommier, and Sawyer (2013) identified desirable features of the 

land to include: “rolling hills, interesting landscape, ravines, creeks and ponds or lake sites, and 

irrigation resources” (p. 228). Utilizing the natural aspects listed above can reduce the 

construction cost. Furthermore, Bodey et al. (2013) listed other factors for planning to include 

the environment, drainage, and the ease of utility connections. The cost of constructing a new 

golf course varies, however. A standard 18-hole course is comfortably built on approximately 

145 to 200 acres (Bodey et al., 2013). Unlike many other outdoor sporting spaces, the 
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construction of a golf course requires many acres of land and capital. Bodey et al. (2013) 

indicated the cost is at least $3 million plus the cost of purchasing land to accommodate the new 

course. Additional costs may include the construction of ancillaries,4 an architect, and consulting 

fees. Thus, it is often advantageous for user groups and municipalities to utilize existing public 

land assets to reduce the fixed costs associated with new course construction. The last key 

feature of golf courses is the specific use of land for golf-related activities. Sports fields, 

especially publicly owned and publicly managed, are created with a primary purpose of one 

activity, but may also be used for additional activities. For example, softball fields may also be 

used for recreational flag football or ultimate frisbee. Golf courses are rarely, if ever, used for 

non-golf-related activities.  

Disc Golf Course Design 

The principles and cost of designing, creating, and constructing a new course is both 

similar to, and different from, other outdoor sporting spaces. The PDGA offers course design 

goals for those interested in designing and creating a new course. Courses may differ by the 

following factors: space, length, layout, hole count, par, tee pads, and signage. Each course has 

numerous different variations of the aforementioned variables that determine the overall design 

of the course. In addition to the course design, other factors including financing, land allocation, 

construction, and administration of the course may influence not only the design and 

implementation structure, but also issues related to access and who uses the facility. This section 

includes information from the PDGA Course Design Handbook. Information provided in 

quotations, numbers, and other specific information reflects the material in the handbook 

(Professional Disc Golf Association, 2014). 

                                                 
4 Ancillaries include: an entry road, parking lot, restrooms, chemical storage areas, fuel storage, sand and topsoil 
storage areas, golf cart storage space, practice putting green, driving range, and tree nursery (Bodey et al., 2013). 
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Designing and implementing a new disc golf course requires input and contributions from 

multiple sources. In addition to securing the necessary funding through public or private means, 

new courses require site and ecological analysis, layout design, installation, and maintenance. 

Holes are often designed for a minimized impact on the park, other park users, and the 

environment while creating a challenge for players with the use of water hazards, trees, hills, and 

bushes. Course design often utilizes natural clearings to minimize the need for environmental 

alteration. The PDGA website provides disc golf course design recommendations5 which 

establish the basic principles of disc golf courses. The goals for course design focus on a 

multiple constituents including the participants, non-participants, and government agencies 

whom may be involved or influenced by the design of a new course. Additionally, the goals 

focus on providing a sustainably framework for governing policies, safety, visibility, varied skill 

levels and hole difficulty, and environmental impact.  

 The PDGA also lists ten elements to consider when creating a new course, including: 

space, hole count, length, hole notes, tees, targets, signs, par, layout, and ADA compliance. 

Regarding space, a decision to build a new course needs to determine what type of course is to 

be built and if there is enough space. Available space may be dependent on brush and trees as a 

balanced course has holes through wooded areas, partially wooded areas, and open green space. 

                                                 
5 The five course design goals from the PDGA (n.d.) include: 

1. Satisfy the design requirements of the people and organizations who approve use of the land and fund the 
equipment for the course. That includes meeting local, state and federal construction and safety 
requirements.  

2. Design the course to have sufficient visibility of players, pedestrians and vehicles who may pass near or 
through it.  

3. Design course with the potential for multiple configurations to serve not only beginners but players with 
advanced skills; consistent with the budget and design needs in Goal 1 above.  

4. Design a well-balanced course with a wide range of hole lengths and a good mixture of holes requiring 
controlled left, right and straight throws.  

5. Utilize elevation changes and available foliage as well as possible. Take care to minimize potential damage 
to foliage and reduce the chances for erosion. 
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The suggested fairway width in wooded or forested areas is 20 to 40 feet, which may require 

removing or trimming trees to create a more open flight path. Additional spatial considerations 

include the number of tee boxes and the difficulty from the tee to the basket. Lastly, the amount 

of acres necessary for a newly developed course will often depend on the foliage density and 

terrain. 

The total hole count varies by each course, often dependent on the available space as 

discussed above. A majority of courses are either nine or 18 holes; however, the number of 

course holes often ranges between nine and 27. The PDGA suggests: “it’s better to install a well-

designed, dual tee 12-hole course than it is to install a cramped, less safe 18-hole course on the 

same piece of land.” Courses with 12 holes and multiple tee boxes naturally create a 24-hole disc 

golf course, offering two different shots and approaches from each tee by playing the first set of 

tees as the first 12 holes and the back set of tees as the back 12 holes. Regarding the length of the 

hole from tee box to basket, the PDGA suggests courses have at least one course design that 

averages less than 250 feet. Furthermore, the suggested course length for the shortest setup of an 

18-hole course is between 3,600 and 4,300 feet. A typical 18-hole course for white level players 

should range between 4,500 feet to 6,000 feet and over 6,000 feet for blue and gold level players. 

The length of the longest hole is approximately 1,200 feet. Hole notes refers to potential flight 

path, obstructions, and water hazards. Ideally, more than one flight path should be available on 

each hole and obstructions should be cleared from a 30 feet radius of the basket. For the shortest 

tee (or just one tee), players should not be forced to throw over water that is more than 18” deep. 

Additional paths should be available for bodies of water that are deeper, allowing a player to not 

cross the water and have dry trenches to throw from and retrieve discs.  
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Tees should measure between five and six feet wide and 12 to 20 feet long. The ideal 

surface consists of cement or asphalt and is relatively flat from left to right. In a situation where 

concrete and asphalt cannot be used, the tee area should be even surfaced with rocks and roots 

removed. Additional room should be cleared beyond the front of the tee box to allow a player 

follow-thru space. If possible, clear space at the back of the tee allows room for a player to get a 

running start. For courses without the resources to provide two optimal tee pads for each hole, 

the front (shorter, recreational) hole should technically be better than the advanced hole, which 

may just consist of dirt or grass.  

Targets (ideally baskets) should not have any sharp edges and should meet PDGA basket 

requirements. Signs should be placed throughout the course including a rules sign before or near 

the first tee. Signs or a marker arrow should provide direction to the basket and next tee. 

Additionally, boundaries and other areas to avoid (i.e. water hazards) should be indicated on 

course signage. An ideal sign consists of the hole number, length, par, and teeing direction. 

Similar to the tees, signs should be equal to or better on the short tee in comparison to a longer 

tee. The typical par value for most holes is three. The par value should be set based on the 

position of the tee box and basket as well as the skill level of the players the path was designed 

for. Foliage and length from tee box to basket should also be considered. Each elevation change 

of ten feet should adjust the distance of the basket by 30 feet. Holes with different par values for 

different tee boxes should be indicated on signage or the scorecard.  

Regarding layout, fairways should not cross one another and should have enough 

distance between them to prevent discs from leaving one fairway and landing on the other. Other 

considerations should include the distance from streets, sidewalks, and other areas where non-

players may congregate. The first and last tee should be considerably close to the parking area. If 
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possible, a middle hole should also be close to the parking area. Lastly, the design should attempt 

to accommodate all players, including those who may have a disability.  

 The ten elements provided by the PDGA provide a foundation for comparing the design 

of disc golf courses and other outdoor sport space(s). First, disc golf courses are not spatially 

bounded by specific industry standards in the same ways sports fields may be (i.e. football, 

baseball, etc.). Whereas the standard for a football field is 100 by 53 yards and the distance 

between first and second base on a baseball field is 90 feet, the distance from the tee to basket in 

disc golf does not have specific dimensions. The path, approach, and distance of each hole is 

dependent upon the resources available in the space of the new course. Course designers can 

create a hole over a body of water or down a mountainside. The elevation, trees, and bodies of 

water add difficulty to the shot.  

 On the surface, the concept, terminology, and objective of disc golf mirrors that of ball 

golf. Despite these similarities, disc golf courses have specific delineations which differentiate a 

disc golf course from a traditional golf course. Unlike many golf courses, disc golf courses can 

be built on land that is currently used for other purposes. A majority of public courses 

circumnavigate existing park space. Throughout the course, participants will likely pass by other 

park amenities such as sports fields, playgrounds, and picnic areas. Likewise, several courses 

intersect with bike and walking trails. Secondly, the fairway of a golf course is purposefully, and 

often times artificially, cleared to allow the ball space to approach the hole. Disc golf courses 

incorporate the given landscape of the land, including trees and brush, into the fairway design. 

The fairways of a disc golf course include the natural landscape of the park including stumps, 

fallen leaves and branches, and high levels of grass. The maintenance of manicured grass is not 

necessary on most disc golf courses. Lastly, as I discuss in the following section, the cost 
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associated with constructing and maintaining a course is miniscule compared to a ball golf 

course.  

Course Funding, Cost, and Ownership 

Overall, a vast majority of the courses are free and publicly accessible. Of the 5,000 

courses listed on DGCR, about 13% are considered “private” courses. Approximately 14% are 

considered “pay to play” courses that require users to pay a fee to play or enter the facility. 

Overall, 22% of the courses listed either require a fee or are private. Private courses are more 

likely to require a pay to play fee or membership than public courses. Public courses requiring a 

fee are often minimal and in public parks requiring an entrance fee into the park.  

A majority of public courses are built in existing parks that offer multiple forms of 

recreational engagement. Disc golf courses in public parks are often the primary focus of the 

park or a supplemental opportunity for recreation. For example, the course at Socastee Park in 

Myrtle Beach, SC is in a park full of other sporting amenities (e.g. softball fields, basketball 

courts, soccer fields), but the disc golf course is arguably the primary function for those visiting 

the park. Courses are also designed on old ball golf courses. The New Brooklyn Disc Golf 

Course6 in Winslow Township, NJ is an example of a disc golf course built on a designed “par 

3” ball golf course: “The course makes use of the footprint of a long unfinished traditional golf 

course at New Brooklyn Park, as well as the park’s natural features” (“Freeholders Open Disc 

Golf,” 2013).  

The installation of a new course can be relatively cheap if done on un-used or multi-use 

public land. Unlike the estimated $3 million for a standard 18-hole golf course, the equipment 

needed for a 9-hole disc golf course can be purchased for $3,725 and an 18-hole course for 

                                                 
6 http://www.dgcoursereview.com/course.php?id=6554&mode=ci 
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$7,500 (Innova Disc Golf, 2015). This estimate includes the targets (baskets), tee signs, a rules 

sign, and estimated delivery of the materials from the manufacturer. Additionally, Innova 

suggests course designers: “don't forget to budget for additional items such as bags of concrete, 

locks, weed-killer, wood for tee forms, gas for power equipment, and even chainsaw blades 

(Innova Disc Golf, 2015, p.13). Furthermore, additional costs may include permits and staff to 

install the course.  

The relatively low cost of installing and maintaining a disc golf course is beneficial for 

those interested in playing disc golf as well as public policy makers and administrators of local 

municipal governments interested in providing new, low-cost forms of recreation. Many courses 

can be built into existing spaces and navigate throughout a currently used park. Additionally, 

individuals interested in building a private course require land and approximately $10,000 for 

equipment. However, local municipalities with available or identified space and the necessary 

capital may not have knowledgeable staff or the resources needed for ongoing course 

maintenance. With this in mind, this research project attempts to identify the ways in which 

municipal governments rely on assets from the local community (such as labor, knowledge and 

design expertise, etc.), and specifically from intendant participants, to design, build, manage, and 

maintain disc golf courses. This model has proven both cost effective to municipalities and 

utilitarian to those disc golf enthusiasts within municipalities that have an inadequate supply of 

course offerings. However, this configuration has also created critical issues around 

sustainability—namely in the maintenance of and access to these jointly developed facilities.  

Purpose and Research Questions 

In this dissertation, I examine how these disc golf spaces, prior to and once constructed, 

come to be governed and administered. That is, I examine how government and public policy 
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representatives work with disc golfers to collaboratively govern disc golf. As I expand upon in 

Chapter 2, collaborative governance is an arrangement between multiple stakeholders who share 

responsibility for decision making, problem solving, and/or provision of a good or service 

(Ansell & Gash, 2008; Bradley, 2012). For the purposes of this study, I am specifically interested 

in the collaborative governance structures between municipal government, park and recreation 

departments, and local disc golf associations (voluntary organizations) in three cities/regions. 

The study is contextually positioned around two overarching phenomena: 1) the expansion of 

disc golf and 2) government (re)structuring and fiscal austerity of local service provision 

(Joassart-Marcelli, 2010; Holifield & Williams, 2014; Pincetl, 2003; Wolch, 1990).  

Within the context of funding reduction for sport and recreation, and an overall 

divestment of municipality-based public works across the U.S., park and recreation 

administrators are expected to essentially “do more with less” to provide public forms of 

recreation to local community members. A common solution for maintaining existing 

infrastructure and introducing new amenities is through arrangements of collaborative 

governance. For disc golf, this has resulted in a unique trend, whereby government agencies have 

increasingly allocated public space for disc golf course development (to meet increased demand) 

but transferred many of the design, development, construction, maintenance, and administrative 

responsibilities over to special interest community organizations. In short, this arrangement is a 

public-private partnership (PPP) between a municipal government and a voluntary organization. 

As such, I view collaborative governance through this type of partnership. 

These types of arrangements result in what many practitioners and scholars believe is a 

more economically sustainable operational modality, yet also creates new issues and challenges 

with regard to provision, oversight, and management of these disc golf courses. A municipal 
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recreation department may have available land, funding, and zoning approval while the disc golf 

association has individuals who are willing to volunteer for the course design, construction, and 

ongoing maintenance of the course. A combination of resources from the public and voluntary 

sector, through this partnership, creates a new disc golf course that would otherwise be 

unachievable from one sector. 

I am interested in the management and governance of such disc golf-related spaces, the 

oversight afforded disc golf associations, the formal and informal disposition of the partnership, 

perceived benefits and challenges of collaborative governance, the advancement of disc golf, and 

the influence of potential outcomes (i.e. economic, social) for policymaking and new course 

development. With these issues in mind, I have identified five research questions (RQ): 

RQ1: Who determines and manages the use of public space for disc golf, including the 

creation of new courses, within collaborative governance contexts? 

RQ2: What are the expectations and responsibilities for developing and maintaining disc 

golf and disc golf courses in the collaborative governance structure? 

RQ2a: What is the role and responsibility of the Parks and Recreation Department 

within these arrangements? 

RQ2b: What is the role and responsibility of the Disc Golf Association within 

these arrangements? 

RQ2c: Who determines the roles of various stakeholder groups? 

RQ3: What are the perceived benefits and challenges of a disc golf-specific collaborative 

partnership by the various stakeholders?  

RQ4: How are outcomes of economic development, social inclusion, and public health 

weighed in decision and policymaking relative to disc golf course development? 
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RQ5: To what extent, when possible to evaluate, have collaborative governance 

arrangements been of benefit to, or provided obstacles to, the development of disc golf 

within a given municipality?  

To answer these questions, I studied three municipalities, talking to and observing recreation 

administrators and leaders of disc golf-specific volunteer and special interest groups currently 

using some form of public-private (volunteer sector) partnership. The three selected sites offer a 

variety of differences in regards to geographic size, population, and governance structures. A 

more thorough description of the sites, and the reasons for selecting each, are discussed in 

Chapter 3. 

Organization of this Dissertation 

In the remainder of this dissertation, I offer a review of relevant literature (Chapter 2), the 

methods used in the project (Chapter 3), the results of the project (Chapter 4), and 

discussion/conclusion (Chapter 5). I begin Chapter 2 with a review of contextually-specific 

political and economic transformations which have occurred in the United States since the 1940s, 

mainly devolution, deregulation, and privatization. I identify changes in the political and 

economic systems with emphasis on the devolution of government subsidization and oversight of 

recreational spaces in the United States. Then, I review collaborative governance, partnerships, 

outsourcing, and the emergence of the “shadow state” (Wolch, 1990). Lastly, I discuss the role of 

voluntary groups in the governance of municipal services, including recreation and the 

associated changes in governance which relies on the volunteer sector.  

In Chapter 3, I provide an overview of the methodology used in this project—a 

qualitative case study situated in a constructive paradigm (Markula & Silk, 2011). As I expand 

upon in the Methods section, I use a constructivist, qualitative case study aligning with the 
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epistemological and ontological aspects of the research while providing an in-depth 

understanding of the social world through participant perceptions and experiences at each site. I 

used interviews, observation, and document analysis as the primary methods for collecting 

empirical material in the research field. I used an inductive approach for the analysis of empirical 

material. An inductive approach is based upon patterns and themes emerging from empirical 

material.  

In Chapter 4, I provide empirical material collected from the three research sites during 

the duration of the research project. Through observations, talking with participants, and 

document analysis, I provide a detailed description of the empirical material from each research 

sites. The chapter is organized by the three research sites and provides information about the 

local parks and recreation department, disc golf association, and public disc golf courses. 

Furthermore, I summarize the management of disc golf space, including practices and processes, 

from my interviews, observations, and document analysis.   

Lastly, in Chapter 5, I provide an analysis of findings, limitations of the study, and 

potential opportunities for future research. Disc golf associations and public recreation 

administrators utilize partnerships for the management of public disc golf and disc golf courses. I 

analyze how these partnerships operate as shadow state apparatuses and function in the 

entrepreneurial city. Additionally, I examine public and private space as it pertains to disc golf 

and disc golf courses. I then discuss disc golf events and how disc golf can have an economic 

and societal impact on the community. Finally, I summarize the findings to examine the ways in 

which collaborative governance is, and can be, used for public recreation and sport. I provide 

recommendations for scholars and practitioners interested in collaborative governance.  
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CHAPTER TWO 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 
The expansion of disc golf coincides with a series of contextually-specific political, 

economic, social, and cultural transformations in the United States. The political and economic 

systems of the United States in 2016 have changed significantly since the first disc golf course 

was built 40 years ago. At the national, as well as municipal levels, there has been a substantial 

focus on the global marketplace and the free exchange of commodities, capital, and currency 

therein—which has inevitably changed the ways in which the U.S. government approaches 

management of economic and political systems. This chapter focuses on the major components 

of the transformation that includes municipal-level governmental devolution, the rise of public-

private partnerships, and increased contributions from voluntary groups. These new systems 

have altered the management of public services, such as parks and recreation, including new 

strategies for administering and planning programs, public space, and services in social 

programs. The political and economic transformations overlap with societal trends of physical 

inactivity in the United States and increased attention from scholars regarding health benefits of 

physical activity (Brownson et al., 2009; Colditz, 1999; Dannenberg et al., 2003). The value of 

physical activity, and ensuing health benefits, provides a foundation for which various scholars 

identify the significance of recreation for health outcomes and active living (Dahmann, Wolch, 

Joassart-Marcelli, Reynolds, & Jerrett, 2010; Godbey et al., 2005; Wolch, et al., 2011).  

Nonetheless, mostly due to financial instability, many municipal governments have in 

recent decades sought to restructure or eradicate social programs including opportunities for 

public recreation (Bowen, 2003; Crompton, 1999; Crompton, 2010; Joassart-Marcelli, 2010; 

Joassart-Marcelli et al., 2011). Financial austerity of municipal government necessitates 
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alternative strategies for attaining funding through either conventional public funding structures 

(i.e. tax revenue and bonds) or business-oriented mechanisms (i.e. user fees, facility and 

equipment rentals) (Bowen, 2003; Godbey et al., 2005; Joassart-Marcelli et al., 2011; Walls, 

2009). Alternatively, non-governmental agencies have been “called upon” to maintain, manage, 

and organize public recreation (Joassart-Marcelli et al., 2011, p. 683, Perkins, 2010; Pincetl, 

2003). The provision of public services by non-governmental agencies and municipal 

government agencies instead has come to be delivered through an array of “public-private 

partnership” structures. Specifically, I am interested here on the public-private partnership and 

collaborative governance structure of disc golf. 

In this chapter, I begin by outlining broad political and economic shifts in the United 

States over the past 40 years at the federal, state, and municipal levels of government. 

Fundamentally, transformations in governance, such as devolution from the federal level to 

subnational institutes, dismantling government responsibility of socially-based services, and 

privatization of services to the private sector, have altered the role of the municipal governments. 

I then review literature related to collaborative governance as a means for sustaining the 

provision of social programs and services and, more specifically, the role of voluntary 

organizations through the emergence of a shadow state apparatus. I then shift the focus of 

governance to sport and recreation and the ways in which municipal government park and 

recreation departments operate. In short, as public funding and responsibility for public parks 

and recreation has decreased, there has been increased involvement from private sector and non-

governmental organizations to manage and administer services and programs for social physical 

activity. Lastly, I review current funding and budget issues for municipal park and recreation 

departments and resultant partnerships for the provision of public recreation.  
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Political and Economic Shifts in United States 

The New Deal in the United States, following the Great Depression, focused on relief for 

the unemployed, recovery of the economy, and reform of the national financial system (Berkin, 

Miller, Cherny, & Gormly, 2012). Policies regarding economic, social, and political systems 

shifted resources towards public welfare and social programs with an overall focus on a 

“compressive system of universal benefits” (Quadagno, 1987, p. 110; see also Himmelberg, 

2001; Myles, 1984)—giving rise to what is often colloquially and sometimes sardonically 

referred to as the “welfare state” (Coalter, Long & Duffield, 1988; Knox & Pinch, 2000; Myles, 

1984, Quadagno, 1987). Although the structure of different welfare states often varies, Knox and 

Pinch (2000) indicate “welfare statism involves more than the direct provision of goods and 

services by the public sector; it is a broader set of arrangements to ensure full employment, 

minimum wages, safe working conditions and income transfers to the less well-off” (p. 35). This 

attempt to provide universal benefits was designed to reduce poverty of the less fortunate, 

guarantee a basic standard of living, and implement pension reform (Myles, 1984; Quadagno, 

1987).  

With the rise of a neoclassical, market-centric political economic sensibility, the political 

and economic structures of the United States transformed in the late 1970s and early 1980s. The 

political economist and cultural geographer David Harvey notes these changes were prompted 

following the appointment of Paul Volcker in 1979, as chair of the Fed, and election of President 

Ronald Reagan in 1980. In an attempt to revitalize the economy, Reagan supported the moves of 

Volcker and added “his own particular blend of policies to curb the power of labour, deregulate 

industry, agriculture, and resource extraction, and liberate the powers of finance” (Harvey, 2005, 

p.1). Accordingly, these globalizing forces encouraged change of policy at the local level 
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(Jessop, 2002). Specific to the U.S., in July 1979 the Federal Reserve reformed monetary policy 

to curb inflation. The political shifts in the United States, along with the efforts of other countries 

including Britain, lead to a new economic and political approach to governance, neoliberalism. 

Harvey (2005) briefly defines neoliberalism as a political economic theory (nay ideology) which:  

Proposes that human well-being can best be advanced by liberating individual 

entrepreneurial freedoms and skills within an institutional framework characterized by 

strong private property rights, free markets, and free trade. The role of the state is to 

create and preserve an institutional framework appropriate to such practices. (p. 2)  

Coakley (2011) further explains neoliberal ideology as “a web of ideas and beliefs that identifies 

a combination of free markets, political deregulation and privatization, individual self-interest, 

and inequality as the foundation for progress and all forms of development” (p. 69).  

 The institutional transformation from a socially oriented, welfare state to what some 

might refer to as the rise of the neoliberal state occurred as “a process of institutional creative 

destruction” (Brenner & Theodore, 2002, p. 15). Restructuring of the state, and approaches to 

governance, occurred through “two dialectally intertwined but analytically distinct moments: the 

(partial) destruction of extant institutional arrangements and political compromises through 

market-oriented reform initiatives; and the (tendential) creation of a new infrastructure for 

market-oriented economic growth, commodification, and the rule of capital”7 (Brenner & 

Theodore, 2002, p. 15). The broad-scale restructuring of the state occurred through a complex 

transfiguration of governance to include de-unionized wage relations, international and global 

markets, financial de-regulation, geographical and spatial development, and new models of 

                                                 
7 Brenner and Theodore (2002) elaborate on the conceptualization of neoliberalism. First, they suggest exploration 
into the transformative impacts of neoliberalism upon political institutions and geographical infrastructures of 
capitalist states. Secondly, destructive and creative moments are interconnected in practice through a dialectical 
process instead of distinct temporal, linear transitions. 
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governance. Although each transition is either directly or indirectly interconnected, for the 

purposes of this study, I am particularly interested in the restructuring and reorganization of 

municipal governments with reliance upon non-governmental stakeholders, often referred to as 

“governance-beyond-the-state” or collaborative governance (Perkins, 2010, p.; Swyngedouw, 

2005, p. 1991). Governance-beyond-the-state is a governance arrangement for rescaling, or 

redistributing, the role and responsibility of “policymaking, administration and implementation 

to private economic actors,” civil society, and non-governmental stakeholders” (Perkins, 2010, 

Swyngedouw, 2005, p. 1992).  

These political and economic shifts in the United States have ultimately altered the role 

and function of government, especially at the local level. According to Hall and Hubbard (1998), 

this change in municipal government “is characterised by a shift from the local provision of 

welfare and services to more outward-oriented policies designed to foster and encourage local 

growth and economic development” (p. 2). Hall and Hubbard (1998) further elaborated that 

public agencies may encounter issues with promoting economic growth which necessitates need 

for support and financing from external agencies and institutions. Municipal governments 

therefore may have similarities “distinct to businesses—risk-taking, inventiveness, promote on, 

and profit motivation” (Hall & Hubbard, 1998, p. 2). Echoing the current market doxa, Box 

(1999) suggested public administration practitioners, faced with demands from both politicians 

and citizens, should operate the government like a business. By this, he stated: “it should be cost 

efficient, as small as possible in relation to its tasks, competitive, entrepreneurial, and dedicated 

to ‘pleasing the customer’” (p. 19). The business-like oversight has modified the ways in which 

government entities manage public service administration. Box (1999) suggested the government 

can “morph” into a business by treating citizens as consumers, “charging user fees, contracting 
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parts of its services, or adopting the language and practice of the private sector,” such as 

“private-sector internal management techniques” (p. 37).  

 Increased focus on running the government as a business changes management of 

municipal government. As Harvey (1989) indicated, “the ‘managerial’ approach so typical of the 

1960s has steadily given way to initiatory and ‘entrepreneurial’ forms of action” (p. 4). Urban 

governments, he explicates, must be more “innovative and entrepreneurial” to “alleviate their 

distressed conditions” in an attempt to better plan for the future (Harvey, 1989, p. 4). Hall and 

Hubbard (1998) synopsized this “era of entrepreneurialism” as “representing a relatively novel 

combination of boosterist strategies and policies designed to promote growth” (p. 8). Leitner 

(1990) noted a number of cities have “moved beyond its traditional activities of land-use control 

and planning and the provision of public services to become a major player in urban land 

development” (p. 147). The reallocation of urban land from the public to private sector decreases 

opportunities for new, or the continued advancement of, publicly managed space(s) for inclusive 

community goods and services. Additionally, Leitner (1990) noted other changes related to the 

involvement of local government include “a tendency to mobilize resources locally rather than 

relying on state and federal resources” and “increased reliance on public/private partnerships and 

joint public/private ventures” (p. 148).  

In pursuit of financial solvency, governmental agencies rely on, and enter into, 

partnerships with private actors—often resulting in blurring the juridical or jurisdictional 

boundaries between what is considered public and what is considered private (Hall & Hubbard 

1998). McGuirk, Winchester, and Dunn (1998) noted partnerships “allow a focus on economic 

growth with a minimum of obstacles” which may “include planning regulations, public 

participation, and social equity considerations” (p. 110). Partnerships operating at the federal, 
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state, and local levels replicate “the impact of changing inter-government relations associated 

with neo-liberal politics” (McGuirk, et al., 1998, p. 116).  

Devolution, Dismantling, and Privatization 

 As discussed above, in the subsequent years following World War II, and through the 

1970s, there was an emphasis on the distribution of public resources for a “comprehensive 

system of universal benefits” (Quadagno, 1987, p. 110). In January 1980, there was an economic 

recession in the U.S. The Federal Government, under the direction of President Reagan, reduced 

and transferred the provision of some federal responsibilities to state and municipal 

governments. Dunlop (2009) noted: “the Reagan devolution agenda resulted in the Omnibus 

Budget Reconciliation Act (OBRA, 1981), which reduced federal matching costs, created new 

eligibility limits, and reduced supplemental security income, food stamps, and AFDC benefits” 

(p. 199). The devolution strategy was further expanded following the 1994 election of a 

Republican majority in both the Senate and House of Representatives. Staehli, Kodras, and Flint 

(1997) noted a “dramatic reorganization of the scale and scope of government” in the House 

Republicans’ “Contract with America” which advocated:  

an extensive reduction in the size and influence of the national government by devolving 

federal responsibilities to states and localities, shifting functions to the private sector and 

civic institutions, dismantling regulations, and in some cases eliminating programs and 

funding altogether. (p. xii) 

The “Contract” sparked discussions regarding the role of the federal government involving 

responsibility and duty for function oversight.  

 Following these initiatives, Brenner and Theodore (2002) identified a variety of 

“moments” of destruction to the welfare state and creation of the neoliberal state. The term 
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“moments” is not used in a more traditional, temporal sense, but instead represents 

interconnective crystallines of transition and change. The destruction of the welfare state and 

creation of the neoliberal state through changes at numerous sites of regulation have shifted the 

political, economic, social, and cultural configuration of the United States. Specifically, one 

particular site of regulation for change was governance. Accordingly, Brenner and Theodore 

(2012) argued the destruction of welfare state governance occurred through a collection of 

thoughts and action, which include: 

• Abandonment of Keynesian forms of demand-management 

• Dismantling of traditional national relays of welfare service provision 

• “Hollowing out” of national state capacities to regulate money, trade, and investment 

flows 

• De-centering of traditional hierarchical-bureaucratic forms of governmental control 

• Dismantling of traditional relays of democratic control at national and subnational levels 

• Strategies to ‘hollow’ out the autocentric national economy as a target of state 

intervention 

• Erosion of traditional managerial-redistributive functions of national and subnational 

administrative agencies 

• Imposition of fiscal austerity measures aimed at reducing public expenditures 

• Shrinking of public sector employment. (p. 18) 

These “moments of destruction” represent the eradication of responsibility for federal 

government and democratic control. The amalgamation of government dismantling, de-

centering, and “hollowing out” of welfare service provision reduced public responsibility and 

expenditures.  
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 Brenner and Theodore (2002) acknowledged changes in governance did not occur 

through simple “moments” of destruction, but instead argue these “moments” of institutional 

change are “intimately, inextricably interconnected in practice” (p. 16). The other dialectical 

process includes “moments of creation” for the neoliberal state. These moments focus on 

increased participation of the private sector and include: 

• ‘Rolling forward’ of supply-side and monetarist programs of state intervention 

• Devolution of social welfare functions to lower levels of government, the social 

economy, and households 

• Mobilization of strategies to promote territorial competitiveness, technological 

innovation, and internationalization.  

• Establishment of public-private partnerships and ‘networked’ forms of governance 

• Creation of “new authoritarian” state apparatuses and “quangos” that are insulated from 

public accountability and popular-democratic control 

• Rescaling of state economic intervention to privilege strategic supranational and 

subnational spaces of accumulation 

• Underwriting the costs of private investment through state subsidies 

• Transfer of erstwhile forms of public employment to the private sector through 

privatization (Brenner & Theodore, 2012, p. 18).  

The moments of creation are centered on a decrease in government functions and increase 

involvement from the private sector. A combination of these moments are summarized by 

Kodras (1997), who addresses three particular changes in the provision of public services: 

devolution, dismantling, and privatization. 
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 The devolution process is effectively a redistribution of governance and power from the 

federal level to subnational institutions. Purcell (2002) similarly used the term “rescaling” to 

represent the devolution process: “the sub-national aspect of rescaling involves local institutions 

accepting more responsibility and authority as nation-states devolve control from the national 

scale to the local and regional scales” (p. 100). Whereas in the past, social services, spatial 

planning, and economic development were perhaps, if not at least indirectly, a responsibility of 

the federal government, rescaling and devolution relegates responsibility to local governing 

institutions (Elwood & Leitner, 2003; Purcell, 2002; Staeheli, Kodras, & Flint, 1997). Kodras 

(1997) argued the federal government tends to have more opportunities to generate and attain 

fiscal resources and expertise, compared to small-scale municipal governments.  

 New perspectives and outlooks to emerge from the “contract” included the role of the 

federal government and which services should be offered. In addition to re-appropriating 

responsibility to lower tiers of government through devolution, dismantling eliminates 

governmental responsibility of goods and services. Kodras (1997) summarized dismantling as 

“the withdrawal of a government function no longer deemed appropriate for the state to provide” 

(p. 82). Although the dismantling process incorporates minimal or partial reductions in funding, 

complete dismantling removes responsibility completely from governance and activities “either 

cease to exist or fall to whomever will take responsibility” (p. 82). Dismantling of some Federal 

Government programs were included in the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981. 

Federal programs were eliminated in regards to employment (i.e. removal of the “Work 

Incentive Program”), student assistance provisions (i.e. removed grace periods after the 

deferment of a student loan), and consumer product safety (i.e. elimination of the “Product 
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Safety Advisory Council”). Additionally, service provision in multiple U.S. states has been 

eliminated including health, education, and elderly programs (Johnson, Oliff, & Williams, 2009).  

 Government devolution and dismantling in the United States has had specific impacts on 

public recreation, most of which are rooted in the availability of resources. As Kodras (1997) 

stated, there are geographic differences between different state and municipal agencies in regards 

to expertise, knowledge, material and financial resources, and political influence. Local 

governments may not have the same capability or expertise to provide services which the state or 

national level of government may have. The devolution of recreation services from the federal 

government, therefore, increases responsibilities of local governments, which may lack the 

proper resources necessary to provide sufficient recreational services (Joassart-Marcelli, 2010). 

Although the responsibility of municipal governments has increased, a reduction in resources, 

specifically financial resources, has resulted in unbalanced services amongst municipal 

jurisdictions (Joassart-Marcelli, Musso, & Wolch, 2005; Yinger, 1986).  

 Lastly, many services once offered by different government levels have more recently 

become privatized. Kodras (1997) described privatization as “the transfer of government 

functions to commercial firms and nonprofit organizations, thus substituting the private sector 

for components of the public sector” (p. 81). One outcome of the reduced role of the federal 

governmental is the privatization of services at the national level. From the construction of 

federal highways by private contractors to the United States Postal Service, the federal 

government as found ways of essentially outsourcing services. Furthermore, as discussed above, 

federal intervention regarding devolution and dismantling, which has shifted responsibility from 

the federal government to municipal government, has resulted in a lack of overall resources, and 

increased responsibility for local governance. In return, many local sector governments have also 
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outsourced services to the private sector. However, many local governments do not have the 

same opportunities as the federal government to outsource services to for-profit sectors and 

instead rely on nonprofit sectors, including local voluntary organizations.  

 To compensate for the changes in governance at the federal and state levels, local and 

municipal governments have also restructured the provision of public goods and services.  

However, as Warner and Hebdon (2001) construe, “local government restructuring cannot be 

understood merely as a dichotomy between private and public sector provision” (p. 332). In other 

words, governments do not simply continue to provide or privatize a service. Instead, local 

governments restructure the provision of services through a combination of public and private 

mechanisms (Warner & Hebdon, 2001). Although there are a number of different combinations 

of restructuring, a few, such as privatization, reverse privatization, and inter-municipal 

cooperation are common strategies.8 These restructuring arrangements may occur through a form 

of collaborative governance, which is the focus of this study. As I describe in the next section, 

collaborative governance is an arrangement between multiple organizations regarding some form 

of joint management or provision. More specifically, I am interested in the forms of collaborative 

governance between municipal governments and voluntary, or non-profit, organizations related 

to disc golf. 

Collaborative and Shared Governance 

 Up to this point in the chapter, I have outlined political and economic shifts in the U.S. 

and discussed how changes to the global and national economy have shifted the ways in which 

government organizations provide social services. Two major transitions included a) the 

                                                 
8 Privatization is discussed in this paper in more detail. Reverse privatization takes provision “back” from another 
sector or organization. Inter-municipal cooperation is a “mutual aid agreement,” often between two public agencies 
(Warner & Hebdon, 2001, p. 323). 
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devolution of the federal government (which decreased levels of support and funding from the 

federal level) and b) the implementation of a neoliberal agenda in cities. As Elwood and Leitner 

(2003) explained: 

Cities have become important sites for the implementation of a neoliberal agenda and the 

application of neoliberal policies designed to support private enterprise and creating a 

leaner, more efficient state and more flexible governance structures. Examples of 

neoliberal urban policies range from place marketing, business incubators, and downtown 

property redevelopment schemes to privatization of public services and reduction in 

public service provision. (p. 142) 

As a result, municipal and state governments turned to the private sector for the outsourcing of 

public goods and services. Although there are many different types of outsourcing opportunities, 

partnerships, specifically with civic sector organizations, are used to transfer responsibility and 

delivery while maintaining forms of control and regulation. 

 Partnerships introduced a different form of planning and delivery of social services. 

Modern planning and delivery involve a combination of public and private entities working 

together, or collaborating. Collaborative governance, in general terms, is a type of leadership or 

regulation in which leaders from multiple sectors communicate, and work together for multiple 

contributions and ideas. Ansell and Gash (2008) indicated collaborative governance “brings 

multiple stakeholders together in common forums with public agencies to engage in consensus-

oriented decision making” (p. 543). While the term “government” represents the formalized 

authority of a people, typically as an entity with specific jurisdiction, the term “governance” here 

is used to represent the informal and formal relationships in the decision making or problem 
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solving process (Ansell & Gash, 2008; Bradley, 2012; “What is Collaborative Governance?,” 

2015). 

 Collaborative governance is an arrangement, includes multiple stakeholders and entities, 

and is a collective process for decision-making. Ansell and Gash (2008) defined collaborative 

governance as: “a governing arrangement where one or more public agencies directly engage 

non-state stakeholders in a collective decision-making process that is formal, consensus-oriented, 

and deliberative and that aims to make or implement public policy or manage public programs or 

assets” (p. 544). Furthermore, their definition includes additional criteria to further describe 

collaborative governance, which they suggest is not necessarily included in other literature. 

Specific to the topic of this project, they stress participation from participants in the decision-

making policy, as opposed to simply being consulted.  

 The emergence of collaborative governance is attributed by many scholars to the rise of 

neoliberalism, free-market economic orthodoxy, and the failures associated with implementation 

of devolution (Ansell & Gash, 2008; Elwood & Leitner, 2003; Ghose, 2005; Roy, 2015). 

Although the use of collaborative governance has varied within specific historical conditions, the 

utilization of collaborative governance in the U.S. expanded in the 1980s as concurrent to the 

rise of neoliberalism (Harvey, 2001; Roy, 2015). Collaborative governance is believed to deduce 

bureaucracy while blurring the boundary between government and community with expected 

outcomes of increased efficiency (Morse & Stephens, 2012). Furthermore, collaborative 

governance, in some instances, shifts responsibility from the public sector to the private sector 

and transforms the financial system of public services.  

 At the macro level—as I have discussed—neoliberalism has come to define the 

boundaries, dictums, and ideologies associated with the market state. At the civic/local level, 
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neoliberal ideology has been “interiorized” locally “into urban policy regimes” (Brenner & 

Theodore, 2002, p. 20). Accordingly, these regimes are often an attempt to revitalize the local 

economy through deregulation and privatization. Brenner and Theodore (2002) argue: 

Cities have become increasingly important geographical targets and institutional 

laboratories for a variety of neoliberal policy experiments, from place-marketing, 

enterprise and empowerment zones, local tax abatements, urban development 

corporations, public-private partnerships, and new forms of local boosterism to workfare 

policies, property-redevelopment schemes, business-incubator projects, new strategies of 

social control, policing, and surveillance, and a host of other institutional modifications 

within the local and regional state apparatus. (p. 21)  

The localization of neoliberalism in cities does not often occur through an inclusive 

implementation of the practices and experiments above. Instead, neoliberal localization is better 

understood through “an exploration of their complex, contested interactions with inherited 

national and local regulatory landscapes” (Brenner & Theodore, 2002, p. 21).  

  A manifestation of neoliberal localization is an increased emphasis of a smaller and more 

efficient government that facilitates some form of collaborative governance (Brenner & 

Theodore, 2002; Ghose, 2005; Stoker, 1995). Local collaborative governance has reshaped the 

ways in which government agencies interact with the people in which it governs. Jessop (2002) 

indicated local governance has become a collaborative and partnership-based government model 

that incorporates increased citizen participation. Kearns (1995) suggested the collaborative 

governance model privileges the local scale while incorporating issues such as power and the 

concerns or ideas of particular interest groups. Although decision-making and opportunities to 

influence change may be shifted to the local community, individual opportunities to participate 
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in the democratic process are perhaps limited. Lepofsky and Fraser (2002) contended importance 

of defining who is a citizen and what citizens have the right to claim particular space. They argue 

that citizenship is “a powerful discursive mechanism that interpolates and articulates an identity 

for those claiming rights to urban areas” (p. 127).  

Collaborative governance has essentially reshaped, or redefined, citizenship (Ghose, 

2005; Purcell, 2003). Citizenship is not determined through naturalization or birth, but “instead, 

one has to understand how to perform actively as a citizen in order to claim a right to the city” 

(Ghose, 2005, p. 64). In addition to active engagement to claim urban space, citizenship requires 

individuals to be entrepreneurial (Ghose, 2005; Rose, 2000). In addition to government entities 

acting as entrepreneurs in the market, those engaging in collaborative governance from the local 

community effectively assume the role of entrepreneur in the market as well.  

The process, outcome, opportunities, and issues related to collaborative governance are 

varied. Brenner and Theodore (2002) maintained many of the ideologies and policies of 

neoliberalism are implemented to all cities, despite contextual differences between each place. 

The implementation of a collaborative governance model in one city may have different results 

than the implementation in another city. Kearns (1995) suggested the relationship between the 

government and community can be damaged and difficulties can emerge between the 

administration of programs or the delivery or service. Furthermore, Kearns (1995) recognized 

potential adversity in local political systems in which citizens are divided in their allegiance to 

political entities. However, others observe potential benefits for citizens such as an increased 

opportunity to (re)negotiate power structures (Elwood & Leitner, 2003; Ghose & Huxhold, 

2002). Furthermore, community organizations have a better opportunity to represent traditionally 

marginalized individuals in the community while defending their interests (Elwood, 2002; 
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Elwood & Leitner, 2003; Ghose, 2005; Kearns, 1995). Ghose (2005), in her study of 

Milwaukee’s Neighborhood Strategic Planning (NSP) process, found community organizations 

have been able to use the NSP program “to insert their local knowledge, to discover new 

networks of collaborations and to leverage new opportunities for participation to challenge or 

reshape urban politics” (p. 72).  

 Public employees are therefore often required to do more with less—or in this case with 

help from community stakeholders—in regards to providing public services without sufficient 

resources. Hall and Hubbard (1998) referred to the current political landscape as an “era of 

entrepreneurialism” (p. 8), in which municipal employees are more closely aligned with running 

the government as a business. As a result, the privatization of public services at the federal level 

has been adapted as a model for local levels of government. Kodras (1997) discussed the 

privatization of functions to quasi-governmental corporations, private contractors, and the 

implementation of vouchers or subsidies. The inclusion of non-governmental organizations 

(NGOs) to provide services is achieved through outsourcing, which shift services to the private 

sector while creating an opportunity to maintain authority and control. Edginton and Jiang (2000) 

summarized NGO outsourcing as “the acquisition, from an outside source, of a product or 

service that is normally produced or performed internally” (p. 46). Outsourcing includes a wide 

variety of different approaches which focus on the transfer of task or management. In some 

instances, the outsourced company is paid to complete a task, such as a contractor. Similarly, the 

transfer or sale of public land to private ownership for continued management by a private sector 

organization is also outsourcing. 

Municipal governments, with increased reliance on private and voluntary sectors, enter 

into partnerships for the provision of public services with the understanding that the program or 
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service could not be completed independently by either entity (Brinkerhoff, 2002). Brinkerhoff 

(2002) defines the ideal partnership as: 

Partnership is a dynamic relationship among diverse actors, based on mutually agreed 

objectives, pursued through a shared understanding of the most rational division of labour 

based on the respective comparative advantages of each partner. Partnership encompasses 

mutual influence, with a careful balance between synergy and respective autonomy, 

which incorporates mutual respect, equal participation in decision making, mutual 

accountability and transparency. (p. 21) 

Although the general purpose of each partnership is similar, in that a public agency enters into a 

relationship with another agency or organization with agreed upon goals and objectives, the 

scope of the partnership will often vary. The involvement of the two parties will vary, depending 

on the desired outcomes of each organization.  

Networks and Collaborative Governance 

Collaborative governance is examined and discussed differently amongst assorted 

academic disciplines. A variety of terms have been used interchangeably as synonyms for 

collaborative governance (Ansell & Gash, 2008). At times, broader or narrower aspects of 

particular concepts may be defined through collaborative governance. Collaborative governance 

is associated, or is closely defined, with democratic network governance, corporatism, 

associational governance, multi-level governance, and adaptive management, to name just a few 

(Ansell & Gash, 2008; Fliervoet, Geerling, Mostert, & Smits, 2016; Sirianni, 2009). Specifically, 

formal and informal relationships or stakeholder involvement may determine the particular term 

used to represent collaborative governance (Ansell & Gash, 2008). Despite terminology, the 

concepts “address collaborations across organizational boundaries”, anticipate efficient 
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coordination, and recognize the formal government shift from top-down governance (Fliervoet et 

al., 2016, p. 355).  

A way of viewing collaborative governance is through a network perspective. In regards 

to networks, collaborative governance “places greater emphasis on networks – rather than 

hierarchies – of organizations involved in public service delivery and administration” (Chang, 

2009, p. 77). A focus on the network perspective of collaborative governance between the state 

and society is sometimes referred to as ‘policy network’ that often implies “cooperative modes of 

deliberation or decision making among actors within the network” (Ansell & Gash, 2008, p. 

547). Although policy network and collaborative governance can refer to similar relationships 

and structures, cooperation in policy networks can be more informal and implicit (Ansell & 

Gash, 2008). A network perspective can reveal relationships and associations amongst 

stakeholders in a collaborative governance structure. The nature of collaboration is grounded in 

the different relationships amongst the actors in the network. For the purposes of this study, a 

network represents the formal and informal links, between stakeholders, arranged around shared 

interests (Ansell & Gash, 2008; Chang, 2009; Rhodes, 2007). Knoke and Yang (2008) defined 

network as “a structure composed of a set of actors, some of whose members are connected by a 

set of one or more relations” (p. 8). A network develops through relationships of the participants.  

Network analysis has been used in social science research for a variety of different results 

and outcomes including a visual representation of a network model, decision making processes, 

cross-sector engagement, and social change (Borgatti, Mehra, Brass, & Labianca, 2009; 

Freeman, 2004; Isett et al., 2011; Knox, Savage, & Harvey, 2006). Scholars from varying 

disciplines have examined networks, network policy, and network perspectives related to welfare 

service delivery in South Korea (Chang, 2009), food system governance (Siddiki, Carboni, 
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Koski, & Sadiq, 2015), ecosystem-based management (Bodin, Sandstrom, & Crona, 2016), 

coastal zone management (Ernoul & Wardell-Johnson, 2013), and river management (Fliervoet 

et al., 2016). Network analysis has been profoundly used to examine specific social relationships 

and structures. Social network analysis (SNA) encompasses both a theoretical perspective and a 

set of analytical tools (Dempwolf & Lyles, 2012). According to Dempwolf and Lyles, SNA 

considers “how the interactions of individual autonomous actors form the social structures of 

community” (p. 4). Additionally, SNA analyzes the social interactions and social structures by 

identifying the actors and relationships.  

SNA examines interactions and relationships amongst stakeholders in network structures 

and has been defined as “a set of socially relevant nodes connected by one or more relations” 

(Marin & Wellman, 2011, p. 11). The use of networks, in this project, is grounded in three 

features of social network analysis: “it is motivated by a structural intuition based on ties linking 

social actors, it is grounded in systematic empirical data, and it draws heavily on graphic 

imagery” (Freeman, 2004, p. 3). Within the public administration scholarship, networks have 

been used in three general ways: organizing concept, method, and tool to understand a 

phenomenon (Isett et al., 2011; Knox et al., 2006). As an organizing concept, a network 

metaphor “provides a useful and powerful way to understand what is going on in the social 

context under examination” (Isett et al., 2011, p. i160). Organizing the network provides an 

opportunity to understand how the actors may acknowledge their existence or role within the 

network. Network analysis as a method assists with “mapping roles comprehensively, so 

allowing the ‘real’ qualities of social structures to be delineated” (Knox et al., 2006, p. 117). The 

use of nodes (actors) and ties (relationships) represent individuals within the network and their 

social relationships. Lastly, network analysis has been used to understand the provision of a 
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public service. Isett et al. (2011) suggested network analysis as a tool is “used to get something 

done, such as the service delivery of networks… to understand how networks may deliver and 

create services in a coordinated way” (p. i161). 

For this study, I apply a simple qualitative social network analysis to assist with 

understanding how the research participants interact within the collaborative governance 

structure. The archetypal sketch of stakeholders represents social ties to determine who interacts 

with who within the governance structure. The social network diagram can delineate the different 

types of interaction. In most instances, a non-board member of a disc golf association is least 

likely to have a social tie with a member of the city or county commission. Furthermore, a board 

member may indirectly or infrequently communicate with a commissioner, but instead rely upon 

the relationship between the board member and public recreation administrator and the 

relationship between the public recreation administrator and county commissioner. A social 

network of governance can offer a contextual understanding of how and why decisions are made 

and processes are executed in the network. 

Voluntary Groups and the Shadow State  

The political and economic transformation of government in the U.S. from a socially 

oriented, welfare state to a market state orientation focused on privatization, deregulation, and 

outsourcing has shifted some administration and responsibility from the public to private sector. 

Within the private sector, voluntary organizations emerged as a vital entity to provide efficient 

programing and services, either in collaboration with, or in lieu of, government agencies. Wolch 

(1990) describes this arrangement as a “shadow state”:  

Economic and welfare state crises of the late 1970s and 1980s have led the state to seek 

new approaches to the provision of human services. This search has culminated in the 
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emergence of a shadow state apparatus: a para-state apparatus comprised of voluntary 

organizations. The shadow state is administered outside of traditional democratic politics. 

It is charged with major collective service responsibilities previously shouldered by the 

public sector. Yet it remains within the purview of state control. (p. 4) 

This transition—the delivery of social goods and services through public-private partnerships, 

untraditional to democratic politics, and remaining within the parameters of public control—

consequently led to an increase in voluntary organizations.  

Although partnerships between public and private sectors have a long tradition, 

partnerships between the public sector and volunteer, or nonprofit, sector gained popularity in 

the 1980s, mostly as a resolution to alleviate potential public shortcomings in the delivery of 

social services and governmental fiscal dilemmas. As Wolch (1990) points out, the shadow state 

provides new constituencies an opportunity to contribute “in service provision and social action” 

while decentralizing “political power and decision making” (p. 4). However, the merits of 

voluntarism and the emerging responsibility of voluntary organizations are comprised in 

“ideological conviction (the Right or the Left) and on pragmatic political and budgetary 

grounds” (Wolch, 1990, p. 4). Specifically, Wolch (1990) discusses generalized arguments of 

those in support of free-market capitalism to include increased efficiency of service delivery, 

government oversight which “permits voluntary groups the discretion and flexibility necessary to 

be innovative and deal with local conditions,” and a potential deduction in state welfare 

provision (p.7). The left, she argues, includes efficiency while stressing “the potential of 

voluntarism for extending the spectrum of welfare services, the flexibility and innovative 

character of voluntary groups, and the political attractiveness of voluntarism in rallying support 

for various causes” (Wolch, 1990, p. 8).  
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 Irrespective of the political ideology that underpins the partnership, it is clear that 

voluntary organizations now widely partner with public agencies to deliver and provide social 

services. Voluntary organizations, according to Wolch (1990), act as a “shadow state apparatus” 

in which management and operations of services occur outside of traditional democratic politics. 

Whereas government officials are elected into office, voluntary organizations are either selected 

or granted permission to administer services by elected government officials. In particular 

instances, voluntary and nonprofit organizations form independently of the government; 

however, in many recent instances, the government initiates a partnership with civil 

organizations. This process, referred to as “manufactured civil society” by Hodgson (2002), 

“refers to groups that are formed and funded, at least initially, through some type of state 

initiative” (p. 145). Additionally, voluntary groups are responsible for delivering services while 

remaining under strict regulation by the state. Wolch (1990) argues the shadow state is not held 

to the same levels of accountability or system of checks and balances while limiting 

opportunities for voluntary organizations due to state regulations. Furthermore, Hodgson (2002) 

explains these groups are often involved with community or welfare issues, must answer to the 

state while addressing “certain criteria,” and “meet targets set by the government” (p. 145).  

 Voluntary groups, and the unique relationship of each with(in) the public sector, vary 

within the context of public partnerships. Voluntary sector organizations include a variety of 

organizational objectives, formats, and functions with varying budgets and staffing levels. 

Additionally, each is bound by the respective contract, or directive, between the organization and 

the state. For example, funding may be entwined by government standards, policy, and 

organizational behavior (Wolch, 1990). Furthermore, planning in the shadow state is often 

reactive, rather than proactive, due to state constraints (Wolch, 1990). These initiatives are even 
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further reinforced through manufactured groups in which “the state can be said to be constructing 

a particular type of civil society built upon a government agenda, linked together by stat policy 

and process” (Hodgson, 2002, p. 145).  

Community Organizations 

 Collaborative governance is manifested through a variety of partnerships between the 

public and private. Particularly, Elwood and Leitner (2003) convey an “expansion of 

responsibilities and powers of community organizations in urban revitalization and community 

economic development” during the 1990s (p. 139). Participation by citizens of a community, 

especially at the local scale, is argued to be “a crucial element in gaining a voice in planning and 

policy-making activities” (Ghose, 2005, p. 61). The expansion is the result of numerous factors, 

including community initiative related to urban problems and citizen dissatisfaction (Elwood & 

Leitner, 2003). Furthermore, community involvement and a shift in responsibility from the 

government to community organizations, align with a neoliberal agenda. Community and 

neighborhood organizations are often cost-efficient and flexible alternatives to a department or 

branch of public government, which is “consistent with the neoliberal ideal of a leaner state” 

(Elwood & Leitner, 2003, p. 142). In addition to devolution and the implementation of neoliberal 

agenda, Elwood and Leitner (2003) suggest involvement in local governance is also initiated 

through “bottom-up” community initiatives. Individuals who are not satisfied with local 

governance can form a coalition to partner with the local government to plan or change local 

polities and services. 

Community organizations are often given responsibility and powers at a micro, as 

opposed to macro, level of governance (Elwood & Leitner, 2003). Responsibility may be limited 

within a small neighborhood or within a specific theme. Stoecker and Vakil (2000) refer to a 
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similar process of “community organizing” which they outline as “a focus on the quasi-private 

setting of the community” (p. 441). Community organizations are formed and organized through 

strong relationships amongst strong network of community members, who work together, with 

common ideals and values (Stall & Stoecker, 1998). Although the process often begins locally, 

Stoecker and Vakil (2000) also acknowledge the potential to expand or create a larger social 

movement which occurs between individuals and the political process.  

Sport, Recreation, and Physical Activity in the United States 

 Garvin (2000) provided a historical perspective of parks and recreation in the United 

States. Public space for specifically designated parks, and forms of recreation, was essentially 

nonexistent through the middle part of the 19th Century. City governments until this point 

focused primarily on infrastructure and other public facilities for public offices, utilities, and law 

enforcement. In addition to issues of overcrowding, “the absence of public parks was becoming 

an election issue in cities across the country” (Garvin, 2000, p. 9). During the second half of the 

19th century, Frederick Law Olmsted was at the forefront of an agenda to include public parks, 

playgrounds, park systems, and conservation. As the superintendent of what is now Central Park 

(NYC), a four objective scheme was created to provide “green relief” from the city setting, open 

space for “play,” a common space for “diverse populations” to interact, and the investment of 

public funds to shape the land and create real estate opportunities (Garvin, 2000, p. 10). The 

scheme was developed in many major cities in the United States including New York, Chicago, 

and Boston—with varying degrees of public park progress. 

 The initiative of Olmstead and others for public parks was reinforced through the New 

Deal. The overall precedence for a “compressive system of universal benefits” indirectly 

included a focus on health and general well-being. The fundamental role of the government was 
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to create a nation with opportunities for universal benefits. President Franklin D. Roosevelt, in 

his second inaugural address, stated: “I see millions denied education, recreation, and the 

opportunity to better their lot and the lot of their children” (Himmelberg, 2001, p. 134). During 

the Great Depression and for several decades later, park officials increased public recreation 

services with swimming pools and other physical activity facilities (Cranz, 1989). By 1950, the 

geographic makeup of the United States had changed since Olmstead’s initiatives in the 1800s. 

In addition to a greater number of people living in city suburbs, “the average American was 

vastly more prosperous” and, as a result, “living patterns also had changed” (Garvin, 2000, p. 

16). Furthermore, people were working fewer hours, making more money, and had more time for 

leisure opportunities.  

As Jean Harvey (1988) posited, sport and leisure opportunities are rarely, if ever, 

formally attached to citizen rights of the welfare state because sport and leisure are not often 

regarded as vital needs. However, Harvey argues sport and leisure are attached to one’s right to 

health. Furthermore, despite a reorganization to welfare state policies, Coalter, Long, and 

Duffield (1988) asserted: “the extension of such rights to the sphere of leisure was limited and 

took place within rational recreation, or elitist, formulations” (p. 17). During the period of 

welfare state-based politics, the purpose of sport and leisure provision was achieved through the 

offering of public recreation at schools/universities and local municipal recreation. Although 

there were limited direct implementations of recreation policy under FDR’s administration, and 

through Olmstead’s agenda, there was focus related to improving overall health through physical 

activity. In addition to growth of spectator sports, Houlihan (1997) noted sport and recreation 

during this period was “typified by extensive public involvement either through the school and 
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college system or through the provision of established by local government, particularly by city 

authorities” (p. 56).  

From 1850 to 1950, a substantial number of parks were created in major U.S. cities. By 

1950, a vast majority of people living in city suburbs owned private land for private, and 

individual forms, of recreation. During the 100-year span, a considerably plentiful number of 

new parks were built. Parks today incorporate recreational services and many municipalities 

“provide specialized playing fields, youth centers, senior citizen centers, and a host of unique 

programs, depending upon their size and demographic composition” (Kemp, 1997, p. 226). 

Public spending priorities began to focus on other public needs and services. The model of public 

provision for public recreation began to change in the 1980s (Perkins, 2010). Overall, many 

municipal governments began to transition responsibility of open space to the private sector to 

reduce government expenditures (Garvin, 2000). The focus for open space became a priority of 

privately-owned land and developing suburban areas (Garvin, 2000).  

The changes in municipal governance of public recreation since World War II have 

occurred adjacently with shifting perspectives of sport and recreation in the United States. In the 

following section, I briefly review the current “function” of sport and recreation. Sport is 

arguably situated in a market-driven context with(in) governance structures focused on 

individualism, competition, consumption, and commercialization (Coakley, 2011; Garvin, 2000; 

Riess, 1991; Schimmel, 2006). This form of sport diverges from a more socially-oriented, 

welfare-based perspective. I then briefly review literature regarding the value of physical activity 

related to health outcomes.  
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Sport, Recreation, and Physical Activity in the 21st Century 

Sport, recreation, and other forms of physical activity have perhaps assumed a different 

role in 21st century U.S. Priorities of the state focus on individualism, commercialization and 

consumption, and political deregulation. Due to the increased societal value of sport and the 

nature of cultural visibility, “sport are sites at which neoliberalism is reproduced or resisted at the 

same time that they are influenced by neoliberal ideas and beliefs” (Coakley, 2011, p. 74). In this 

instance, sport is a site for which power is extended, but primarily through a selective advance of 

“elite, organized, competitive, commercial sports (EOCCS)” (Coakley, 2011, p. 74). EOCCS, he 

argues, prioritize competition and winning to assess merit and prove one’s ability. As cultural 

priority, competition and winning further define social hierarchies and inequality (Coakley, 

2011; Schimmel, 2006). Additionally, the focus of sport emphasizes EOCCS over sport played 

for recreation or well-being and place value on “paid membership, exclusive recruitment, 

systematic training, certified coaches, preparation for competition, and regularly schedule 

competitive matches, tournaments, playoffs, and championships” over informal games and play 

(Coakley, 2011, p. 77).  

 In regards to sporting facilities, the wide-scale focus on EOCCS is further evident in the 

allocation of public funds for the construction, renovations, and maintenance of professional and 

Olympic sport facilities (Coates & Humphreys, 1999; Coates & Humphreys, 2000). Public 

investment in professional sports teams and facilities are often believed to enhance the local 

economy (Barta, 2001; Bocanegra, 2000; Gius & Johnson, 2001); nonetheless, it has been argued 

the allocation of funding deducts resources from other public goods and services such as roads, 

housing, and parks (Crompton, 1999). Publicly-funded renovations for professional sport 

facilities in the 1980s were also believed to contribute to community improvements; however, 
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Riess (1991) notes “no apparent benefits to local residents and merchants” (p. 244). The 

allocation of funding for EOCCS is argued to detract from alternative expenditures, “such as 

maintaining local infrastructure, increasing the quality or provision of public health, safety, or 

education” (Coates & Humphreys, 2000, p. 19). Burns and Mules (1986) argue funding allocated 

to sport facilities should be classified as a cost, rather than an income, because residents pay for 

the facility while foregoing other services, without spawning new income. Funding, at the local 

level, is being devoted to sport stadia, convention centers, and arenas for the purposes of 

economic development as opposed to maintaining, or creating, recreational facilities (Garvin, 

2000, Newman, 2016).  

 Likewise, recreation and leisure opportunities are growing in the private sector. 

Throughout the United States, “health clubs and privately operated gyms have been attracting a 

growing number of users” (Garvin, 2000, p. 27). A variety of traditional non-profit 

organizations, such as the YMCA, provide affordable family memberships while more 

specialized (and trendy), for profit gyms offer facilities and fitness plans for specialty target 

markets like Curves, Crossfit, and Orange Theory Fitness. Many of the private leisure facilities 

offer opportunities through annual memberships, user, and rental fees (Garvin, 2000). Recreation 

has become as much, or more, a part of the private sector than the public sphere.  

Health Value of Parks, Recreation, and Physical Activity 

Physical inactivity is considered an important public and societal issue in the United 

States (Brownson et al., 2009; Colditz, 1999). Access to safe, attractive, and available 

recreational facilities has shown increased participation and positive effects on health (Bedimo-

Rung, Mowen, & Cohen, 2005; Cohen et al., 2006; De Vries, Verheij, Groenewegen, & 

Spreeuwenburg, 2003; Maller, Townsend, Pryor, Brown, & St Leger, 2006). Dannenberg et al. 
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(2003) references the Department of Health and Human Services and Centers for Disease 

Control and Prevention suggesting “over 60% of American adults are not active enough to 

achieve the benefits of a physically active lifestyle” and “over 25% are not active at all in their 

leisure time” (p. 1502). Daily activity, in short stints has significant health benefits: “the benefits 

of daily, moderate physical activity have the potential to be more effective than more structured, 

vigorous forms of exercise such as jogging or aerobics because of increased levels of adherence 

to these activities” (Frank & Engelke, 2001, p. 204). Changes in leisure time, such as watching 

television, “surfing” the World Wide Web, or playing video games, have contributed to 

increased sedentarism, higher rates of obesity and overweight, and non-communicable disease 

(Hill, Wyatt, Reed, & Peters, 2003). Lee, Ewing, and Sesso (2009) suggest many Americans do 

not partake in sufficient means of physical activity that prioritizes the development of effective 

methods for increased physical activity as public health precedence.  

A lack of physical activity is linked to obesity. Obesity is a national public health concern 

(Flegal, 2005; Ogden, Flegal, Carroll, & Johnson, 2002; Ogden, Carroll, Lester, McDowell, 

Tabak, Flegal, 2006; Nelson, Gordon-Larsen, Song, & Popkin, 2006). The effects of obesity 

have been thoroughly examined regarding both societal and individual consequences (Hills et al., 

2011; McCargar & Olstad, 2009; McCall & Raj, 2009). There is a recent increase in the 

percentage of children and adolescents in the United States who are overweight or obese (Ogden 

et al., 2002; Hedley et al., 2004; Rahman, Cushing, & Jackson, 2011). Ogden et al. (2014) report 

“more than one-third of adults and almost 17% of youth” were obese in the United States (p. 

806). The increasing surge in childhood obesity has been linked to many factors including 

dietary changes coupled with a decrease in overall physical activity. Obese children are likely to 
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remain overweight or obese into adulthood (Hills et al., 2011; McCargar & Olstad, 2009; McCall 

& Raj, 2009; Ogden et al., 2012). 

Moreover, obesity contributes to health conditions such as heart disease, stroke, diabetes, 

and cancer (Eckel, 1997; Keys, 2009; Steppan, 2001; Targher, 2006; Rahman et al., 2011); in 

which some cases can result in death (Alpert, 2009; Gaglione, 2009). Stein and Colditz (2004) 

report “obesity has been linked to a variety of chronic diseases, almost 300,000 deaths each year, 

and $117 billion in direct and indirect annual costs in the United States alone” (p. 2522). Overall 

health has been linked to rates of mortality. Paffenbarger and Lee (1996) and Leon, Connett, 

Jacobs, and Rauramaa (1987) reported increased levels of physical activity reduced mortality 

levels. Data from the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention lists heart disease as the 

leading cause of death in the United States in 2009 claiming 599,413 lives. Furthermore, cancer, 

chronic lower respiratory diseases, stroke, and diabetes are amongst the top ten cause of death in 

the United States.  

Municipal Government and Recreation 

Thus far, I have mostly reviewed major historical transformations of federal and state 

government and, in turn, how these transformations can effect municipal government and the 

administration of public parks and recreation facilities (and usage thereof). To wit, the 

government is less involved with the provision of parks and recreation as stated by Perkins 

(2010), “decades of direct state investment and management of urban infrastructure like parks is 

largely ended” (p. 256). The current structure of municipal government is arguably founded in 

response to inefficiencies of “welfare-based bureaucracy… that emphasizes the desirability of 

market-oriented approaches to management of public affairs” discussed in the preceding sections 

(Howell, 2008, p. 7). Furthermore, municipal governments are “forced to deal with the broader 
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realities of ever-shrinking subsidies from the federal and state governments” (Howell, 2008, p. 

7). As a result, municipal governments are forced to generate additional revenue through 

alternative means, such as increasing property taxes, or minimize expenses by cutting programs, 

departments, and services, as I discuss in further detail below.  

Municipal government agencies often comprise of city and/or county administrators, 

either elected or appointed, with the responsibility to provide community structure and 

administration. Despite many similarities amongst varying municipal governments, policy, 

planning, resource allocation, and structure will often vary from agency to agency and there is no 

systematic or standard process by which these processes are executed. Zimmerman and Allen 

(2009) provide a summary of potential approaches: 

Some agencies are very social service oriented and offer only free or low-cost programs. 

At the other extreme are those agencies who cater to the residents who can “pay to play” 

and virtually ignore the needy or disadvantaged members of the community. Still other 

agencies are somewhere in between the two extremes and struggle to make the “right” 

decision. (p. 473) 

The description set forth above provides a continuum of potential municipal government models 

ranging from free, social-based programs to a more individually financed endeavors by users. 

The determined model is often a result of available funding, through means of grants and tax 

revenue. Joassart-Marcelli (2010) noted very few research projects have examined the allocation 

of funds at local and municipal levels of recreational government. 

 Below, I outline the current landscape for budgets and funding of municipal government 

park and recreation departments including some common sources of revenue and expenses. 
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Overall, there is a general deduction in government funding for public recreation. I then discuss 

public recreation partnerships and the role of NGOs related to the provision of public recreation. 

Funding of Municipal Recreation 

Public recreation9 services have been influenced by the effects of devolution and the 

resulting financial stress of municipal governments. Devolution reduces the amount of financing 

municipal governments receive from federal and state governments. Therefore, municipalities 

are compelled to strengthen budgets through other forms of revenue or through reducing 

expenses. Oftentimes, due to opposition against raising taxes, a popular form of generating 

additional revenue, municipalities reduce funding for some programs or eradicate programs 

(Bowen, 2003; Crompton, 1999; Joassart-Marcelli et al., 2011). Certainly, Bowen (2003) noted 

“the funds to run parks and other recreational facilities are fast becoming a casualty of local 

governments’ battles to balance their budgets” (para. 1). Bowen (2003) also referred to a 

reduction of department funds between 5% and 20% in some municipalities, which follow 

similar cuts in previous years. In these types of situations, the budget deficiency could be 

negatively felt for several years.  

Notwithstanding the community benefits derived from engaging in public recreation, 

including physical, psychological, social, economic, and environmental (Bedimo-Rung, Mowen, 

& Cohen, 2005), public recreation is of less priority in relation to other public services such as 

safety, transportation, and infrastructure (Inman, 1979; Kemp, 1997; Joassart-Marcelli, 2010) 

and often competes for funding with a multitude of municipal agencies and services, such as 

roads, police, fire stations, and city offices (Burke, 1998; Crompton, 2010). Furthermore, 

                                                 
9 The term “public recreation” is used when referring to recreational services, programs, spaces, or facilities which 
are offered through governmental agencies, and more specifically levels of the municipal government, which are 
often supported with tax revenue (Crompton, 1999; Zimmerman & Allen, 2009). 
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financially distraught cities or localities may reduce funding for, or completely remove, park and 

recreation departments during periods of financial uncertainty (Joassart-Marcelli, 2010). Public 

recreation is often one of the first programs or services to be eliminated when budgets are 

minimized (Inman, 1979). Access to recreational facilities “is being redefined by a combination 

of related fiscal, political, social, and cultural forces that shape the resources allocated to parks 

and recreational activities” (Joassart-Marcelli et al. 2011, p. 683).  

Public recreation and other public welfare sectors are susceptible to fiscal restructuring 

with emphasis on economic growth and urban redevelopment (Harvey, 1989; Joassart-Marcelli, 

2010; Joassart-Marcelli et al., 2011; Wolch, 2007). Municipal governments have embraced a 

variety of strategies as a solution to diminished budgets “including dismantling of programs, 

subcontracting and privatization, increased in fees, partnerships with nonprofits, and 

intergovernmental arrangements” (Joassart-Marcelli et al., 2011, p. 687). In some instances, 

public space, portions of public space, and park assets have been sold to “private management 

firms or commercial developers” (Bowen, 2003, para. 1). 

Municipal park and recreation departments have adopted, or were the first to initiate, 

strategies to attain funding, such as usage and entrance fees, taxes, bonds, and grants (Bowen, 

2003; Crompton, 1999; Kemp, 1997; Municipal Research and Services Center, 2015, Walls, 

2009). The methods of attaining funding are a mix between traditional government functions 

(such as taxes and bonds) while user fees are an adaptation of market activities. Municipal 

governments rely upon taxes (e.g. property tax, tobacco sale), registration fees and taxes (e.g. 

boats, automobiles) and license fees (e.g. hunting, fishing, etc.) (Crompton, 1999; Walls, 2009). 

However, in many jurisdictions, especially in larger cities, Crompton (1999) suggested the tax 

base has dwindled: 
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The middle class and industry, which were the main sources of property taxes, have 

moved to the suburbs. At the same time, poorer, socially dependent people have moved 

into the inner-cities. They require substantial subsidized public services but pay relatively 

little in taxes. Hence, total taxes collected by cities have declined while demands for 

social services have increased. (p. 6) 

Subsequently, while park and recreation administrators rely upon more traditional forms of 

public revenue, municipal governments assume an entrepreneurial role.  

Crompton (1999) recognized this model for municipal park managers whom act as 

entrepreneurs in a public sector environment in that “they seek creative, resourceful ways of 

using their scarce funds to leverage substantial additional resources through partnering with a 

wide range of business, nonprofit, and other government entities… to yield the maximum 

possible social and economic benefits” (Crompton, 1999, p. 10). As an example, new 

recreational facilities may be designed with a mind-set of “how it can be produced with minimal 

use of public funds and resources” (Crompton, 1999, p. 10). In order to achieve efficient 

production and minimize public resources, the provision of public recreation is administered 

through a variety of different market-based mechanisms.  

Many current park administrators engage in a market-based administration through 

“innovative management practices, alternative service delivery arrangements, and cutting-edge 

financial practices” (Kemp, 1997, p. 233). First, park and recreation departments typically have a 

small number of full-time professional staff that is supplemented by “part-time employees, 

contract employees, seasonal workers, and citizen volunteers” (Kemp, 1997, p. 233). The 

staffing model assumes the number of staff should be as small as possible to accommodate the 

tasks (Box, 1999). Minimizing the number of full-time employees, and relying upon part-time 
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and seasonal staff, reduces operating payroll. However, fewer full-time staff can impact the 

overall quality of public recreation. 

Park and recreation departments also use alternative financial practices. Godbey et al. 

(2005) note this change, suggesting municipal recreation and park services have assumed 

characteristics of market entities, such as user fees: 

They have been required to raise more revenue from fees and charges to participants; 

have treated citizens more like customers, responding to their identified recreation 

demands; and have used branding or services to identify their organization more 

specifically. (p. 151) 

However, user fees are often in addition to heavy subsidies from taxpayers, mostly through 

already determined property taxes (Bowen, 2003). Accordingly, while user fees can help 

subsidize expenses, they must be designed to compete in the economic market and affordable to 

participants (Kemp, 1997). In addition to user fees, many municipalities lease recreational 

facilities “to private parties for weddings, concerts, and other activities” (Bowen, 2003; Burke, 

1998; Joassart-Marcelli et al., 2011, p. 687). Public recreation is also funded through 

concessionaire licensing and souvenir sales that provide additional forms of revenue (Kemp, 

1997; Walls, 2009) 

 Two additional methods of potentially raising funding is through a) donations and b) 

support from the community (Bowen, 2003). Donations from the private sector, be it 

organizations or individuals, help supplement operational budgets. However, donations may also 

be case specific, as in a donation to fund expenses related to a community swimming pool or 

recreational center. Although the donations are specifically directed to particular programs or 

facilities, public forms of funding can be reallocated to other aspects of recreation. Additionally, 
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building support from the community has helped raise awareness of park funding deficiencies as 

explained by Bowen (2003), “parks departments have long been alone in promoting the 

importance of parks to communities, but today more groups are joining in to help spread the 

word” (para. 28). Park administrators can further elicit donations and partnerships by engaging 

with business and community leaders.  

As a solution to financial austerity, public recreational facilities and services are 

privatized or privately managed (Burke, 1998; Joassart-Marcelli, et al., 2011). During financially 

unstable economic periods, park and recreational facilities have been contracted out to the 

private sector or ownership has been transferred to the private sector (Burke, 1998; Beckwith, 

1981; Joassart-Marcelli, et al., 2011). A study by Warner and Hebdon (2001), examining 

municipal government restricting of eight service categories10 in New York State, revealed that 

“contracting out to the non-profit sector was most common in health and human services, and 

parks and recreation” (p. 324). In particular situations, a common perspective views outsourcing 

of park management or partial park services to the private sector as a financially beneficial 

opportunity (Burke, 1998). As Burke (1998) indicated, “the private sector is replete with 

profitable water parks, amusement centers, golf courses and health clubs, attesting to its ability to 

offer efficiently-run facilities that are in demand” (p. 3). Suffice to say, the consumption model 

of recreational services in the private sector has, in some instances, proven capable of financial 

sustainability. Overall, outsourcing management or other service contracts and retaining 

ownership of land, is considered efficient (Burke, 1998).    

                                                 
10 The eight, broad service categories (Warner & Hebdon, 2001, p. 321) include: public works, transportation, public 
utilizes, public safety, health and human services, parks and recreation, support functions, and other 
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Public Recreation Partnerships 

Similar to other forms of welfare programs and services, “the nonprofit sector has been 

increasingly called upon to help maintain parks and recreational facilities, and organize sports 

and physical exercise” (Joassart-Marcelli et al., 2011, p. 683). Many of the concepts and notions 

of neoliberalism discussed previously (devolution, privatization, partnerships, collaborative 

governance, etc.), have considerably altered the provision of public recreation. Traditionally, 

public recreation has been financed, delivered, and managed by municipal governments, 

“however, the increase in fiscal responsibilities of local governments associated with devolution 

has reduced the willingness and/or ability of municipalities to provide parks and recreation 

services” (Joassart-Marcelli et al., 2011, p. 687). This trend arguably expands programs and 

services, with minimal expense to taxpayers (Kemp, 1997).  

The scope and model of partnerships vary at different levels including public-public, 

public-private, and private-private. Although the voluntary and nonprofits are sometimes 

considered private, the public-voluntary and public-nonprofit partnerships are believed to offer 

unique value. Pincetl (2003) alluded to the flexibility of nonprofit organizations in comparison to 

the public and private sector: “often nonprofits have slimmer staffs, lower salaries than their state 

counterparts, and do not require the same rates of return as do their business counterparts” (p. 

994). Nonprofit organizations therefore often have fewer expenses and decreased emphasis on 

increasing profits. Furthermore, Pincetl (2003) declared nonprofits are perhaps more likely to 

receive grants and funding. However, the nonprofit organizations receiving grants are often 

“longstanding community advocacy groups” with “strong ties to local politicians” (Pincetl, 2003, 

p. 994-995).  
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Accordingly, Perkins (2010) discussed a general conception that collaborative 

governance of public recreation should create a more democratic system of governance in that 

society decides where resources are distributed. However, the value of market-based economics 

and local entrepreneurialism through collaborative governance of public recreation “seeks to 

‘economize’ formerly neglected social zones” and economic outcomes, such as park space 

(Mayer, 2007, p. 98; Perkins, 2010). Partnerships mobilize civil society and non-profit 

organizations to engage in projects that generate economic value, including public recreational 

space (Perkins, 2009; 2010). Perkins (2010) suggested, “economic/environmentally oriented 

policies, urbanites, and disinvested spaces need to be joined up in new ways accordingly” (p. 

258). He notes, one way is through the provision of services from voluntary organizations 

according to market-based strategies to reduce state expenditures. Examples of this type of 

public recreation governance are apparent in many places such as California (Pincetl, 2003), 

Philadelphia (Brownlow, 2006), and New York City. 

One of the more notable public-private park partnerships is New York’s Central Park 

between the city of New York and the Central Park Conservancy (CCP), a nonprofit 

organization. The contract was originally signed in 1998, renewed in 2006, and then again in 

2013 (Central Park Conservancy, 2015).11 The park, in the heart of Manhattan since the 1850s, is 

publicly owned, but privately managed by the Conservancy (Central Park Conservancy, 2015; 

Pincetl, 2003). In regards to funding, the CCP receives an annual fee from the city while raising 

                                                 
11 Central Park Conservancy provides for Central Park's day-to-day care, as well as certain maintenance work in 
other New York City parks outside Central Park. Specifically the Conservancy is responsible for landscape and lawn 
maintenance, tree care, horticultural work, cleaning and repairing playgrounds and comfort stations, repairing 
benches, graffiti removal, clearing walkways, and maintaining and repairing monuments and select Park structures. 
In addition, the 2013 agreement defined the Conservancy’s role in supporting and training City employees working 
in other parks throughout the five boroughs in best practices relating to horticulture care and operations management 
(Central Park Conservancy, 2015).  
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private funding.12 Since 1980, the CCP claims to have invested “nearly $800 million in Central 

Park to support Park operations, capital improvements, and public programs for Park visitors and 

volunteers” (Central Park Conservancy, 2015). Accordingly, this type of partnership “illustrates 

that nonprofit participation can contribute to private fundraising and revitalization, but rarely 

represents full privatization to the extent that ownership remains public and a large portion of 

revenues comes from city funds” (Joassart-Marcelli et al., 2011, p. 687).  

In addition to partnerships for large city and regional parks, partnerships are common for 

smaller parks, particular park services or activities, and other forms of physical activity. Perkins’ 

(2010) study of the redevelopment of parks in Milwaukee between local government and a non-

profit organization called Children’s Outing Association (COA), notes that the COA was 

prominent in the development of the parks and the current activities being offered at each. 

Spangler and Caldwell (2007) also discussed a form of collaborative partnership between the 

National Recreation and Park Association (NRPA) and Hearts N’ Parks:  

For example, the NRPA has actively promoted partnerships between public health and 

parks and recreation practitioners to promote physical activity. Hearts N’ Parks, a 

cardiovascular disease prevention field study developed with the National Heart, Lung, 

and Blood Institute, focused on physical activity and nutrition in park and recreation 

settings. (p. s68-s69) 

Additionally, many municipal park and recreation departments engage in collaborative 

partnerships, including Los Angeles, who has a partnership division. On the department 

webpage, they state “The Department’s Partnership Division was created to enhance and expand 

existing programs and services beyond traditional programming through collaborative 

                                                 
12 Goldman and Braun (2012) note New York City spent approximately $338 million from the city’s operating 
budget on city park with approximately $45 million being paid to the CCP as an annual fee.  
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partnerships” (Partnerships: City of Los Angeles, n.d.). The Austin Parks and Recreation 

webpage also has opportunities for partnerships which include “the adopt-a-park program, to 

park improvement projects and public-private partnerships” and a list of over 80 “Adapt-a-Park” 

partners (Partnerships: Austin, Texas Gov., n.d.). Kemp (1997) maintains the goal of community 

or citizen support groups should be “to actively promote services, conduct fundraising events, 

solicit private funds, and advocate for community services” (p. 241). 

Public recreation partnerships and forms of collaborative governance “has the potential to 

provide a cooperative atmosphere for decision making that might help to overcome some of 

these problems associated with prior forms of state management” (Perkins, 2010, p. 263). 

However, due to potentially divested outcomes from government and civil society, partnerships 

may reflect an ideal product of the state, such as economic growth and reduced government 

expenses. Contrarily, partnerships and collaborative governance may represent one of the few 

models in which local citizens can influence and direct change through the provision of public 

recreation. In some instances, public parks, recreation centers, and greenspaces may be 

dismantled and closed down without contribution from civil society. Collaborative governance 

between local municipalities and voluntary disc golf organizations are at the purview of this 

study.  

Above, I review political and economic shifts in the United States at the federal, state, 

and municipal levels of government and, in turn, how transformations in governance, such as 

devolution from the federal level to subnational institutes, dismantling government responsibility 

of socially-based services, and privatization of services to the private sector, have altered the role 

of the municipal governments. Collaborative governance with voluntary organization is a means 

for the provision of social programs (e.g. the emergence of a shadow state) that has come to “fill 
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in” some of the gaps left by devolution and privatization processes. According to Kemp (1997) a 

collaborative and communicative process of governance between park and recreation staff and 

recreation users has proven efficient. He states: 

New park and recreation service master planning practices have enhanced these close 

working relationships. In the past, some department directors would reach important 

program and policy recommendations in a vacuum, only to encounter difficulty later on 

when approvals were sought form their advisory body and city council. The trend is for 

the department’s management staff to value citizen input and feedback, to work closely 

with their major stakeholders and users, and to plan for future parks and recreation 

services in an open and collaborative environment. (p. 250) 

Collaborative environments have been perceived as productive and efficient. For this study, I 

examine management and oversight of disc golf through the perceptions and insights of 

community disc golf advocates and local government employees. In Chapter 3, I discuss the 

methodological approach of this project to examine collaborative governance of disc golf related 

space, policy, and practices.  
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CHAPTER THREE 

METHODS 

The primary purpose of this dissertation is to analyze how shared governance of disc golf 

spaces is developed and sustained by disc golf participants, park users, and public administrators. 

As I discuss in the first chapter, there has been an expansion of disc golf over the past two 

decades—resulting in significant increases in participation, courses, and PDGA membership. 

Currently, of the 5,000 disc golf courses listed on Disc Golf Course Review (DGCR), 

approximately 85% are classified as public courses. Public courses have been designed and built 

into public parks and the course navigates through the already existing recreational space. 

However, as discussed in Chapter Two, resourcing for municipal and public recreational 

facilities has concurrently decreased over the time period (e.g. the past 20-30 years) when disc 

golf has seen the greatest increase in expansion. To reconcile these dissonant trends, some 

municipal governments have entered into agreements with voluntary and neighborhood 

organizations for collaborative governance for all, or parts, of public recreation governance. This 

study explores the governance structures of three cities/municipal governments. Each city has 

more than one public disc golf course and a local disc golf association.  

This chapter outlines the research design and methodology of this study. For all intents 

and purposes, this project utilizes a comparative case study approach grounded in a constructivist 

paradigm. Following the format of a qualitative case study research project proposed by Markula 

and Silk (2011), I first briefly review the paradigmatic moorings of this project and how they 

guide qualitative case study research. I then describe the research setting and case selection. I 

then identify the methods used for the collection of empirical material. Thereafter, I succinctly 

discuss potential epistemological and ethical concerns before turning to how I plan to analyze 
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empirical material. Lastly, I consider issues of representation and self-reflection as they relate to 

this project.  

Research Design 

 Markula and Silk (2011) state: “it is important to stipulate one’s research purpose openly, 

locate it within a paradigmatic logic and then design a case study that will best answer the 

research questions” (p. 157). A research paradigm includes the underlying assumptions for which 

research and inquiry are based. One understanding of a paradigm is to consider the 

epistemological, ontological, and methodological aspects of the project (Denzin & Lincoln, 

2011). Epistemology refers to knowledge and is the relationship between what we know and how 

we come to know (Lincoln, Lynham, & Guba, 2011). Ontology is the philosophical aspects of 

reality and questions how the world comes to be and how people and things exist within that 

world. According to Schwandt (2007), ontology is one’s worldviews and assumptions for which 

a knowledge is assembled during the research process. Methodology is the way inquiry occurs. A 

qualitative methodological approach examining perceptions aids in constructing a reality of each 

participant. The methods of inquiry used in this project attempt to portray participant experiences 

and perceptions and are described in detail later in this section.  

  This research project utilizes a case study approach as framed within a constructivist 

paradigm. As such, the research is conducted to gain an understanding “by interpreting subject 

perceptions” (Lincoln et al., 2011, p. 102). Through this paradigm, I do not attempt to uncover a 

universal, or generalized, truth or reality, but instead reveal a local reality of the actors as they 

interface with disc golf governance structures. I explore how shared governance practices and 

processes pluralistically influence actors and behavior within disc golf contexts. As such, I take a 

subjectivist approach in which empirical material is attained through interaction between the 
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researcher and participant (Guba & Lincoln, 1994; Lincoln et al., 2011). The ontological 

emphasis of this study is on multiple realities; the construction of knowledge is understood 

through interactions with members of society that represent localized/individual realities (Guba, 

1990; Lincoln et al., 2011). Lastly, the methods used to obtain empirical material are naturalistic 

(Denzin & Lincoln, 2000). Naturalistic inquiry, as described by Lincoln and Guba (1985), is 

characterized by research occurring in natural settings that uses qualitative methods, purposive 

sampling, inductive analysis, and an exploratory presentation of findings. The researcher 

investigates the study in real-world situations and a natural setting.  

 Research through a constructivist paradigm is based upon a socially constructed reality 

emerging from interaction and experience of the participants. Case study research examines the 

phenomena through a constructed reality of individuals in the field. Markula and Silk (2011) 

consider a case study to be “a field method that uses several qualitative methods to understand 

social world using an ‘exemplary’ case as a window” (p. 155). Yin (2014) stated “a case study 

investigates a contemporary phenomenon (the ‘case’) in its real-world context, especially when 

the boundaries between phenomenon and context may not be clearly evident” (p. 2). 

Furthermore, case study research is preferred when the focus of the study is to examine “how” 

and “why” questions and a contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context (Yin, 2014). 

Stake (2005) augmented this claim by explaining that a qualitative case study “concentrates on 

experiential knowledge of the case and close attention to the influences of its social, political, 

and other contexts” (p. 444).  

 Although there are several types of case studies, Stake (2005) distinguished between 

three different case study designs: intrinsic case study, instrumental case study, and collective 

case study. An intrinsic case study is used to understand a particular case. The case is not 
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necessarily representative of other cases or illustrates a particular problem. An instrumental case 

study is used to understand something other than a particular situation and provide insight into a 

particular issue. The case may, or may not be, seen as typical in comparison to other cases. A 

collective case study examines cases to provide an understanding about other (and larger) cases. 

The case study used in this project is the instrumental case study. The selected research settings 

provide an example to provide insight into collaborative governance of disc golf. Inquiry is not 

focused on the particular case, but “is looked at in depth, its contexts still scrutinized, its ordinary 

activities detailed” to pursue the external interest (Stake, 2005, p. 437). As such, the cases 

selected were of secondary interest and provide a condition for which to understand collaborative 

governance.  

Research Setting and Case Selection 

 Municipalities have different resources with varying funding, staffing, and allocated 

recreational facilities. Resources are dependent upon an array of factors including the city size, 

tax base, geographic location, and political structure, amongst many others. Therefore, I examine 

the management and governance of disc golf in three municipalities/areas. The three research 

settings were selected based upon two qualitative sampling strategies: maximum variation 

sampling and criterion sampling (Flick, 2009; Patton, 2002). These sampling methods are aimed 

at selecting sites engaging in a form of collaborative governance structure with identified 

variation.  

 Maximum variation sampling, also referred to as heterogeneity sampling, attempts to 

depict and describe “the central themes that cut across a great deal of variation” (Patton, 2002, p. 

235). The variation amongst each site, such as population, land size, income, race, etc., can 

highlight common patterns, themes, and practices. Common patterns which emerge from 



68 
 

variation “are of particular interest and value in capturing the core experiences and central, 

shared dimensions” of a phenomenon (Patton, 2002, p. 235). Two types of findings are 

established through heterogeneity sampling including “detailed descriptions of each case” which 

highlight uniqueness and common patterns from the collective sites; each are valuable in 

qualitative inquiry (Patton, 2002, p. 235). Criterion sampling identifies the sample based upon a 

predetermined set of important criteria. For this study, my aim is to focus on the design, 

implementation, and maintenance of disc golf courses, management of disc golf related space, 

and involvement related to creating awareness of the sport and disc-golf events. Therefore, sites 

were selected based upon where each site has recently developed, or soon to be developed, 

public disc golf courses, an active (volunteer/civic) disc golf association, and a focus on the 

expansion of disc golf from either the government or local community. 

 Once I identified locations based upon heterogeneity and criterion sampling, I selected 

sites which provided opportunity for access to enter the field. The three selected cities are: 

Maduroville, Capital City, and Stamford.13 Each site offers a different perspective on 

collaborative governance of disc golf and courses. Characteristics, information, and details of the 

three sites are identified in the following sections.14 The selected census data listed for each city 

includes population, median income, race, and education, which represents the demographic 

categories highlighted by the PDGA15 for the purposes of contextualizing disc golf locally. 

Proper names used in the research have been anonymized, including research sites, courses, and 

participants. 

                                                 
13 The city names presented here are pseudonyms to protect the participants of the study. 
14 The information for each site is an estimate, rounded number, to reduce the potential for identification. 
15 http://www.pdga.com/files/2014_disc_golf_and_pdga_demographics_0.pdf 
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Site One: Maduroville. Maduroville is a small city in a northeastern U.S. state located 

almost equidistant between two large cities and two major highways. The reported population in 

2010 was approximately 60,000 with the population of the Maduroville -metropolitan area 

reported at 155,000 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010). The median household annual income is 

$50,000, approximately $20,000 less than the state average (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010). 

Furthermore, more than 95% of residents identify as “White alone, not Hispanic or Latino”: 

45%, “Hispanic or Latino” - 40%, or “Black or African American alone” - 15% (U.S. Census 

Bureau, 2010). Lastly, 75% of individuals over the age of 25 indicate having graduated high 

school while 15% of individuals 25 or older indicate having a “Bachelor’s degree or higher” 

(U.S. Census Bureau, 2010).  

 There are currently two 18-hole disc golf courses and a third course that was newly 

created in December 2015.16 Within a 40-mile drive of Maduroville, there are four courses.17 The 

disc golf association available for Maduroville residents is the Maduroville Disc Golf 

Association (MDGA). According to club information, the club was founded in December 2015 

and includes five administrative positions: president, vice president, secretary, treasurer, and 

community relations and communication director. The MDGA is “a disc sports players’ 

organization and is open to all people who wish to participate in disc sports in Maduroville, 

regardless of race, creed, gender, nationality, political affiliation, or sexual preference” 

(Maduroville Disc Golf, 2015). Additionally, they declare the club is “dedicated to expanding the 

                                                 
16 The two 18-hole courses in Maduroville are located at South Maduroville Park and Schmidt Park. The new 
course, located at Giancarlo Park, has 9 holes as of December 6, 2015. According to the course developer, the 
course will be “expanded to a full 18 holes in due time.”  
17 The closest course outside of Maduroville is Pence DGC, located 18 miles from the city center. Three additional 
courses are 30 to 40 miles from the city center. 
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disc golf community in the Maduroville area by providing and maintaining quality courses and 

tournaments for all players!” (Maduroville Disc Golf, 2015).  

Site Two: Capital City. Capital City is the state capital of a southeastern U.S. state. The 

reported population in 2010 was 180,000 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010). The median household 

annual income was $40,000, approximately $7,000 less than the state average (U.S. Census 

Bureau, 2010). Furthermore, more than 85% of residents identify as “White alone, not Hispanic 

or Latino”: 50%, or “Black or African American alone” - 35% (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010). 

Lastly, 90% of individuals over the age of 25 indicate having graduated high school while 45% 

of individuals 25 or older indicate having a “Bachelor’s degree or higher” (U.S. Census Bureau, 

2010). 

There are currently a total of four disc golf courses in Capital City. Two are 24-hole 

courses in city parks. Additionally, two universities have an on-campus, nine-hole course. A new 

course is scheduled to open during the Fall of 2016, designed as a professional course to attract 

disc golfers to Capital City. There is one course located approximately 30 miles from Capital 

City. The Capital City Disc Golf Association (CCDGA) is “a non-profit organization founded in 

May, 2011 to promote and expand the sport of disc golf within the Capital City and surrounding 

areas” (CCDGA, 2015). The association works directly with the Capital City Parks and 

Recreation Department and the Friends of Our Parks Foundation to maintain local courses.  

Site Three: Stamford. Stamford is large, heavily populated city in the southern United 

States. Census data incorporates the Stamford County area. The reported population in 2010 was 

approximately 800,000 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010). The median household annual income was 

$45,000, approximately $2,000 more than the state average (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010). 

Furthermore, more than 60% of residents identify as “White alone, not Hispanic or Latino”: 



71 
 

55%, or “Black or African American alone” – 30% (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010). Lastly, more 

than 85% of individuals over the age of 25 indicate having graduated high school while 25% of 

individuals 25 or older indicate having a “Bachelor’s degree or higher” (U.S. Census Bureau, 

2010). 

There are four courses in Stamford and three more within 30 miles from the city center. 

Of the four in Stamford limits, one has 24 holes and three have 18 holes. Stamford Disc Golf 

Association is a not-for-profit organization started in 2016 and is described as an organization 

with “efforts to expand disc sports in the Southern State” (Stamford Disc Golf, 2015). 

Site Study Advantages. The three selected sites offer common characteristics and yet 

different contexts for which to study collaborative governance between a municipality and 

voluntary organization. As stated earlier, this study does not attempt to generalize findings, but 

instead provide interpretive connections between the differing elements of the study. Therefore, 

the potential variation of the selected elements may provide a distinctive representation of the 

contrasting processes, procedures, and practices of collaborative governance. In regards to 

population and education, the three sites represent unique demographic populations. The 

Stamford area has the largest population with over 800,000 residents while Capital City has 

approximately 180,000 people and Maduroville has approximately 60,000 residents. There are 

also contrasting levels of education in the cities. In both Stamford and Capital City, there are 

multiple universities and colleges. Contrarily, there are not multiple universities in Maduroville, 

which includes a two-year, community college. Furthermore, the number of individuals 

graduating high school and obtaining a Bachelor’s degree are highest in Capital City and lowest 

in Maduroville.  
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Stamford, Capital City, and Maduroville are vastly different in regards to political and 

economic systems. Stamford is a large-scale, U.S. city, and considered a travel or tourist 

destination. Capital City is a state capital and more reliant upon political (State Senate, State 

Supreme Court, etc.) and educational sectors. Maduroville, the smallest of the three, can be 

identified somewhere between the definition of rural and suburb. In regards to economic factors, 

Stamford, and to a lesser degree Capital City, relies upon place-marketing, boosterism, and 

tourism. Contrastingly, Maduroville is a small suburban/rural area within driving distance of a 

Stamford-type city. 

In Capital City and Maduroville, new courses have been recently designed in a city park. 

The course in Maduroville opened to the public in January 2016 and the course in Capital City is 

expected to open in September 2016. The process of creating a new disc golf course was a 

collaborative effort between the government and local residents. The CCDGA and Capital City 

engaged in a collaborative planning and construction process with members of the local 

community and city employees creating the design as well as the manual labor necessary for 

course preparation. In Maduroville, the idea for a new course was initiated by local residents, 

who also raised funding for the implementation of the new course. The recent development of 

the new courses is beneficial in that I had access to a vast majority of the constituents and actors 

involved in the planning and implementation process. In Stamford, members of the SDGA have 

attempted to create new courses  

Lastly, disc golf in Maduroville provides a unique representation of voluntary 

governance. The Maduroville Disc Golf Association, consisting of local disc golf participants. 

However, the MDGA has a more established organization and is affiliated with participants from 

multiple cities and multiple courses. The Maduroville site may provide insight into potential 
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conflict between two different organizations in the decision making process. Furthermore, the 

site provides opportunity for the potential support two organizations, within overlapping spaces, 

can provide to each other. 

Research Methods 

 The empirical material developed in this research project was obtained through 

qualitative inquiry. Qualitative inquiry, “above all, works with text” (Flick, 2009, p. 4). 

Furthermore, Denzin and Lincoln (2011) state qualitative inquiry is surrounded by a “complex, 

interconnected family of terms, concepts, and assumptions” (p. 3). Qualitative inquiry is often 

accomplished in “the field” (i.e. programs, organizations, etc.) and engaging with “people and 

circumstances” to “capture what is happening” (Patton, 2002, p. 48). Interaction in the field 

provides opportunities to understand the world of behaviors, opinions, values, and processes 

(Denzin, 1978; Patton, 2002). As such, qualitative forms of empirical material are “represented 

in their entirety in their everyday context” (Flick, 2009, p. 15).  

 The three most common qualitative methods for obtaining empirical material are through 

talking to people (e.g. interviews, focus groups), observation (as participant observer), and 

analysis of documents such as text, audio, and visual (Patton, 2002; Rossman & Rallis, 2003; 

Silverman, 2011; Wolcott, 2009). However, scholars of qualitative inquiry have also included 

methods such as participatory inquiry, interpretive analysis, and researcher reflexivity (Denzin & 

Lincoln, 2011; Flick, 2009). Multiple methods are often used in qualitative studies to “get as 

many different aspects of a phenomenon” (Silverman, 2011, p. 45). The collection of empirical 

material for this project was fulfilled through the use of multiple methods of inquiry: interviews, 

participant observation, and document analysis.  
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 Interviews were conducted with five to ten individuals at each research site including 

members of the disc golf association boards, members of the disc golf association who do not 

serve on the board, and employees of the local government with decision and policy making 

capabilities related to disc golf. Semi-structured interviews addressed municipal governance, 

partnerships, and the role/responsibility of the disc golf associations. The interviews took place 

at a convenient location for the interviewee and lasted between 30 minutes to an hour. I followed 

the procedures and standards set forth by the FSU IRB committee, including a signed consent 

form, anonymizing participants, and secure interview transcripts and tapes. Lastly, interview 

transcripts were sent to the interviewee for review and an opportunity to (member) check for 

accuracy in the transcription.  

 Additionally, I collected data through observation. Participant observation is a process of 

the researcher entering the natural environment to learn about the activities through observing 

and participating which involves “active looking, improving memory, informal interviewing, 

writing detailed field notes, and perhaps most importantly, patience (DeWalt & DeWalt, 2002, p. 

vii). Likewise, Schensul, Schensul, and LeCompte (1999) described participant observation as 

“the process of learning through exposure to or involvement in the day-to-day or routine 

activities of participants in the researcher setting” (p. 91). Flick (2009) recognizes value of 

observation for understanding practices. While interviews introduce the researcher to practices, 

observation “enables the researcher to find out how something factually works or occurs” (Flick, 

2009, p. 222).  

 Participant observation provides the researcher an opportunity to develop a general 

understanding of the phenomenon (DeWalt & DeWalt, 2002). Furthermore, Schmuck (1997) 

suggested participant observation provides researchers an opportunity to observe interactions and 
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communication between actors, observe nonverbal expressions and cues, and track the emphasis 

of each activity or topic. Observing the interactions provide a more direct, and personal 

interpretation of a topic or subject which may not be included in an interview or informal 

conversation. The researcher should also be reflective and reflexive of the participation activity, 

recognizing any personal impact. Lastly, the observation can help the researcher strengthen 

relationships with the research actors and further facilitate the research process (Schensul et al., 

1999). I intend to be a participant observer in disc golf association meetings. The meetings 

included both interactions between disc golf board members and the meetings between the disc 

golf associations and local government administrators. 

 A third type of qualitative data is attained by viewing applicable documents. Documents 

include written material and other documents such as notes, records, memos, contracts, reports, 

and photographs. Silverman (2011) describes text and documents as “words and/or images which 

have become recorded without the intervention of a researcher” (p. 229). Documents are 

contextual and “represent a specific version of realities constructed for specific purposes” (Flick, 

2009, p. 259). There are sources of documents and text which can contribute to the study. Items 

such as meeting notes, policies, contracts, and posts to association Facebook webpages provide a 

contextual understanding of the procedures and processes of collaborative governance. 

Documents are produced by a constituent with a particular purpose and use, and for a particular 

audience (Flick, 2009). Viewing these types of documents provide context of what is happening 

(or has happened) and who creates the document.   

Lastly, I used a modified qualitative adaptation of social network analysis to establish an 

archetypal sketch of stakeholders within the collaborative governance structure. Qualitative 

social network analysis (QSNA) empirical material, like other forms of qualitative inquiry, is 
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obtained through a variety of methods that includes interviews, observation, and document 

analysis (Borgatti, Everett, & Johnson, 2013; Heath, Fuller, & Johnston, 2009; Marin & 

Wellman, 2011).  The network boundary was determined through a realist strategy. The 

boundaries in a realist strategy are determined by the individuals in the network through 

relationships (Knoke & Yang, 2008). Building upon interviews, observation, and document 

analysis, the different relationships of individuals was mapped within and between organizations. 

By talking to individuals, a relationship can be discovered when both individuals acknowledge 

the existence of the other. Perceived, or one directional, relationships can also be identified when 

one individual refers to the relationship and through my observation or analysis of documents 

(Heath et al., 2009). Talking with an individual about a perceived relationship following an 

observation or document analysis can further enhance my understanding of the relationship and 

provide additional context for which the network is determined.  

A social network analysis consists of nodes and ties. Network studies consisting of 

individual members often “involve persons as the nodes and interpersonal relations as the ties” 

(Borgatti et al., 2013). Although nodes may represent objects or units, the nodes in this study 

represent the people within the organizations that are connected to other individuals in the 

network (Marin & Wellman, 2013). Interactions and connections between nodes are represented 

as ties or relationships (Borgatti et al., 2013). Borgatti et al., (2013) identifies four types of ties: 

co-occurrences, social relationships, interactions, and flows. Co-occurrences are ties in which 

nodes have an association based upon groups or categorization. Social relationships represent a 

relationship that is affective, such as a friendship. Interaction ties are based upon action, such as 

a conversation between two nodes. A member of a disc golf association can have: a co-
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occurrence tie with another individual in the group whom he/she has not interacted with, a friend 

or family member (social relationship), or play a round of disc golf with someone (interaction).  

 Through interviews and observation, I explored the relationship of individuals within the 

network for ties. The process began by identifying the research participants as nodes and 

exploring the potential ties. The network was expanded throughout the research process when 

new network members were introduced or discovered. During the initial interview phase of entry 

point individuals, I discussed the scope and interest of the study. The definition of who should be 

included in the network is be left to the participants and who they consider to be a part of the 

network (Heath et al., 2009). The production of a network was primarily used as a visual 

representation of the network that portrays the actors within the collaborative governance 

structure and the relationships between the individuals. Mapping a network can provide an 

understanding of the roles and relational structure of the network (Knox et al., 2006) 

Ethical Considerations 

 Social science research with “human subjects” is complicated and brings with it a number 

of ethical considerations (Markula & Silk, 2011, p. 11). Although there are varying responses 

from social science scholars regarding “research ethics,” Markula and Silk (2011) refer to 

“guidelines that are developed to ensure that all research participants are treated with dignity and 

respect” (p. 11). As a researcher at Florida State University (FSU), I first adhered to the ethical 

principles provided by the Office of Research at FSU, based on the Belmont Report (FSU Office 

of Research, 2016; U.S. Department of Health & Human Services, 1979). My research is situated 

in the three ethical principles: respect for persons, beneficence, and justice (FSU Office of 

Research, 2016). To further strengthen an ethical approach, I adapt a code of ethics described by 

Christians (2011) regarding informed consent, deception, privacy and confidentiality, and 
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accuracy. Prior to the submission of this proposal, I received approval for the study through the 

Institutional Review Board at FSU and adhered to the guidelines set forth in the approval. 

 Participants were provided, and signed, a voluntary informed consent form stating the 

participant could withdraw from the study at any time. For my observations, I used participant 

observation and informed the participants of my role, as a researcher, during all observations. 

Respect for participants includes voluntary agreement to participate and an agreement for full 

and open information (Christians, 2011). As such, I attempted to design the study “free of active 

deception” (Christians, 2011, p. 65). Regarding beneficence, to the best of my ability, I protected 

the participants from harm through the use of pseudonyms for proper nouns and exclude the 

personal experience(s) of participants who ask to not be included in the study. Personal data was 

“secured or concealed and made public only behind a shield of anonymity” (Christians, 2011, p. 

66). Concerning justice, I worked with consenting adults who are not in a vulnerable position. 

Lastly, I aimed for accurate representations of the empirical material and findings.  

Analysis, Representation, and Rigor 

 Empirical material was collected through the methods discussed above. Interviews were 

recorded and transcribed, verbatim. The interview audio files and transcriptions were secured on 

a private, password protected drive. Likewise, notes obtained and recorded during the 

participatory observation process were secured and protected. Lastly, following most interviews 

and observations, I recorded my own personal reflection, including any notes such as limitations 

and intangible details. 

 For this project, I adapted an analysis procedure from Simmons (2009) to include 

“coding, categorizing, concept mapping, and theme generation – which enable you to organize 

and make sense of the data in order to produce findings and an overall understanding (or theory) 
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of the case” (p. 116), with emphasized focus on understanding. This process, she explains, is 

inductive and requires breaking down material into segments “which can then be categorized, 

ordered and examined for connections, patterns and propositions that seek to explain data” (p. 

116). Inductive analysis allows “research findings to emerge from the frequent, dominant, or 

significant themes inherent in raw data” (Thomas, 2006, p. 238). Inductive analysis condenses 

empirical material into a brief summary, establishes links between research and findings, and 

develops a framework of experiences, processes, or procedures through the empirical material 

(Patton, 2002; Rossman & Rallis, 2003; Thomas, 2006). Patterns and themes emerge from the 

text during open, inductive analysis.  

 The collected empirical material was prepared and organized in two ways: individual 

case reports and by method. The first organization combines all of the empirical material specific 

to each site. Interview transcripts, observation notes, and document analysis were analyzed to 

create an individual case report (Yin, 2003). Individual case reports provide an opportunity to 

make cross-case comparisons, identify strengths and weaknesses, and identify case-specific 

implications. Secondly, material was further organized by method. Interviews were grouped by 

stakeholder (e.g. municipal government employees, disc golf association board members, disc 

golf association members), observations were grouped by setting (e.g. disc golf association board 

meeting, meeting between disc golf association and municipal government), and document 

analysis was grouped based upon the intended purpose of the document (e.g. posts on social 

media amongst disc golf association, policy from municipal government, meeting notes). By 

grouping the empirical material by method and revisiting the coding process, I reaffirmed 

existing, as well as discovered new, patterns and themes. 
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 The analysis of method-based empirical material was completed through a combination 

of categorical aggregation, direct interpretation, and establishment of patterns (Stake, 1995). 

Categorical aggregation collects instances of empirical material in which issue-relevant 

meanings emerge. These types of meanings may be represented by similar patterns of practices 

at each site. Direct interpretation examines, more closely, the meaning of one particular case and 

identifies the ways in which the details of one particular case is similar to other cases. 

Establishment of patterns builds upon categorical aggregation and looks for correspondences 

between several categories established through categorical aggregation.  

The constructivist paradigm is based upon open-ended and contextualized perspectives of 

reality. As such, Creswell and Miller (2000) submit that the quality and rigor of the research 

procedures are based upon criteria of “trustworthiness (i.e. credibility, transferability, 

dependability, and confirmability), and authenticity (i.e., fairness, enlarges personal 

constructions, leads to improved understanding of constructions of others, stimulates action, and 

empowers action)” (p. 126). Trustworthiness is a method of evaluation presented by Guba (1981) 

which includes credibility, transferability, dependability, and confirmability. These concepts 

were further developed by Lincoln and Guba (1985) as: 

credibility (e.g., through prolonged engagement with the field, member checking, and 

triangulation), transferability (provision of sufficient detail in accounts to allow readers 

to appreciate if insights can be transferred to other settings), dependability (creating an 

audit train by documenting methods used and the logic behind results and conclusions 

drawn), and confirmability (e.g., providing a reflexive self-critical account that exposes 

inherent biases in the work, and triangulation. (p. 464) 
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Credibility was fulfilled through the use of triangulation, member checking, and prolonged 

exposed to the phenomenon. Triangulation is “used to refer to the observation of the research 

issue from (at least) two different points” (Flick, 2004, p. 178). Furthermore, Denzin (1978) 

refers to triangulation of data as an opportunity to combine data from different sources, places, 

and people that “involves a complex process of playing each method off against the other so as 

to maximize the validity of field efforts” (p. 304). I used a combination of methods to facilitate a 

deeper understanding of the phenomena. Using member checking, researchers share their 

interpretations of the empirical material with the participants and participants have an 

opportunity to clarify the interpretation or offer new perspectives (Baxter & Jack, 2008). I sent 

interview transcripts to the participant as well as my interpretations and the patterns that emerge 

to two participants at each site for review. Prolonged exposure to the phenomenon provides 

researchers an opportunity to establish rapport with participants and collect multiple perspectives 

(Baxter & Jack, 2008).  

Presentation and Representation of Empirical Material 

 Stake (2000) states: “one cannot know at the outset what the issues, the perceptions, the 

theory will be” when conducting case study research and acknowledges content evolves 

throughout the project. Similarly, the constructivist paradigm, based upon individualized 

experience and context, cannot be presented through realist research writing. Therefore, the 

presentation of the material was completed through descriptive writing for each site, organized 

by emerging themes and patterns. For each site, I include interview transcripts, notes from 

observations, and information from document analysis to provide detail pertinent to the research 

site.  
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 Referring to the presentation of knowledge, Stake (1995) claims: “in private and personal 

ways, ideas are structured, highlighted, subordinated, connected, embedded in contexts, 

embedded with illustration, laced with favor and doubt” (p. 442). In this regard, he evokes 

personal bias in the representation of knowledge. The researcher is likely to “pass along to 

readers some of their personal meanings of events and relationship - and fail to pass along 

others” (p. 442). This process of identifying the ‘self’ in research is a commonly referred to as 

“reflexivity” which “refers to the researcher’s beliefs and assumptions that impact the study” 

(Markula & Silk, 2011, p. 212). Simmons (2009) discusses the role of one “self” in case study 

research:  

The main reason for examining the ‘self’ in case study research is that you are an 

inescapable part of the situation you are studying. You are the main instrument of data 

gathering; it is you who observes, interviews, interacts with people in the field. Your 

world view, predilections and values will influence how you act so it is best to declare 

and observe how these interact in and with the case. (p. 81) 

Self-reflexivity is a process of recognizing the researcher in the study. The inclusion of the 

researcher’s own lived experience and reflection reveals an alternative perspective that 

recognizes a link between the writer and participants. Self-reflexivity acknowledges the inherent 

bias of the researcher and how this bias influences the study.  

 This is not a study about my experiences as a disc golfer or my membership in a disc golf 

association (both of which I identify); however, it is important to locate myself within the 

research project. As such, the questions asked in interviews and the information I decide is 

relevant in observation notes or document analysis was influential in the collection of empirical 

material, analysis, and discussion. There are advantages of making self-reflexivity transparent in 
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the research process. By reflecting on my own actions and decisions, others can see how I came 

to interpret the phenomenon and if the interpretations are justified, through descriptive and 

normative statements (Simmons, 2009). Additionally, I can underscore biases and provide the 

process I used to reduce these through empirical material attained in the field. Lastly, I recognize 

how my participation as a disc golfer, member of a disc golf organization, and experience as an 

employee with several parks and recreation departments provides access to particular research 

settings I may not be able to attain without these personal experiences. 
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CHAPTER FOUR  

RESULTS 

The empirical material collected from the three research sites, Capital City, Maduroville, 

and Stamford, is presented in this chapter. For each site, I use empirical material from 

observations, document analysis, and conversations with people to depict the current setting and 

environment for which disc golf is being planned, managed, and implemented at the site. The 

empirical material is jointly used in Chapter 5 for the analysis to review and examine the key 

themes and patterns that emerged from the study. This chapter is designed to present not only the 

primary findings, but also to contextualize each research setting. The descriptions include 

information about how disc golf has developed at the site, information about the disc golf 

associations, and the perspectives and views of participants related to their experience(s) with 

disc golf-related collaborative governance practices within the research site. 

The beginning of each section includes information about disc golf at each site. 

Additionally, I included two figures and one table for each site below in the appendix. The first 

figure is a general perspective of the organizations and departments included in the study that 

provides a network perspective of governance. Two directional, solid lines indicate a strong tie in 

regards to communication and collaborative partnerships while a dashed line indicates a weak 

tie. The table identifies the participants of the study at each site and their role or title within the 

collaborative partnership structure. The second diagram provides an overview of the key 

participants and their identified social network. Strong ties are identified by a solid line and weak 

ties are represented by a dashed line. As a tool for understanding interaction within the 

collaborative governance network as opposed to a full social network analysis, strong and weak 
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ties were determined by the type of information provided by the participants and the usefulness 

and applicability of the relationships (Granovetter, 1973; Jack, 2005).  

I classified ties as strong or weak through the information provided from participant 

conversations and through my direct observations “for a richer and deeper appreciation of how 

respondents acted and operated” (Jack, 2005, p. 1242). I asked participants open-ended interview 

questions about the general relationship between the DGA and P&R Department. I also asked 

questions about the extent to which these individuals believed they had access to, or influence 

over, administrative processes (i.e. “Do you believe the Parks and Recreation Department will 

support disc golf development?”). For participants mentioning other individuals within the 

network, I was able to ask follow up questions about how, and in what ways, members of the 

network communicated. If the participant did not refer to specific individuals, I asked follow-up 

questions about the specific people they worked with and the extent to which they interacted. 

The semi-structured interview method allowed me to explore relationships to determine a strong 

or weak tie. 

For example, I interpreted a strong tie between Joe and Cole in Capital City. During the 

initial interview with Joe, he stated: “With Cole I probably talk to him every couple weeks, 

about. Even if it’s just to say hey what’s going on” (personal communication, March 16, 2016). 

Likewise, during the interview with Cole, he told me he was meeting Joe for lunch to discuss the 

Capital City Open. The strong tie was further evidenced through my observation. The two 

worked well together on both a personal and professional level. Their conversations often built 

upon previous conversations and meetings. Through each identifying the other as someone they 

work closely with and the perceived ability of working together, I determined a strong tie. 

Conversely, James and Jamie did not appear to interact within this system. Neither individual 
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mentioned the other during our conversations and there was no direct observation of a 

relationship or tie. Although it is possible they do interact, it was not evident during this 

particular study. Lastly, the Stamford table includes a bolded, solid line to represent a family tie. 

The family tie may explain the networked collaboration between RPAR and the SDGA. 

For each research site, I include information about the public disc golf courses. In 

addition to geographically locating them using distance from the city center or DGA “home” 

course, I refer to ratings and reviews from Disc Golf Course Review. The reviews and ratings are 

provided to establish a contextual understanding of each course. Some courses are underutilized 

due a variety of reasons present in the reviews such as location or level of difficulty. The reviews 

and ratings are not used to directly interpret governance, but instead provide the reader with 

some information about the course that may indirectly impact governance and usage of the parks. 

Capital City 

Capital City’s first disc golf course, Chase Utley Park, was built in 2002 and designed by 

a city employee, Andrew MacCormick, who played disc golf in other cities. Prior to the 

installation of baskets, targets were made of chicken wire and disc golfers would throw their 

discs into the chicken wire. In 2006, Andrew led a project to install a second course in Capital 

City, Ryan Howard Park. Furthermore, there is a course located on the property of two 

universities. In 2003, influenced by clubs and associations in other (south east state) cities, the 

Sick Hyzer Hurlers Disc Golf Club was formed by five avid disc golfers to grow the sport and 

host tournaments and weekly events. After about six years, the original five members were not 

able to find others interested in running the club and it dissolved. In May 2011, a small group, 

including one of the founding members of the Sick Hyzer Hurlers, created the Capital City Disc 

Golf Association. Figure 5 (Appendix D) depicts a chart of the collaborative governance model. 
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Furthermore, Table 1 (below) identifies the participants included in the study and their positions. 

Figure 6 (Appendix D) represents a social network of the participants. 

Capital City Disc Golf Association 

The CCDGA is a non-profit organization with a mission to “promote and expand the sport of 

disc golf” in the Capital City area (CCDGA, 2016). As of March, 2016, the organization has 50 

members. The CCDGA holds weekly events including “handicaps” on Saturday mornings 

(Figure 7, Appendix D) and “doubles” on Tuesday evenings. The weekly events are designed for 

club members but nonmembers may also participate. As a club member, individual scores at 

official club events are recorded and after three rounds, a club member has established their 

“handicap.” Once a handicap is established, a club member can “buy-in” for the weekly prize 

Individual Position, Organization 

Simon Disc Golf Association Member 

Nick Former President, CCDGA 

Joe President, CCDGA 

Dan Vice President, CCDGA 

Cole Recreation Supervisor, Capital City Parks and Rec 

Carole Director, Capital City Parks and Rec 

Andrew Maintenance Supervisor, Parks and Rec 

Ryan Vice President, CCDGA 

Carl County Commissioner, Lyle County 

Josh Parks Supervisor, Lyle County 

 

payouts in which they compete against their own handicap. The person who records the best 

score in relation to their handicap is the weekly winner. The weekly doubles event is a random 

draw for teams of two. The two participants play together for the best score against other 

randomly assigned partners. The club also hosts an annual “bag tag” tournament at the end of the 

calendar year and the annual “Capital City Open” during the spring or summer. There are seven 

Table 1. Capital City Participants



88 
 

board members of the CCDGA and each year one new club member becomes a member of the 

board. According to two of the current board members, adding one new person each year 

maintains organizational knowledge while incorporating new perspectives and ideas. The model 

also provides an opportunity for long-standing board members to step down after long periods as 

a volunteer. The seven board positions include: President, Vice President – City Liaison, Vice 

President – County Liaison, Events Coordinator, Assistant Events Coordinator, Treasurer, and 

Secretary. 

 The CCDGA consists of approximately 50 “official” members as of March, 2016. 

Membership is “open to everyone and does not discriminate against any person on the basis of 

race, color, national origin, disability, religion, sex, or age” (CCDGA.com). To join the CCDGA, 

an individual pays an annual fee of $20. To participate in club events, an individual is not 

required to have active membership; however, the CCDGA has a list of benefits for members. At 

weekly doubles and handicap events, members can play for the birdie and ace fund, have their 

scores recorded, and play for the daily pay out. Each year, members can select a club disc and 

are entered into the annual bag tag tournament for free. People join the CCDGA throughout the 

year and there were approximately 80 paid members in 2015. In 2016 the 50 paid members as of 

March 2016 exceeded the number of members in March, 2015 by about 15 members according 

to the Club President, Joe. There is typically a surge in membership in the fall and the club 

anticipated more members in 2016 than any previous year.  

Municipal Parks and Recreation Government  

 The Parks, Recreation & Neighborhood Affairs (PRNA) department, founded in 1824, 

provides recreational opportunities for citizens and manages the parks for the city of Capital 

City. Accordingly, the mission of the department is “to provide our community with exciting, 
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engaging and educational programs and recreational opportunities for all ages” (CCgov, 2016). 

The department is responsible for the oversight of numerous walking, hiking, and biking trails, 

community centers, sport leagues, pools, camps, and parks. According to the organizational chart 

for the city, the director of the department reports to the Assistant City Manager for Community 

Engagement and Public Safety. The Assistant City Manager reports to the City Manager who 

reports to the Mayor and City Commission. At the top of the organizational chart are the Capital 

City citizens.  

 The city also collaborates with the Lyle County Parks and Recreation department in 

regards to several municipal parks, including Chase Utley Park. Several of the parks, including 

Chase Utley, are situated on county land, however, the park is managed by PRNA. Under the 

purview of county and city commissioners, park and recreation administrators collaboratively 

work together to provide services, maintain space, and advance opportunities for local citizens. 

This management structure relies upon support (in regards to labor, finances, and direction) from 

both the city and county parks and recreation departments. Additionally, PRNA is partnered with 

“Friends of Our Parks”, a foundation “established in 1981 by a group of concerned citizens to 

offer assistance to the City of Capital City Parks and Recreation Department in acquiring 

additional sources of funding for programs and facilities” (CCgov, 2016). Friends of Our Parks is 

a non-profit, tax-exempt foundation which can acquire property and accept donations and gifts, 

tax-free, for PRNA.  

 PRNA consists of several sub-division departments including parks, recreation, and 

special events. The parks department oversees more of the maintenance aspects of the parks such 

as planning, installing and fixing equipment, and landscaping. The recreation department has 

oversight of recreation sport leagues for both youth and adult sports. Cole, a Recreation 
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Supervisor, is in charge of special events, a multi-use park opened in 2014,18 disc golf, and the 

skate park. In our email correspondence before the interview, he wrote “our division is so 

‘SPECIAL’ we have our own office – just head downhill to find us”. During the interview, he 

elaborated on how disc golf became one of his job responsibilities:  

My actual title is the Recreation Supervisor. The back part of that is special events, skate 

park, and disc golf. And again, we do other things. Our division is kind of a little catch 

all, which is the things nobody else wants to do or the things we get told to do. The disc 

golf part of it came to us when the gentleman who was doing it before, Andrew 

MacCormick, who’s part of our construction crew, he’s the one that got it going. But they 

never gave him enough room to truly do it. Cause like I said, it was a side thing that was 

taking away from his primary focus and what he should be doing, somewhat, and so they 

said, look, we’re going to have you take over so you can run the tournaments and all 

those other things. I’ve been involved with the disc golf course, I want to say… it might 

have been 08 when I probably took over. Everything was already up and running and it 

was a matter of trying to, you know, again, they said ok look he’s doing too much, he’s 

getting pulled away. (Cole, personal communication, April 18, 2016) 

The Capital City Open is considered a special event, managed and hosted by the city, and is also 

managed by Cole’s division. In addition to yearly oversight of the courses, he and his team plan 

and prepare the courses for the Capital City Open. They also rely upon the help of the parks 

division for more major types of park maintenance such as large tree removal or fixing walkway 

bridges on the course.   

                                                 
18 The multi-use park was designed and built by a committee of citizens in Capital City and Lyle County through the 
use of a one-cent local option sales tax. The park includes a variety of outdoor and recreational amenities, including 
an amphitheater, interactive water fountain, children's play area, and miles of multi-use trails (CCgov, 2016). 
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 PRNA has multiple “parent groups” or voluntary organizations for collaborative 

governance of different functions at the different parks. According to Cole, these parent groups 

are vital for park operations, especially for less mainstream recreational activities such as disc 

golf:  

Without the city and disc golf association, disc golf would not be as sufficiently run. You 

have to have both because, with us coming in, unless you’re fortunate enough and have 

the ability to have a person in the right place, you don’t have the expertise that you often 

need especially something as specific as this. Same thing, we have some 

collaboration/cooperation between the RC Club that’s out there and it used to be with the 

BMX track, that’s defunct now, but it was a really strong parent group for a long time. 

So, it’s a very similar concept with all of our ballparks. So, like, you know, every one of 

those has a parent group in one shape or another, so it works out well. I run the skate 

park, as well. Same thing. I tap into the people that really know. I know what I know and 

I know what I’ve learned, but I’m not a skater. I never was a skater. So, you know, I chat 

with them, but it’s not as involved as this is, but in the end it works out great. (personal 

communication, April 18, 2016) 

Although Cole alluded to the different collaborations between non-government organizations and 

PRNA often throughout our conversation, we spoke primarily about the partnership between the 

CCDGA and PRNA.  

CCDGA and Capital City Parks and Recreation  

 The relationship between the Disc Golf Association and City of Capital City Parks and 

Recreation Department has steadily developed since the formation of the Sick Hyzer Hurlers 

(SHH) in 2003. Board members of the CCDGA actively communicate with Cole, a Parks 
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Supervisor, to manage disc golf in Capital City and create a coordinated, feasible vision for disc 

golf in Capital City. In the early 2000s, the expansion of disc golf was geographically bound in 

particular regions of the United States. Although disc golf was being played in other (south east 

state) cities, a vast majority of the people in Capital City were unfamiliar with the sport (Nick, 

personal communication). One of the founding members of the SHH, Nick, revealed one of the 

biggest challenges of growing disc golf in Capital City was garnering support from city 

managers who were not familiar with the sport: “At that time, I would say, they might have 

thought disc golf was for a bunch of hippies, going out in the woods and a smoking marijuana 

kind of thing” (Nick, personal communication, April 8, 2016). He suggested Andrew was the 

only city manager to play the sport and was the primary proponent for establishing disc golf 

courses in Capital City: 

So, Andrew, who worked for the city. He is the one that designed both of those courses. 

So, he didn’t have Cole’s job, he had a different kind of job. He ran some of the parks 

equipment like the backhoe and the heavy equipment but he liked disc golf and that’s 

how the city got those two courses, because of Andrew. (Nick, personal communication, 

April 8, 2016) 

Seemingly, the SHH found it difficult to maintain interest in disc golf without support from the 

city.  

In 2004, following the lead of other disc golf associations in the state, the SHH hosted the 

inaugural Capital City Open at Chase Utley Park. According to Nick: 

Every other club in the state had a tournament and we were new, with a brand new course 

and brand new club… but, we had to pay to rent the course. They charged us, oh, I don’t 

remember, $300(?) or $400(?) for us to pay for that tournament. And then they charged 
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us $300 for renting the gazebo to run registration for the tournament. So, that was just a 

lot of money we had to come up with to pay the city to have a tournament there and that 

was just silly. There wasn’t another club in the state that had to pay their city to have a 

tournament. $600/$700 of our own money to the city just so we could have a tournament 

and we said ‘this is silly.’ So, when Cole came along and said they would run the 

tournament, that was a great help and then the club didn’t have to pay all that money. 

(personal communication, April 8, 2016) 

At the time, the city charged the SHH a rental fee to use Chase Utley Park which reduced prize 

payouts for the Capital City Open. The club also had a hard time securing sponsors. The club 

was working independent of the city to host the tournament and Nick stated the club never met 

with the city to discuss disc golf in the public park (Nick, personal communication).  

 Disc golf, originally headed by Andrew, a city construction employee, was shifted to 

Cole in 2008. One of the first things Cole did was attend a general interest “club meeting” to 

establish a board for the CCDGA. Cole provided a history of the club’s development and how 

the club became a partner with the city: 

They had a club meeting which was the third time I met Nick and a bunch of those guys. 

There was a lot of people there, it was a good turnout, probably 30 or 40 people for this 

meeting. And it was really just an information gathering session for us to try to figure out, 

ok, we have these places, you know, and then I was new to it. So, it was really good. It 

really worked out. I had worked with Adam. Do you know Adam? (Mark: I’ve heard the 

name, but I’ve never met him). Adam was very helpful to the beginning when I started 

helping. Cause he was real active in trying to get us to do things. So we met with him a 

couple times and then that’s when we decided, ok, there’s interest and we know the 
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courses are being used a lot of time. Then, we did the public meeting and then I got to 

know the other ones and we kinda… the board at the time, I think they kinda just blended 

from Sick Hyzers (Hurlers), before that. And then nothing, and then they came back 

together and made a little board and that was part of the public meeting. That was one of 

the things that came out of it. (personal communication, April 18, 2016) 

Cole is currently a recreational disc golfer who plays a few times of week in the early morning 

before work. He also completed the PDGA course to serve as the tournament director for all 

PDGA sanctioned events in Capital City. Several board members of the CCDGA referred to 

Cole’s interest in disc golf as an influence factor to the success of disc golf in Capital City. Joe 

reflected upon Cole’s support: “Then he was overseeing disc golf and enthusiastic about the 

whole disc golf thing. He’s been the frontrunner of the city, who maintained disc golf and getting 

his TD (tournament director) officials credentials” (personal communication, March 16, 2016).  

 Two major challenges emerged from the research: budgets and “red tape.” All of the 

stakeholders acknowledged how a lack of funding at the local level has influenced how disc golf 

is managed. As I mentioned above, Cole and Carole both acknowledged a lack of financial 

resources that have influenced the amount of government employees available to manage the 

course. Joe referenced the two interchangeably:  

Because of the budgets, they do have to deal with government budgets, they have a lot of 

red tape. So, if we want to make changes to the course, things have to go through that red 

tape and have to get permission from the director which has to get permission from the 

commissioner and that sort of thing. Yeah there’s… that’s probably the major issue. 

(personal communication, March 16, 2016) 
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The red tape is in reference to government bureaucracy and the level of approvals needed from 

city employees and the commissioners.  

 The “red tape” was bypassed during the research period. As I discuss later, I was asked to 

play disc golf with a county commissioner who had never played disc golf before. Carl has been 

a county commissioner for more than a decade and is a friend of a disc golf association member. 

During the Sunday afternoon round, Dan told him we are in need of new baskets at Chase Utley 

Park. A previous request from the CCDGA to Cole was denied by Carole due to budgetary 

constraints. However, in the week following our round with Carl, he was able to solicit support 

from other county commissioners. An email was sent from Carl to Carole and the county Parks 

and Recreation Department to allocate some of the capital budget to purchase new baskets. The 

necessary funds were pulled from the county commission budget, county parks and rec budget, 

and PRNA budget to fund new baskets following the proposed changes to the course layout at 

Chase Utley Park. Despite a working relationship between PRNA and the CCDGA, new baskets 

were only obtained by bypassing the red tape and talking directly to a county commissioner. As a 

collaboratively owned and managed space, the city and county pulled funding from several 

different budget lines to approve new baskets for the course.  

Disc Golf Space Management 

 From both the city and CCDGA’s perspectives, there appears to be a solid foundation for 

which both organizations contribute to the management of disc golf space. Multiple members of 

the CCDGA suggested the relationship with Cole is the leading factor of why disc golf has been 

successful and continues to grow in Capital City. Joe said he works with Cole “a lot” saying they 

talk often:  
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In fact, we were talking yesterday about Phillips Park and the possibility of a new course 

out there. I’m constantly in contact with the city parks department and basically getting 

things that we need to get done and I think they want us to get done. Working in 

conjunction to get those happening, such as the Chase Utley Park relocation holes and 

that sort of thing. (personal communication, March 16, 2016) 

Likewise, on the day I interviewed Cole, he told me was meeting with Joe and other members of 

the CCDGA that day for lunch to discuss the Capital City Open. While formal meetings seem 

more plentiful during the few months preceding the Open, members from the CCDGA and 

PRNA meet about once every two months to discuss planning. However, members of the 

CCDGA are in constant communication with Cole through text messages. Cole views the 

CCDGA as his eyes and ears on the course and relies upon their constant presence on the course. 

The group also utilized the group’s Facebook page for communicating issues at the course 

(Figure 8, Appendix D).  

The physical maintenance of the course is collaboratively handled between the PRNA 

and the CCDGA. The CCDGA handles basic maintenance such as trash pickup during events 

and moving the baskets monthly (Figure 9, Appendix D). In regards to other aspects such as 

cutting down or trimming trees, Cole and his staff complete those duties with the guidance of the 

association. Cole described the process this way: 

We’ll go in there and get everything out that we need to get out. Trim back. And Dan 

comes with us and he points out stuff or flags it. Cause again, we play a little and that’s 

about it. I would not be comfortable going myself and cutting anything down, trimming 

whatever, cause I don’t want to mess up whatever the lay of the course is, and all that. So, 

we go to them and deal with that. We do it that way. Cause that’s what we want. Just like 
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I wouldn’t go to the skate park and decide where a rail goes. Not without talking to the 

skaters who are there every day. So, we do that, we work with them on, again, basket 

maintenance, trying to get those... Some can be a pain sometimes. Sometimes they’re fine 

and sometimes they sink in the ground and weird stuff happens. Again, it’s hard because 

I have to rely on them because they are there so much. We don’t get to go out there that 

much. I just don’t get to go there. And like I said, now Ron gets pulled in even more 

directions than he used to be. He used to be pulled a lot anyways. But, now he can’t even 

go be our boots on the ground as much as we like, so we need that constant connection 

and feedback. They send me texts or pictures and if it’s something we can’t fix, like the 

bridge is broke or whatever, not that Ron can’t fix that, he actually can. But, we don’t 

have time. So, I send it over the parks division and they take care of it. Something big, 

trees, issues like that. Our director likes the parks division to do what they’re supposed to 

do. So, she hates when we come in sometimes and do everything instead because they get 

off the hook, if you will. They need to be held accountable and I respond, well, it has to 

be done. And they’re busy, like I said, they have, how many parks to take care of? 93 

parks. We have close to 4,000 acres of parkland so it’s not like they’re not doing 

anything. (personal communication, April 18, 2016) 

One of the major themes to emerge from the interviews was the lack of resources available to the 

city for proper maintenance of the courses. According to Carole, the Director of PRNA, the city 

experienced financial cutbacks in 2011 in which multiple employees were essentially forced into 

early retirement or let go due to budget cuts. Additionally, part time labor was reduced and 

expanded the workload for other employees. The involvement of the CCDGA emerged during 

the period of financial cuts and the relationship has since been strengthened to expand the role of 
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the CCDGA. The city has reduced costs related to disc golf by mixing and pouring concrete for 

tee pads, printing signs instead of outsourcing, and floating staff throughout the different parks. 

Cole spoke about a similar collaboration between PRNA and local citizens in 

management of the BMX track. In the past, citizens helped with managing the BMX track at 

Chase Utley Park, similar to the skate park and disc golf courses. However, due to a lack of 

interest from those involved in the BMX track, it is currently there but rarely utilized. Without 

the CCDGA, Cole sees a similar thing happening: “disc golf courses would be there and the 

baskets would be up and the pads would be in place and that would be it. So, it would just be… 

It wouldn’t be programmed and other things” (personal communication, April 18, 2016). When 

asked if disc golf would still exist in Capital City without the CCDGA, Carole noted that the 

course would still be there and still be used, but there wouldn’t be the same type of structure in 

place to properly manage the courses. She attributed the expansion of disc golf in Capital City to 

the joint efforts of PRNA and the CCDGA.  

Disc Golf Courses. There are four courses within a 30-mile radius of center city of which 

two are identified as both public and located in the city of Capital City (Table 2). The focus of  

Course City Distance Holes 
Year 

Opened 
Public/Private Fee Rating^ 

CCU Tech DGC Capital City 1 mile 9 2012 University Free* 0.63 

Ryan Howard Park DGC Capital City 2.2 miles 24 2006 Public Free 3.45 

Chase Utley Park DGC Capital City 4.1 miles 24 2002 Public Free 3.8 

CCU DGC Capital City 4.2 miles 9 2011 University $2 2.75 

^ According to reviews on Disc Golf Course Review. Rating is based on a perfect score of 5.0 
* Courses are on University Property and free for attending students. General public access is not available for 
CCU Tech, but non-students can enter the CCU DGC for a $2/day fee 

 

Table 2: Disc Golf Courses in Capital City 
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this project was on the two public courses in the jurisdiction of Capital City. The chart reveals a 

different number of course holes, public and university courses, and no required fee to play the 

public courses. 

There is discernable support from multiple stakeholders to continue expanding and 

growing disc golf in Capital City. Over the last ten years, the number of people playing disc golf 

in Capital City has grown exponentially. Park and recreation administrators, at both the city 

andcounty level, as well as the board members of the CCDGA, acknowledge a key component of 

accommodating this growth is by implementing new courses. Currently, there are two public 

courses in Capital City: Chase Utley Park and Ryan Howard Park. Within the next five years, the 

number of permanent courses is expected to increase, with four new courses currently in varying 

phases of conceptualization and planning process. The new courses are uniquely situated in 

varying spatial contexts, discussed in more detail below.   

Chase Utley Park, a regional park collaboratively owned and managed by the City of 

Capital City and Lyle County, is a large, multi-activity park “with everything you could want to 

do in it” on the east side of town (Chase Utley Park, 2016). In addition to a 24-hole disc golf 

course, the park includes several mountain bike trails, a hiking trail, sand volleyball courts, 

multiple softball and baseball fields, soccer fields, a BMX track, remote control track, multiple 

playgrounds, a dog park, basketball courts, tennis courts, and outdoor racquetball courts. The 

wide variety of activities attracts a large number of daily users from diverse backgrounds that 

includes families using the playground, youth and adult sport leagues, and people hiking or 

biking on trails. Ryan Howard Park is owned and managed by the city and includes a 

playground, basketball courts, tennis courts, fitness trail, bike trails, and sand volleyball courts, 

in addition to the 24-hole disc golf course. Additionally, a recreation center and aquatics 



100 
 

complex are situated in the park which includes a gymnasium, weight room, water slide, and 

pool. Unlike Chase Utley, Ryan Howard does not attract a diverse group of users and is instead 

often used by members of the local neighborhoods.  

The Chase Utley Disc Golf Course is used more than the course at Ryan Howard, which 

can be attributed to a variety of factors. In regards to the course ratings and attributes, Chase 

Utley is considered a more “recreationally” friendly course with a higher overall user rating on 

Disc Golf Course Review and UDisc+. In addition to the overall rating, user ratings reveal the 

course is easier to play, has less elevation, and lower required fitness level. The course length 

from the white tee pads is approximately 6,500 feet compared to the 8,200-foot distance at Ryan 

Howard. The varying degree of difficulty between courses is further evidenced by comments in 

the course reviews. In a review of Chase Utley, one disc golfer stated: “Probably would make a 

great starter course for someone learning the game as there is little underbrush even among the 

wooded holes and the player gets a taste of everything (except water) without being asked to do 

anything difficult” (Disc Golf Course Review, 2014). For Ryan Howard, the same reviewer 

wrote: “Tight fairways abound on this course!... This is a very challenging course that will leave 

you frustrated at times, but can be very rewarding when you hit your line just right” (Disc Golf 

Course Review, 2014).  

A second factor can be attributed to park activities. Families and groups of people 

visiting Chase Utley can visit the park and engage in a variety of activities. For example, I 

observed instances where a one parent played disc golf while the other parent brought their 

children to the playground. In another instance, a couple arrived at the park together and one 

person played disc golf while the other brought their dog to the dog park. The ample 
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opportunities for recreational activities are also evident in the course reviews. One reviewer 

wrote: 

The park that the course is in is awesome! Tons of sports fields, top notch r/c track, some 

of the best mtn biking in (south east state), a huge playground, a dog park, etc. etc. etc. 

plenty of other things to do aside from disc golf there! 

Although Ryan Howard offers a wide variety of activities, there are no reviews similar to the one 

above about the variety of park amenities. Additionally, during my observations, those playing 

disc golf arrived together and played the course together. I did not observe one instance in which 

people arrived at the park together but engaged in different activities.  

A third factor is the perceived experience of the two parks. Ryan Howard, located on the 

south side of town, is perceived as a dangerous, or “rough,” part of town. This is evident in 

multiple reviews on Disc Golf Course Review: 

• Rough part of town. I have not ever had any problems here, but some other locals have 

either been harrassed (sic) or heard stories of harrassment (sic). Based on this I will never 

bring my wife and daughter here to play with me. This is a men or adult only course in 

my mind. 

• Park has some questionable patrons that aren't exactly using the facilities. 

• Unfortunately in a rough area of town. 

• The area is a little bit shady (and not the kind of shady that results from things blocking 

the sun). There are a lot of lower end houses surrounding the park and there is a lot of 

trash along the course, much more than I've seen at any other course. Makes you wonder 

what kind of Neanderthals roam this place.  
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In addition to the perceived danger, Ryan Howard can be less aesthetically pleasing. Multiple 

reviews referenced an abundance of trash and some holes playing right up to the backyard of 

“some pretty rough looking houses” (Disc Golf Course Review, 2011). Contrarily, Chase Utley 

is touted as a “beautiful” and “clean” park by many reviewers. One reviewer wrote: This course 

has some of the prettiest greens. Grass was cut low, fairways were free of debris, and no trash to 

speak of” (Disc Golf Course Review, 2014).  

 The perceived strengths of Chase Utley and weaknesses of Ryan Howard have led to 

overcrowding on the Chase Utley Disc Golf Course. Park and recreation administrators 

recognize the increase in popularity of disc golf in Capital City and more specifically at Chase 

Utley. Additionally, CCDGA Board Members have personally witnessed this growth during the 

last five years that has affected their weekly events. However, members of the CCDGA Board 

encourage growth, not only in a broad perspective, but locally as well. Since reestablishing a disc 

golf club in Capital City, members of the CCDGA have voluntarily assisted the parks and 

recreation department with the management of disc golf in Capital City, as further discussed in 

the next section.  

Arlington Regional Park. Arlington Regional Park is a 100+ acre recreational space 

managed by Lyle County. The park consists of four, full size multi-purpose fields, a radio-

control airplane landing strip and a “premiere” cross country facility that is also used for hiking 

and biking in the off-season. In 2015, the county announced the County’s Solid Waste 

Management facility would cease landfill activities in a shared space of the park. As a result, the 

Lyle County Parks and Recreation department began developing a master plan for the impending 

space at Arlington Regional Park. In addition to a general public meeting/session in January to 

solicit input from local residents and constituents, the county created a website to collect 
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comments from those who have ideas for the future of the park. The introduction to the webpage 

stated: 

As home to the State capitol, Lyle County is a welcoming, diverse, healthy and vibrant 

community, recognized as a great place to live, work and raise a family. The County’s 

Solid Waste Management facility is ceasing its landfill activities at its Arlington Regional 

Park location. It is important to note that the Solid Waste Management facility will still 

be conducting its Household Hazardous Waste collection, free mulch, the Swap Shop, 

and Rural Waste Collection services. Therefore, Lyle County Parks and Recreation is 

developing a master plan for impending extra space at Arlington Regional Park which 

already offers nationally recognized facilities such as the cross country course. 

Public engagement is vital to the planning process as YOU will help determine future 

use, amenities, and direction for the park. Participate in the planning process by attending 

public meetings, reviewing technical reports, and staying connected with the planning 

team through this website. With your help, Lyle County Parks and Recreation will 

continue to serve its most vital assets – YOU!” 

In the expanded “read more” link, the master plan will identify potential recreational and land 

use activities for the space. The county relied upon “a project team” to assist with creation of the 

plan to include public engagement, research, data analysis, plans, and an action plan.  

 The project, from start to finish, is anticipated to last nine months and be completed by 

September 2016. The plan is contingent upon community input and the vision will be formulated 

by community members, within the confines of potential constraints from the closed landfill. As 

a closed landfill, there are restrictions of what can be built on the land. To overcome the potential 

challenges, the county relied on multiple consulting groups to build the master plan: 
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We have it out to consultants who are looking at the proximity of the park. Where can 

you build? What? In what areas? There are challenges since it is a close landfill, there are 

restrictions. Consultants are taking the data and we gave suggestions by reaching out to 

the public. We are still in that process. We are waiting to see what consultants are doing 

for us. (Josh, personal communication, April 6, 2016). 

Overall, the consultants provide information about what can be built and in what areas. The 

consultants are engineer and design firms the county has on retainer for use throughout the year 

on multiple projects. Two of the consultants were used to complete a different multi-million-

dollar park project during 2015. As of May 2016, the plans for the park were not complete. 

 Dan represents the interest of the CCDGA through the planning process with the county. 

He communicated the importance of showing support for a new course during the park redesign. 

A post of the group’s Facebook page summarized one of the updates he received (Figure 10, 

Appendix D). Responses by other club members included ongoing support and thanks to Dan for 

his work as well as a post by Dan and another member of the association urging members of the 

disc golf association to request a disc golf course in Arlington Park through the link provided by 

the County (Figure 11, Appendix D).  

The collaborative governance model extends beyond the partnership between the 

CCDGA and Capital City PRNA. Lyle County has a partnership with Capital City for the 

management of Chase Utley Park. The collaborative governance structure represents a weak, but 

existing tie between the CCDGA and Lyle County. Dan and Ryan have been the two primary 

points of contact with the County. As Cole and Dan alluded in their interviews, Dan has 

completed several courses with the PDGA for proper implementation of new courses. The 

county has relied on Dan’s knowledge of disc golf course design for the master plan of Arlington 
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Regional Park. Additionally, several members of the CCDGA joined maintenance employees on 

a Saturday with the county to clear fairways for the proposed course before the county decided to 

create the master plan. One of the 18-hole courses has already been mapped out and cleared 

creating more support for the feasibility of building and installing a new course. The partnership 

between Capital City and the CCDGA has been successful, according to Josh (personal 

communication, April 6, 2016). He intends to also utilize the resources available from the 

CCDGA to establish a well-rounded disc golf course at the new park. 

The relationship between the CCDGA and Lyle County can be strengthened through 

successful planning and implementation of the new course. Dan utilized the social network of the 

CCDGA and other disc golfers throughout the United States encouraging disc golfers to visit the 

link and post their support. In addition to locals, Dan and members of the CCDGA are 

encouraging individuals not living in Capital City to post support and state they would be more 

inclined to visit Capital City if a new course was established in Arlington Park.  

Fundraisers and Special Events 

 The Capital City Disc Golf Association hosted a disc golf fundraiser event on a Saturday 

in March 2016, with proceeds going toward the 2016 Capital City Open. A post on the group’s 

Facebook page marketing the event is provided in the Appendix (Figure 12, Appendix D). The 

tournament was held at Phillips Park, a 600-acre park partially owned by the City of Capital 

City, a state Water Management District, and a private owner. A “temporary” course was 

constructed for the third consecutive year, consisting of 12 holes, which circumnavigated a horse 

trials course at the park. The morning round was a singles format playing each hole twice with 

two different tee pads. Prior to the event, the CCDGA President asked members of the 

association to bring their personal disc golf basket, if they had one, to be used for the temporary 
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course. The CCDGA, owner of the course, and City of Capital City Park Administrators are in 

the preliminary planning process of potentially designing a permanent course for the park. 

The afternoon round was a doubles format, playing the same course. Lunch was served 

free for disc golf association members and $5 for non-members. Players had an option to play 

just one round or both, at a cost of $10 per round. Additionally, participants could purchase 

“mulligans” and enter the “ace” fund. Despite rain showers and forecasted thunderstorms, 25 

people showed up for the singles tournament. Two members of the CCDGA, the president and 

secretary, did not participate in the tournament and instead prepared lunch, took photos, and 

served as the point of contact for participants. The afternoon “doubles round” was cancelled due 

to thunderstorms. There were not representatives from the park owners and the CCDGA operated 

and managed the entire event. The CCDGA President made the following post on the Facebook 

event page after the event:  

Thank you to everyone who participated. Weather wasn’t horrible for the morning round 

although it did rain for most of it. Even with cancelling the afternoon round due to the 

increase in thunderstorms, we still managed to raise $209 for the Capital City Open. The 

next fundraiser will be at Holtz Park on May 14. Details to come…  

The fundraiser raised money for the Capital City Open, which is discussed in further detail 

below.   Additionally, the fundraiser at Phillips Park was an opportunity to demonstrate the 

potential additional use of Phillips Park by local disc golfers. As a park located in the Northeast 

section of Capital City and used for “passive forms of recreation and environmental education,” 

the feasibility of a new disc golf course has the potential to increase usage of the park (CCgov, 

2016). The majority of current park users utilize the mountain bike, horseback riding, and hiking 

trails. There is a feasible opportunity to also incorporate a new disc golf course in the future.  



107 
 

 The second fundraiser event was held on May 14 at Holtz Park. Similar to the event held 

at Phillips Park, a temporary course was constructed throughout the park. The Facebook event 

description stated:  

The CCDGA and the Capital City Parks and Recreation Department will be hosting a 

fundraiser for the Capital City Open at Holtz Park on Saturday, May 14. Check-in will 

begin at 9:00 a.m. with a tee time of 10:00 a.m. We will play 24 holes in the morning as a 

singles round and again in the afternoon as a double round. The cost to participate will be 

$10 for each round with $5 going to the tourney and $5 going into the payout. Mulligans 

will also be available for purchase for $2 each or 3 for $5. 

Overall, there were 12 temporary baskets set up throughout the park. All of the baskets were 

provided by club members. Again, no representatives were at the event from the City and the 

CCDGA board members managed the entire event including course design, setup, registration, 

and prizes. However, by co-hosting the event with the City, and attempting to raise money for 

the Capital City Open, the CCDGA was not required to “rent” the park. Additionally, Cole 

printed signs to post around the perimeter of the park to tell park users about the event.  

 A total of 26 players showed up for the singles round. Along with the money collected 

from mulligans, the club raised $207 from the singles round. Due to a lack of interest in the 

doubles round, the 10 people interested in playing the doubles round, stayed for a friendly round, 

without a charge from the CCDGA. Following the event, Joe, the CCDGA President, said the 

club only needed to secure $100 to break even for the Capital City Open. Any money collected 

over the breakeven point would be carried over to next year.  

 Although Cole stated a permanent disc golf course would not be established in Holtz Park 

due to the influence of the Holtz Park residential community (personal communication, April 18, 
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2016), the two fundraisers raise awareness of the sport. During both fundraisers, people walking 

around the park stopped to inquire about disc golf. The curiosity of seeing individuals throwing 

discs at a target created an opportunity for disc golfers to educate people in the community about 

the sport. Both parks, due to the elevation changes and foliage, would be ideal locations for a 

permanent course. However, due to the local residential neighborhood of Holtz Park and a strong 

neighborhood association, the annual fundraiser may not only raise funds for the Capital City 

Open but also educate other park users.  

Capital City Open 

 The Capital City Open was held on June 10 through June 12 (2016); the annual 

tournament is considered a significantly important event for the CCDGA and PRNA. The 

planning process for the event occurred mostly between the board members of the CCDGA and 

Cole. In addition to attending and observing two board meetings with Cole (02/09/2016 & 

04/07/2016), I spoke with Cole and numerous members of the board about the tournament during 

interviews and informal conversations. At the first meeting, Cole and Joe discussed sponsorship 

for the event. Cole provided a letter on behalf of PRNA for board members to use while 

attempting to solicit event sponsors. The CCDGA has never applied for tax-exempt status, 

despite operating as a non-profit organization. Instead, sponsors donate to “Friends of Our 

Parks” which allows the donation transaction to be tax exempt. In addition to a push to secure 

more sponsors, the agenda included a focus on player packs, additional professional prize purse 

to attract more pro players, and planning the details for the fundraiser at Phillips Park. The 

money raised during the tournament is also donated to “Friends of Our Parks” and eventually 

transferred to the PRNA budget.  



109 
 

 At the April 7th meeting, Cole stated “we’re in ok shape” (in regards to the financial state 

of the tournament budget). During the meeting, they discussed, in more detail, information about 

lunch, including the potential of having food trucks show up to the park on Saturday, shirts for 

the players, the event program, and the possibility of removing mail-in registration for future 

tournaments. Furthermore, they discussed course maintenance leading up to the tournament 

including how the club wanted to set up the course for OB’s (out-of-bounds), missing signs and 

baskets, and trash removal. The CCDGA planned to have a trash cleanup day at Ryan Howard 

Park the week before the event. Cole said his crew would go to the park the week of the event to 

make sure the grass was cut, fairways were clear, and any remaining trash was removed.  

 The tournament is hosted by the CCDGA and PRNA with all expenses being paid by the 

city but reliant upon the fundraising efforts of the CCDGA and sponsors. The tournament sold 

out in approximately 12 hours. On the CCDGA Facebook page, Joe posted:  

Well, I am more than impressed. This is the first time the Capital City Open sold out in 

the first 12 hours of opening registration. Looks like we might need to expand the 

tournament for next year. Thank you everyone for the support. 

The day I interviewed Cole, he met with Joe about the tournament (after the interview). In the 

interview, Cole discussed the difficulties associated with running the event: 

The problem is, with our tournament structure and the way its run, in regards to the 

PDGA part of things, is tough. Because they don’t make it easy on the event tournament 

folks because of the rules. Having to give back almost virtually every dollar back to 

players, this is our issue. So, expanding it, logistically, not a problem. I can run both 

parks, especially if Joe does not play, he can be the other TD along with Barnett or 

somebody else at the other park, that’s not the issue. The labor I can handle that and I 
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have enough coolers, I use every cooler I have on that day. So, that part is easy. It’s the 

money, the money part of it’s hard. And I am technically not allowed to use any of our 

regular dollars, if you will, for the tournament. I can use staff, I can purchase anything I 

need to purchase. But like, no player’s pack, no prize money, no nothing comes out of 

city dollars. So, it all has to be raised. And so, it’s great that, third year in a row, and now 

we have Westside this year but we had Dynamic and Latitude and now Westside. And 

great, it’s a good deal that we save...  last year, we owed them still, after their sponsorship 

mind you, $800 and that was for 140 shirts… But, if we open it up and if they don’t 

increase their sponsorship to us then, we literally are going to have to come up with more 

money that we already have a hard enough time raising, and that’s just so we can open 

the field and that’s all the opening the field is, allow more people to play, but in the long 

run it doesn’t benefit the tournament per say. So, that’s a tough one. Again, I’m a reality 

person when it comes to that stuff. Because, like I said, it’s our tournament technically. 

No one is going to be blamed but me, probably, when it comes down to it. So, I have to 

make sure everything is balanced as much as I can. And I have no other resources as a 

backup. I just don’t have it. We take every dollar we have left over from last year, which 

is like $400-$500 this year, goes back into this one and it just kinda rolls through. It’s not 

like my other events in our foundation. I have a line item for July. I have a line item for 

the Winter Festival. The Winter Festival is fat, I have $95,000 in there. So, if I had that to 

back up the tournament. Well, not even that, but even if I had $5,000, it wouldn’t be a 

problem. But I don’t have it. (personal communication, April 18, 2016) 

Following the meeting with Joe, Cole expanded the number of participants for the tournament. In 

order to accommodate the additional participants, Joe volunteered to be the tournament director 
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at one park and Cole assumed the role at the other park. The pro and advanced players were 

grouped together at one park and intermediate and rec players at the other.  

 The total participants in the event nearly doubled from 2015 to 2016, perhaps 

highlighting national trends of increased participation. Approximately one-third of the event 

participants were residents in Capital City. The other participants traveled from other parts of the 

state and one participant traveled over 700 miles to play in the tournament. The open division 

included multiple pro-rated players from bordering states. Multiple participants also arrived in 

Capital City on Wednesday and Thursday to practice the course, resulting in potentially 

influential hotel “bed nights” and spending in local economy (Cole, personal communication, 

June 11, 2016). The round played on Sunday for the amateur players (at Ryan Howard Park) 

began earlier than the round for professionals and advanced players. The final standings and 

awards were also moved to Chase Utley Park to encourage individuals to follow the lead card 

through the final holes of the tournament.  

 The increased awareness of disc golf and perceived profile of the event may increase 

awareness of the disc golf scene in the Capital City. Following the event, a post from a non-

CCDGA member on the Capital City Disc Golf Association Facebook page referred to the 

“premier” course and a great annual event that he looks forward to attending next year. 

Accordingly, Dan and board members of the CCDGA anticipate utilizing the “pro-style” 

Arlington Regional Park course for the tournament next year and also plan to host the event after 

another local PDGA tournament with hopes of attracting more participants, especially 

professional-rated disc golfers (Dan, personal communication, April 7, 2016). 
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Disc Golf with County Commissioner 

In an effort to increase awareness and cultivate support from the county commission, a 

member of the disc golf association (Simon) invited a county commissioner (Carl) to play disc 

golf at Chase Utley Park on a Sunday afternoon in May 2016. Simon also invite one of the local 

professional players, Dan and myself to round out the foursome. Dan is the “Vice President – 

County Liaison” for the Capital City Disc Golf Association and is a sponsored professional disc 

golfer. I was invited because the “knowledge from my doctorate research seems like a good fit” 

to make a positive impression on Carl for possible county funding (Simon, personal 

communication, April 21, 2016). Carl has been a County Commissioner since 2006. Simon and 

Carl have been friends for “over 40 years” and multiple times throughout the round, they 

discussed memories of their friendship as teenagers (Simon, personal communication, April 21, 

2016).  

Prior to that Sunday, Carl had never played disc golf. Before we began, Dan offered a 

brief 3-minute clinic to teach Carl the basic rules and how to throw a disc. Dan provided Carl 

with three discs: a driver, midrange, and putter, which he told Carl he could keep after the round. 

We played a round of “best throw” doubles in which two people are paired up and throw from 

the tee box. The teammates then choose which of the two strokes they would like to play from. 

This approach not only speeds up the game, but prevents an individual like Carl who may not be 

able to throw as far or straight, an opportunity to reduce the number of throws and become 

intimidated by more experienced players.  

Both the round of golf and conversations that occurred throughout were informal by 

nature. The first few throws were focused on educating Carl about the game of disc golf. Not 

only did we offer tips for driving and putting, but we told him about the relatively recent surge in 
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disc golf throughout the country and in Capital City. We explained the benefits of playing disc 

golf (sometimes in comparison to ball golf) such as the affordability, lack of time constraints, 

and accessibility. For the next five or six holes, Dan discussed more general information about 

disc golf such as the growth of the PDGA, sponsorships, tournaments, and travel. Although we 

did not play all of the holes, we showed Carl several of the other holes and discussed the 

flexibility of the course to accommodate different skill levels and possible time constraints. 

Towards the end of the round, we further elaborated on the benefits of playing disc golf 

including many of the intangible benefits (such as social, cultural, and health impacts). Further, 

we discussed the growth throughout the county and explained that the city and county would 

benefit from keeping pace with other cities in regards to investing in disc golf and creating more 

courses. Carl asked me where I was from and what brought me to Capital City. I explained I was 

working on my dissertation and told him the topic. Throughout the round, my input was minimal, 

but I relied upon my literature review and information included in the intro of this dissertation to 

talk about governance and the growth of disc golf. We engaged in conversation about the 

changing landscape of recreation at the local and regional level of government. He agreed many 

municipal and county governments currently have fewer resources due to changes at the higher 

levels of government. Furthermore, he supported my notion that local governments are unable to 

sufficiently provide quality forms of public services without support from local citizens and 

although the county does engage in public/private partnerships, the reliance on the voluntary 

sector is becoming more evident and crucial to keep public services afloat.  

Throughout the round, Carl seemed to support the notion of creating more disc golf 

courses in Capital City and Lyle County. One of the more beneficial things he told us (for both 

the CCDGA and my study) was the potential disconnect between city/county officials and the 
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local community. This concept was evident in his response about the city purchasing new 

baskets for the course at Chase Utley, which have been used for the last 15 years. Although 

budgets are often constricted and capital funding may not be available to replace the baskets, he 

suggested park administrators and city/county commissioners may be unaware of both the age of 

the baskets and how usage can influence the quality of the course to attract participants. He 

summarized the best way to make them aware is to contact them. While they may not be able 

provide all of the funding (24 baskets at approximately $300 each), there is the possibility of 

securing the funding from multiple sources (i.e. Capital City Parks and Recreation, Lyle County 

Parks and Recreation, and Lyle County Tourism Development Council). He provided the names 

of some key decision makers in the city and county government and said he can possibly serve as 

a gateway for communication. Furthermore, he suggested using email as the mode of 

communication as it is more time efficient and also provides opportunity to forward information 

to other key constituents. 

Lastly, on numerous occasions, Carl suggested the county owned several hundred acres 

of land which are not currently occupied or being used. The county commissioners have been 

seeking opportunities to appropriate the land for public good. In addition to hiking and mountain 

biking trails, he seemed optimistic that a disc golf course would be a good appropriation of the 

space. Part of the problem, he explained, are the property laws which prevent building 

“permanent” structures (such as buildings or ball fields). A disc golf course, as well as trails, 

would not require the construction of a permanent facility and could fit into the county’s future 

planning. 
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Summary: Capital City 

 The Capital City PRNA and CCDGA appear to utilize an efficient collaborative 

governance model for the management of disc golf in public parks. The current CCDGA has 

been established since 2011; however, many of the board members have been working with Cole 

since 2008. The City purchased all of the baskets for both public courses, installed and maintains 

tee pads, and prints signs internally. PRNA employees are responsible for park landscaping, fix 

bridges and other permanent structures related to the parks, and remove large items like broken 

tree limbs. The CCDGA is responsible for moving the baskets regularly, identifying issues with 

the course, and contributing knowledge about course design for future courses and current course 

redesigns.  

 The Capital City Open is an annual event planned by Cole and board members of the 

CCDGA. The CCDGA assists with obtaining financial donations from sponsors and hosts 

multiple fundraising events for the tournament. Members of the CCDGA also assist with 

preparing the courses for the tournament. The PRNA operating budget, along with financial 

donations, fund the tournament. Both the CCDGA and PRNA also rely on the collaborative 

partnerships with “Friends of Our Parks” and Lyle County Parks and Recreation to facilitate the 

tournament as well as the daily management of the public courses. The future expansion of disc 

golf in Capital City is evident. Both City and County administrators and commissioners are 

examining opportunities to build new courses and create a high-profile annual Capital City Open 

event. The efficiency of the current partnerships within this collaborative governance model will 

assist in growing disc golf in Capital City. 
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Maduroville 

The disc golf course at Schmidt Park was established in 1998 by Jason Jones. In 2005, a 

second course was established at South Maduroville Park and a third course was established in 

2016 at Giancarlo Park. The Maduroville Disc Golf Club was officially established in December 

2015 by members of the local community to grow the sport and assist in the development and 

maintenance of disc golf courses in Maduroville. The original members held an election to 

determine board members. The club currently has five board positions: President, Vice President, 

Secretary, Treasurer, and Director of Communications. Figure 13 (Appendix E) depicts a chart of 

the collaborative governance model. Furthermore, Table 3 identifies the participants included in 

the study and their positions. Figure 14 (Appendix E) represents a social network of the 

participants.  

Individual Position, Organization 

Casey Superintendent of Parks, City of Maduroville 

Kevin Disc Golf Association Member, Creator of Course 

Mike Disc Golf Association Board Member 

Wes Disc Golf Association President 

Matt Disc Golf Association Board Member 

 

Maduroville Disc Golf Association 

The MDGA is a non-profit organization created by individuals from the Maduroville area 

who are interested in playing disc golf and growing the sport. The club President, Wes, reflected 

upon how the club came to be:  

It’s funny, one of the bad eggs that I was telling you about, he was threatening… he had 

actually threated to start a club so that we couldn’t do any work out on the course and run 

tournaments and all of that. So, it kind of lit a fire under our ass and we were like ‘ok the 

Table 3: Maduroville Participants
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club needs to happen yesterday. Like, let’s get our shit together and do it.’ Um, and that’s 

what we did, man. So, early December we decided we were going to do it, had a meeting 

mid-December, and before the start of the New Year, we were an established club with a 

board and uh, we took off since then, man.  

As of May 2016, there are 41 paid-members in the club. To become a club member, an 

individual can purchase a “tag” for $15. The MDGA hosts weekly events including league “tag” 

rounds on Sunday and Wednesdays in which the highest tag number is distributed to the winner 

and the lowest tag is distributed to the person with the worst score. 

There are currently five members of the board which includes a President, Vice 

President, Secretary, Treasurer, and Director of Communications. Although each member has a 

different title, all five board members contribute to the club operations. The President, Wes, is 

probably the only exception, as he described his role this way: 

My role right now is to just try to keep things running smooth, delegate, do what I can to 

make sure we are just running on all cylinders, you know? Scheduling work days, making 

sure we’re in communication with the city, the parks and rec committee… I think the 

biggest role I’m playing this year, you know, because, look, the fact of the matter is I’ve 

never been the head of a club, or run a club, or done any of this before. This is all just, 

we’re running with it, you know? I’ve just been concentrating on my communication 

with the city, delegating what we need to do, to the board, so that we get things done, and 

be sure we’re doing them the right way. And really, I just try to follow the blue print of 

other successful clubs in our area. (personal communication, April 27, 2016) 

Individuals interested in playing in the league tag events can purchase a league tag for $15 that 

includes club membership. The cost to play in Sunday league rounds is $5 with $4 going to the 
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club and $1 to the ace pot. Weekly league rounds rotate a 5-layout schedule to create weekly 

variation on the course. Additionally, there is a raffle or “closest-to-the-pin” (CTP) throw off19 at 

the conclusion of the round for prizes.  

Municipal Parks and Recreation Government 

 The City of Maduroville government structure consists of a mayor to serve as the city’s 

chief executive and a City Council consisting of five members. Both Mayoral and Council 

positions are elected concurrently to serve four-year terms. The Recreation Department was 

established in 1952, adapted by Maduroville City Council. According to the Department’s 

website, “The Recreation Department is resolved to enhance and cultivate recreational activities 

within the City of Maduroville” (Mgov, 2016). The Department is responsible for the 

management and maintenance, in regards to safety and use, for the recreational facilities. 

Furthermore, all recreational facilities are open to the public and no individual or group will 

control who uses any facility, per Department policy. However, they indicate individual 

responsibility to maintain proper conduct and the Department “reserves the right to bar access for 

any neglect or abuse” (Mgov, 2016). There are 19 parks in the City of Maduroville under the 

direction of the Superintendent of Recreation and Recreation Commission. 

Disc Golf Courses. There are seven courses within a 30-mile radius of center city of 

which three are identified as both public and located in the city of Maduroville (Table 4). 

Although members of the MDGA play at several of these courses, my focus was on the three 

public courses in the city of Maduroville. The chart reveals a different number of course holes, 

all public courses, and no required fee to play the courses.  

                                                 
19 CTP throw offs: individuals throw a disc from a specified location toward the pin or basket (a predetermined 
location). The person closest to the pin is winner. CTP’s are often used during tournament rounds for prizes. The 
MDGA used the throw off after the tournament as an additional event in the fundraiser. 
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Course City Distance Holes 
Year 

Opened 
Public/Private Fee Rating^ 

Schmidt Park Maduroville 0.3 miles 18 1998 Public Free 1.83 

South Maduroville Park Maduroville 2.1 miles 22 2005 Public Free 3.34 

The Shrop Maduroville 3.4 miles 9 2015 Public Free NA 

Pence Park Penceville 16.3 miles 18 2013 Public Free 2.8 

Midtown Woods Gagne 26.2 miles 18 2012 Public Free 4.08 

Riversend DGC Penceville 28.9 miles 9 2006 Public Free 1.94 

Eric Church Park Church 29.1 miles 9 1982 Public Free 1.65 

^ According to reviews on Disc Golf Course Review. Rating is based on a perfect score of 5.0 

 

There are three public disc golf courses in Maduroville (as of April 2016): South 

Maduroville Park (SoMa), Schmidt Park, and Giancarlo Park. All three courses are located 

within city-owned, public parks. South Maduroville Park is a 79-acre park, on the south side of 

town, which includes a 20-acre lake often used for bass and trout fishing, picnic facilities, a sand 

volleyball court, and a 22-hole disc golf course. Overall, the park does not attract a large number 

of daily users with a small number of individuals using the park for recreational fishing, walks 

throughout the park, or playing disc golf. There are occasional events at the park that utilize the 

picnic area. As Casey stated: “Collugi Park and South Maduroville parks are the most popular 

parks for family picnics, group outings, some clinics. Plus, the fishing at South Maduroville Park 

is huge” (personal communication, May 2, 2016).  Schmidt Park is approximately 30 acres, 

located in the center of the city, with lighted ballfields for baseball and softball, lighted street 

hockey courts, lighted batting cages, picnic areas, a band stand, basketball courts, and an 18-hole 

disc golf course. According to the City of Maduroville Recreation website, Schmidt Park is the 

oldest recreation area in Maduroville. Giancarlo Park is a 52-acre park, located on the east side 

of town, which includes a 10-acre lake, picnic areas and a pavilion, a band shell, “tot-lot,” and 

nine-hole disc golf course (Mgov, 2016). The park is a popular, especially amongst community 

Table 4: Disc Golf Courses in Maduroville
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members living in East Maduroville, for relaxing and walking outdoors, especially during lunch 

breaks.   

The disc golf course at South Maduroville Park is the most commonly-used course in 

Maduroville according to members of the MDGA. The course has an overall rating of 3.3/5 on 

Disc Golf Course Review and is described as: “Around scenic lake with some elevation and 

good variety. Water hazards. Duals tees - very challenging from the yellow tees” (Disc Golf 

Course Review, 2016). Overall, the two most common explanations for the popularity of SoMa 

were related to the course design/layout and location. The course has a variety of “open” and 

“tunnel” holes that provide variation of shots during a round. The recent extension from 18 to 20 

holes also provided more opportunities to extend a round for anyone interested in playing for a 

longer period of time. The total course length is between 4,000 and 6,000 feet with multiple tee 

pad locations for most holes. These course characteristics were echoed by Casey when asked 

how and why the course at South Maduroville was created:  

I think it was a group of individuals that work for the city that were making the recreation 

commission aware of this growing interest for a need to have a disc golf course out at 

South Maduroville because Schmidt Park, was built in 1998, and I think they were 

looking for something that was a little bit more challenging. South Maduroville Park gave 

that environment, going through the trails, the woods, it had the water. So, it was a little 

bit more of a higher level competiveness. (personal communication, May 2, 2016) 

Furthermore, the course offers a variety of elevation changes and a few potentially difficulty 

throws over bodies of water. The second major factor is the location of the course. The park, 

although located near a major county road, is situated in a low-density area of the city. Overall, 
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the park is perceived as safe and not crowded. The course navigates around a large body of water 

and is well contained within the confines of the park boundaries.  

 Opening in 2005, the course at South Maduroville Park began as a nine-hole course. As 

several members of the MDGA alluded to during interviews, a disc golfer, Danielle, worked with 

members of the city to open the course. The city purchased nine baskets and Danielle, with the 

help of a few friends, designed and built the course. As Wes stated “him and a couple of friends 

did pretty much 90% of the work out there, building the course” (personal communication, April 

27, 2016). Since 2005, under the direction of the MDGA, with approval from the city, the course 

has expanded to 22 holes. However, the lack of resources, especially financially, resulted in a 

course with issues and potential. One reviewer alluded to issues of signage, direction, and 

standing water: “Need signs to show where hole one is, could use yardage signs for holes”. 

Furthermore, he added:  

This is my favorite course to play WHEN DRY. Lots of memorable holes make it a lot of 

fun to play. The biggest problem is when we get luge amounts of rain for consecutive 

days certain holes may flood where you cannot play them. This happened last year and I 

did not play it for almost a year. (Disc Golf Course Review, 2015).  

The MDGA has, especially in the past year, spent countless hours attempting to make the course 

better. They have tested different tee pads, baskets, and course layouts to create an ideal course. 

This was evident in a review that listed the cons as “trash, flooded holes, poor signage, moved 

baskets, mosquitoes.” The attempt to make a better course, according to members of the MDGA, 

is to first test different layouts. They have initiated “work days” to upgrade the course and clean 

up trash. They recently began a fundraising effort to implement signs selling MDGA shirts, 

glasses, and mugs (Figure 15, Appendix E).  
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 Overall, SoMa appears to be the “home” course for disc golf in Maduroville and the club 

is attempting to make it better. The reviews in the preceding paragraph ended with comments 

such as “Overall though I think this is a great place to play. I just hope it doesn't rain too much at 

one time” and “This is a good location with a lot of promise and fun holes. It mainly needs signs 

and some cleanup” (Disc Golf Course Review, 2015). Although the relationship between the city 

and MDGA appears to be strengthening, there is no evidence to support the course would be 

upgraded without the effort of the MDGA, who has devoted an endless number of voluntary 

hours working on the course and fundraising.  

 The disc golf course at Schmidt Park was opened in 1998 and has been minimally altered 

since the course was built. Many of the baskets are the original ones put in nearly 20 years ago. 

According to Disc Golf Course Review, the course was designed by Jason of the Maduroville 

Disc Golf Club (a former disc golf club in Maduroville). Although several people recognized the 

name, no one I spoke with knew Jason or how I could get in touch with him. One of the reviews, 

however, offered a historical perspective on how the course was established:  

IN 1998 THE MADUROVILLE DISC CLUB ASKED THE CITY TO BUILD A 

COURSE AT SOUTH MADUROVILLE PARK.THE CITY SAID NO BECAUSE THE 

PARK WAS CLOSED AT THAT TIME AND OFFERED LANDIS PARK.18 

BASKETS TEE MARKERS TEE BOXES AND MESSAGE BOARD WERE ALL 

BUILT WITH ZERO FUNDS FROM THE CITY.ALL 18 BASKETS WERE 

DONATED BY LOCALS. THE USE OF EVERY INCH AVAILABLE OF THE PARK 

MAKES THIS AN AWESOME DESIGN. OBVIOUSLY IT IS NO SOUTH 

MADUROVILLE PARK BUT WORKING WITH WHAT WE WERE OFFERED IT IS 

AN EXCELLENT DESIGN. 
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The use of “we” at the end of this passage suggests the review was posted by a member of disc 

golf club in Maduroville during the late 1990s and/or a current disc golfer reflecting on their 

construal of the support from the City of Maduroville to build disc golf courses. Regardless, the 

review highlights the support received from the city nearly 20 years ago in comparison to 2016. 

Members of the disc golf association still anticipate minimal support, but the improved 

relationship alters the perceptions of support and strengthens the relationship and collaboration 

partnership between the DGA and City. 

The course has an overall rating of 1.83/5 on Disc Golf Course Review and is described 

as: “Well groomed open course in mostly flat city park. Medium distance holes play through 

many large trees that offer challenging options. Dual tees. All asphalt is OB.” (Disc Golf Course 

Review, 2016). The quantity and quality of reviews appear to highlight the cons of the course 

over the pros. However, some of the pros include a map of the course, an open course with trees, 

distance variety, and a very unlikely chance you’ll lose a disc on the course. One review, under 

pros, lists: “none that I can think of”. There were multiple cons, which can be summed up by one 

reviewer: “i've played hundreds of courses in 10 different countries and this easily ranks as one 

of the worst.” In addition to poor signage, a lack of direction, no elevation changes, and no 

variety, the most frequent review discusses the location of the park as being in a bad 

neighborhood and the locals congregating in the park. The words sketchy and rough accompany 

many of the reviews and one stated: “locals at the 18 hole they are no threat but did offer 

prostitution and we felt very uncomfortable.”  

Giancarlo Park. The disc golf course at Giancarlo Park became available to the public in 

January 2016. The design and implementation of the course was initiated by a member of the 

MDGA and resident of the local community, Kevin Shrop. Kevin lives within a few miles of the 
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park and his father was the owner of a hardware store located across the street. In 2014, Kevin 

initiated communication with city officials to establish a permanent course in the park. 

Additionally, Kevin secured all of the necessary funding for a nine-hole course through 

donations and sponsorships. He explained his reasoning for pursuing a new course in 

Maduroville:  

The main thing that I guess inspired me to do it was, uh, there was a park at South 

Maduroville which was a really technical park to play. So, I mean if you were to take a 

beginner out to South Maduroville, after probably two or three holes, they’d be like “I’ll 

just watch you play.” So, it was pretty tough, so it was definitely a step above where a 

beginner course should be. And then there was Schmidt Park. Schmidt Park is not exactly 

the nicest place to really play so, I just wanted a place where you could bring your kids 

out, you don’t have to play golf, or you know, you can go hang out over, go fishing, and 

the kids could go play golf. So, it’s really just a nice environment where I saw that we 

could set up a course and uh, yeah, just went through… uh, there’s a couple different 

processes you have to go through with the city. (personal communication, April 13, 2016) 

Kevin and his father made a presentation at City Hall, went through the process described to him 

by the city during his initial inquiry, and raised the money all between Fall 2014 and Winter 

2016.  

 Kevin also explained, in great detail, the process of gaining approval from the city to 

build the course. Below are excerpts from the interview: 

What they do is, you have to go to, first, head of environmental. You make an 

appointment with the environmentalist. The environmentalist comes out and surveys the 

whole entire property. And uh makes sure that there’s no trees that you’re going to knock 
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down and first and foremost, they make sure there are no endangered species or anything 

like that. No bald eagles nests or anything like that. And then if they do see stuff like that, 

they pretty much shut it down instantly… Once that gets approved, which it was with me, 

luckily, then they come out and they have a gentleman from U-Dig who pretty much 

surveys the whole entire piece of land and property that you have and will let you know if 

there are any underground lines or anything like that. With Giancarlo, there was one, like, 

super-hot 210 line that ran down two holes that we had to move around. Thankfully, they 

did do that, if not we would have gotten super zapped. But, it took, for me, from 

November 30 of 2015 to roughly January 28, 2016 when I was fully, fully in the ground 

with all the flags and stuff. The baskets were installed in December, but I got all of the 

tee placements and really the course ready to go by January. The environmentalist, he 

really doesn’t have a say or anything, he’s really just the guy that shuts the door quick. 

The same with U-Dig, if they find too many lines. If they’re really trying to find a way to 

shut you down. Once you get the two check marks or hurdles that they put in front of 

you.  

Then, you have to make a presentation in front of city hall. My dad came with me and I 

made the presentation. Also at the time, he had Shrop Products, so I would talk up that 

people could walk across the street to get discs and stuff like that. Also, what I still plan 

on doing is, MHS is right there and their lacrosse field pretty much butts up close. So, we 

want to get a disc golf club at MHS. 

The presentation at city hall was… let me back up. Because for me to install the baskets 

was the Nov 30 to Jan 28. The U-Dig was way before that. This is like a two-year process 

that I was working on. I started this in 2014, I want to say, is when I had the idea. The U-
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Dig, I want to say was… it was cold… so January 2015? And then when it came to the 

presentation that was coming towards summer time which I remember so that was like 

June/July 2015. And then after they approved at the presentation, they gave me the ok, 

then I had to order the baskets, which took some time to raise... I mean I had half the 

money. Normally to get all of the baskets… I ordered 10 which were roughly $3500 to 

$4000. Roughly $4000 with shipping, total. So, I had $2000 and I had to raise another 

$2000 through the ‘GoFundMe’ and stuff like that. Anything beyond that, it was just 

getting the baskets to come in which normally took about a month. So that was, 

September. Put them together October/November. Put them in the ground 

November/December. And then January was when it was all good.  

I raised most of the money in the GoFundMe which was roughly about $1500 in the 

GoFundMe. My dad and me did roughly $1500. I donated $1500 and the guy who bought 

Shrop Products donated $1500. There was a lot of different businesses too that helped out 

and stuff like that. And normally it’s the tee sings or the physical plates. We can put the 

company logo on the tee sign to hype up whatever business might be. (personal 

communication, April 13, 2016) 

Kevin’s experience and attention to detail provided me a thorough understanding of the process. 

The process began in 2014 and was completed in 2016. After being told funding was not 

available to purchase baskets, tee pads, and signs, he had to get approval from the city, meet with 

multiple contractors to determine feasibility, and make presentations at City Hall. With little to 

no financial or labor support from the City, he initiated fundraising efforts and worked with 

friends and a family member to install the course material. Overall, the City provided the land 

and he provided all of the remaining resources. 
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 One of the most important aspects for this project is how a member of the community 

was able to initiate the development of a “public/private” course. As I discuss in Chapter 5, this 

park, and perhaps a few others, blur the line between public and private space. The course was 

built in a public park, owned and managed by the city, but built with donated money and by non-

government employees. The city was willing to approve a new course to be built on city land, 

but was not willing to fund the project or assist in the implementation process. The process was 

described as complicated and lengthy. First, Kevin had to talk to, and get permission from, the 

city administration in the planning phase. He then had to meet with an environmentalist and land 

surveyor (nongovernmental organization) to get approval. Next, he had to request an opportunity 

to make a presentation at City Hall. Once the approvals were complete, he had to raise funds for 

the course and eventually design and construct the course. Although he was unsure of the exact 

dates, the process began in 2014 and was not complete until 2016.  

 Kevin also led fundraising initiatives through GoFundMe while acquiring funds from 

local sponsors. The ten baskets, with shipping, cost approximate $4,000 and additional funding 

was used for the concrete to put the basket sleeves in the ground and signage: “We had to install 

it all myself. Me and two buddies and my dad went out there with 12 bags of Quickcrete and 

went at it one morning and got it done in two days” (Kevin, personal communication, April 13, 

2016). Kevin was able to solicit money from local businesses by offering them sponsorship 

opportunities on the tee box signs. The Course is officially named “The Shrop at Giancarlo Park” 

which represents the name of the business his father owned. Although the park is owned by the 

city, the baskets are owned by Kevin and he can remove them from the park. In regards to 

landscaping, the city removes any large, broken trees or branches and cuts the grass regularly. 
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Kevin, and other disc golf assist in picking up trash, as well as any maintenance related to the 

baskets or tee boxes.  

 Kevin does not talk to Casey on a regular basis but does have his email address and office 

phone number if he encounters any major issues. Although he spoke about the city lacking 

financial support and the “red tape” he encountered to put the course in, he does not see any 

operational challenges of working with the city. Instead, his perspective appeared to be positive: 

The benefits would be that they maintain it. I mean, without the city, I wouldn’t have that 

property, per say. The availability of the land itself. I mean my dad has five acres but it’s 

just a wide open field. No one would come to play my dad’s backyard but that would be a 

cool course man. Still, just having the trees and the availability of what they have with 

the land. I think they even purchased Giancarlo Park from someone for like a dollar. 

They have it online or something. To me it was the only park in Maduroville that had no 

recreation. There’s no basketball court which every single, at least one of them has. So, 

there was just nothing going on there. So, that was my main reason for trying that… But, 

asking about the city, the city did say that once the course was in the ground, that if I 

were to have any tournaments that they have good connections like food trucks and stuff 

like that they would have, like four or five food trucks come out. And whatever food they 

sold, we would get 10% of the proceeds from that. They said they would help us out. 

They couldn’t help us out financially, but they could help us out with connections and by 

maintaining the grass and other ways besides financial endeavors. (Kevin, personal 

communication, April 13, 2016) 

Lastly, Kevin discussed expanding the course to 18 holes, but recognized that was at least a few 

years away. He will need to secure more funding to purchase an addition eight or nine baskets 
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and have some of trees cleared on the west side of the park for fairways. He would likely need 

approval, and maybe some assistance, from the city to expand the course. 

MDGA and Maduroville Parks and Recreation 

 There have been several attempts by members of the Maduroville disc golf community to 

establish a disc golf association in Maduroville for the last 15-20 years. Wes stated at least three 

or four attempts in the last five or six years have all failed to establish a club:  

Since the disc golf scene started here in Maduroville in 1998 there have been several 

attempts, uncountable, to try to form a club. The problem was, the guys around here were 

just kind of butting heads, not agreeing and they couldn’t work through it so clubs would 

come and clubs would go. They would fall apart; we couldn’t get any traction… we got 

clubs going that fell apart three or four times in the last five or six years before we finally 

got some traction. Just a couple bad eggs, man. They just ruin it for everybody. It’s ugly 

and, you know, we’ve moved past it. (personal communication, April 27, 2016) 

According to members of the current MDGA and Casey, this internal turmoil resulted in a lack 

of support from the city. Unable to agree on decisions, multiple members of the MDGA were 

approaching the city with contradicting ideas of how to advance disc golf in Capital City. 

 The current MDGA board was established in December 2015 with a focus on enhancing 

the relationship with the city. Wes also alluded to this turmoil as an influential factor for starting 

the current club:  

It’s funny, one of the bad eggs that I was telling you about, he was threatening… he had 

actually threated to start a club so that we couldn’t do any work out on the course and run 

tournaments and all of that. So, it kind of lit a fire under our ass and we were like ‘ok the 
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club needs to happen yesterday. Like, lets get our shit together and do it.’ Um, and that’s 

what we did, man. (personal communication, April 27, 2016) 

Casey, the Superintendent of Parks, also alluded to issues of prior disc golf associations while 

commending the current board: 

Well, with any organization, just like our little leagues and our basketball programs, you 

know, there’s always people that have their own vision or focus that may not agree with 

other members. So, I think now, with this new association, they’ve grasped the idea that 

they have to work as a team altogether for them to be successful. I know they want to go 

on to bigger and better tournaments. So, in order to do that, they have to show the solidity 

within themselves. (personal communication, May 2, 2016) 

One of Wes’s primary efforts has been to establish a perspective of transparency between the 

MDGA and city: 

We have to be as transparent as possible with them because of the stuff we’ve gone 

through in the last ten years, with the club and, you know, the city really had a bad taste 

in their mouth. We had to patch that up. So I’ve been in contact with Casey, who’s the 

president of the parks and rec committee in Maduroville. So, you know, we’re just trying 

to be transparent. (Casey, personal communication, April 27, 2016) 

Casey does not meet regularly with the MDGA; however, he said they are able to call him during 

regular business hours with questions or when they are planning to host an event. Several board 

members of the MDGA also stated they can call or email Casey and he will typically respond 

within 48 hours.  

 The relationship between the MDGA and city appears to be one of mutual respect and 

dependability. Casey underlined communication as the biggest benefit: 
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Well, the best part of it is the communication. They’re the ones that utilize these courses 

and they keep us abreast of any problems or any suggestions they may have for 

improvement. You know, in the city of Maduroville, we have 19 parks. Most people 

don’t even know that. And, with only 8 guys, 4 guys working parks and grounds and 4 

guys working recreation, it’s a big undertaking to keep going from park to park, 

maintenance, you know… You have to remember one thing, the city of Maduroville is 

the largest city in the state in square miles. So, when you have a park, Giancarlo park, 

which is all the way in East Maduroville or even Golden Dome Park and then you have to 

maintain something like Alvin Row Beach which is all the way out in West Maduroville, 

you know, that takes you 20 minutes just to go across town. (personal communication, 

April 13, 2016) 

The communication appears to assist Casey and his crew with park management. Since the 

maintenance team is unable to visit the parks on a daily basis, they rely upon the MDGA to 

identify issues at the park. Likewise, Wes referred to an ease of communication with Casey 

despite a lack of support and commitment from the city as a whole: 

The city is ready to see us move in a new direction. After all the turmoil that they’ve had 

to deal with since ‘98, they were ready with open arms for us. Um, now that doesn’t 

mean they’re super involved. We just have a transparent relationship and they support us. 

But, Casey’s very easy to talk to, easy to get a hold of. Whenever I need anything, I can 

write him an email and get one back within the next day or two. Like I said, I’m trying to, 

this year, build our relationship with the city, show them what we can do, and hopefully 

our relationship with the city will grow and grow as time moves on. But, right now, we 
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have a very good easy to communicate with them relationship and uh, we’re building. 

We’re just building on that. (personal communication, April 27, 2016) 

The MDGA is attempting to strengthen that relationship with hopes that support cultivates in the 

future:  

Right now, we’re just looking to avoid having problems with the city. So, again, I keep 

going back to it, but because of our past… Right now, our relationship with the city is: 

we’re maintaining the course, we’re cleaning the park. We have work days every other 

week. We had a trash pickup day the other day. We ended up walking out of that course 

with four or five giant bags of trash. Uh, but right now, we just maintain the course. As 

far as the relationship with the city, it’s just transparency. They don’t do anything for us, 

per say. But, we’re hoping to show them all the work. We’re logging hours. (Wes, 

personal communication, April 27, 2016) 

The strengthened relationship appears to be valuable to both the MDGA and Casey. By 

establishing trust between the two, there are expectations for a longstanding relationship. 

Disc Golf Space Management 

The MDGA communicates with Casey for issues related to the course as well as to host 

special event tournaments. However, when it comes to course maintenance, there appears to be 

some discrepancy of who “maintains” the course. Casey has stated he does have funds in the 

budget to help with minor repairs and says his staff maintain the landscaping. Contrarily, the 

MDGA stated they ultimately take care of the course at South Maduroville Park. They host 

regular work days and perform particular maintenance of the course. A post of the group’s 

Facebook page shows a MDGA member clearing out a part of the fairway that is overgrown 

(Figure 16, Appendix E).  
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Casey stated the MDGA must contact him to get approval to move baskets or tee pads, 

but the MDGA states they do this often and have reign to move the baskets between pin 

locations. However, it may be possible that Casey misinterpreted my question and was referring 

to moving the basket to a brand new pin location that is not within the confines of the current 

course layout. At least once during the research period, the MDGA replaced a tee pad at the 

South Maduroville Course. Five club members removed the old tee pad and installed a new one 

for use at the course (Figure 17, Appendix E). 

 Despite the inconsistent perceptions revealed through interviews of who is responsible 

for course maintenance, the interpretation of my observations uncovered a collaborative effort 

with the MDGA completing more maintenance for the course itself and the Maduroville Parks 

and Recreation Department maintaining the park. The P&R Department cuts the grass and has 

capital funding available to help with minor repairs but the MDGA is completing a bulk of the 

work related to tee pads, baskets, and implementing new signage through fundraising efforts. 

Although Wes referred to an idea of “transparency,” Casey did not disclose his understanding 

that the MDGA is involved in building new tee pads or purchasing new baskets.  

Fundraisers and Special Events 

The first MDGA special event tournament was held on April 23, 2016, a non-PDGA 

sanctioned event at South Maduroville Park. The event proceeds were used to install signage for 

the disc golf course. Per one of the MDGA board members, Mike, “The course is tough to 

navigate without prior knowledge of the layout, and MDGA aims to draw new players, and 

players from out of town by adding signage” (personal communication, April 28, 2016). The 

tournament was held at South Maduroville Park, a 79-acre park owned by the City of 

Maduroville. The tournament consisted of 36 holes, 2 rounds of 18 with a lunch break in 
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between. Both rounds were played from the same tee locations for all players. Two holes had 

experimental tee locations that allowed the board members of the club to observe variance in 

scoring from the new tee locations, in hopes that they can eliminate holes that are considered 

“tweeners” — not quite a par 4, but a very tough Par 3 (Mike, personal communication, April 28, 

2016). 

The cost to enter the tournament was depended upon the division: $35 for Open/Pro, $30 

for Advanced, and $25 for Amateur. The MDGA collected two dollars from each entry and the 

rest of the entry money was devoted to prize payouts. After the tournament, all participants were 

welcomed to partake in a ‘throw-off.’ Club members placed 5-gallon buckets on an open, flat 

piece of ground in the park. The buckets were all labeled with the corresponding prize. Naturally, 

the buckets farther from the throwing area were the most valuable prizes. Club members donated 

disc golf equipment and apparel for the throw off. A local brewery donated a gift basket with two 

pint glasses, a tee shirt, stickers, and a $25 gift certificate. The total profit for the event was 

$438. 

As a new disc golf association, the MDGA is actively attempting to increase funding in 

the club budget. The club partnered with a disc golf apparel company to sell shirts and hoodies. 

Additionally, the special event fundraisers also increased revenue for the club. The club is 

attempting to purchase signage for the courses, fix tee pads, and purchase new baskets, in the 

public park. Therefore, they are collaboratively working with Maduroville Parks and Recreation 

to improve the course. The increased funding from disc golf events and the sale of merchandise 

contributes to the overall improvement of the courses. 
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Summary: Maduroville 

The MDGA and Maduroville Parks and Recreation Department work together to manage 

disc golf in Maduroville public parks. Although the partnership is relatively new, representatives 

from both organizations anticipate future collaboration. Multiple failed attempts for a 

longstanding disc golf association have impacted the current relationship between the MDGA 

and P&R Department. The MDGA is focused on establishing a stronger relationship through 

transparency and trust. There appears to be some discrepancy as to who is responsible for 

maintaining the courses. Although Casey (Parks Superintendent) stated the city maintains the 

course, the MDGA is actively engaged in course maintenance including replacing baskets and 

tee pads, holding work days, and hosting fundraisers to install new course signs. City employees 

are responsible for the overall park landscaping. 

Although the City was not able to provide finances for the construction of a new course at 

Giancarlo Park, they did approve the course and provide the land. The baskets, tee pads, and 

signs were purchased through fundraising efforts of a local citizen, who also led designing and 

constructing the course. The new nine-hole course appears to be the last course to open in 

Maduroville in the near future. Casey stated there are no future plans for new courses and efforts 

will be devoted to maintaining and improving the current courses. The collaborative partnership 

will be vital moving forward. An overall lack of funding and staffing available for P&R places 

increased emphasis on the voluntary work by members of the MDGA for course maintenance.  

Stamford 

 The city of Stamford is a large city in the U.S. southeast. During the 20th century, the city 

and county government consolidated extending the city limits and placed a majority of the 

metropolitan population within city limits. Within the city, there are five disc golf courses: J.D. 
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Rudy Regional Park, Larry David Park, All Saints College, Coastfield, and Out Yonder Country 

Club. Formerly the Dune Golf Course (ball golf course), J.D. Rudy was purchased by the city in 

1994 and converted to a multi-use park and is currently managed by the Police Athletic League. 

The disc golf course opened in 1995 and circumnavigates part of the 144-acre site. The course in 

Larry David Park, formerly known as Ridgewood Park, opened in 2011 as part of a park and 

community redevelopment plan. The other three courses are considered private courses. The 

Stamford Disc Golf Association (SDGA) was formed in 2006 by local disc golfers who were 

interested in creating a common interest group to improve the courses and represent the local 

disc golf community.  

The City of Stamford relies upon the Ridgewood Preservation and Revitalization Council 

and Police Athletic League to manage parks. The Stamford Disc Golf Association works more 

directly with these two organizations while occasionally communicating with the City Parks and 

Rec department. Furthermore, I have included a table identifying the people included in the study 

and their positions as well as diagram of the network analysis. Figure 18 (Appendix F) depicts a 

chart of the collaborative governance model. Furthermore, Table 1 identifies the participants 

included in the study and their positions. Figure 19 (Appendix F) represents a social network of 

the participants. 

Individual Position, Organization 

Jamie Special Use Permits Coordinator, City of Stamford 

Chris Head of Maintenance, City of Stamford 

Liz Executive Director, RPAR 

Wilma Recreational Specialist, Police Athletic League 

Ryan Vice President, SDGA 

Charles President, SDGA 

Matt Secretary, SDGA 

James Former President, SDGA 

Table 5: Stamford Participants
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Stamford Disc Golf Association 

The SDGA is a not-for-profit athletic association formed to “help promote disc golf in the 

Stamford community” (SDGA, 2016). As of May 2016, the organization has 98 members with 

18 “lifetime” members. Disc golfers can become members by paying $35 for their initial 

calendar year with a $30 renewal charge for returning members. Additionally, those interested 

can purchase a lifetime membership for $250. By joining the RDGA, members receive a dry-fit 

shirt and a club tag. Additionally, members pay $1 less for weekly doubles events and $2 less for 

weekly handicap events, early registration to the annual Stamford Open, a 10% discount when 

purchasing club discs, and free entry to the end of the year bag-tag tournament. Lifetime 

members get all of the above plus free entry into the Stamford Open following the year they 

become a lifetime member and ten free discs from the club disc inventory. According to Ryan, 

the Vice President of the club, membership has stayed consistently around 100 members for the 

past five years.  

The club has three board positions, President, Vice President, and Secretary, although 

multiple other people assist in club operations. According to the club bylaws, the board must be 

elected by club members. Former board members assist with administrative and maintenance 

duties as well as aiding with the Stamford Open. In regards to weekly events, Ryan stated: 

Year round, we have a weekly random doubles event on Wednesday evenings and a 

weekly handicap on Sunday mornings. We have a two round monthly tournament that 

pays out in cash and prizes but we've found we get a better turnout if we have one about 

every 3 months. We have an annual end of the year monthly that is free to members and 

is followed by a party with food and drinks coming from club funds. (personal 

communication, May 18, 2016) 
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James was the inaugural Executive Director in 2006. The club was formed by a group of golfers 

with a common interest to “really take this to the next level” which started by establishing a club 

with a mission and bylaws (James, personal communication, April 26, 2016). The hope was for 

others to “pick it up and move it forward to the next level” (James, personal communication, 

April 26, 2016). However, he noted interest has not been high from others to serve as a board 

member.  

Municipal Parks and Recreation Government  

The Department of Parks, Recreation, and Community Services is responsible for the 

“day to day management and oversight for one of the largest unique urban park systems in the 

nation with over 400 park and recreational sites within the city limits” (City of Stamford, 2016). 

Park and recreational sites include trails, athletic facilities, community centers, beaches, and golf 

courses, amongst others. According to the department’s website “there is always something to 

do, see, and experience at our parks” (City of Stamford, 2016). Parks and recreational spaces 

vary by size and consist of a variety of recreational opportunities ranging from open green space, 

community centers, boat ramps, and multi-use parks. According to the organizational chart for 

the city, the director of the department is a fourth-tier employee reporting to the Deputy Chief 

Administrative Officer. In turn, the Deputy reports to the Chief Administrative Officer, a second 

level employee, reporting to the Mayor. 

Disc Golf Courses. There are seven courses within a 30-mile radius of the address for the 

SDGA of which only two are identified as both public and located in the city of Stamford 

(Table6). Although members of the SDGA referred to several of these courses during our 

conversations, my focus was on the two public courses in the city of Stamford. The chart reveals 
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a different number of course holes, varying degrees of public and private courses, and free vs. 

pay-to-play courses.  

Course City Distance Holes 
Year 

Opened 
Public/Private Fee Rating^ 

West Beach DGC Stamford 1 mile 24 1995 Public Free 3.72 

Hanni Lewis Park Artic Beach 5.9 miles 9 2007 Public $3/car 2.53 

Ridgewood DGC Stamford 9.5 miles 18 2011 Public Free 2.97 

All Saints College Stamford 18 miles 18 2014 University Free 2.79 

Rosemaple DGC Golden Beach 21.6 miles 9 2010 Public School Free 3 

Coastfield DGC Stamford 25.1 miles 18 2015 Public $6/round 4.17 

Ronnie Gaines Park Peanut Springs 27.6 miles 36 2009 Private Free 3.48 

^ According to reviews on Disc Golf Course Review. Rating is based on a perfect score of 5.0 

 

There are currently two public disc golf courses within the city border of Stamford and 

members of the SDGA expressed interest in opening more public courses. However, as I discuss 

further below, the club has encountered bureaucratic “red tape” which has prevented the 

development of more courses. West Beach Disc Golf Course in J.D. Rudy Park was opened in 

1995 and is a free-to-play, 18-hole, public course located in east Stamford. Disc golf is 

highlighted in the park description on the City of Stamford website which states: “Among the 

amenities at this large, Arlington-area park is the City’s top disc golf course” (City of Stamford, 

2016). The one paragraph description goes on to describe the course to include “open and tree-

lined fairways through the park on a course carefully designed to challenge all levels of players” 

(City of Stamford, 2016). The park also includes “lighted ballfields, soccer fields, walking trail, a 

community center operated by Police Athletic League, playground equipment and picnic areas” 

(City of Stamford, 2016). In addition to disc golf, Wilma, a Recreational Specialist for PAL, 

Table 6: Disc Golf Courses in Stamford
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stated PAL engages in multiple management partnerships with other sports leagues to maintain 

the park. She also said they rely upon the help of numerous volunteers for daily operations.  

The course description of West Beach and Disc Golf Course Review is “Open and 

wooded holes on a former 9-hole ball golf course. Good variety of terrain change - 2 holes with 

serious water hazards. Mostly dual tees. Park overseen by Police Athletic League.” The 24-hole 

course has multiple tee pad and basket positions that are changed regularly by SDGA. During 

both of my visits to the park (both during the day during the week), I observed about ten people 

playing the course. The course also serves as the location for the annual Stamford Open 

tournament, which attracts not only local disc golfers, but professional disc golfers and amateurs 

from other regions of the United States. Furthermore, the site lists 1995 as the year the course 

was established and has a 3.72/5.00 rating from reviewers. Overall, the reviews seem to be very 

positive and highlight the geographical character (elevation changes, trees, water, etc.), park and 

course cleanliness, and good tee pads and baskets. The cons include a lack of shade, poor 

restrooms, and poor direction on the course to direct golfers to the next hole. One reviewer 

summarized his or her personal experience: 

West Beach gets much more right than it does wrong, and fits quite comfortably among 

other very good courses I've played. Definitely worth a visit if you're in the area, but 

destination disc golf... not so much. That said, there don't appear to be better alternatives 

anywhere in the area. Likely the best course in an area that's simply not a hot bed for DG. 

(Disc Golf Course Review, 2015) 

Another reviewer stated: “This is one of my favorite courses that I've played in (south east state) 

mainly because of the variety of hole layout and elevation change, it definately (sic) has features 
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that will suit every skill level.” Overall, the course appears to be a sufficient place to play for 

those visiting the area and the primary, “home” course for those in the Stamford area. 

Ridgewood Disc Golf Course at Larry David Park opened in 2011, north of downtown in 

the Ridgewood area, as a free-to-play public course. According the City of Stamford website, the 

18-acre park was created around 1900 on land donated by a developer. A zoo opened in 1914 

followed by a swimming pool in 1922. In addition to disc golf, the park currently has a picnic 

shelter, softball field, two lighted tennis courts, and a paved trail. The 18-hole course has 

multiple tee pads and is described on Disc Golf Course Review as:  

Wanders through many small parks and past beautiful 100 year old homes in the 

Ridgewood historic district. Flat like most of (south east state), but with good use of trees 

and other man made obstacles. There is a canal that comes into play on many of the holes 

as well. Most holes are relatively short. (Disc Golf Course Review, 2014) 

The 2.97/5.00 course rating highlighted a “beginner friendly” course with several open field 

holes and a few technical shots that circumnavigated through a historic district with old, 

beautiful houses. Although many reviewers found the park to clean and well maintained and one 

referred to it as a “great downtown course” with the “city skyline in the background,” the course 

was described as “a bit sketchy” due to a homeless population living near the canal and under the 

highway overpasses. The course was described by some as “not busy” but others alluded to other 

users of the park for picnics, baseball, and basketball.  

SDGA and Stamford Parks and Recreation 

Overall, the members of the SDGA have little interaction with The Department of Parks, 

Recreation, and Community Services employees due to the current system and model of 

governance for many of the local parks. Responsibility and management duties for the parks is 



142 
 

blurred. City employees referred to a joint collaboration in the overall management of the two 

parks. The city provides some funding and the necessary labor associated with maintaining the 

park, such as landscaping while collaboratively working with local organizations in regards to 

decision-making and other administrative duties. James, a member of the SDGA suggested 

management of the parks is perhaps complicated: “Actually, it’s a little bit of… it’s not that cut 

and dry, dynamic, if you will, between Parks and Recreation and the parks themselves” (James, 

personal communication, April 26, 2016). Programming, rentals, and day-to-day operations are 

handled first by the partnered organization and then through the city. Although within the 

purview of local government, day-to-day management and operation of J.D. Rudy Park and 

Larry David Park is outsourced to local organizations.  

J.D. Rudy Park, and the community center within the park, are operated by the Police 

Athletic League. The partnership between the city and PAL is transparent enough in that a 

member of the SDGA stated: “Police Athletic League, PAL, manages the park on behalf of Parks 

and Recreation… They lease the entire park from Parks and Rec and they are the managing body 

of that course” (James, personal communication, April 26, 2016). In addition to afterschool 

programming, mentoring, and summer camps, PAL uses J.D. Rudy Park for youth sport leagues 

while renting out other areas of the park to organizations, such as adult sports leagues. Year 

‘round and seasonal athletic programs for youth include basketball, karate, boxing, cheerleading, 

track & field, and both tackle and flag football. Additionally, Wilma, a Recreation Specialist, 

noted several collaborations with local leagues and organizations, such as the SDGA, for field 

and space administration. Further, she added the city provides the basic landscaping needs, but 

members of the local community, interested in their particular sports or activity, volunteer to 

help maintain the recreational spaces. In regards to disc golf, she said disc golfers can use the 
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public course for events (such as weekly handicaps) if 99 people or less will be attending an 

event. Once the event reaches 100 people, they need to obtain insurance that adheres to the 

standards of the city and obtain permission from the PAL. A member of the SDGA similarly 

reflected upon this relationship: 

It’s a little bit different than what I’ve seen at other municipalities. So, everything we do, 

we don’t go to Parks and Rec when it comes to West Beach. We actually communicate 

directly with a program director for the Police Athletic League. (James, personal 

communication, April 26, 2016) 

In addition to obtaining permission from PAL for special events, the SDGA volunteers almost 

monthly during “work days” to clean up the park, trim branches or brush, and move the baskets.  

Likewise, Larry David is managed by the Ridgewood Preservation and Revitalization 

Council (RPAR), founded in 1974. Accordingly, RPAR’s mission “is to provide leadership to the 

residents of Historic Ridgewood to revitalize, preserve, and restore the community through its 

diverse programs” (RPAR, 2016). The partnership was established during a period of 

gentrification and is grounded through the initiatives of local community and members of the 

neighborhood to preserve older homes and make the area safer. Similar to J.D. Rudy Park, the 

non-government organization, RPAR, has oversight of the park which was evident in an 

interview with a SDGA member: 

The course that is in Ridgewood, which is downtown Stamford. It’s kind of almost the 

same situation. This right here is in a historic area of Stamford. So, Parks and Recreation 

doesn’t directly manage that park. There’s actually a preservation society that is kind of 

layered in there in order to manage that park. (Ryan, personal communication, May 18, 

2016) 
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Likewise, the SDGA works with members of RPAR to manage the disc golf course. In regards to 

approaching RPAR regarding course changes, James stated:  

It is city owned property, but managed by RPAR (Spring Preservation). But being that 

they pretty much have the say-so over that area including the park, they didn’t have to do 

much other than say ‘we’re doing this’ and the city is like ‘ok you manage it anyway.’ 

(James, personal communication, April 26, 2016) 

In each of the situations above, the SDGA does not work closely with city employees, but 

instead with the organizations collaboratively managing the two respective public parks in which 

they play disc golf. 

Disc Golf Course Maintenance 

In regards to course maintenance, the SDGA assumes responsibility for basic course 

maintenance. The Vice President, Ryan, stated: “Our maintenance consists of replacing broken 

or damaged tee signs, repairing and replacing, or adding, tee pads, replacing old, broken, or 

stolen baskets, adding and/or moving pin locations, landscape cleanup of areas on the course the 

city doesn't maintain” (Ryan, personal communication, May 18, 2016). The maintenance is 

completed by various club members but Ryan maintains the tee signs for both of the public 

courses and communicates with Darrell (the head of maintenance for the city parks). The SDGA 

appears to take pride in their work as evidenced by some posts on the group’s Facebook page 

(Figures 20, 21, 22, & 23, Appendix F). Ryan spoke more about maintenance and planning for 

the courses: 

At West Beach the city has recognized the disc golf course as a permanent part of the 

park. It's classified the same as a tennis court or a baseball field is… I can't recall what 

the specific designation is called (?). Given this, we have an area we are free to do with 
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what we want regarding pin placements and tee pads. I don't believe it’s the same for the 

Ridgewood course, yet, but the city recognizes the course as a huge asset to the park and 

has never made a peep regarding any small additions we have made to the course. RPAR 

is very involved with the city and I am very fortunate to have just gotten married to Liz 

Jones-Rock, the executive director for RPAR. We are talking about a fund raising 

initiative through RPAR that will pay for new, or for some, new, cement tee pads for the 

Gold tees. RPAR is also co-sponsoring the upcoming Duff Brewery tournament. Duff 

Brewery will use RPAR’s non-profit status to submit to the city a "special use permit" 

that allows them to reserve the park for the event and allows them to legally have an 

event where they can collect funds. The SDGA is also a registered not-for-profit 

corporation. The SDGA submits the application to the city every year in order to have the 

Stamford Open in a public park. (personal communication, May 18, 2016) 

The “distant” relationship between the city and SDGA is further elaborated above. Although 

Ryan and other members may talk to members of the city, they work more closely with PAL for 

the course at West Beach and RPAR. For “partnering” organizations, such as Duff Brewery, they 

are able to work with the non-profit organizations to reduce costs and bypass part of the permit 

process. 

 Emerging from interviews with disc golfers in Stamford, the implementation of disc golf 

courses into the two parks discussed above was primarily due to the strength of relationship 

between one disc golfer and an individual with a local political network. The city purchased the 

land for J.D. Rudy Park in 1994, a former ball golf course. Due to the relationship between a 

member of the disc golf community and member of the park’s governing body, a disc golf course 

was designed in the park. During the planning phase, a local disc golfer, Dan, had a relationship 
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with an employee of PAL and was able to “facilitate getting it (the disc golf course) put in during 

its multi-use planning stage” (James, personal communication, May 18, 2016). In a similar 

situation, the disc golf course at Larry David was initiated by a woman who knew someone that 

played disc golf: 

So, there was a person who, I don’t even think I ever seen her play disc golf, but she was 

friends with some disc golfer and her biggest thing was “what can we do to bring in more 

activity to the park”… her plan with that, all she had to do was go to what turned out to 

be a couple of friends of hers that were on the preservation society board and she was 

able to fundraise with local merchants and get the course put in. So, I mean it was once 

again, it was more of a relationship and not really city involved type of means that was 

able to make that park happen. (James, personal communication, April 26, 2016) 

In each of the parks, support for opening a disc golf course was initiated by an individual 

familiar with disc golf and in a decision-making role. Interestingly, members of the SDGA 

attribute the implementation of these courses to local community supporters while suggesting the 

Parks and Recreation Department were absent.  

 The collaborative model for J.D. Rudy and Larry David is also layered into other public 

park spaces in Stamford. The SDGA identified multiple public recreational spaces as ideal 

locations for new disc golf courses. In addition to using club funding, the SDGA planned to raise 

money to contribute to the implementation of a new course and hoped the city would allocate 

partial funding and the land. Members of the association attempted to approach the Parks and 

Recreation Department before recognizing the difficulty of having a new course built in a public 

park. Although I could attempt to summarize their difficulties, James’s reflection offers the best 

narrative: 
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When we were attempting to look at other parks, our first thought was, this is all going to 

be managed by Parks and Recreation. Well, what we found is that’s not the case. 

Everything had to go through, and forgive me cause I’m not too sure what the term is, but 

essentially for this particular area, there’s a meeting of what would be considered the, 

um, essentially the leadership of homeowners associations. So, all of these people would 

get together for a common area and then they would discuss things that were needed for 

the area or problems and all of this. From there they would move that up to their city 

councilman who in turn would move it up to the City Council. The path that we were put 

on is that in order for us to have, cause first thing they said was “we have no money for 

whatever you’re even attempting” but not only that. Here is the path you have to take to 

even think about getting anything put in these parks. You have to present in front of these 

groups of homeowners association leadership and then from there, they would provide 

their recommendation up to city council. And then that would have to be vetted at the city 

council level and then, you know, you would possibly get approval. Then they would 

give approval to Parks and Rec and Parks and Rec would be the ones to work with us to 

put it in. So, it wasn’t just like, we could go directly to parks and rec and say we have an 

idea, you know, whether we fund it or not, here is our idea. It doesn’t really work that 

way. Essentially, it was just like layers of red tape and not only that, it’s not like you can 

get in front of the people on the first level on your first visit. It’s essentially, go there, and 

see what they’re doing. You could possibly interject something at the open discussion 

piece of that particular meeting. If not, then you have to ask to get put on the agenda 

which could possibly put you two meetings down the road and then you could present 

and then they would deliberate for however many meetings before we could even make it 
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to the next level. It’s definitely a challenge. (James, personal communication, April 26, 

2016) 

Through this chronicle, James revealed layers of collaborative governance for government 

decision-making. In order for the SDGA to build a new disc golf course, they would need 

approval from both the local neighborhood association and city council members before 

discussing the ideas with the Parks and Recreation Department. He not only alludes to the length 

of time for this process, but also the necessary support from a non-governmental organization, 

such as the neighborhood association, to create a new course. 

Summary: Stamford 

 The City of Stamford outsources the management of the two parks with free, public 

courses to the Police Athletic League and RPAR. The partnerships outsource the daily operations 

and management of the parks to nonprofit organizations. The SDGA, in turn, collaboratively 

manages the disc golf courses with the nonprofit organizations. The nonprofit organizations 

maintain the park, as a whole, while the SDGA assists with the management of the disc golf 

courses. Members of the SDGA rarely communicate with City of Stamford employees. Disc golf 

does not appear to be a priority for the City of Stamford. 

 The SDGA has recently attempted to open a new course in a City of Stamford park. They 

have indicated funding a new course would be in part from local sponsors, donations, and the 

SDGA budget. Due to bureaucratic obstacles and perceived lack for support from the City, they 

have been denied the request. They continue to host an annual Stamford Open with little support 

from the City and minimal support from the Police Athletic League. Additionally, the SDGA 

uses funds from the club budget to maintain the baskets, tee pads, and signs on the course. In 

addition to work days, they have also participated in a tree planting event and pick up trash. The 



149 
 

SDGA is responsible for the design of the course (within the purview of park planning and 

usage) and move the baskets regularly. Employees from the City P&R Department take care of 

landscaping within the parks. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

DISCUSSION 

In Chapter Four, I presented an overview of disc golf in each of the three cities examined 

in this study. In this chapter, I discuss the research findings that emerged from the “frequent, 

dominant, or significant themes” of empirical material (Thomas, 2006, p. 238). By condensing 

empirical material into summaries and establishing links between the findings, I discuss patterns 

and themes to emerge from the study. The organization of patterns and themes enabled me to 

understand the case and discover findings (Simmons, 2009). The three research sites also 

allowed me to identify common practices and concepts or identify differences at all three sites 

for the analysis. Similarities and differences in an instrumental case study provide “insight into a 

particular issue” (Simons, 2014, p. 459). Through an exploration and analysis of empirical 

material, I incorporate notable excerpts obtained through my research methods: talking to people, 

observations, and document analysis. The excerpts illustrate specific practices, processes, and 

individual perceptions from collaborative governance structures relative to this study. 

 The purpose of this study was to explore three different partnerships between disc golf 

associations and municipal government park and recreation departments. A small sample of 

research sites (three) provided me an opportunity to uncover, in detail, empirical material for 

each site. An instrumental case study approach (discussed in Chapter 3) provides an opportunity 

to explore collaborative governance “to produce findings and an overall understanding (or 

theory) of the case” (Simmons, 2009, p. 116). Therefore, the analysis below is an interpretation 

of the research findings from this study related to literature covered previously in this project.  

I examine the various models of collaborative governance for public recreation 

administrators and disc golf associations. Although there are numerous differences identified 



151 
 

between each site, there are common patterns of governance amongst the three sites pertaining to 

financing, maintenance, and special events. I then identify how these patterns of collaborative 

governance and partnership support the notion that disc golf associations, as voluntary 

organizations, are components of a “shadow state apparatus” (Wolch, 1990; Wolch 2006). I then 

consider how disc golf is situated in the entrepreneurial city amidst decreased budgets for 

municipal parks and recreation. As a key component of my research questions, I propose public 

disc golf space is better identified as quasi-public space. Next, I examine how economic 

development, social inclusion, and public health are weighed into decision making for public 

recreation in regards to disc golf. Finally, I examine collaborative governance of public 

recreation and sport, broadly, using examples from this study. Based on my findings, I provide 

recommendations incorporating collaborative governance into practice for parks and recreation 

administrators and local, recreation/sport participants interested in developing and advancing 

partnerships for public recreation. 

Collaborative Governance 

   Collaborative governance, as I reviewed in Chapter 2, is an arrangement of leadership or 

regulation with multiple stakeholders and entities working together through a collective process 

of decision-making. Ansell and Gash (2008) defined collaborative governance as: “a governing 

arrangement where one or more public agencies directly engage non-state stakeholders in a 

collective decision-making process that is formal, consensus-oriented, and deliberative and that 

aims to make or implement public policy or manage public programs or assets” (p. 544). 

Collaborative governance has been attributed by scholars to the rise of neoliberalism, free-

market economic orthodoxy, and to failures associated with implementation of devolution 

(Ansell & Gash, 2008; Elwood & Leitner, 2003; Ghose, 2005; Roy, 2015). Through this study, 



152 
 

concepts and ideologies of neoliberal policy and increased focus on free-market economic 

orthodoxy were apparent; however, the most evident theme to emerge was related to the 

outcomes associated with devolution. At all three sites, devolution impacted the resources 

available for municipal public recreation. 

 Disc golf is a relatively new form of sport and/or recreational activity in the United 

States. Participation rates of disc golf, although exponentially rising, have yet to attain similar 

participation rates of more longstanding sports such as baseball, soccer, and football. As such, 

disc golf is not an apparent site of neoliberal policy and is (very) slowly becoming a site for free-

market, revenue generating sport. One park administrator in the study was enthusiastic about a 

travel baseball tournament in his city with “sold out hotels.” He further explained:  

There’s nine weekends that are just completely sold out, you can’t get a room from here 

to Victory.20 And that’s a major impact to the city as far as revenue and our restaurants 

and even convenience stores and drug stores. (Casey, personal communication, May 2, 

2016)  

Baseball, in this instance, is perhaps related to economic impact. However, as a popular form of 

public recreation with free-to-play courses in public parks, the effects of devolution, and more 

specifically decreased funding for public recreation, have influenced the ways in which disc golf 

is planned, implemented, and managed.  

 Public recreation in the United States was once financed, delivered, and managed by 

municipal governments, “however, the increase in fiscal responsibilities of local governments 

associated with devolution has reduced the willingness and/or ability of municipalities to provide 

parks and recreation services” (Joassart-Marcelli et al., 2011, p. 687). Public recreation is of less 

                                                 
20 Victory is a pseudonym to represent a major U.S. City in the northeast. 
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priority for municipal governments in relation to other public services (i.e. safety, transportation, 

and infrastructure) and is therefore often the first to be eliminated or undergo budget cuts (Burke, 

1998; Crompton, 2010; Inman, 1979; Kemp, 1997; Joassart-Marcelli, 2010). One of the 

outcomes is an increased reliance upon community volunteers, which was evident in this 

research project.  

Partnerships 

 In this project, I examined how local, voluntary, non-profit disc golf associations work 

with, or assist, municipal government park and recreation departments to plan, manage, and 

coordinate disc golf at public parks. Municipal P&R departments rely upon resources from local 

voluntary organization to provide sufficient public recreational services (Crompton, 1999; 

Joassart-Marcelli et al., 2011; Kemp, 1997; Perkins, 2009; Perkins 2010; Wolch, 1990). Kemp 

(1997) identified the organizational and procedural processes by which these departments 

operate: 

Most parks and recreation departments are operated by a small professional staff who 

work to leverage their services through a number of different creative management 

practices. These include using an increasing number of contract employees, seasonal 

workers, part-time employees, and community volunteers. (p. 232) 

Although there is evidence from this research that park administrators do rely upon contractual, 

seasonal, and part-time employees, the focus on this project is on use of community volunteers. 

Members of disc golf associations at each of the three research sites are volunteers.  

 As volunteers,21 members of the community have essentially entered into a collaborative 

governance structure not only to maintain, but also advance, disc golf in their community. The 

                                                 
21 Individuals of a DGA working with local public recreation administrators, in a voluntary capacity, is discussed in 
the next section: “Beyond the Shadow State” 
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level of involvement and control granted to each of the disc golf courses varied. Of the three sites 

identified, there were varying levels of engagement and support. The partnership model, 

however, aligns with the trend of relying upon voluntary organizations, user groups, and support 

groups. Kemp (1997) refers to these types of partnerships as professional staff working with 

support groups:  

These support groups frequently take the form of a legal nonprofit organization. Their 

goal is to actively promote services, conduct fundraising events, solicit private funds, and 

advocate for these community services. These groups are not a part of government. For 

this reason, it is sometimes easier for them to solicit funds from other nonprofit, private, 

and philanthropic organizations. (p. 241).  

This trend was further evidenced nearly 15 years later by Joassart-Marcelli et al. (2011) who 

suggested: “the nonprofit sector has been increasingly called upon to help maintain parks and 

recreational facilities, and organize sports and physical exercise” (p. 683).  

 Partnerships between nonprofit, voluntary organizations, and the city were utilized at all 

three sites. The City of Maduroville relies upon partnerships with a variety of sponsored and 

sanctioned leagues that are often sport or park specific. The MDGA is an example of a sponsored 

league partnership that communicates, and works, with the city to maintain the disc golf courses. 

Likewise, in Capital City, there are multiple partnerships between the city and specific interest 

groups (i.e. remote control car track, skate park, etc.). However, city administrators are also 

partnered with county officials for the oversight of Chase Utley Park. The public-public 

partnership is further extended, or perhaps complicated, by voluntary organizations that work 

with the city and county for their particular activity. The CCDGA working with both the city and 

county to maintain and advance the disc golf course in this park is a public-public-voluntary 
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partnership. The issue is further complicated through the input of “Friends of our Parks,” a 

nonprofit organization working directly with the City of Capital City. The partnership then 

becomes a conglomeration of public, nonprofit, and voluntary organizations working together in 

the park. 

In Stamford, the city uses a collaborative governance partnership for the overall 

management of several public parks. The two parks containing disc golf courses, Larry David 

and J.D. Rudy Parks, are managed by two nonprofit organizations, Ridgewood Preservation and 

Revitalization Council and Police Athletic League, respectively. The two organizations have 

daily operational, programming, and planning responsibilities for their respective parks. The 

SDGA works collaboratively with the two organizations to specifically manage disc golf within 

these parks while occasionally working with city officials. Additionally, PAL and RPAR work 

with other nonprofit and user support groups for oversight of specific activities within the park. 

Wilma referred to a number of partnerships to manage programs and activity spaces within the 

parks. The public-nonprofit-voluntary partnership is unique amongst the sites. The city has 

ultimately relinquished responsibilities of oversight to a nonprofit organization who then, in turn, 

works with voluntary organizations for the management of specific activities, programs, and 

spaces.  

 The expectations and responsibilities for the management of disc golf courses is not 

generalizably applied at each site; however, control and level of responsibility allotted to the disc 

golf associations is determined by the local parks and recreation department. Roles of actors 

within the partnership are fully determined by park and recreation directors. In the subsections 

below, I briefly review the roles and responsibilities of the three disc golf associations and city 

parks and recreation departments. From the research, the common aspects of course management 
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included funding, maintenance, special events, and future courses. Each of these general themes 

is further discussed throughout the other sections of Chapter 5 below.  

Financing 

The Capital City PRNA is responsible for the financial aspect of most course 

maintenance and equipment. The city covered the costs associated with implementing the 

courses at both Ryan Howard and Chase Utley Park. The baskets were purchased through the 

PRNA budget, the concrete for tee pads was poured by PRNA employees, and course signs are 

printed within the department. The grass is cut regularly and a parks maintenance crew visits the 

park at least once every two weeks for minor repairs. The CCDGA assists with minor course 

maintenance labor and also raises funding to contribute to the annual Capital City Open, hosted 

by the city. 

The initial implementation of disc golf courses in Stamford was funded through the city. 

The city purchased the baskets and installed the tee pads for both courses. Since the parks 

opened, the SDGA has funded a majority of the projects associated with replacing old or broken 

baskets, paid for new signs, and used association financing for tee pads. The association has also 

offered to purchase baskets, signs, and tee pads for a new course at another park, but have not 

been granted approval through the process. Additionally, the SDGA funds the annual Stamford 

Open, with little to no financial support from the city government. 

The first two parks opened in Maduroville were funded by the Parks and Recreation 

Department. The city purchased the 18 baskets at Schmidt Park and the first nine for South 

Maduroville Park. Several years later, they approved funding for an additional nine baskets. 

Casey suggested they have a small amount of money for capital improvements such as a new 

basket or tee pad, should one break at one of the parks. Conversely, the new course at Giancarlo 
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Park was funded through the efforts of a MDGA member. There was no public money used to 

purchase the baskets, signs, or tee pads at the park.  

Across the three research sites, a lack of funding is the most notable challenge for public 

recreation administrators. Carole, the Director of PRNA in Capital City, indicated funding 

prevents the Department from achieving the overall mission and purpose: “One of our goals, we 

kind of joke, is that we really want to be all things to all people. We can’t, but we want to be” 

(personal communication, April 20, 2016). Municipal government budget deficits restrict 

opportunities to satisfy all members of the community through public programming, 

maintenance, and amenities. Therefore, the proper maintenance of disc golf courses is dependent 

upon financial support from both park and recreation departments and disc golf associations. The 

contribution of each organization ranging from the labor associated with course maintenance to 

fundraising efforts subsidizes disc golf budgets.  

Maintenance 

The maintenance and overall management of public recreation facilities is more 

commonly becoming the responsibility of the nonprofit sector and voluntary organizations 

(Joassart-Marcelli et al., 2011; Kemp, 1997; Pincetl, 2003). The contributions of nonprofit 

organizations may prevent public parks, recreation centers, and greenspaces from closing. Disc 

golf associations support the ongoing efforts to maintain parks and prevent closure. There is a 

common thread in regards to basic maintenance at all three research sites. The city is responsible 

for basic course maintenance that is reflective of other park activities and spaces. In this regard, 

P&R employees are responsible for landscaping and the removal of objects on the course (i.e. 

broken tree limbs and branches). Furthermore, all three disc golf associations contribute to daily 

or weekly maintenance of the course. In addition to assisting with cleaning up trash, members of 
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the disc golf associations move the baskets to the different pin positions, make suggestions 

regarding the modification or relocation of a hole, and host workdays. Maintenance is a 

universally recognized joint responsibility of disc golfers and recreation administrators.  

Quality course maintenance is dependent upon support and financial resources from both 

municipal government and disc golf associations. Three uniquely different maintenance 

approaches emerge from the research sites. In Capital City, Cole, a Recreation Specialist, is both 

professionally and personally invested in the sport. As both a city employee and disc golf 

enthusiast, he is able to incorporate the proper needs associate with proper course maintenance 

and also relies upon his relationship with members of the disc golf association. In addition to the 

employees reporting directly to his position, he utilizes support from other PRNA divisions, such 

as maintenance employees within the Parks Division. Furthermore, he acknowledges his own 

personal experience with course maintenance and empowers members of the disc golf 

association to assist with course maintenance. The collaborative partnership is an efficient means 

to combine resources from both organizations to produce the most optimal outcome.  

Contrarily, in Maduroville, support from Casey and the P&R Department is less evident. 

Unlike in the Capital City, where the PRNA Department recently fixed the concrete for three tee 

pads at Chase Utley Park, members of the MDGA recently replaced a tee box at the SoMa 

course. Casey, the Parks Superintendent, referred to a small maintenance staff to cover an 

abundance of park grounds. Therefore, if the users of the disc golf course would like to have a 

new tee box fixed, they are essentially responsible for the maintenance and replacements. More 

evident, the P&R Department did not assist with installing baskets or tee pads at the new course 

in Giancarlo Park. Kevin led the entire undertaking of building the new course.  
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Based on the governance structure in place at Stamford, having more people involved in 

the management of the parks and courses would lead me to believe there would be numerous 

opportunities for course maintenance through the contributions of Stamford P&R, the PAL, 

RPAR, and the SDGA. However, members of the SDGA do not recognize much support from 

other organizations. They report being responsible for the maintenance of the course. The 

governance structure with a nonprofit organization between the DGA and P&R Department may 

obstruct the relationship between networked members. Furthermore, there appears to be little 

ongoing support for disc golf from the City of Stamford. The relationship (marriage) between 

Liz, the Executive Director of RPAR, and Ryan, the Vice President of the SDGA, may allocate 

additional resources to disc golf at Ridgefield Park, but there is little ongoing support for other 

parks. As a result, the DGA membership is the primary provider of maintenance for the disc golf 

courses in Stamford. 

Special Events 

Throughout the year, there are several disc golf events at each site. As a new 

organization, MDGA hosts fewer events in comparison to Stamford and Capital City who have 

multiple years of experience and a larger target market. Fundraisers are a common event type 

hosted by the disc golf associations providing funding to the club budgets which is then used 

directly for DGA members or indirectly donated to the city through purchasing new baskets or 

for PDGA events. Annual PDGA affiliated events are hosted in Capital City (Capital City Open) 

and Stamford (Stamford Open); however, the Capital City Open is hosted through a joint effort 

of the Capital City PRNA and CCDGA whereas the Stamford Open is hosted solely by the 

SDGA.  
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Special events can directly generate alternative forms of revenue for the disc golf in 

public parks. The direct revenue from a disc golf tournament is deposited into the association’s 

budget. The money is then used to benefit club members, replace items on a course, or used for 

future special events. The collaborative governance structure between P&R Departments and 

DGA’s creates opportunities to combine public funding with non-public funding. Public 

recreation administrators may utilize these funds for course planning and repairs. Thus, it is 

beneficial for public recreation administrators to waive the rental fee that may be charged for 

usage of park space. Although the short-term revenue of a rental fee may benefit the P&R 

department, allowing the DGA to use the space for “free” creates an opportunity to utilize these 

funds later as opposed to allocating capital budgets in the future. Furthermore, the use of public 

space by the DGA is not necessarily detracting from alternative forms of revenue as there is less 

likely a chance another organization would specifically rent or reserve a disc golf course. Special 

events can create a win-win situation whereas P&R Departments create alternative future 

funding streams and DGA’s raise money to invest into the future development of disc golf.  

Future Course Development 

The development of new courses appears to differ for each site due to the availability of 

resources or level of support from constituents. In Maduroville, the Shrop at Giancarlo Park 

opened in January 2016 and there are no other plans for a future course in the near future from 

both the MDGA and city’s perspective. In Stamford, the SDGA has been actively attempting to 

open a new course in a public park but has yet to obtain permission from city administrators. 

There are talks of several new courses in Capital City in the near future. City and county 

administrators intend to fund a majority of the new courses with guidance from the CCDGA. 
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There has been an exponential increase in the number of courses in the United States. 

Although a majority are free-to-play courses in public parks, there is also interest in creating 

private courses. Private courses often restrict access, charge a user fee, and are perceived by 

some disc golfers as higher quality courses. As disc golf continues to develop and regular 

participation rates increase, disc golfers may seek private courses that are less crowded and/or 

more challenging. However, the collaborative governance structure of managing courses in 

public parks is advantageous, given the contribution of resources provided by members of the 

disc golf community and P&R departments. Unlike the private sector, the public sector can 

reduce the costs associated with not only opening a new course (such as Giancarlo Park in 

Maduroville), but also the required ongoing maintenance that can be outsourced to disc golf 

associations.  

Lastly, disc golf is currently viewed by many P&R departments as a recreational activity 

as opposed to a for-profit sport (i.e. ball golf). The public recreation departments included in this 

study do not host public leagues (as they do with youth and adult leagues in other sports) and 

provide accessible, free opportunities for participation. Unlike other revenue-generating sports, 

disc golf courses can be designed to circumvent already existing recreational spaces. Public 

recreation administrators can incorporate free and accessible courses in public parks for a 

relatively low financial investment while satisfying departmental missions and goals of 

providing recreational opportunities.  

Beyond the Shadow State 

 In Chapter 2, I examined the influence of the political and economic transformation in the 

United States from a socially oriented, welfare state to a market state orientation. As such, the 

administration and responsibility of socially-oriented government services is centered on 
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privatization, deregulation, and outsourcing. One of the outcomes, according to Wolch (1990) 

was the emergence of a “shadow state apparatus” which she described as “a para-state apparatus 

comprised of voluntary organizations” (p. 4). One and a half decades later, Wolch (2006) 

reexamined the shadow state apparatus as the foreword to an edited book examining 

voluntarism: 

Over the past two decades, the role of the non-profit, voluntary sector in the world of 

Western capitalist countries has been thrown into high relief. The sector has grown 

remarkably, expanding its activities and geographic reach… Pressures to restructure the 

welfare state and to incorporate civil society organisations, such as foundations and non-

profit institutions, into the state apparatus, have intensified. (p. xii). 

Although most of the scholarly work regarding the shadow state has focused on broader social 

issues, such as health, immigration, housing, and social welfare programs, the shadow state 

apparatus appears to be intrinsically evident in the governance of public, municipal park and 

recreation services and more so in regards to unconventional sports, such as disc golf.  

 Non-governmental agencies, such as voluntary sector organizations, have been “called 

upon” to maintain, manage, and organize public recreation (Joassart-Marcelli et al., 2011, p. 683, 

Perkins, 2010; Pincetl, 2003). Houlihan (1997) highlighted examples of service provision being 

transferred to voluntary sector partners in New York: “Voluntary organisations now organise 

youth soccer with the city only providing the pitches. Similarly, the city’s ice rink is rented to a 

local club which also provides a coaching service to the general public” (p. 142). In all three 

cities, public recreation is reliant upon voluntary sector organizations. Stamford relies upon the 

Police Athletic League and other NGOs to manage parks. Maduroville has “sanctioned leagues” 

such as the local Little League organization and sponsored leagues but work with both similarly 
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to provide public recreation opportunities. Capital City works with several organizations, such as 

the Amateur Softball Association, a not-for-profit organization, for the management of the adult 

softball league and several user groups of niche sports like the remote control track and skate 

park.  

 In the foreword, Wolch (2006) discussed four themes to emerge over the last two 

decades. First, she suggested the “contemporary political-economic shifts,” coupled with “the 

pursuit of a voluntary sector fix,” have posed challenges to protect state authority with varying 

levels of flexibility and control (p. xiii). Secondly, the demands and standards for voluntary 

organizations have altered the ways in which organizations operate in regards to goals, service 

delivery, and staffing. Third, the collaboration or partnership may “mute advocacy and activism” 

which can “promote or hinder interorganisational service delivery coordination and network 

formation” (p.xiii). Lastly, devolution has created a “complex, fragmented landscape of 

voluntarism” in which voluntary organizations are dependent upon government policy and 

programming.  

 At the forefront of this project, disc golf associations were viewed as voluntary 

organizations. The genetic composition of all three organizations consists of non-parks and 

recreation administrators, volunteering time and other personal resources, to expand and grow 

disc golf. Similar to the growth of disc golf, the emergence of these organizations is consistent 

with grass roots growth as individuals in one municipality replicate other clubs and associations, 

after talking with other disc golfers in other geographic locations. All three clubs identified as 

“non-profit” or “not-for-profit” organizations created for and by disc golfers with similar 

interests to make disc golf better in their city. In this regard, reflecting upon the four themes 

discussed above by Wolch, these clubs are ‘flexible” while operating within both organizational 
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and government control. Likewise, each organization, despite similar missions, goals, and 

objectives, operates differently based upon the local disposition of the city government. Disc golf 

associations are limited in their inter-organizational service delivery by government control and a 

lack of resources.  

 According to Kodras (1997), the opportunity or capacity to assume responsibility is 

“defined by the extent to which fiscal resources, expertise, infrastructure, and political will exist, 

or can be cultivated, within particular localities” (p. 88). Localities, she continued, molded by 

distinctive economic characteristics, political practices, and social relations which contribute and 

“create specific institutional contexts—accretions of organizational experience and political 

seasoning, capital and infrastructure—that shape the capacity of governmental and 

nongovernmental organizations and groups in each jurisdiction” (Kodras, 1997, p. 88). As a 

result, the ways in which government, nonprofit, and community groups respond to government 

restructuring will vary extensively. This was evidently apparent in this study. The system, 

structure, and processes of the varying organizations were substantively different at each of the 

sites. Although there are macro-level similarities between two or three of the sites, the micro-

level similarities varied, as I discuss throughout this chapter.  

 Voluntary activity is often difficult to define due to a variety of factors, such as the 

diversity of roles, activism, advocacy, leisure or cultural pursuits, and the blurred boundary 

between public, voluntary, and private sector provision (Anheier, 2005; Milligan & Conradson, 

2006), disc golf associations can be classified as voluntary sector organizations. According to 

Milligan and Conradson (2006), “the voluntary sector can be viewed as comprising organizations 

that are formal, non-profit distributing, constitutionally independent of the state and self-

governing” (p. 3). All three of the associations included in this study meet these criteria in that 
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they are self-governing, adhere to organizational bylaws independent of the government, 

formalized, and redistribute all financial income to advance disc golf in their community for the 

public, rather than stakeholder benefit.   

 The members, and more specifically board members, of disc golf associations, obtain 

both formal and informal “power” to make decisions within the purview of government control. 

To this extent, board members are representing the disc golf community to advance the sport. In 

all three organizations, board members are voted in by members of the disc golf association in 

accordance to the bylaws of the club. In order to be selected to a board position or obtain voting 

rights, an individual must join the organization. The organizations state membership is not 

contingent upon race, gender, religion, or age, amongst other potentially discriminatory factors 

and membership is open to everyone. Membership dues range between $15 and $35 per year, 

making the cost affordable to most of the people currently interested in playing disc golf. 

Overall, the individuals serving as members of the board are willing to take on the 

responsibilities associated with the position, in a voluntary manner, with no perceived 

compensation or benefits other than representing self, participant, or group interests.  

 However, the opportunity or prospect to advance disc golf remains under the discretion of 

the municipal government—be it approval from the parks and recreation department or 

city/county commissioners. In all three cities, for example, at least one member of the disc golf 

association has a key to move the baskets. Commonly, holes on a disc golf course have multiple 

pin positions to allow the course to be changed for varying reasons. A metal “sleeve” is 

positioned in the ground for which the basket is inserted and the baskets are locked into the 

sleeve. The disc golf association and the city each have a key for the locks allowing the club to 

freely move the baskets without obtaining permission from the city. However, this authority is 
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removed or abstained for city-run events in the park, like the 4th of July Celebration in Capital 

City. The baskets for certain holes are removed completely from the course and disc golf is not 

permitted to be played the day of the event or preceding days during the event setup. 

Furthermore, if the club wanted to create a brand new pin position or move a current sleeve, they 

must obtain permission from the city.  

 Overall, despite opportunities to advance the interests of disc golf associations and 

influence the decision making process of courses, DGA’s are bound to the final decisions made 

by public administrators. In some instances, the disc golf association may be the primary sources 

for labor and use association funds to maintain the course; however, they are still restricted on 

what can occur within that given space. The DGA obtains permission to use the course for 

special events and must work with public recreation administrators to schedule the use of space 

accordingly. Access to the park is often dependent upon the scheduling of other activities within 

the park.  

For the Capital City Open, the disc golf course was closed to the general public. 

Although over 175 people were playing in the tournament, access to the course was restricted to 

casual players and individuals not interested in registering. Furthermore, the courses are closed 

for other special events throughout the year such as the July 4th Celebration. For Capital City, the 

courses are mostly funded by the City; however, the course at Giancarlo Park in Maduroville was 

funded through non-governmental sources and Maduroville could restrict access to the 

individuals paying for, and building, the course for non-disc golf special events. Despite 

“ownership” of the property within this public space, access is granted or denied through the 

shadow state apparatus.  
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Disc Golf Associations in the Entrepreneurial City 

  A shift in urban governance from “managerialism” to “entrepreneurialism” shifted the 

focus of government functions from the local provision of public services to increased 

exploration of strategies and policies to promote growth (Hall & Hubbard, 1998; Harvey, 1989, 

p. 4). The “era of entrepreneurialism” focused on a “combination of boosterist strategies and 

policies designed to promote growth,” assemblage of local resources, and public-private 

partnerships in response to government devolution, dismantling, and privatization (Hall & 

Hubbard, 1998, p.8; Harvey, 1989; Leitner, 1990). As a result, municipal governments, and more 

specifically municipal park and recreation departments, rely on alternative and creative methods 

for providing public services and generating revenue (Howell, 2008; Perkins, 2010). Crompton 

(1999) argued municipal park managers act as entrepreneurs in a public sector environment in 

that “they seek creative, resourceful ways of using their scarce funds to leverage substantial 

additional resources through partnering with a wide range of business, nonprofit, and other 

government entities… to yield the maximum possible social and economic benefits” ( 

p. 10). Houlihan (1997) envisaged public recreation budgets will continue to decrease and more 

creative methods of attaining funding will occur.  

 All three DGA’s operate as nonprofit or not-for-profit organizations in partnership with 

the local public recreation administration and nongovernment organizations. Wolpert (1997) 

indicated nonprofits serve as service providers in their communities, reduce financial burden on 

the local government, spend money in their own communities, and are influential in public 

affairs. As I discuss below, a nonprofit DGA is the front-line provider of disc golf to the local 

community by maintaining the course and teaching novice disc golfers how to play. Their work 

reduces the financial responsibility of public recreation departments for efficient service 
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provision, live in their city and often shop “locally,” and use relationships established by 

different club members to influence public policy and affairs. However, the voluntary labor of 

DGA members and the financial resources solicited through fundraising efforts are often aligned 

with services the donors and volunteers use themselves and is not redistributed directly to other 

charities or populations in the community (Wolpert, 1997).  

 A major characteristic of the era of entrepreneurialism is an attempt to stimulate local 

economic growth. Interestingly, only one of the public recreation administrators directly 

discussed economic growth as a factor for the development of disc golf in their city. In Capital 

City, disc golf is currently being marketed as a sport to attract participants from other cities and 

states. Currently, marketing efforts highlight the numerous and aesthetically pleasing trails 

throughout the city and county. Disc golf, circumventing or adjacent to several of the trails, fits a 

similar mantra with aesthetically pleasing landscape, elevation changes, and a warm yearly 

climate. Members of the CCDGA, both city and county administrators, and commissioners, 

would like to design a pro-level course to attract future professional disc golfers for the Capital 

City Open. Current PDGA tournaments with the top pro disc golfers not only attract a larger 

number of participants, but also spectators. The pro-level course is being touted as an 

opportunity to increase tourism. The physical space of the course, similar to the trails, can be 

incorporated into the marketing strategy for people to visit Capital City. 

 Contrarily, the City of Stamford and City of Maduroville do not consider local economic 

growth to occur directly through disc golf. Maduroville, a small city between two national tourist 

destinations, is reliant upon larger and more popular sports, such as baseball to foster local 

economic growth. Casey compared the potential impact of disc golf to baseball:  
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I mentioned before we have the perfect game. Perfect game is just going into their third 

year with the city of Maduroville. Hotels are sold out. There’s nine weekends that are just 

completely sold out, you can’t get a room from here to Victory. And that’s a major, major 

impact to the city as far as revenue and our restaurants and even convenience stores and 

drug stores and Wawa’s. So, I’m not discouraging disc golf for that type of level of play, 

it’s just that we have to be very conscious of managing time and slots in any specific 

weekend. (personal communication, May 2, 2016) 

He explained that 118 baseball teams would be playing baseball in Maduroville during Memorial 

Day Weekend in comparison to the 30 or so people that would show up to the “SoMa Mayhem” 

PDGA disc golf tournament the same weekend. 

 Despite administrators in Maduroville and Stamford not directly citing economic benefits 

for local economic growth, members of the disc golf association assert disc golf has an economic 

impact. One disc golfer in Maduroville visited Florida this past fall for a weekend centered on 

playing multiple courses. Although he stayed with a friend, he told me he flew down to Florida, 

rented a car, ate his meals at local restaurants, and visited local breweries. He has been an 

advocate for improving the courses in Maduroville so that people are excited to visit on their way 

to the shore or while visiting Victory.  

 The three sites included in this case study are constrained by financial limitations to 

provide efficient, government-based, public park and recreational services. Therefore, they must 

assemble a variety of local resources such as voluntary labor and funding. The park and 

recreation administrators spoke directly about how a lack of funding has not only influenced 

programming and services, but also staffing levels necessary to sufficiently maintain parks and 

programs. The lack of funding for labor has led to a “roaming” crew of municipal government 
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park maintenance staff who are responsible for multiple parks spread throughout the city. The 

Superintendent of Recreation in Maduroville, Casey, stated: “with only 8 guys, 4 guys working 

parks and grounds and 4 guys working recreation, it’s a big undertaking to keep going from park 

to park” (personal communication, May 2, 2016). The same sentiment was echoed by Cole: “We 

have a roaming crew that covers Ryan Howard so they go to other parks as well” (personal 

communication, April 18, 2016). Similarly, in Stamford, where some of the parks are “managed” 

by non-government organizations, the parks and recreation department has a few maintenance 

guys spread throughout the different parks to handle many of the larger issues.  

 A lack of staffing and financial resources stresses necessary reliance on volunteer labor 

and external fundraising; the disc golf associations partially fulfill this void. At all three sites, the 

DGA is, at the very least, partially responsible for regular course maintenance such as moving 

baskets, cleaning up trash, planting trees, and removing debris (for images, see Appendices D, E, 

& F). Additionally, disc golfers provide daily or weekly observations of the park to provide 

feedback to city administrators for more serious maintenance issues. With a limited number of 

staff and hundreds or thousands of acres to manage, disc golfers serve as “volunteer” labor. As 

Cole alluded, having someone on the ground and communicating with the city is essential: 

They help, they volunteer. It’s another great thing that they’re out there so much. They’ll 

pick up trash. It’s just wonderful because we have the ability to just send a text and a 

picture of a problem and sometimes it’s’ an immediate problem. I need to know, like hey, 

there’s a big ass branch hanging down about to kill somebody or whatever it is and like I 

said, for me not having to be able to be out there all the time, that’s tremendous. That also 

saves us in the long run with certain things. And that’s being out there and being active. 

They also probably prevent other things from happening in the park, just cause they’re 
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there. Just by being a lot of bodies running around that place, that somebody else wants to 

do something they’re not supposed to be doing sometimes. They’re maybe going 

somewhere else. (personal communication, April 18, 2016). 

In addition to keeping the park clean or making administrators aware of issues, the presence of 

the disc golf association aids in promoting safety in the parks. Having people in the park was 

also a factor in the development of the Ridgewood Disc Golf Course in Stamford: 

They were taking these old homes, beautifying them, and making, beginning to 

reinvigorate this area called Ridgewood. The park is a lot of times and especially in the 

location where it is, has the potential to draw a lot of negative or unsavory characters just 

because of the location. And she was just trying to get more use of the park, more foot 

traffic, in order to try to minimize or start to push this back. (James, personal 

communication, April 26, 2016). 

Disc golf, through the perspective of some park administrators and DGA board members, can aid 

in the gentrification process of urban areas, such as the Ridgewood Neighborhood.  

 In regards to funding the courses, a majority of the courses included in this study were 

established between 10 and 25 years ago. While historical information about these courses was 

difficult to determine, the general consensus is that the parks and recreation department 

subsidized the initial cost of implementing the course. However, clubs are often held responsible 

for financing upgrades and renovations to these courses (i.e. broken baskets or signs, new tee 

pads, etc.). As James in Stamford stated: “any repairs, any signage, any improvements, any 

basket changes due to abuse or wear and tear, whatever the case might be, is not covered by 

anything other than the club” (personal communication, April 26, 2016). Likewise, Ryan said the 

SDGA recently paid for damaged signage at the Ridgewood Course. In Maduroville, Casey said 
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“if it’s just one or two baskets, we have enough in our general field maintenance budget to cover 

those costs” (personal communication, May 2, 2016). However, last year, the MDGA hosted a 

fundraiser to purchase two new baskets to expand the course by two holes. The city did not pay 

for the cost and instead relied upon the disc golf association to fund the expansion.  

Public and Private Space 

This is a pivotal moment for examining the politics of public space. The broad decay of 

twentieth-century American liberalism provides the crucial context for the restructuring of what 

counts as public space today, and this in turn was sparked by a range of social shifts and 

transformations: reactions against the liberatory maelstrom of 1960s politics; the implosion of 

official communism after 1989; and the consequent neoliberal onslaught after 1980s. Together 

these developments brought a trenchant reregulation and redaction of public space. A creeping 

encroachment in previous years has in the last two decades become an epoch-making shift 

culminating in multiple closures, erasures, inundations, and transfigurations of public space at 

the behest of state and corporate strategies. (Smith & Low, 2013, p. 1).  
 

The primary focus of this study was to explore the ways in which public disc golf courses 

are managed and governed. However, in order to focus on “public” courses, as opposed to 

“private,” I first needed to establish a demarcation of public disc golf courses. As indicated by 

Smith and Low above, the conceptualization of public space has been, and continues to be, 

altered, by part, through neoliberal doctrine. The conceptualization of tangible, physical space as 

public or private is conceivably influenced through our own perceptions of space. Entering into 

this study, based upon literature review and my own experiences, I had a preconceived 

perception of what is meant by “public” and “private” space.22 Smith and Low (2013) provided a 

general understanding of public space: 

Public space is traditionally differentiated from private space in terms of the rules of 

access, the source and nature of control over entry to a space, individual and collective 

behavior sanctioned in specific spaces, and rules of use. Whereas private space is 

                                                 
22 For the purposes of this section, space represents the tangible, physical space as opposed to a more abstract and 
imaginable understanding of space. 
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demarcated and protected by state-regulated rules of private property use, public space, 

while far from free of regulation, is generally conceived as open to greater or lesser 

public participation. (p. 4) 

This definition helps classify the spaces we encounter and engage with on a daily basis. 

Although the intent of this study is not specifically on public and private space, the notion of 

what is perceived as public space is vital for understanding the scope of public disc golf courses.  

 In order to establish guidelines to determine which courses were located in public or 

private space, I relied upon information and feedback from research participants and a search of 

the internet for perceived classification of courses. Chase Utley Park, for example, is a course 

located within a Capital City Park which I was able to easily access on a Saturday afternoon. 

After reading about the course online, I drove to the park, found the disc golf course, and walked 

right onto the course. Throughout my interviews with key constituents from the disc golf 

association and city parks and recreation department, the course was consistently toted as a 

“public course, which is free to play.” Additionally, Disc Golf Course Review lists the course as 

a free, public course.  

 Contrarily, in some instances, classifying the course as public was less ambiguous. One 

example was a course in Stamford, the Four Palms Disc Golf Course located in J.D. Rudy Park, 

which is a free course and is considered the “home” course for the local disc golf association. 

During the interview, James paused and said “well not exactly” when asked if the course was 

public. He went on to explain: “The course is located on city property and it’s free to play, but 

the city does not manage the park. The Police Athletic League actually oversees the park and its 

budget” (personal communication, April 26, 2016). Likewise, the most recently opened course in 

Maduroville, The Shrop at Giancarlo Park, is a course in a public park, but the baskets, tee pads, 
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and signs were purchased through fundraising efforts by a local disc golf club member. When 

asked if the course was public, he said:  

Well, yeah, the course is public in that anyone can go play since it’s in a public course. 

But, the baskets are mine. Me, and my dad, and two buddies went out and put all of the 

baskets in. I can technically go in and take them out whenever I want. (Kevin, personal 

communication, April 13, 2016) 

 In these two specific instances, while the course is located on publicly owned land, there are 

potentially unclear perceptions of the course as a “public” space. In the following section, I 

examine public and private space as it relates to disc golf courses in this study.   

“Public” and “Private” Courses 

 There are several ambiguities regarding the classification of disc golf courses as either 

“public” or “private” courses. In several instances, categorization is perhaps dependent upon an 

array of factors and a course classification is contingent upon one’s definition of public and 

private. As Mitchell (2003) states, “Public space occupies an important—but contested—

ideological position in democratic societies” (p. 130). The vagueness, at times, arguably blurs the 

dichotomous discourse of what is considered a public disc golf course. As such, the classification 

of disc golf courses can be situated on a spectrum ranging from fully public (left) to fully private 

(right). In recent years, scholars have indicated difficulty in distinguishing the difference 

between public and private space (Banarjee, 2001; Smith, 2014; Smithsimon, 1999; Voyce, 

2006). 

Distinguishing space as public or private is dependent upon a variety of factors including 

access, ownership, control, and management (Ercan, 2010; Nemeth & Schmidt, 2007; Smith, 

2014). Nemeth and Schmidt (2007) recognized places identified as “public space” are situated on 
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a continuum from private to public. Likewise, scholars have identified public space as “pseudo-

public” (Banarjee, 2001) and “third places” (Oldenburg, 1989), amongst other classifications. 

Banarjee (2001) centered pseudo-public space upon “privatized public spaces” and “publicized 

private spaces” as terms “used commonly to describe the corporate plazas and open spaces, 

shopping malls, and other such settings that are increasingly popular destinations for the public” 

(p. 12). Oldenburg (1989) described “third places” as “a generic designation for a great variety of 

public places that host the regular, voluntary, informal, and happily anticipated gathers of 

individuals beyond the realms of home and work” (p. 16). Although other terms have come to 

represent similar distinctions, and Banarjee uses the term more often to describe private space, I 

use the term pseudo-public as a classifier for some disc golf courses.  

Public space is dependent upon the processes by which space is produced. Accordingly, 

Mitchell (2003) specified:  

Public space must therefore be understood as always historically and socially contingent, 

even as it is politically necessary. Attention needs to be paid to the specific practices 

through which public space is produced and how the power to determine its use is 

arrayed. (p. 130) 

Public space is generated by the ways in which the space is owned, managed, and controlled. 

The collaborative governance strategy in place for the management of disc golf space further 

blurs the categorization of public disc golf courses to the extent that some disc golf courses can 

indeed be considered pseudo-public spaces.  

 At all three sites, municipal government included elected officials serving as Mayors and 

Commissioners. Within varying scopes of organizational bureaucracy, individuals are hired to 

fulfill roles within the Parks and Recreation Department. These individuals, under the ultimate 
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purview of elected officials, who are ideally elected through democratic processes, are tasked 

with representing the public recreational sphere. Facing budget cuts, the park and recreational 

administrators rely upon individuals from the voluntary to produce public space. The 

intervention by members of the local community alter “public” space leading to pseudo-public 

space. From simplistic examples (such as a member of the local DGA having a key to move 

baskets on the course) to more complex examples (such as corporately funded and privately 

owned baskets on public land), our understanding of public space is altered. The collaborative 

structure of governance for public disc golf courses is reliant upon the combination of resources 

from both the government and voluntary organizations.  

 Disc golf in the three research settings is uniquely positioned along the public spectrum, 

with Capital City operating as a public space, Stamford utilizing the most public-private 

partnerships, and Maduroville situated between the two. Revisiting some of the factors that 

determine public space (access, ownership, control, and management), this study highlights 

differences in each of these factors. Arguably, “public” disc golf courses are accessible to all. By 

this, I refer to disc golf courses in public parks that are, on most days, free to play and accessible 

by all members of the local community. There are no “greens fees” or tee times and outside of 

park rules or regulations that may restrict when an individual can enter the park (such as open 

from dusk to dawn), the courses are accessible for all. However, access can become complicated 

by special events and park user fees. Two weeks prior to the Capital City Open, a printed sign 

was posted on the tee pads of all 24 holes at Chase Utley Park informing casual players that the 

course will be closed to the general public on all three days of the Capital City Open. Similarly, 

the permit filed by the SDGA closes the course for the Stamford Open at West Beach. In this 

situation, the informal power allotted to the disc golf association, from the city, is reliant on how 
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power is being determines use and how that public space is produced. Similarly, although not 

specifically the case in the three research sites, a disc golf course within a 30-mile radius of 

Stamford is a “public park” charging an entry fee to the park. Although classified as a public 

course, the required payment to enter the course begins to restrict who can and cannot access the 

park.  

 Addressing ownership, the public courses are situated and positioned within public 

municipal parks. For all intents and purposes, the park is funded by the public and under the 

purview of elected officials in the community. However, as noted in both Stamford and 

Maduroville, several of the necessary elements that make up the course, such as the tee pads, 

baskets, and signs, are not “owned” by the city. At Giancarlo Park in Maduroville, the concrete 

tee pads, signs, and baskets were purchased through fundraising efforts and course sponsors. As 

Kevin stated, he can go to the park and remove the baskets. The city has ownership the land, but 

the components of the course are privately owned. A similar situation occurred in Stamford 

where the SDGA has relied upon financial resources from the club’s budget to fix baskets and 

signs. Although to a much lesser extent, members of the CCDGA have utilized baskets from club 

members to build temporary courses for fundraisers (with the money being donated to the city) 

and even temporary baskets at varying times while new baskets are being ordered to replace 

stolen and broken baskets.  

 Control and management of the courses are perhaps the most influential factors creating 

pseudo-public space. At all three sites, management of disc golf courses is a collaborative effort 

between the city and non-government organizations. Likewise, although control is mostly under 

the purview of city administration, disc golf associations assume sub levels of control within 

predefined parameters in the parks. The management of space, ranging from landscaping to 
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course design to maintenance of course components (i.e. baskets, tee pads, signs, etc.), is a joint 

effort between DGA’s and city staff. In some instances, members of the DGA serve as they eyes 

and ears on the course and relay course issues to city administrators. In other instances, the DGA 

hosted “work” days, bringing personal wheel barrels, shovels, and chainsaws to the course as 

volunteer laborers. The courses are designed and redesigned by disc golfers and city staff 

members with reliance upon the technical knowledge off disc golfers and institutional knowledge 

of public policies and procedures. In Stamford, control and management is even more 

complicated as both courses are not only managed by city staff and the DGA, but also the 

nonprofit organizations (PAL and RPAR) who are responsible for each respective park. The joint 

collaboration is heavily dependent upon members not identified as public constituents.  

 The examples presented in the preceding paragraphs distort one’s understanding of public 

and private property. Although several courses are located in parks owned by the city, the 

contribution of free, voluntary labor and fundraising efforts to maintain the park are from non-

government employees and private financing. Baskets and material for signs and tee pads are 

property of private park users or purchased through donations from private organizations. The 

financial resources used to host “special” events within the parks are the result of fundraising 

efforts by nongovernment employees. The use of nongovernment funding and labor is further 

evidence of “an increasing amount of private ownership/management of public space” 

contributing to the “blurry distinction between public and private space” (Smith, 2014, p. 248).  

Special Events 

 Disc golf associations often run events ranging from weekly “handicaps” or “doubles” 

events to PDGA sanction tournaments. All three sites run weekly handicap or “tag” events for 

association members. Additionally, the three associations hosted one or more one-time events, 
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often for fundraising opportunities. Two of the sites, Stamford and Capital City, also host an 

annual PDGA sanctioned “Open” which draws both amateur and pro participants from not only 

the local disc golf scene but also from across the country. As Kemp (1997) noted, cities often 

hold annual events for different occasions with special events being sponsored by community 

clubs or organizations. He also indicated “many community events are provided by local 

nonprofit organizations who pay a fee to use parks and recreational facilities for their special 

events and programs” (Kemp, 1997, p. 227). Although weekly handicaps and doubles events do 

not require a “rental” fee or “reservation” at any of the sites, special events, provided by these 

local, nonprofit organizations vary in the ways in which they reserve or “rent” these public 

facilities. 

 The CCDGA hosted multiple fundraiser events for the Capital City Open. The Capital 

City Open is cohosted by PRNA and the CCDGA and the money raised at these fundraisers go 

towards the expenses to run the event. Since the revenue is aiding the city’s budget, the CCDGA 

does not need to reserve or rent the facilities. For other special events, “Friends of Our Parks” 

reserves the space which bypasses a rental fee. If the CCDGA were to host the event on their 

own, they would be required to pay the rental fee in order to reserve part of the park. This was 

the case for the Sick Hyzer Hurlers before the collaborative governance structure was established 

between the city and CCDGA. As Nick alluded, the cost was more than $300 for the Sick Hyzer 

Hurlers to reserve space in the park for the event. Today, as with all of the special interest groups 

working collaboratively with the city, Cole stated the city hosts “at least one competition a year 

that’s free and clear and does not cost them a dime” (personal communication, April 18, 2016). 

The courses at Chase Utley and Ryan Howard Parks were closed to the general public for the 

Capital City Open on June 11th and 12th. Signs were posted by Cole’s staff, on each tee pad sign, 
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a few weeks prior to the event to tell casual players the course will be closed on those days. The 

MDGA is not required to rent space for special events but they also run the events in a park that 

is not heavily populated by park-goers. For a fundraiser scheduled for Memorial Day Weekend 

in 2016, they hosted a PDGA tournament at South Maduroville Park. According to Casey, if they 

wanted to host the tournament at Schmidt Park, they would not be permitted as the park was 

open for the Perfect Game Baseball tournament (personal communication, May 2, 2016). They 

are required to tell the city about special events, but not to reserve or pay for space. The SDGA 

submits a permit application to PAL for the Stamford Open, but does not have to pay for the 

rental. However, similar to Maduroville, the SDGA is required to purchase insurance for the 

event that meets the standards of the park policies.  

 A majority of the special disc golf events are fundraisers. The revenue generated through 

these events is deposited to the club’s budget. They money is then used, by all three sites, to 

benefit the “public” courses or local government budget. In Capital City, the generated revenue 

is donated to the Capital City Open budget to assist with expenses related to the tournament. In 

Stamford and Maduroville, the money is often invested into the course. This was evident for the 

April fundraiser hosted by the MDGA in which the proceeds were used to purchase new signage 

for the course. In Stamford, the money is devoted to the Stamford Open as well as upgrading 

courses such as buying new signs at the Ridgewood course. 

 These special events are often not funded or sponsored by city government but appears to 

also not be a large fee associated with hosting the event for the disc golf associations. According 

to Kemp (1997), a common practice is to use sliding-scale user fee. Using a three-tiered fee 

policy: “For-profit groups pay the highest user fee, followed by a reduced fee for nonprofit 

organizations, and frequently no user fee is charged when a particular program is co-sponsored 
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by the city” (p. 249). Furthermore, he states these user fees are “typically charged for park usage, 

liability insurance coverage, and janitorial services, as well as for the use of specialized venues 

such as theaters, concert halls, and bandstands” (p. 231). The CCDGA can bypass these fees by 

hosting an event but keeping the course open to the public. Since there is no “user-fee” to play 

the course and it is accessible to the public, disc golfers are covered under standard insurance 

coverage and janitorial services. Since the Capital City Open is cosponsored by the city, they 

waive the fees and assume public liability (Kemp, 1997). The SDGA and MDGA have their own 

insurance, which is necessary to host large events in their cities. They can close the park to 

public by paying the necessary fee rental. 

Economic and Societal Impact of Disc Golf  

 The purpose and role of sport, recreation, and physical activity in the United States has 

arguably been “influenced by neoliberal ideas and beliefs” with a modern focus upon “elite, 

organized, competitive, and commercial sports” (Coakley, 2011, p. 74). The focus has shifted 

funding from sport for recreation and well-being to profit generating sport. Therefore, some have 

argued this funding allocation deducts resources from other public goods, including parks 

(Crompton, 1999). Furthermore, public parks are competing for facilities users with private 

health clubs and facilities (Garvin, 2000).  

More than 40 years after the first permanent course was established in the United States, 

disc golf is still a relatively new sport that has not reached EOCCS (“elite, organized, 

competitive, commercial sports”) status (Coakley, 2011). Although many in the disc golf 

community have alluded to the sport being elite, organized, competitive, and commercial with 

recent growth, there is no evidence to support a notion of discussing disc golf with EOCCS 

sports such as baseball, football, or basketball. There is an organizing and governing body of disc 
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golf, the PDGA which guides the direction of disc golf, but the organization is minimally 

influential in comparison to the NFL, MLB, NBA, or even the NCAA. There is a competitive 

and commercial aspect growing in the sport as events are offering larger purses for prize money 

and being broadcasted on the internet. A large international tournament held in May 2016 had a 

viewership of approximately 3,000 for the final hole of the top card. In the past year, multiple 

video highlights have been featured on ESPN’s daily “Top Ten” and there is certainly potential 

for the sport to grow.  

If disc golf cannot compete with EOCCS, how can we interpret or justify the growth of 

public disc golf courses during the last 15 years in the United States, a system emphasizing 

economic development and prosperity? There is simply not enough evidence to accurately 

provide a concrete answer. From an economic perspective, some of the more progressive 

opinions are operating under an assumption that as disc golf continues to grow, so too will 

opportunities for a stronger economic impact. Carole was the only public park administrator to 

reference economic impact although others in Capital City alluded to the possibilities of bringing 

more people to the city through disc golf. On the opposite side, Casey bluntly indicated he is 

more focused on baseball in Maduroville as it fills up hotels and brings money into the local 

economy. Still, multiple board members from the varying disc golf associations believe there is 

an economic value in hosting large, A-tier PDGA tournaments. This has been the driving force 

behind creating the new course at Arlington Park in Capital City—an opportunity to bring in not 

only participants, but disc golf spectators for a weekend. 

However, the purpose and mission of municipal park and recreation departments 

resonated in the conversations with public recreation administrators. The common theme to 

emerge was a dedication to creating healthy and accessible options of recreation for members of 
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the community. Essentially, they stated their job is to give the members of the community what 

they want within the constraints of resources. Casey, when asked if there is a financial incentive 

for disc golf, such as tourism, responded: “well, financially, no. But definitely recreation. 

Anything that’s recreational today for people to get out and exercise and enjoy our parks is 

definitely a benefit to this city” (personal communication, May 2, 2016). There is a perceptible 

possibility this type of response satisfies a warranted façade of public administration. The 

mission and purpose of a public parks and recreation department is positioned in a way that 

elected and hired city officials are acting on behalf of the community members, creating these 

types of opportunities. At the same time, the responses appeared to be more genuine than a 

simple façade. The city administrators I spoke with seemed sincere and ultimately want to 

advance the physical, social, and mental well-being of community members. When asked a 

similar question, Carole responded:  

We try to have a well-rounded department. We try to have well-rounded program offers 

and facilities. One of our goals, we kind of joke, is that we really want to be all things to 

all people. We can’t, but we want to be. So, we really want to have something for 

everybody and we recognize that disc golf is one of those emerging, you know sports, I 

wouldn’t say emerging, it’s emerged, but you know, certainly not your traditional 

basketball court kind of thing. It’s become one of standards that when we’re designing 

and talking about new parks, we have those and we look at that. (personal 

communication, April 20, 2016) 

In Capital City, disc golf fits into the standard of well-being but is also recognized as an 

emergent sport with some sort of future impact. 
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Through my analysis, the growth of disc golf and investment made by public recreation 

administrators has been to satisfy the local user group. However, they must also operate within 

the confines of reduced budgets. Disc golf courses, in the larger scheme, are cost efficient means 

of providing recreational opportunities. Revisiting Chapter 1, disc golf is relatively cheap 

(approximately $10,000 for a basic 18-hole course) and can be designed to capitalize on unused 

space within an already existing park. Therefore, a course is often an affordable means of 

creating new recreational opportunities for people in the local community. There are also 

opportunities for future economic impact, should the sport continue to grow both nationally and 

internationally.  

Collaborative governance and partnership arrangements transfer responsibility and 

delivery of public sector social services in response to the implementation of neoliberal agenda 

and devolution at the municipal level of government. Partnerships between public recreation 

administrators and disc golf associations appear to provide effective means for the management 

of disc golf in public parks. Voluntary labor and the production of additional revenue on behalf 

of a disc golf association counterbalance the effects of financial austerity for municipal 

governments. The governance model combines input, knowledge, and other intangible resources 

to efficiently govern disc golf in public parks. For many communities, the success (or failure) of 

disc golf is dependent upon the continued interaction and combination of resources between 

municipal park and recreation departments and disc golf associations. 

Collaborative Governance in Recreation/Sport 

Despite the use of collaborative governance for public service provision, little research in 

sport management addresses collaborative governance theory or practice. In an article published 

in Sport Management Review, Shilbury, Ferkins, & Smythe (2013) indicated “collaborative 
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governance theory has not yet entered the sport governance scholar conversation” (p. 351). 

However, it is worth noting some scholars have examined collaborative governance in sport. 

McDonald (2005) addressed partnership and governance theories related to sport policy while 

identifying limits and possibilities of effective partnerships. Although scholarship has more 

recently began to include collaborative governance in sport (see: Ferkins & Shilbury, 2015; 

O’Boyle & Shilbury, 2016; Shilbury, O’Boyle, & Ferkins, 2016), the focus is often on 

collaborative governance structures, models, and theories in sport for National Sport 

Organizations and federated structures external to the United States.  

  Although disc golf was the primary focus, different models and uses of collaborative 

governance were evident for the management of other sporting activities throughout the park and 

recreation structures in this study. Park and recreation administrators suggested they often 

partnered with local sporting organizations to manage public leagues and sport fields like 

baseball, softball, and soccer. The partnerships existed with both local (youth sports soccer 

league) and national governing bodies (i.e. Little League Baseball). Likewise, in Capital City, 

Cole partners with multiple local user-groups to manage specialized areas of parks. He referred 

to partnerships for the management of the skate park, BMX track, and remote control car track in 

his city. 

Partnerships between local sporting organizations and public recreation departments for 

what I consider term “traditional” recreational and sport activities (i.e. baseball, football, soccer, 

etc.) appeared to be more formal by nature. Many of these partnerships have been established for 

some time and appear to be mutually exclusive. The Little League organization in Maduroville 

offers three geographically defined youth baseball leagues played in public parks. The Little 

League handles registration, scheduling, and other league operations while the city provides and 
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maintains the fields. The sanctioned league includes membership to the national, annual Little 

League Championship (broadcasted through ESPN) and through this partnership, city P&R 

administrators have one less responsibility to provide a public form of competitive baseball.  

The partnerships established between local user groups of “non-traditional” sports and 

activities (i.e. disc golf, remote control car track, skate park, etc.) are structured differently. 

Whereas traditional sport partnerships focus on competitive leagues, these activities appear to 

have more focus on recreation and are perhaps separated and independent from “elite, organized, 

competitive, commercial sports” (Coakley, 2011). As less popular forms of recreation, there 

appear to be fewer participants/users, little or no commercial value, and informal participation.  

The effects of the neoliberal agenda, and more specifically devolution, on the national 

scale has influenced the ways in which public recreation administrators provide recreational 

amenities and services in local parks (Bowen, 2003; Crompton, 1999; Joassart-Marcelli, 2010; 

Joassart-Marcelli et al., 2011). Joassart-Marcelli et al. (2011) note “the increase in fiscal 

responsibilities of local governments associated with devolution has reduced the willingness 

and/or ability of municipalities to provide parks and recreation services” (Joassart-Marcelli et al., 

2011, p. 687). As a result, “the nonprofit sector has been increasingly called upon to help 

maintain parks and recreational facilities, and organize sports and physical exercise” (Joassart-

Marcelli et al., 2011, p. 683). Several scholars have addressed the benefits and challenges of 

collaborative governance (see “Collaborative and Shared Governance, Chapter 2).  

Although challenges from members of disc golf associations and municipal recreation 

administrators were apparent in this study, there appears to be a mutually beneficial outcome of 

collaborative governance for disc golf in public parks. In line with previous studies, municipal 

P&R administrators noted a lack of resources, and specifically financial resources, as a primary 
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challenge for providing efficient and satisfactory levels of public recreation. Likewise, the 

current state of sport and recreation is arguably situated within market-driven governance 

structures focused on competition, consumption, and commercialization (Coakley, 2011; Garvin, 

2000; Riess, 1989; Schimmel, 2006). Assuming P&R administrators are operating within this 

market orthodoxy, the resources that are available for public recreation will be allocated to sport 

and other forms of recreation that have the potential to derive economic benefits. The 

collaborative governance model, if properly implemented, can compensate for budgetary deficits 

by combining resources from the municipal government and local user group to not only initiate, 

but also advance, non-traditional and niche forms of recreation and sport at the local level. Based 

on the three research sites in this study, the growth of disc golf in these local communities is 

attributed to efficient collaborative governance models.  

Furthermore, the overall reduction in funding for municipal governments led to increased 

engagement by members of the local community. Some scholars suggested the collaborative 

governance model empowers citizens, (re)negotiates power structures, and addresses the 

concerns or ideas of particular interest groups (Elwood & Leitner, 2003; Ghose & Huxhold, 

2002; Kearns 1995; Jessop, 2002). The disc golf associations in this study negotiated power 

structures through partnerships and the management of public courses. Through this initiative, 

disc golf associations represent the local disc golf community by advocating for more courses 

and regular maintenance of current courses. Collaborative governance is one of the few models 

for citizen engagement to influence and change the provision of public recreation. Perkins (2010) 

indicated collaborative governance of public recreation should create a more democratic system 

of governance in that society decides where resources are distributed. Members of disc golf 
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associations can influence how resources are distributed for public recreation while gaining “a 

voice in planning and policy-making activities” in local governance (Ghose, 2005, p. 61). 

However, the value of market-based economics and local entrepreneurialism through 

collaborative governance of public recreation seeks to “economize” public parks (Mayer, 2007, 

p. 98; Perkins, 2010). Partnerships mobilize voluntary and non-profit organizations to engage in 

projects that generate economic value, including public recreational space (Perkins, 2009; 2010). 

Although members of a disc golf association are more engaged with the democratic process, 

their role as citizens can be defined by how they “perform actively” in society (Ghose, 2005, p. 

64). Lepofsky and Fraser (2002) contended importance of defining who is a citizen and what 

citizens have the right to claim particular space. They argue that citizenship is “a powerful 

discursive mechanism that interpolates and articulates an identity for those claiming rights to 

urban areas” (p. 127). In some instances, citizenship requires individuals to be entrepreneurial 

(Ghose, 2005; Rose, 2000). Members of DGA’s often operate as entrepreneurs in the market, 

attaining financial resources that are invested into local governance. Through special events and 

fundraising initiatives, members of DGA’s contribute financial resources “in order to claim a 

right to the city” (Ghose, 2005, p. 64). For disc golf associations, they are claiming space within 

city parks by contributing financially to outcomes of devolution.  

Overall, collaborative governance structures appear to align with the manifestation of 

neoliberal localization. The model emphasizes smaller government, increased contributions from 

citizens and voluntary organizations, and a focus on entrepreneurial modes of governance from 

both the municipal government and citizens. Collaborative governance of disc golf, as well as 

other nontraditional sports, although not flawless, does create efficient and productive means of 

managing sport and recreation. The governance structure provides a space for disc golf courses 
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to remain mostly “public” (or pseudo-public) as opposed to other outcomes of the neoliberal 

agenda such as privatization or eradication. An alternative model is privatizing public disc golf 

courses leading to reduced access, pay-to-play courses, less citizen engagement. At the very 

least, collaborative governance of disc golf does align with the purpose of many parks and 

recreation departments by creating accessible opportunities of recreation for physical, mental, 

and social health outcomes of the local community.  

Collaborative Governance for Parks and Recreation Administrators and Practitioners 

Municipal government budgetary deficits have reduced the amount of funding allocated 

to many municipal parks and recreation (P&R) departments in the United States. As a result, 

P&R administrators are expected to generate revenue and reduce expenses to balance the budget 

while meeting the needs of the community and maintaining quality programming, facilities, and 

services. Adapting a collaborative governance structure with voluntary user groups for sport and 

recreation services and facilities may alleviate budgetary deficit issues. Partnering with local 

voluntary user groups for the overall management of public recreation can foster quality 

recreational opportunities with minimal expenses. Below, I provide a summary of the key 

benefits for partnering with a voluntary organization to collaborative govern public recreation. 

For more information and specific examples from the research sites, please see Chapter 4. 

Parks and recreation departments often report a small number of full-time professional 

staff and part-time or seasonal employees that make it difficult to properly maintain facilities and 

provide proper programming. Partnering with members of the community who are interested in a 

particular sport or recreational opportunity provides voluntary labor to assist with public 

recreation operations. Members of voluntary organizations can assume partial responsibility for 

maintenance and facility upkeep as well as programming for formal and informal events and 
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leagues. However, for a successful partnership, it is vital that P&R departments engage with 

local citizens who are not only interested, but also vested, in advancing the sport or activity 

locally. In addition to disc golf, successful partnerships were evident for sports and activities 

such as skate parks, BMX tracks, and youth sport leagues. Specific to this study, disc golfers 

seem more than willing to contribute to maintaining disc golf courses by assisting with regular 

park maintenance, cleaning the park, clearing fairways, and replacing or removing tee pads, 

signs, and baskets. The contribution from disc golf associations provides free, dependable labor 

to supplement the labor efforts of P&R departments. 

In addition to an increase in labor, partnerships may also provide an alternative method of 

attaining new forms of revenue and decreasing expenses related to facility maintenance. The 

DGA’s in this study hosted multiple fundraising events. The funding was used to replace or 

purchase baskets, signage, and tee pads and hence reduced P&R expenses for course 

maintenance. For large, annual events, the revenue attained through fundraising efforts was used 

to host the event which attracted participants from other cities and states. Additionally, members 

of the DGA provide supplementary forms of event or course sponsorship. The members’ 

voluntary organizations often rely on their own personal, local network to secure sponsorship 

initiatives and other forms of raising funding.  

Lastly, and perhaps most importantly, local voluntary organizations provide knowledge 

about their sport or recreational activity that may not be available within municipal government. 

As the number of full-time employees in public recreation decreases, so do opportunities for 

employees to fully engage with the best practices of each recreational activity. Local user groups, 

such as a disc golf association, are familiar with the current trends and best practices of facility 

or course maintenance. Due to their engagement with the sport and desire to optimize their own 



191 
 

experience, they can provide specific knowledge or information to advance the overall 

management of the sport or activity. P&R administrators utilizing several partnerships with 

different user groups can capitalize on the sport-specific knowledge of local users while creating 

opportunities for citizen engagement in municipal government processes.  

Collaborative Governance for Disc Golf Associations and Other User Groups 

Funding for local public recreation has been reduced for many municipalities in the 

United States. As a result, the management of facilities, programming, and services is difficult 

for parks and recreation departments. The reduction in overall funding has resulted in 

user/facility fees, less resources for some recreational opportunities, and/or the elimination of 

recreational opportunities. Individuals in the local community who are passionate about specific 

forms of recreation, such as disc golf, can provide assistance to parks and recreation departments 

to maintain facilities, courses, and services. Below, based on the findings of this study, I provide 

recommendations for individuals (and groups of individuals) interested in advocating for a 

specific sport or recreational activity in their community by partnering with local parks and 

recreation administrators. For more information about specific practices or approaches, please 

see Chapter 4. 

I explored the ways in which members of the community worked with public recreation 

administrators to collaboratively manage disc golf in public parks. In each of the communities, 

disc golfers established nonprofit organizations, often referred to as disc golf associations 

(DGA). DGA’s work with parks and recreation administrators to host disc golf events, maintain 

public courses, and advocate for course improvements or new courses. Although research 

participants generally agreed disc golf courses would be available in public parks, the 
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widespread consensus related the success of disc golf in the locally community to the 

partnership. 

A quality partnership takes time to form and the process of establishing a quality 

partnership begins with the users. The first step is to establish a nonprofit organization with a 

small administrative board. The board members the group (and other informal users) and need to 

be organized and personable with above-average knowledge about the sport. Furthermore, the 

organization should create a mission and identify some general goals. Once the organization is 

established, one of the board members should contact a full-time employee with the parks and 

recreation department and request a meeting to discuss the organization’s future plans. In 

addition to broad, expected outcomes, the organization should state how it can assist the parks 

and recreation department by volunteering to help with facility maintenance, programming, and 

fundraising efforts.  

The organization also needs to establish a clear line of communication and establish trust 

with city employees. In addition to flexibility, arriving promptly to meetings, and offering to 

help with small tasks, the organization can begin to assist in other ways. For disc golfers, one 

specific (and easy) way is to host an event to clean the park. The initiative shows a willingness to 

contribute while establishing trust. Although it may seem advantageous to take on multiple tasks, 

start by offering to assist with small and easy to complete tasks that create a foundation for 

future.  

Once the line of communication and trust is established, user-group organizations can 

begin to assist in multiple ways. Specific to disc golf, DGA’s can help by offering to regularly 

move baskets from multiple pin positions, clear tee pads, clean up trash, and plant trees in the 

park. In situations where resources are available to fix tee pads or baskets, DGA’s can offer to 
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complete the labor. If the DGA does not have the available resources, they can serve as the “eyes 

and ears” on the course, identify issues, and communicate with parks and recreation 

administrators.  

Once there is an established partnership, the DGA should attempt to host multiple 

fundraising events. The revenue generated from the events can supplement the parks and 

recreation budget for course upgrades such as replacing broken baskets and signs. Furthermore, 

the DGA can utilize members to solicit funds and sponsors from the local community. The 

donated funds can aid in hosting additional tournaments and increase tournament prize values. 

Lastly, DGA’s should depend on their knowledge of disc golf. In all likelihood, employees from 

the parks and recreation department are not familiar with disc golf practices. If there are 

individuals in the community who understand course development and design or attend 

successful, annual tournaments, they can help make suggestions to more efficiently design 

courses or manage events. 

Limitations and Future Research 

The purpose of this project was to examine the collaborative governance structure of disc 

golf management through the perceptions and experiences of participants currently engaged in a 

form of collaborative governance. Although the results provide a framework for understanding 

collaborative governance models of disc golf, there were limitations to the study. I intended to 

interview approximately ten participants at each site. This was only feasible at one of the three 

sites, Capital City primarily due to the ease of access, quality of the relationship between the 

DGA and city, and number of participants actually engaging in decision making and 

management. In both Maduroville and Stamford, the disc golf association boards are smaller and 

they work directly with a limited number of people. The two disc golf courses in Stamford have 
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one representative from each of the nonprofits and the disc golf association has a weak tie with 

only one city administrator and one city maintenance employee. Casey is the lone representative 

of the city to interact with board members in the DGA. The network for collaborative 

governance is relatively small and limits the number of interview participants. 

Additionally, the average distance between the three sites is 678 miles. As a doctoral 

student with numerous responsibilities and a lack of funding for travel, I was unable to spend 

equal time at each site. I was able to interview multiple stakeholders and play at least one round 

at each “public” course. During all of the interviews, I asked participants to provide the name 

and contact information for all of the individuals they considered to be part of their collaborative 

governance network. Due to scheduling difficulties and my own limitations for travel, I spoke to 

multiple individuals on the phone or through email which may have constrained opportunities for 

follow up questions and personal reflection of body language during the conversation. 

Although the geographic and demographic differences of each site were beneficial, a 

similar study examining collaborative governance at three “neighboring” sites may be beneficial. 

Additionally, there may be value in selecting sites within the same state or geographic location 

such as San Diego, Los Angeles, and San Francisco in California or Richmond, Washington DC, 

and Baltimore in the Northeast. Furthermore, the study could include international sites where 

disc golf is growing. The European Open held June 2016 at the Nokia Sports Center 

DiscGolfPark in Nokia, Finland had an estimated 3,000 spectators. This would perhaps offer 

more insight into the economic and social implications of disc golf external to the United States. 

A few themes and patterns emerged throughout the research analysis that were beyond 

the scope of this project. First, despite courses circumventing public parks, there were issues of 

spatial conflict at several parks. I encountered other park users while playing in at least one park 



195 
 

for each site. In some instances, the flying discs interrupted (or almost hit) users of the park as 

they flew kites, had a picnic in an open green space, or used a sport-specific field or court (i.e. 

tennis courts). Similarly, a future study could examine how the governance structure affects the 

use of public space for other park users. Specifically, how does the collaborative governance 

structure affect experiences and access for park users who are not disc golf participants or more 

casual disc golfers who are not members of the local association? 

One of the prevalent themes from industry executives (discussed in Chapter 1) is 

accessibility and inclusion. As a relatively inexpensive sport, advocates have suggested anyone 

can play. The members of the disc golf communities in this study are not proportionately 

representative of the local community demographics. Oldakowski et al. (2013) suggested 

“further analysis of the cultural barrier regarding discs/Frisbees among blacks and women would 

be of great interest” (p. 370). A majority of the individuals in the three disc golf associations and 

almost all of the board members are white men. A study of the cultural barrier and how disc golf 

associations can improve club diversity and participation can benefit the growth of the sport. 

Overall, this was not discussed specifically by members of DGA’s or public recreation 

administrators. Lastly, investigation of the disc golf community or subculture may contribute to 

our understanding of growth. The community and culture of disc golf is uniquely different than 

other sports I have participated in. Although there is a competitive nature during tournaments, 

there is a collective support system to make every participant better. For example, I observed two 

players tied going into the final hole of a tournament. The one made a 75-foot putt to make par 

and the person he was competing against not only congratulated him but his expression was 

genuinely happy, despite having lost the tournament. 
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Conclusion 

 In Chapter 4, I represented the empirical material for each site and in Chapter 5, I have 

examined and discussed the major themes to emerge from the research. The overall goal of this 

project was to examine the collaborative governance and partnership models used by disc golf 

association and cities to manage disc golf in the public sector. These models emerged, in part, 

from devolution leading to a shadow-state apparatus of governance relying on both input and 

assistance from members of voluntary organizations. Would disc golf still exist as a public sector 

activity without disc golf associations? The short answer is yes. However, the rapid development 

of disc golf at both the local, and perhaps national, level is due in part to the collaboration 

between public recreation administrators and disc golf associations. The disc golf associations 

have provided a vast array of resources to public administrators to maintain current courses and 

develop new courses. Specifically, members of disc golf associations in the three sites included 

in this study have volunteered numerous labor hours maintaining courses, raising funds, meeting 

with public administrators to share their knowledge and opinions about disc golf.  

 Public recreation administrators each had a similar response to the question “would the 

city be able to provide disc golf courses without the disc golf association?” The short answer is 

yes. Disc golf would still exist, but would not be available at nearly the same quality, and 

perhaps quantity, as the current design. The model appears to be beneficial to both the city, who 

relies upon labor and financial resources, and disc golf associations, who rely upon the land and 

financial contributions. Together, the partnership creates an accessible form of disc golf 

governance while creating opportunities for further development. As one public administrator 

stated, without the disc golf association, “the disc golf courses would be there and the baskets 

would be up and the pads would be in place… and that would be it” (Cole, personal 
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communication, April 18, 2006). The collaborative governance model for disc golf is dependent 

upon the ongoing support from members of the local community. As municipal government 

budgets continue to decrease and less funding is available for non-revenue generating sports, the 

contributions from members of the community become more vital. The utilization of 

collaborative governance partnerships provides municipal recreation governments a resolution 

for widespread neoliberal political and economic shifts in the United States.  
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APPENDIX A 

FIGURES FOR DISC GOLF COURSE DEVELOPMENT 

 

 

Figure 1. New Disc Golf Course Construction, 1975-1990 (Oldakowski & McEwen, 2013, p. 
363) 

Figure 2. New Disc Golf Course Construction, 1991-2000 (Oldakowski & McEwen, 2013, p. 
364) 
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Figure 3. New Disc Golf Course Construction, 2001-2010 (Oldakowski & McEwen, 2013, p. 
364)  

Figure 4. Disc Golf Basket at J.D. Rudy
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APPENDIX B 

FSU IRB APPROVAL LETTER 

The Florida State University 

Office of the Vice President For Research Human Subjects Committee Tallahassee, Florida 

32306-2742 

(850) 644-8673 · FAX (850) 644-4392 

APPROVAL MEMORANDUM 

Date: 1/20/2016 

To: Mark DiDonato 

Dept.: SPORT MANAGEMENT 

From: Thomas L. Jacobson, Chair 

Re: Use of Human Subjects in Research 

If "We" Build It, "We" Will Play: Collaborative Governance of Disc Golf 

 

The application that you submitted to this office in regard to the use of human subjects in 

the proposal referenced above have been reviewed by the Secretary, the Chair, and one member 

of the Human Subjects Committee. Your project is determined to be Expedited per per 45 CFR § 

46.110(7) and has been approved by an expedited review process. 

The Human Subjects Committee has not evaluated your proposal for scientific merit, 

except to weigh the risk to the human participants and the aspects of the proposal related to 

potential risk and benefit. This approval does not replace any departmental or other approvals, 

which may be required. 
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If you submitted a proposed consent form with your application, the approved stamped 

consent form is attached to this approval notice.  Only the stamped version of the consent form 

may be used in recruiting research subjects. 

If the project has not been completed by 1/18/2017 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. 

You are advised 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 

is reminded that he/she is responsible for being informed concerning research projects involving 

human subjects in the department, and should review protocols as often as needed to insure that 

the project is being conducted in compliance with our institution and with DHHS regulations. 

This institution has an Assurance on file with the Office for Human Research Protection. 

The Assurance Number is FWA00000168/IRB number IRB00000446. 

Cc: Joshua Newman, Advisor 

HSC No. 2015.15171 

The formal PDF approval letter: 

http://humansubjects.magnet.fsu.edu/pdf/printapprovalletter.aspx?app_id=15171 
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APPENDIX C 

SAMPLE INFORMED CONSENT FORM 

Dear Participant, 

I am conducting a study examining the governance structure of disc golf and more specifically 

the ways in which citizens work with the city to manage disc golf and public disc golf courses. In 

the interview, I ask questions related to your own experience managing disc golf. Please read the 

following details about the research study; at the end of this page, you will be asked to decide 

whether or not you willing volunteer to participate in this study. 

• You have been approached by a doctoral candidate at Florida State University, and asked 

to participate in an interview. The interview will last no longer than 45 minutes and will 

concern your experiences managing, and planning for, disc golf. 

• Your participation is completely voluntary. Even if you have begun the interview, you 

may withdraw your participation at any time, or in response to any question. 

• Your responses will remain completely confidential. No one besides the researcher, and 

the members of his dissertation committee, will be able to connect your identity with the 

information you provide in the interview. The interview may be recorded and transcribed 

for analysis. These recordings and transcripts will be maintained electronically on a 

secured drive for up to 1 year after which time they will be destroyed.  

• Information gathered during this study will be combined with the responses of others for 

research purposes only. The results of the research study may be published, but neither 

your name nor any other type of identifiable information will ever be used. 

• If you have any questions concerning the research study, please feel free to contact Mark 

or Dr. Joshua Newman (Major Professor). You may alternatively contact the Human 

Subjects Committee at the Florida State University, if you have additional concerns about 

this study. 

This study may present some potential benefits to the sport of disc golf, municipal recreation, 

and the local community. There are no anticipated risks to participating in this study. As a 

reminder, your participation is completely voluntary; you may withdraw your consent and 

discontinue participation at any time without consequence. By signing below you agree to 

participate in the project and acknowledge receiving a copy of this consent form. Your answers 

will remain confidential to the extent allowed by law. Your name will not be used in any 

reporting of this research. Do you, as an adult, give your consent to participate in this study? By 

signing and indicating ‘yes’ below, you indicate that you understand the information above and 

agree to participate in the study. 

YES – Participant Signature: ____________________________________________ 
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Sincerely, 
 
Mark DiDonato, Doctoral Candidate 
Department of Sport Management, Florida State University 
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APPENDIX D 

FIGURES RELATED TO CAPITAL CITY DISC GOLF 

 

Figure 5: Collaborative Governance Organizations in Capital City
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Figure 6: Social Network of Participants in Capital City
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Figure 7. Weekly Handicap Reminder Posted on CCDGA Facebook Page

Figure 8. Missing Tee Pad Sign Posted on CCDGA Facebook Page 
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Figure 9. Basket Relocation at Chase Utley Park Posted on CCDGA Facebook Page 
 

 
Figure 10: Arlington Park Update on Facebook 
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Figure 11: Responses to Arlington Park Update

Figure 12. Capital City Open Fundraisers Posted on CCDGA Facebook Page
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APPENDIX E 

FIGURES RELATED TO MADUROVILLE DISC GOLF 

 

Figure 13: Collaborative Governance Organizations in Maduroville 
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Figure 14: Social Network in Maduroville



211 
 

 

 

 

Figure 15. MDGA Shirt Sale Posted on Facebook Page

Figure 16. New Tee Pad Construction Posted on MDGA Facebook Page
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Figure 17: MDGA Course Maintenance
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APPENDIX F 

FIGURES RELATED TO STAMFORD DISC GOLF 

 

Figure 18: Collaborative Governance Organizations in Stamford
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Figure 19: Social Network in Stamford
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Figure 20. Course Destruction at Ridgefield DGC Posted on SDGA Facebook Page 

Figure 21. Tree Planting Event at West Beach DGC Posted on SDGA Facebook Page
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Figure 22. New Sign at West Beach DGC Posted on SDGA Facebook Page

Figure 23. Facebook Responses to Sign at West Beach Disc Golf Course



217 
 

REFERENCES 

Adams, R.L.A. & Rooney, J.F. (1985). Evolution of American golf facilities. Geographical 

Review, 75(4), 419-438. 

Alpert, P. T. (2009). Obesity: A worldwide epidemic. Home Health Care Management Practice, 
21(6), 442-444. 

 
Anheier, H.K. (2005). Nonprofit organizations: Theory, management, policy. New York: 

Routledge. 
 
Ansell, C., & Gash, A. (2008). Collaborative governance in theory and practice. Journal of 

public administration research and theory, 18(4), 543-571. 
 
Banerjee, T. (2001). The future of public space: Beyond invented streets and reinvented places. 

APA Journal 67(1): 9-24. 
 
Barta, G. (2001). Score! Cities build sports stadiums hoping for economic prosperity. 

Commercial Investment Real Estate Journal, 20, 39-41. 
 
Baxter, P. & Jack, S. (2008). Qualitative case study methodology: Study design and 

implementation for novice researchers. The Qualitative Report, 13(4), p.544-559. 
 
Beckwith, J.P., Jr. (1981). Parks, property rights, and the possibilities of the private law. The 

Cato Journal, 1(2): 473-499. 
 
Bedimo-Rung, A. L., Mowen, A.J., & Cohen, D.A., (2005). The significance of parks to physical 

activity and public health. American journal of preventive medicine, 28(2), 159-168. 
 
Berkin, C., Miller, C.L., Cherny, R.W., & Gormly, J.L. (2012). The Great Depression and the 

New Deal. In Making America: A history of the United States, Volume 2: From 1865 (6th 
ed.). Boston: Wadsworth. 

 
Bocanegra, L. (2000). Regional report: Tennessee waltzes to prosperity. Commercial Investment 

Real Estate Journal, 19, 41-42. 
 
Bodey, K.J., Pommier, J.H., & Sawyer, T.H. (2013). Designing Facilities for Parks and 

Recreation. In Sawyer, T.H. (Ed.), Facility Planning and Design for Health, Physical 

Activity, Recreation, and Sport. Urbana, IL: Sagamore Publishing. 
 
Bodin, O., Sandstrom, A., & Crona, B. (2016). Collaborative networks for effective ecosystem-

based management: A set of working hypothesis. Policy Studies Journal, Published 
Online. 

 
Borgatti, S. P., Everett, M. G., & Johnson, J. C. (2013). Analyzing Social Networks. (1st ed.). 

Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications. 
 



218 
 

Borgatti, S.P., Mehra, A., Brass, D.J., Labianca, G. (2009). Network analysis in the social 
sciences. Science, 323, 892-895. 

 
Bowen, G.N. (2003). No walk in the park. American City & County. Retrieved January 11, 

2016, from http://americancityandcounty.com/mag/government_no_walk_park 
 
Box, R.C. (1999). Running government like a business: Implications for public administration 

theory and practice. American Review of Public Administration, 29(1), 19-43. 
 
Bradley, Q. (2012). A ‘Performative’ Social Movement: The Emergence of Collective 

Contentions within Collaborative Governance. Space and Polity, 16(2), 215-232. 
 
Brenner, N. & Theodore, N. (2002) Cities and the geographies of “Actually Existing 

Neoliberalism”. In Brenner, N. & Theodore, N. (Eds.) Spaces of Neo-liberalism: Urban 

Restructuring in North America and Western Europe, p. 1-32. Oxford: Blackwell. 
 
Brinkerhoff, D.W. (2002). Government-nonprofit partnership: A defining framework. Public 

Administration and Development, 22(1), 59-86. 
 
Brownlow, A. (2006). Inherited fragmentations and narratives of environmental control in 

entrepreneurial Philadelphia. In: Heynen, N., Swyngedouw, E., and Kaika, M. (eds.) In 

The Nature of Cities: Urban Political Ecology and the Politics of Urban Metabolism. 
New York: Routledge, pp. 199–215. 

Brownson, R. C., Hoehner, C. M., Day, K., Forsyth, A., & Sallis, J. F. (2009). Measuring the 
built environment for physical activity. American journal of preventative medicine, 
36(4S), S99-S123.  

 
Burke, R.P. (1998). More ways to play: A review of funding alternatives for local park and 

recreation districts. Cascade Policy Institute. Retrieved January 11, 2016, from 
http://cascadepolicy.org/pdf/bgc/parks.pdf 

 
Burns, J.P.A & Mules, T.J. (1986). An economic evaluation of the Adelaide Grand Prix. In 

Syme, G.J., Shaw, P.M., Fenton, P.M., Mueller, W.S. (Eds.), The Planning and 

Evaluation of Hallmark Events. Aldershot, England: Avebury.  
 
Central Park Conservancy - About Us. (n.d.). Retrieved December 17, 2015, from 

http://www.centralparknyc.org/about/about-cpc/ 
 
Chang, H. J. (2009). Collaborative governance in welfare service delivery: Focusing on local 

welfare system in Korea. International Review of Public Administration, 13(Special 
Issue), 75-90. 

 
Christians, C.G. (2011). Ethics and Politics in Qualitative Research. In Denzin, N. & Lincoln, Y. 

(Eds), The SAGE Handbook of Qualitative Research (pp. 61-80). Thousand Oaks, CA: 
Sage. 

 



219 
 

Coakley, J. (2011). Ideology doesn't just happen: Sports and neoliberalism. Revista da 

Associación Latinoamericana de Estudios Socioculturales del Deporto, 1(1), 67-84. 
 
Coalter, F., Long, J., & Duffield, B. S. (1988). Recreational welfare: The rationale for public 

leisure policy. Brookfield, VT: Avebury. 
 
Coates, D. & Humphreys, B.R. (1999). The growth effects of sport franchises, stadia, and arenas. 

Journal of Policy Analysis and Management, 18 (4), 601-624. 
 
Coates, D., & Humphreys, B. R. (2000). The stadium gambit and local economic development. 

Regulation, 23(2), 15-20. 
 
Cohen, D. A., McKenzie, T. L., Sehgal, A., Williamson, S., Golinelli, D., & Lurie, N. (2007). 

Contribution of public parks to physical activity. American Journal of Public 

Health, 97(3), 509-514. 

Colditz, G. A. (1999). Economic costs of obesity and inactivity. Medicine and science in sports 

and exercise, 31(11), S663-7. 
 
Cranz, G. (1989). The Politics of Park Design: A History of Urban Parks in America. 

Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 
 
Crompton, J.L. (1995). Economic impact analysis of sports facilities and events: Eleven sources 

of misapplication. Journal of Sport Management, 9, 14-35. 
 
Crompton, J.L. (2010, March). Money on the table. Parks and Recreation, p. 40-47. 
 
Dahmann, N., Wolch, J., Joassart-Marcelli, P. Reynolds, K., & Jerrett, M. (2011). The active 

city? Disparities in provision of urban public recreation resources. Health & Place 16, 
431-445. 

Dannenberg, A. L., Jackson, R. J., Frumkin, H., Schieber, R. A., Pratt, M., Kochtitzky, C., & 
Tilson, H. H. (2003). The impact of community design and land-use choices on public 
health: A scientific research agenda. American journal of public health, 93(9), 1500-
1508.  

 
De Vries, S., Verheij, R. A., Groenewegen, P. P., & Spreeuwenberg, P. (2003). Natural 

environments-healthy environments? An exploratory analysis of the relationship between 
greenspace and health. Environment and planning A, 35(10), 1717-1732. 

 
Dempwolf, C.S. & Lyles, L.W. (2012). The uses of social network analysis in planning: A 

review of the literature. Journal of Planning Literature, 27(1), 3-21. 
 
Denzin, N. K. (1978). Triangulation: A case for methodological evaluation and 

combination. Sociological methods, 339-357.  
 



220 
 

Denzin, N.K. & Lincoln, Y. (Eds.) (2000). Handbook of Qualitative Research (2nd ed.) Thousand 
Oaks, CA: Sage. 

 
Denzin, N. K & Lincoln, Y. (2011). Introduction: The Discipline and Practice of Qualitative 

Research. In Denzin, N. & Lincoln, Y. (Eds), The SAGE Handbook of Qualitative 
Research (pp. 1-20). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

 
DeWalt, K.M. & DeWalt, B.R. (2002). Participant observation: a guide for fieldworkers. 

Walnut Creek, CA: AltaMira Press. 
 
Disc Golf Course Review: View and review over 6000 Disc Golf Courses! (n.d.). Retrieved July 

24, 2015. 
 
Disc Golf History - DGA | Disc Golf Association. (n.d.). Retrieved July 22, 2015, from 

www.discgolf.com/ 
 
Dodge, S. (2014). Grow the Sport. Retrieved September 16, 2015, from 

http://www.vibramdiscgolf.com/grow-the-sport.html 
 
Economist.com. (2015, April 2). Why golf is in decline in America. The Economist. Retrieved 

September 25, 2015. 
 
Eckel, R. H. (1997). Obesity and heart disease. Circulation, 96(9), 3248. 
 
Edginton, C. R., & Jiang, J. (2000). Outsourcing: A strategy for improving the quality of leisure 

services. Journal of Physical Education, Recreation & Dance, 71(4), 46-49. 
 
Elwood, S. A. (2002). GIS use in community planning: a multidimensional analysis of 

empowerment. Environment and planning A, 34(5), 905-922. 
 
Elwood, S. & Leitner, H. (2003). GIS and spatial knowledge production for neighborhood 

revitalization: Negotiating state priorities and neighborhood visions. Journal of Urban 

Affairs, 25(2), 139-157. 

Ercan, M. A. (2010). Less public than before?. In Madanipour, A. (Ed.) Whose Public Space?: 

International Case Studies in Urban Design and Development, 21-50. New York: 
Routledge. 

 
Ernoul, L. & Wardell-Johnson, A. (2013). Governance in integrated coastal zone management: A 

social networks analysis of cross-scale collaboration. Environmental Conservation, 40(3), 
231-240. 

 
Ferkins, L., & Shilbury, D. (2015). Developing a theory of board strategic balance. In 

Cunningham, G.B., Fink, J.S., Doherty, A. (Eds.), Routledge Handbook of Theory in 

Sport Management. New York, NYL Routledge. 



221 
 

Flegal, K. M. (2005). Epidemiological aspects of overweight and obesity in the United States. 
Physiology & behavior, 86(5), 599-602.  

 
Flick, U. (2004). Triangulation in qualitative research. In Flick, U., von Kardorff, E., Steinke, I. 

(Eds.) A companion to qualitative research, 178-183. Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE. 

Flick, U. (2009). An Introduction to Qualitative Research (4th Edition). London: SAGE. 
 
Fliervoet, J.M., Geerling, G.W., Mostert, E. & Smiths, A.J.M. (2016). Analyzing collaborative 

governance through social network analysis: A case study of river management along the 
Waal River in the Netherlands. Environmental Management, 57, 355-367.  

 
Florida State University Office of Research (2016). Human Subjects. Retrieved from: 

https://www.research.fsu.edu/research-offices/human-subjects/ 

Frank, L. D., & Engelke, P. O. (2001). The built environment and human activity patterns: 
Exploring the impacts of urban form on public health. Journal of planning literature, 
16(2), 202-218.  

 
Freeholders Open Disc Golf Course in New Brooklyn Park. (2013, October 28). Retrieved July 

27, 2015.  
 
Freeman, L.C. (2004). The development of social network analysis: A study in the sociology of 

science. North Charleston, SC: BookSurge, LLC. 
 
Gaglione, M. M. (2009). Obesity and risk of death. The New England journal of medicine, 

360(10), 1042-1044. 
 
Garvin, A. (2000). Parks, recreation, and open space: A twenty-first century agenda. (No. 497-

498). Chicago, IL: American Planning Association. 
 
Genco, J. (2015, August 5). Tosses & turns - Disc golf pros display skills. Bulter Eagle (PA), p. 

4. Retrieved September 24, 2015. 
 
Ghose, R. (2005). The complexities of citizen participation through collaborative governance. 

Space and Polity, 9(1), p. 61-75. 
 
Ghose, R. & Huxhold, W.E. (2002). Role of multi-scalar GIS-based indicators studies in 

formulating neighbourhood planning policies. Journal of Urban and Regional 

Information Systems Association, 14(2), p. 5-17. 
 
Gius, M., & Johnson, D. (2001). An empirical estimation of the economic impact of major 

league sports teams on cities. The Journal of Business and Economic Studies, 7(1), 32. 
 
Godbey, G.C., Caldwell, L.L., Floyd, M., & Payne, L.L. (2005). Contributions of leisure studies 

and recreation and park management research to the active living agenda. American 

Journal of Preventative Medicine, 28, s150-158. 



222 
 

 
Granovetter, M. (1973). The strength of weak ties. American Journal of Sociology, 78(6), 1360-

1380. 
 
Gross, D. (2014, May 18). Disc golf growing in popularity; number of local courses on the rise. 

Retrieved September 24, 2015. 
 
Guba, E. G. (Ed.). (1990). The paradigm dialog. Sage Publications. Chicago  
 
Guba, E.G. & Lincoln, Y.S. (1994). Competing paradigms in qualitative research. In Denzin & 

Lincoln (Eds), Handbook of Qualitative Research. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
 
Hall, T. & Hubbard, P. (1998). The Entrepreneurial City and the "New Urban Politics." In Hall, 

T. & Hubbard, P. (Eds.), The Entrepreneurial City (pp. 1-26). Baffins Lane, England: 
John Wiley & Sons  

 
Harris, P., & Lyon, D. (2014, July 7). Disc golf taking off in New England - The Boston Globe. 

Retrieved September 27, 2015. 
 
Harvey, D. (1989). From Managerialism to Entrepreneurialism: The Transformation in Urban 

Governance in Late Capitalism. Geografiska Annaler. Series B, Human 

Geography, 71(1), 3–17.  
 
Harvey, D. (2001). Spaces of capital towards a critical geography. New York, NY: Routledge. 
 
Harvey, D. (2005). A brief history of neoliberalism. New York: Oxford. 
 
Harvey, J. (1988). Sport policy and the welfare state: An outline of the Canadian case. Sociology 

of Sport Journal, 5, 315-329.  

Heath, S., Fuller, A., & Johnston, B. (2009). Chasing shadows: defining network boundaries in 
qualitative social network analysis. Qualitative Research, 9(5), 645-661. 

Hedley, A. A., Ogden, C. L., Johnson, C. L., Carroll, M. D., Curtin, L. R., & Flegal, K. M. 
(2004). Prevalence of overweight and obesity among us children, adolescents, and adults, 
1999-2002. Journal of American medical association, 291(23), 2847-2850.  

Hill, J. O., Wyatt, H. R., Reed, G. W., & Peters, J. C. (2003). Obesity and the environment: 
Where do we go from here? Science, 299, 853-855.  

Hills, A. P., Andersen, L. B., & Byrne, N. M. (2011). Physical activity and obesity in children. 
British Journal of Sports Medicine, 45, 866–870. 

 
Himmelberg, R. F. (2001). The Great Depression and the New Deal. Westport, Conn: 

Greenwood Press. 
 



223 
 

Hodgson, L. (2004). Manufactured civil society: Counting the cost. Critical social policy, 24(2), 
p. 139-164. 

 
Holifield, R., & Williams, K. C. (2014). Urban Parks, Environmental Justice, and Voluntarism: 

The Distribution of Friends of the Parks Groups in Milwaukee County. Environmental 

Justice, 7(3), 70-76. 
 
Houlihan, B. (1997). Sport, policy, and politics: A comparative analysis. London: Routledge. 
 
Howard, R. (2014, April 28). Don’t call it Frisbee – Salt Lake City Weekly. Retrieved September 

27, 2015. 
 
Howell, O. (2008). Skatepark as neoliberal playground: Urban governance, recreation space, and 

the cultivation of personal responsibility. Space and culture. 
 
Inman, R. P. (1979). The fiscal performances of local governments: an interpretative review. In 

Mieszkowski, P. & Straszheim, M. (Eds.). Current Issues in Urban Economics Baltimore, 
MD: Johns Hopkins University Press, 270-321. 

 
Innova Disc Golf. (2015). Course Development. Retrieved July 31, 2015 from: 

http://www.innovadiscs.com/course-development 
 
Isett, K.R., Mergel, I.A., LeRoux, K., Mischen, P.A., & Karl Rethemeyer, R. (2011). Networks 

in public administration scholarship: Understanding where we are and where we need to 
go. Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 21, (suppl 1), i157-i173. 

 
Jack, S. L. (2005). The role, use and activation of strong and weak network ties: A qualitative 

analysis. Journal of Management Studies, 42(6), 1233-1259. 
 
Jessop, B. (2002). Liberalism, neo-liberalism, and urban governance: A state-theoretical 

perspective. In Brenner, N. & Theodore, N. (Eds.) Spaces of Neo-liberalism: Urban 

Restructuring in North America and Western Europe, p. 105-125. Oxford: Blackwell. 
 
Joassart-Marcelli, P. (2010). Leveling the playing field? Urban disparities in funding for local 

parks and recreation. Environment and Planning, 42, 1174–1192. 
 
Joassart-Marcelli P, Musso J. A., & Wolch, J.R. (2005). Fiscal consequences of concentrated 

poverty in a metropolitan region. Annals of the Association of American Geographers, 
95, 336-356. 

 
Joassart-Marcelli, P., Wolch, J., & Salim, Z. (2011). Building the healthy city: The role of 

nonprofits in creating active urban parks. Urban Geography, 32(5), 682-711. 
 
Johnson, N., Oliff, P., Williams, E. Center on Budget and Policy Priorities. (2009). An update on 

state budget cuts. Retrieved January 23, 2016 from http://www.cbpp.org/research/an-
update-on-state-budget-cuts. 



224 
 

 
Kearns, A. (1995). Active citizenship and local governance: Political and geographical 

dimensions. Political Geography, 14(2), 155-175. 
 
Kemp, R.L. (1997). Managing America’s Cities: A handbook for local government productivity. 

Jefferson, NC: McFarland & Company. 

Keys, A. (2009). Overweight, Obesity, Coronary Heart Disease and Mortality. Nutrition reviews, 
38(9), 297-307. 

Knoke, D. & Yang, S. (2008) Social Network Analysis (2nd Edition). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage 
Publications. 

Knox, H. Savage, M., & Harvey, P. (2006). Social networks and the study of relations: Networks 
as a method, metaphor, and form. Economy and Society, 35(1), 113-140. 

 
Knox, P. & Pinch, S. (2000). Urban Social Geography. Edinburgh Gate, England: Pearson 

Education Limited. 
 
Kodras, J.E., (1997). Restructuring the State: Devolution, Privatization, and the Geographic 

Redistribution of Power and Capacity in Governance. In Staeheli, L.A., Kodras, J.E., 
Flint, C. (Eds.), State Devolution in America: Implications for a Diverse Society (pp. 79-
96). Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications. 

 
Lahtinen, J. (2014, June 23). Golf industry copes with struggles. Retrieved September 25, 2015. 
 
Leitner, H. (1990). Cities in pursuit of economic growth. Political Geography Quarterly, 9(2), 

146-170. 
 
Lepofsky, J., & Fraser, J. C. (2003). Building community citizens: Claiming the right to place-

making in the city. Urban studies, 40(1), 127-142. 
 
Lincoln, Y.S., Lynham, S., & Guba, E.G. (2011). Paradigmatic Controversies, Contradictions, 

and Emerging Confluences, Revisited. In Denzin & Lincoln (Eds), The SAGE Handbook 

of Qualitative Research (pp. 97-128). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
 
Lincoln, Y.S. & Guba, E.G. (1985). Naturalistic Inquiry. Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications. 
 
Maller, C., Townsend, M., Pryor, A., Brown, P., & St Leger, L. (2006). Healthy nature healthy 

people: ‘contact with nature’ as an upstream health promotion intervention for 
populations. Health promotion international, 21(1), 45-54. 

 
Marin, A., & Wellman, B. (2011). Social network analysis: An introduction. In J. Scott & P. 

Carrington (Eds.), The SAGE Handbook of Social Network Analysis (pp. 11-25). 
Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications. 

 



225 
 

Markula, P. & Silk, M. (2011). Qualitative Research for Physical Culture. Palgrave Macmillan 
UK.  

 
Mayer, M. (2007). Contesting the neoliberalization of urban governance. In: Leitner, H., Peck, J. 

and Sheppard, E. (eds.) Contesting neoliberalism: urban frontiers. New York: Guilford 
Press, p. 90–115. 

McCall, A., & Raj, R. (2009). Exercise for prevention of obesity and diabetes in children and 
adolescents. Clinics in Sports Medicine, 28(3), 393. 

McCargar, L., & Olstad, D. L. (2009). Prevention of overweight and obesity in children under 
the age of 6 years. Applied Physiology, Nutrition, and Metabolism, 34(4), 551. 

 
McGee, T. (2008, March 31). The Rise of Disc Golf: A Greener Alternative to 'Ball Golf' 

Retrieved September 25, 2015. 
 
McGuirk, P.M., Winchester, H.P.M., & Dunn, K.M. (1998). On Losing the Local in Responding 

to Urban Decline: The Honeysuckle Redevelopment, New South Wales. In Hall, T. & 
Hubbard, P. (Eds.), The Entrepreneurial City (pp. 1-26). Baffins Lane, England: John 
Wiley & Sons.  

 
Milligan, C., & Conradson, D. (2006). Contemporary landscapes of welfare: The voluntary 

turn. Landscapes of voluntarism: New spaces of health, welfare and governance, 1-14. 
 
Mitchell, D. (2003). The right to the city: Social justice and the fight for public space. New 

York: The Guilford Press. 
 
Mitchelson, R.L. & Lazaro, M.T. (2004). The face of the game: African Americans’ spatial 

accessibility to golf. Southeastern Geographer, 44(1), 48-73. 
 
Morse, R. S., & Stephens, J. B. (2012). Teaching collaborative governance: Phases, 

competencies, and case-based learning. Journal of Public Affairs Education, 565-583. 
 
Myles, J. (1984). Old Age in the Welfare State: The Political Economy of Public Pensions. 

Boston, MA, Little, Brown & Company. 

Nelson, M. C. (2006). Built and social environments associations with adolescent overweight 
and activity. American journal of preventive medicine, 31(2), 109-17 

 
Newman, J.I. (2016). Ask the Experts. In Bernardo, R., 2016’s Best and Worst Cities for an 

Active Lifestyle. Retrieved January 21, 2016 from https://wallethub.com/edu/best-and-
worst-cities-for-an-active-lifestyle/8817/# 

 
Nothaft, P. (2015, July 14). Disc golf world sets sights on Kalamazoo for week-long 

tournament. Michigan Live. Retrieved September 24, 2015. 



226 
 

Ogden, C. L., Carroll, M. D., Curtin, L. R., McDowell, M. A., Tabak, C. J., & Flegal, K. M. 
(2006). Prevalence of overweight and obesity in the United States, 1999-2004. The 

Journal of the American Medical Association, 295(13), 1549-1555.  

Ogden, C. L., Flegal, K. M., Carroll, M. D., & Johnson, C. L. (2002). Prevalence and trends in 
overweight among U.S. children and adolescents, 1999-2000. Journal of the American 

Medical Association, 288(14), 1728-1732.  
 

Nemeth, J., & Schmidt, S. (2007). Toward a methodology for measuring the security of publicly 
accessible spaces. Journal of the American Planning Association, 73, 283-297. 

 
O'Boyle, I., & Shilbury, D. (2016). Exploring issues of trust in collaborative sport 

governance. Journal of Sport Management, 30(1), 52-69. 
 
Oldakowski, R. & McEwen, J.W. (2013). Diffusion of disc golf courses in the United States. The 

Geographical Review, 103(3) 355-371.  
 
Oldenburg, R. (1989). The great good place: Cafes, coffee shops, community centers, beauty 

parlors, general stores, bars, hangouts and how they get you through the day. New York: 
Paragon House.  

 
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981, H.R. 3982, 97th Congress (1981). 
 
Parcell, Z. (2015). Talking with the PDGA: Record growth, new tours, ESPN, and more – All 

Things Disc Golf. Retrieved July 15, 2015. 
 
Partnerships: City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks (n.d.). Retrieved January 

17, 2016, from http://www.laparks.org/partnerships/ 
 
Partnerships: Austin, Texas Gov. (n.d.) Retrieved January 17, 2016 from 

https://austintexas.gov/department/partnerships 
 
Patton, M.Q. (2002). Qualitative Research & Evaluation Methods. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage 

Publications. 
 
Perkins, H.A. (2009). Out from the (Green) shadow? Neoliberal hegemony through the market 

logic of shared urban environmental governance. Political Geography, 28, 395-405.  
 
Perkins, H.A. (2010). Green spaces of self-interest within shared urban governance. Geography 

Compass, 4(3), 255-268.  
 
Pincetl, S. (2003). Nonprofits and Park Provision in Los Angeles: An Exploration of the Rise of 

Governance Approaches to the Provision of Local Services*. Social Science 

Quarterly, 84(4), 979-1001. 
 



227 
 

Plummer, E. (2014, May 2). New disc golf course opens in Sandpoint – Bonner County Daily 
Bee. Retrieved September 27, 2015. 

 
Pounds, B. (2015, March 25). Growing sport of disc golf finds fans in Knox. Retrieved 

September 24, 2015. 
 
Professional Disc Golf Association. (2014). PDGA disc golf course design recommendations. 

Retrieved from 
http://www.pdga.com/files/PDGA%20Course%20Design%20Guides%20March%202014
.pdf  

 
Professional Disc Golf Association. (n.d.). Retrieved July 22, 2015, from http://www.pdga.com/ 
 
Purcell, M. (2002). Excavating Lefebvre: The right to the city and its urban politics of the 

inhabitant. GeoJournal, 58, 99-108.  
 
Purcell, M. (2003). Citizenship and the right to the global city: Reimaging the capitalist world 

order, International Journal of Urban and Regional Research, 27(3), p. 564-590. 
 
Quadagno, J. (1987). Theories of the Welfare State. Annual Review of Sociology, 13, 109-128. 

Rahman, T., Cushing, R. A., & Jackson, R. J. (2011). Contributions of built environment to 
childhood obesity. Mount Sinai Journal of Medicine, 78(1), 49-57.  

 
Rhodes, R.A.W. (2007). Understanding governance: Ten years on. Organization Studies, 28(8), 

1243-1264.  
 
Riess, S. A. (1991). City Games: The Evolution of American Urban Society and the Rise of 

Sports. Illini Books.  
 
Robertson, M. [Disc Golf Matters]. (2015, May 23). Disc Golf Matters. - A Documentary [Video 

file]. Retrieved from https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=KTq42kg4qeg 
 
Rose, N. (2000). Governing cities, governing citizens. In Isin, E.F. (Ed.) Democracy, 

Citizenship, and the Global City (p. 95-109). London: Routledge.  
 
Rossman, G. B. & Rallis, S.F. (2003). Learning in the Field: An Introduction to Qualitative 

Research. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 
 
Roy, P. (2015). Collaborative planning–A neoliberal strategy? A study of the Atlanta 

BeltLine. Cities, 43, 59-68. 
 
Sawyer, T.H. & Gimbert, T.L. (2013). Field Spaces. In Sawyer, T.H. (Ed.), Facility Planning 

and Design for Health, Physical Activity, Recreation, and Sport. Urbana, IL: Sagamore 
Publishing. 

 



228 
 

Schensul, S.L., Schensul, J.J., & LeCompte, M.D. (1999). Essential ethnographic methods: 

observations, interviews, and questionnaires. Walnut Creek, CA: AltaMira Press. 
 
Schmuck, R. (1997). Practical action research for change. Arlington Heights, IL: 

IRI/Skylighting Training and Publishing.  
 
Shilbury, D., Ferkins, L., Smythe, L. (2013). Sport governance encounters: Insights from live 

experiences. Sport Management Review, 16, 349-363.  
 
Shilbury, D., O’Boyle, I., & Ferkins, L. (2016). Towards a research agenda in collaborative sport 

governance. Sport Management Review. Advance online publication. 
doi:10.1016/j.smr.2016.04.004 

 
Shimmel, K.S. (2006). Deep play: Sports mega-events and urban social conditions in the USA. 

In Horne, J. & Manzenreiter, W. (Eds.). Sports mega-events. Oxford, Blackwell.  
 
Shorey, E. (2015, July 21). Grebien: Plenty of interest in disc golf. Retrieved September 27, 

2015. 
 
Siddiki, S.N., Carboni, J.L., Koski, C., & Sadiq, A. (2015). How policy rules shape the structure 

and performance of collaborative governance arrangements. Public Administration 

Review, 75(4), 536-547. 
 
Silverman, D. (2011). Interpreting Qualitative Data. (4th Ed.). London: SAGE. 
 
Simons, H. (2014). Case study research: In-Depth understanding in context. In: Leavy, P. (Ed.), 

The Oxford Handbook of Qualitative Research (pp. 455-470). New York: Oxford 
University Press. 

 
Sirianni, C. (2009). Investing in Democracy: Engaging Citizens in Collaborative Governance. 

Washington, D.C.: The Brooks Institute. 
 
Smith, N. & Low, S. (2013). Introduction: The imperative of public space. In: Low, S. & Smith, 

N. (Eds.), The Politics of Public Space (pp. 1-16). New York: Routledge. 
 
Smith, A. (2014). ‘Borrowing’ public space to stage major events: The Greenwich Park 

controversy. Urban Studies, 51(2), 247-263. 
 
Smithsimon, G. (1999). The death of public space? Histories of Jewish and Puerto Rican 

neighborhoods tell a different story. Columbia University Information Technology.  
 
Staeheli, L.A., Kodras, J.E., Flint, C. (1997). Introduction. In Staeheli, L.A., Kodras, J.E., Flint, 

C. (Eds.), State Devolution in America: Implications for a Diverse Society (pp. xii-
xxxiii). Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications. 

 
Stake, R. E. (1995). The Art of Case Study Research. Sage, Thousand Oaks, CA.  



229 
 

 
Stake, R.E. (2005). Qualitative Case Studies. In Denzin, N. & Lincoln, Y. (Eds), The SAGE 

Handbook of Qualitative Research (3rd ed.) (pp. 443-466). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
 
Stall, S., & Stoecker, R. (1998). Community organizing or organizing community? Gender and 

the crafts of empowerment. Gender and Society, 12(6), 729–756. 
 
Steppan, C. M. (2001). The hormone resistin links obesity to diabetes. Nature, 409(6818), 307-

312. 
 
Stoecker, R. & Vakil, A. (2000). States, cultures, and community organizing: Two tales of two 

neighborhoods. Journal of Urban Affairs, 22(4), 439-458.  
 
Stoker, G. (1995). Regime theory and urban politics. In Judge, D. (Ed.) Theories of urban 

politics (p. 54-71). London: Sage.  
 
Swyngedouw, E. (2005). Governance innovation and the citizen: The Janus face of governance-

beyond-the-state. Urban Studies, 42(11), p. 1991-2006. 
 
Targher, G. (2006). Obesity and Diabetes. Diabetic medicine, 23(12), 1388-1388. 
 
Thomas, D. R. (2006). A general inductive approach for analyzing qualitative evaluation data. 

American Journal of Evaluation, 27(2), 237-246. 
 
U.S. Census Bureau. (2010). City Quickfacts. 
 
U.S. Department of Health & Human Services. (1979). The Belmont Report (Pub. L. 93-348). 

Retrieved from: http://www.hhs.gov/ohrp/humansubjects/guidance/belmont.html 
 
Voyce, M. (2006). Shopping malls in Australia: The end of public space and the rise of 

‘consumerist citizenship’? Journal of Sociology, 42, 269-286. 
 
Walls, M. (2009). Parks and recreation in the United States: State park systems. Resources for 

the Future.  
 
Warner, M. & Hebdon, R. (2001). Local government restructuring: Privatization and its 

alternatives. Journal of Policy Analysis and Management, 20(2), 315-336. 
 
What is Collaborative Governance? (n.d.). Retrieved November 23, 2015, from 

http://www.policyconsensus.org/publicsolutions/ps_2.html  
 
Wolch, J. R. (1990). The shadow state: Government and voluntary sector in transition. 

Foundation Center. 
 



230 
 

Wolch, J.R. (2006). Foreword: Beyond the shadow state. In Milligan, C., & Conradson, D. 
(Eds.). Landscapes of voluntarism: New spaces of health, welfare and governance, xii-
xv. 

 
Wolch, J. R. (2007). Green urban worlds. Annals of the Association of American 

Geographers, 97(2), 373-384. 
 
Wolch, J., Jerrett, M. Reynolds, K., McConnell, R. Chang, R. Dahmann, N. Brady, K. Gilliland, 

F. Su, J.G., Berhane, K. (2011) Childhood obesity and proximity to urban parks and 
recreation resources: A longitudinal cohort study. Health & Place, 17, 207-214. 

 
Wolcott, H. F. (2009). Writing Up Qualitative Research. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.  
 
Wolpert, J. (1997). How federal cutbacks affect the charitable sector. In Staeheli, L.A., Kodras, 

J.E., Flint, C. (Eds.), State Devolution in America: Implications for a Diverse Society (pp. 
97-117). Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications. 

 
Yin, R.K. (ed.) (2003). Case Study Research: Design and Methods (3rd ed.). Sage, Thousand 

Oaks, CA.  
 
Yinger, J. (1986). On fiscal disparities across cities. Journal of Urban Economics, 19, 316-337. 



231 
 

BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH 

Mark Anthony DiDonato Jr. was born and raised in Southern New Jersey, son of Mark Sr. and 

Carole, and oldest brother to Ryan, Joe, and Nick. He completed his Bachelor of Science, Sport 

Management (2008) and Master of Arts, Professional Studies – Management and Leadership 

(2011) at Towson University. Mark completed his Doctor of Philosophy in Sport Management at 

Florida State University in August 2016. Prior to obtaining his PhD, he interned as the Sports 

Director for the Y of Central Maryland and was employed as an Event Manager, Event 

Operations Manager, and Assistant Director of Administration at Towson University. 

Additionally, Mark worked as a security manager for multiple Super Bowls and as a referee and 

umpire for youth and adult football, baseball, and softball leagues. He enjoys the beach, 

crabbing, fishing, playing disc golf and racquetball, and spending time with family and friends.  

 


