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The Collective Action Problems Being Addressed 

Emergency management requires regional coordination because of the wide range of actors drawn from multiple government agencies at different levels that provide services.   Regional emergency management presents a collective action problem because the incentives for individual jurisdictions to participate in a region-wide effort do not reflect the full collective benefit they produce.    

Effective preparedness and mitigation programs require the willingness and capacity to plan and regulate land use and building codes across region-wide political and administrative boundaries.   Because these are collective goods that aid the region as a whole more than any individual locality, the decision-making process is dominated by lack of individual incentive to contribute to the effort of the collective, and thus will lead to an underinvestment in solutions to regional problems. This problem is exacerbated by the presence of strong local interests opposing regulatory limits on such issues as coastal development and restriction of building codes. 

Policy/Institutional Mechanism of Coordination/Cooperation

Bilateral and/or multilateral contractual arrangements reflect alternative institutional mechanism to address regional collective action problems.  The benefits of interlocal contractual arrangements accrue when local governments can coordinate and share limited resources to eliminate the negative externalities associated with service duplication, coordinate growth and land uses and achieve economies of scale and efficiencies in standardized service provision.

The flows of benefits to individual localities participating in contract networks are constrained by the costs of developing and maintaining contracts. One problem is related to legal liability, especially at the response and recovery stages in emergency management. For example, the nature of a local government’s involvement in a mutual aid agreement may have implications for tort immunity or workers compensation issues. In addition to the uncertainties of whether legal agreements will be challenged through a litigation process, there are also monitoring and legal costs to maintain standards of service provision across local jurisdictions. The transaction costs of establishing contractual arrangements can also be exacerbated by state legal doctrines of non-delegation, which limits the capacity of localities to overcome contacting costs and the threat of strategic behavior. 

Theoretical Perspective 

Scholars in public administration generally define a regional government by its formal structures that determine the authoritative allocation of resources.  Instead, I  argue that contract networks form the core of regional governance. These purposeful contract networks evolve across administrative and political boundaries and provide an alternative to large scale hierarchical coordination mechanisms.
Contract networks have the potential to increase the effectiveness of regional efforts to mitigate, prepare, respond, and recover from disasters. Contract Networks are hypothesized to do this by reducing the coordination costs typically associated with authority-based structures and large scale formal reorganization. Contract networks in this context are characterized by what Carlos Brito called “institutional relationships” resulting from “a process of institutional aggregation of a range of dispersed and fragmented interests into an expected coherent and unified action” (Brito 2001:157).   This framework builds upon the institutional collective action explanation of  metropolitan governance advanced by Feiock and his associates (2004).  Local governments in contract networks can act collectively to create a structure that integrates activities across multiple jurisdictions through a web of voluntary agreements (formal and informal).  

Interdependence-Risk-Sharing Hypothesis

The threat of shirking imposes costs on localities that have already invested their resources, efforts and time in negotiating, implementing, and maintaining contracts. Risks of non-assistance impose costs on localities during an emergency, and these costs can be minimized when spread and shared by localities through the accumulation of tangible and intangible resources.  There are inherent difficulties in knowing other actors’ true intentions and whether the contract terms and conditions and obligations, can actually constrain opportunism. A clustered network reduces the cost of monitoring and enforcing the legal terms of interlocal contractual arrangements because any actions taken or not taken by a locality are made public. Hence, other localities in the networks whose common concerns and shared beliefs are threatened can provide threats of collective sanction.  
Independent-Risk-Sharing Hypothesis

Local governments can only maintain a limited number of contractual ties because such ties involve a costly investment. In the case of an emergency, what is done during the first few hours may well determine the success and failure of the response and the cost of recovery.  Thus local government will prefer to  establish contractual ties with cities whose services are less likely to be in demand by others when an emergency strikes to provide a more independent risk-sharing ability. That is, local governments minimize their own risk by selecting exclusive exchange partners with relatively few overlapping or clustered relationships. 
Research Design
The analysis focuses on the dyadic contractual arrangements for police, fire, and ambulance established by local governments in Florida’s four major metropolitan areas: Miami-Fort Lauderdale-West Palm Beach MSA, Tampa-St Petersburg-Clearwater MSA, Orlando-Kissimmee MSA, and Duval-Jacksonville MSA. Using a network specialized software called SIENA, these contractual arrangements are analyzed as contract networks. 

The contract networks are captured by a sociomatrix data file that contains all 223 cities and county governments in the four metropolitan areas. Information on the forms of contractual arrangements that define the network space was transformed into a non-directional sociomatrix at four observation moments: 
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I test the hypotheses by analyzing the tendency to select clustered or exclusive partners over the period of analysis. 
Do Special Districts Act Alone?  Exploring the Relationship Between  
Flexible Boundaries and Intergovernmental Cooperation 
Megan Mullin (mmullin@temple.edu) 

Local infrastructure development gives rise to important collective action dilemmas: scale economies that may not coincide with the scale of existing local governments, and negative effects from promoting growth that spill over into neighboring jurisdictions.  These dilemmas are amplified in the case of infrastructure for the provision and treatment of drinking water.  Securing water supply to meet a community’s demands involves competing for access to an increasingly scarce common pool resource.  Once supply has been secured, the provision of drinking water is capital intensive, with high fixed costs for the construction of storage, treatment, and distribution facilities.  These assets are highly specific and cannot be deployed for other local government functions.  Thus local governments can impose substantial costs on their neighbors when making decisions regarding water infrastructure expansion.  They also can help their neighbors to achieve growth goals or resolve water scarcity issues by cooperating for drinking water provision.  

This paper focuses on the role of special districts in resolving coordination problems over local water supply.  Special districts often have been seen as a formalized institution for promoting regional coordination, and they account for nearly a third of local government spending on water nationwide.  Special districts are autonomous local governments with much of the power and stability of cities and counties, but they allow boundary design to the scale of public problems and may produce greater efficiency in the marketplace for local public goods.  Many scholars also have highlighted the flexibility of special district boundaries once established, arguing that this flexibility allows for governance that is more adaptable to changing resource constraints and patterns of demand.   

The paper asks two related questions.  First, are the boundaries of existing special districts in fact as fluid as the scholarship in this area suggests?  The overlapping boundaries of special districts indeed allow institutional design to meet public and resource demands.  There is little evidence to support or refute claims about boundary flexibility once districts are established, however, and government officials in several states have raised concerns about the difficulty of eliminating special districts that are no longer necessary—suggesting inflexibility in district boundaries.  The paper will examine procedures for boundary change that are codified in state enabling laws, comparing across water district types and states, and also drawing comparisons with rules for city boundary change. 

Second, is the possibility of boundary change a complement or substitute to more informal forms of cooperative behavior among local governments?  In many circumstances, individual contracting will be a more efficient solution to a collective action dilemma than the expansion of special district boundaries—it can maximize use of existing infrastructure while avoiding negative externalities that might arise from expansion of a special district jurisdiction.  The paper will examine whether districts with more opportunity to change boundaries are more or less likely to build informal cooperative relationships with their neighbors.  Boundary flexibility may allow special districts to bypass negotiating with their neighbors and thus reduce interlocal cooperation.  Alternatively, it might promote cooperation by allowing more creative solutions to regional conflict.  The paper also will consider whether other factors including special district taxing authority, local government fragmentation, selection rules for district officials, and the severity of water scarcity affect the relationship between boundary flexibility and interjurisdictional cooperation.  Data on interlocal contracting agreements will come from the Census of Governments and a 1996 survey of water utilities conducted by the American Water Works Association.  

Institutional Behavior and the Emergence of Collaborative Structure in the Provision of Local Public Goods
Manoj Shrestha
This paper builds and tests the propositions about the emergence and the structure of cooperation between general purpose local governments in solving collective action problems in the provision of public goods. While fragmented political setting is considered superior in improving allocation efficiency, multiplicity of local governments found to constrain Pareto-efficiency due to externalities and economies of scale problems in the provision of public goods. Many exogenous solutions including overlapping governments, political consolidation, and federal/state actions have been proposed on the assumption that the local governments are incapable of solving problems by themselves. Horizontal collaboration between these units provides an alternative and endogenous solution to resolve this dilemma.


Externalities, positive or negative, and economies of scale motivate the local units to enter into cooperation with each other. Selective incentives of elected or appointed officials (such as credit claiming for the higher or better office) may also contribute. Cooperation also involves information, agency, negotiation, and enforcement costs. Although this benefit-cost calculus very well explains why local governments collaborate, it does not tell us with whom a local unit enters into the relationship and why. Answers to these questions are fundamental to understand the aggregate behavior (or the structure) that emerge out of the individual conduct.


I examine these questions in the context of multiple local public goods supply where the actors are the general purpose governments which seek to cooperate with each other to resolve the public goods supply problems. It studies the bilateral exchange setting where these actors engage into pay-for-service type agreements
. I make the case that the emergence of a specific network is shaped by the transaction problems associated with the transaction characteristics of the good – asset specificity and measurement difficulty – in the exchange relationship.  

In pay-for-service relationships, asset specificity
 in exchange becomes the main source of transaction problems. Different types of asset specificity tend to generate different transaction problems.
 When the local governments seeking cooperation face transaction uncertainties and opportunism, they seek to enter into agreement with a trustworthy partner leading to an emergence of a popularity star structure. On the other hand, when the local governments seeking contacts face coordination problems, they reach out to many local governments. Here too, the expected structure would be a star but the role of the star would emerge more like an influential actor with strong control over information. Since the local government’s action based on instrumental rationality is facilitated (or constrained) by the social structure such as trust and rules of the coordination, I combine both transaction cost economics and social exchange theories to explain the incentives and constraints faced by the actors in the transaction. 

I follow quantitative case study design and test the above propositions for about 10 or 12 different local services. I gathered the pay-for-service agreements data for the study primarily by visiting cities and the county in the Pinellas County Florida. The Simulation Investigation for Empirical Network Analysis (SIENA) program will be used to model and test the structural hypothesis controlling for the actor attributes and dyadic covariates.


Sustained Collaboration in Fragmented Policy Arenas: the Role of the Exchange of Resources in 41 Water-Related Projects in Southwest Florida.

Ramiro Berardo 

(arb7983@garnet.acns.fsu.edu)

According to data collected by the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), in the year 2000 Floridans withdrew 20,148 million gallons of water per day from both saline and fresh sources in the state (Marella 2004). The magnitude of these uses produces increasing threats to the stability of natural systems. For instance, excessive withdrawal of water from underground sources can lead to reduction of spring flows and to the invasion of salty water into the Floridan aquifer. The excess in the utilization of surface water can also have negative consequences. For example, over-irrigation of fields can result in the impoverishment of the quality of both surface and groundwater sources, since the excess water that results from the irrigation can carry pollutants to those sources (like residuals of pesticides, soluble nutrients, etc.). 

In the southwest portion of the state, these problems seem to be particularly acute. The area covered by the Southwest Florida Water Management District’s jurisdiction (one of five such districts in Florida) is developing strongly, and contains about a quarter of the state’s population as reported in the year 2000, with 3.99 million inhabitants whose consumption habits endanger the stability of natural systems (Marella 2004). Of course, none of these problems are contained within political boundaries, and political conflicts have been common in the past, even developing into “water wars” in the Tampa Bay area in the 1970s and 1980s, when local governments fought each other in court for extended periods of time over rights to withdraw water from underground sources (Dedekorkut 2005). 

Since then, a more collaborative approach has prevailed, and the SWFWMD has taken a leading role by offering a menu of programs destined to provide monetary incentives for the design and implementation of projects that protect water resources. While usually these projects result in improved partnerships between the actors participating in them, in some cases relationships can deteriorate, reducing the levels of interorganizational trust, and creating conditions that impede the sustainability of collaborative practices between the partners. 

Hence, it is important to ask what features help extending collaboration in time. In this paper, I explain how the exchange of needed resources between two organizational partners in a common collaborative effort affects their willingness to sustain their collaborative behavior. 

In so doing, I test the expectations of resource exchange theory in the inter-organizational relationships developed by partners working in 41 projects funded by the SWFWMD’s Cooperative Funding Initiative (CFI), one of the collaborative programs maintained by the district. While resource exchange theory has been widely tested by sociologists interested in the effects that the exchange of resources has on inter-organizational behavior, the theory still has not encountered solid testing in political science, despite claims about its potential usefulness to aid researchers in the study of public policy (O’Toole 1997). This paper provides such an initial test. 

In particular, I will analyze how the exchange of four types of resources affects the likelihood of sustained collaboration. These four types of resources are considered critical to build successful projects and include technical information, assistance to solve funding problems, information on permitting and regulatory requirements, and assistance in enhancing the public buy-in and/or political support for the project. It is hypothesized that the exchange of more of these resources enhances the chances of sustained collaboration. 

In addition to testing this main hypothesis, I will explore other factors that may affect the willingness to sustain collaboration with partners, including the gathering of needed resources from suppliers who do not formally participate in the project (predicted negative impact on the willingness to sustain collaboration with the partner), the strength of the relationship between the partners in terms of frequency of contacts and participation in multiple water-related projects (positive impact), and the general level of satisfaction with the implementation of the project (positive relationship). 

Collaborative Policy: Time Wasted or Well-spent?

Mark Lubell, Adam Henry, and Mike McCoy

Department of Environmental Science and Policy

UC Davis

mnlubell@ucdavis.edu

Abstract

1. The collective action problem being addressed

Regional land-use and transportation planning requires collective-action among multiple local government jurisdictions, agencies from different levels of the federal system, and a wide variety of non-governmental interests.  When these parties fail to cooperate, local development decisions ignore social, economic, and environmental costs imposed on other actors.  When all actors follow their narrow self-interest, the equilibrium outcome of land-use planning is suboptimal, while cooperation will lead to mutually beneficial outcomes.  

2. Policy/institutional mechanism of coordination/cooperation 
Collaborative policy has become the flavor of the day in nearly every policy subsystem, especially environmental policy.  In California, several counties or multi-county regions have put together collaborative policy institutions at regional levels in an attempt to integrate land-use and transportation planning.  These collaborative institutions are designed to alleviate the collective-action problems associated with independent decision-making, as described above.  However, there is no evidence that these institutions are actually increasing the level of collaboration or agreement relative to the many other policy venues in which these stakeholders participate.    

Almost every land-use planning stakeholder participates in many different policy venues, for example Environmental Impact Statements and regular city planning processes.  Each of these processes has multiple opportunities for stakeholder participation, requires information gathering from other actors, and sometimes mandates coordination from other agencies.  In other words, all of the traditional planning processes have multiple opportunities for collaboration and political discussion, and there is a critical question about whether or not collaborative policy provides value-added to these traditional processes.  By quantifying participation in these regular policy venues and collaborative policy, our research design allows us to estimate the marginal effect of collaboration to ascertain if it is time wasted or well-spent.

3. Theoretical Perspectives
This paper brings three theoretical perspectives to bear on collaborative land-use and transportation planning:

Institutional Rational Choice (Ostrom)

Institutional rational choice provides an optimistic view that argues collaborative policy reduces the transaction costs of cooperation by providing a venue for building agreement on issues, social capital among stakeholders, and providing the best scientific information as an input into decision-making.  If the IRC hypothesis is true, then participants in collaborative planning should have higher levels of satisfaction with policy outcomes, perceive greater levels of consensus, and engage in more collaborative policy projects.  

Symbolic Policy (Edelman)

Edelman’s theory of symbolic politics provides a pessimistic view that collaborative policy is merely a symbol of political agreement that quells political discontent but does not alleviate the underlying collective-action problems.  If this view is correct, then participants in collaborative planning should have more positive attitudes towards policies, but should not engage in higher levels of collaboration.

Advocacy Coalition Framework (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith)

The ACF provides a middle ground between the optimism of IRC and the pessimism of symbolic policy. The ACF argues that the effects of collaborative policy are conditional on the belief-systems of actors.  Collaborative policy will have a positive effect on those actors whose policy-core beliefs are congruent with the ideology of collaboration, but a negative effect on those actors whose policy-core beliefs are incongruent.  This hypothesis can be tested in linear models using interaction effects.

4. Research design
This paper uses a survey of policy elites in 5 regions of California to estimate the marginal effect of collaborative policy on consensus, policy satisfaction, and collaborative activities.  Although the survey is still underway, we anticipate have data for nearly 1000 stakeholders.  

The dependent variables include Likert-scales of policy satisfaction and consensus (on multiple dimensions), a check-list of collaborative activities, and also a measure of the density of collaboration networks.  

The key independent variable will be a measure of participation in collaborative planning, along with participation in several other typical land-use planning venues.  Comparing the participants and non-participants in collaborative planning will provide an estimate of the marginal value of collaborative policy.  To test the interactive ACF hypothesis, we also have independent variables that measure key policy-core beliefs such as inclusiveness, environmentalism, and belief in smart growth ideas.  Other variables will be used as controls, for example, perceptions about the severity of regional issues and demographics.

Collective Interest and Advocacy Coalition Theories of Collective Action: 

Explaining Political Action in 1997 San Francisco Bay Delta Water Policy:

Chris Weible
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Abstract

5. The collective action problem being addressed

A venerable task in social science is building and testing a theory of collective action (Olson, 1965; Ostrom, 1999).  A good number of studies have built theoretical models to study how actors overcome the free rider problem in many traditional areas of U.S. politics including voting (Downs, 1957; Verba and Nei, 1972), interest group membership (Weight, 1996), collaborative institutions (Lubell, et al 2002), common pool resource management (Ostrom, 2005), and political protests (Finkel and Muller, 1988; 1999).  In most of the prior research, the free rider problem involved a particular event or a distinct institution or group.   Fewer studies have built and tested theories of collective action outside of these traditional types of political activities (Salisbury, 1975; Leighley, 1995). In this paper, I seek to explain the type and frequency of activities among actors in subsystem politics.  In particular, I analyze how actors interact with allies in coalitions based on two different theoretical approaches for overcoming the collective action problem:  1. the collective interest model (Finkel and Muller, 1999); and 2. the advocacy coalition framework (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith, 1999). 

6. Policy/institutional mechanism of coordination/cooperation 
A great deal of political activity occurs among a network of actors in policy subsystems (Griffith, 1939; Freeman, 1955; Heclo, 1978; Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith, 1993).  Policy subsystems are a type of subgovernment that includes a particular topical area, a territorial boundary, and the political actors therein, including government agency officials, interest group leaders, scientists, and members of the media.  The emergence of policy subsystems and the need for actors to specialize therein are an institutional response to the complexity of modern society, the expansion of government services, and scientific and technical nature of public policy problems (Sabatier, 1988).  This paper seeks to explain the networks and activities among political actors vying to influence water policy in San Francisco Bay/Delta.    

7. Theoretical Perspective
This paper compares the relative strengths of two theories of collective action.

Collective Interest Theory of Collective Action

I test the collective interest theory based on a model developed by Finkel and Muller (1989; 1999).  The collective interest theory explains how people overcome the temptation to free ride by stipulating the presence of three important conditions.  First, actors must be dissatisfied with the status quo by perceiving a serious problem.  Second, actors must have confidence in their personal efficacy to make a difference in policy processes or outcomes. Third, actors must perceive strong efficacy of the group within which they participate.  A collective interest theory of collective action posits that all three of these conditions must be present to avoid the free rider problem. 

Finkel and Muller originally applied their theory of collective action to political protests.  It has since been applied to explain participation in collaborative institutions (Koontz, 2005; Weible, 2005), environmental activism (Lubell, 2002), and interest group membership (Ainsworth, 2000).  This paper applies it to explaining political activities in a policy subsystem among allies in a coalition. 

Advocacy Coalition Theory of Collective Action

I test an advocacy coalition theory of collective action based on the framework put forth by Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith (1999).  The advocacy coalition theory stipulates that the free rider problem can be overcome under the following conditions.  First, actors must share similar policy core beliefs with other actors.  Second, actors must experience the “devil shift” where they exaggerate the influence and maliciousness of opponents compared to allies.   Under these conditions, an advocacy coalition theory of collective action would predict that actors are more likely to coordinate activities with allies.

The advocacy coalition framework has been applied in more than 75 case studies around the world (Sabatier and Weible, 2007).  It has been criticized heavily for not positing and testing a theory of collective action to explain coordination among allies in a coalition (Schlager, 1995).  This study is the first to test empirically the advocacy coalition framework’s theory of collective action.

8. Research design

This paper uses a 1997 data set of political actors involved in water policy in San Francisco Bay/Delta (n=672, 44% response rate).

The dependent variable is political activities in the policy subsystem.  The concept of political activities is defined as any effort to influence policy processes, decisions, and outcomes. I analyze three dimensions of political activities: 

1. Extent and level of subsystem involvement. This is measured as the level of involvement of actors in six different areas of water policy in the Bay/Delta. 

2. Frequency of Coalition Coordination.  This is measured as the frequency of coordinated activities among allies including sharing information, modifying behavior, and developing joint policy positions/strategies. 

3. Extent and Frequency of Political Strategies Employed. This is measured as the number of different strategies/tactics employed by actors from a battery of twelve questions ranging from “crafting joint policy positions” with allies to hiring experts to refute opponents’ claims.

For the collective interest theory, I utilize the following independent variables:

1. Seriousness of the Environmental Problems.  This is a scaled item combining actors’ perceptions of the seriousness of environmental problems in the Bay Delta.

2. Personal (Actor’s Organizational) Efficacy.  I adapt the concept of personal efficacy to the perceived influence of the actors’ organization in San Francisco Bay Delta environmental policy.  This is suitable because most actors in policy subsystems participate as part of an organization.  

3. Ally efficacy.  For this measure I calculate the perceived influence of allies compared to opponents. 

I hypothesize that each of the independent variables from the collective interest theory will lead to more political action.  I also predict that the interaction among the three collective interest factors will lead to more political action. 

For the advocacy coalition theory, I calculate the following independent variables:

1. Belief Distance Between Allies Compared to Opponents.  I calculate the difference in beliefs between allies compared to differences in beliefs between opponents.   The ACF predicts that congruence of beliefs will lead to lower transaction costs of participation and more coordination (political action) among allies. 

2. Devil shift. I calculate two aspects of the devil shift.  I calculate the influence of opponents compared to allies.  I also calculate the perceived performance of allies compared to opponents. 

I hypothesize that the smaller the distance between the beliefs of allies compared to opponents the more political action.  I also posit two devil shift hypotheses: (i) the more influential an actor’s opponents are compared to allies more political action; and (ii) the more malicious an actor perceives their opponents compared to allies the more political action.

It is important to note that the advocacy coalition theory and the collective interest theory offer competing hypotheses of collective action.  The advocacy coalition theory predicts that when actors perceive powerful opponents compared to allies they are more likely to participate to avoid painful political losses.   The collective interest theory predicts that when actors perceive powerful allies compared to opponents they are more likely to participate to achieve policy goals.
� Local governments may also enter into joint cooperative agreements or mutual aids agreements. In the terminology of market, the pay-for-service relationship could be seen as the buyer-supplier relations.


� Relation-specific investments that is largely non-deployable to alternative uses. Measurement is not an issue here.


� Williamson (1991) identifies five different types of asset specificity - physical asset specificity, human asset specificity, process specificity, site specificity, and temporal specificity - with implications on transaction problems. 


� My attempt would be conduct longitudinal analysis in SIENA. At this point, I do not know the nature of panel data for all services. At worst, I will use one moment (cross-section) analysis employing p* model in SIENA.
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