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Introduction
Competition is one of the crucial mechanisms governing social interaction and policy
implementation. It generates high power incentives that can motivate policy innovations and
improvements in service provision. Nevertheless competition is often presumed impede necessary
collaboration between policy actors. The potential for positive or negative competition effects is
particularly salient to the adoption and implementation of sustainability policy of local
governments. Sustainability encompasses multiple service functions and governmental
responsibilities.

The coordination issues arise from among these functionally fragmented

governmental departments. Sustainability issues transcend across multiple silos and functional
units and local governments need collaboration among the city units. However within
organizations, competition and conflict among city departments exist, although bureaucratic
competition has long been studied in public administration (Downs 1967), we do not know much
about the causes of the intra-governmental competition among the fragmented governmental
authorities and why it exists more strongly in communities than others. Filling this research lacuna
promises to provide new insights to the literatures on bureaucracy and sustainability. It also
promises to provide practical insights to guide the organization on agencies and functions by city
managers and elected officials.
The concepts of organizational autonomy and organizational resources are critical to
understanding competition within government. Organizations needs autonomy and resources to
survive, so they may compete when they do not have enough resources or autonomy. The literature
reports differentiated effects of autonomy and resources on intra-governmental competition
(Wilson 1973; Hannan and Freeman 1989; March and Simon 1958; Ingram and Yue 2008). Public
choice theory focuses on the budgetary resources as a driver of competition (Niskannen 1971;
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Miller & Moe 1983). Meanwhile, bureaucratic politics theory focuses more on organizational
autonomy, which may propel competitive behavior (Downs 1967; Wilson 1989).
This paper studies how organizational resources and autonomy together affect intragovernmental competition among city units. The bureaucratic politics literature suggests that
organizational resource and autonomy affect intra-governmental competition in different ways
(Meier and O’Tool 2006; Carpenter 2001). Though both resource and autonomy constitutes key
aspects of organizational power, we expect that autonomy plays a more significant role in driving
intra-organizational competition. In addition, we expect that political support and citizen ideology
influence the allocated autonomy and resources of public organizations. The analysis that follows
produces findings that generally support these expectations.

Organizational Power and Intra-Governmental Competition
The rationales for intra-governmental competition has been offered by multiple strains of
literature, such as public choice theory (Niskanen 1971; Bucahnan and Tullock 1962), resource
dependency theory (Pfffer & Salancik 1978), and bureaucratic politics theory (Downs 1969;
Wilson 1989). In this section, we review theoretical explanations for the organizational power and
intra-governmental competition.

Resources
Public choice theorists long ago advanced the argument that governmental bureaus seek
to take on new functions and compete with other departments based on their desire to maximize
their power and budget (Bucahnan & Tullock 1962: Niskanen 1971). When agencies are
mutually dependent on the limited resources, intra-governmental competition arises and “niche3

overlaps” can drive organizational competition (Ingram and Yue 2008). Mutual dependence on
same resources, personnel and expertise, and the number of information source and information
process channels are ones that they point out as the drivers of competition (March and Simon
1958; 149). In a similar vein, resource dependency theory and population ecology theory also
predict that resource deficiency leads to intra-governmental competition. Organizations or
agencies try to overcome resource scarcity and limitation through taking over needed resources
often in others’ hands. (Nicholson-crotty 2005; March and Simon 1958; Pfeffer and Salancik
1978).
However, some literature suggests offers contradictory predictions. When resources are
limited, public organizations may not want additional responsibility without compensatory
resources. In other words, the organizations have very little incentive to enlarge their tasks when
the job is not involve a desirable policy venue. Instead, they prefer to minimize the maintenance
cost and reduce the burden of their tasks to enlarge their policy venue. Expanded responsibilities
may require additional work and coordination with other actors that hinders or detracts
departments’ ability to perform their core work (Ellison 1995). Considering sustainability policy
has not great attention or strong support in some cities, resource deficiency may deter intragovernmental competition rather than facilitate competition. Since the majority of research from
public choice theory, resource dependency theory, and population ecology generally expects
resource deficiency can drive the organizations to compete, we expect that the organizational
resources are negatively associated with intra-governmental competition.
Hypothesis 1.1: The lack of fund will be positively correlated with intra-governmental
competition.
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Hypothesis 1.2: The lack of dedicated staff will be positively correlated with intragovernmental competition.

Autonomy
More autonomous agencies show more competitive behaviors because they have relative
freedom from executive interference (Niskanen 1971; Downs 1967). Since all the organizations
seek to maintain themselves, the prudent and reliable strategy for their survival can be developing
autonomy, especially when the core tasks of the competing departments are overlapped with each
other (Krause et al 2006). No agencies are completely autonomous in democratic regime, the
departments in rival relationships try to maintain their control and compete with each other when
they have some freedom to take independent actions. Agents which have greater autonomy.
Though both autonomy and resources are regarded as ones of major determinants of intragovernmental competition, autonomy is more valued at least as much as resources (Wilson 1989:
202; Downs 1967). Organizations tries to acquire resources but they do only does unless increased
resources does not harm organizational autonomy if they value autonomy more than resources.
Since higher autonomy also allows the organizations to claim more resources and reduce
uncertainty, we expect that intra-governmental competition may be more closely associated with
autonomy than resources.

Hypothesis 2.1. The dedicated budget for sustainability will be positively related to intragovernmental competition.
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Extant research suggests that resources and autonomy can jointly influence intragovernmental competition, such as the resource deficiency forge intra-governmental competition
when the actors are autonomous enough (Downs 1967). Autonomous organizations are likely to
prefer larger budget and resources, but they may not want more resources when it is
accompanied by higher political control, which means restricting their autonomy. In many cases,
more resource may come with close monitoring and evaluation on their performance and budget,
and most organizations prefer autonomy rather than budget (Wilson 1989; Ellison 1995).
Organizations prefer large budget than small, but it generally brings more restrictions and less
autonomy. In addition, bureaucratic autonomy is required to obtain resources from outside,
organizations usually put autonomy first (Carpenter 2001). Intra-governmental competition is
likely to emerge when they have high autonomy which enables them to take independent action
but few resources to implement policy programs, which means the combination with greater
autonomy and less resources are likely to create intra-governmental competition. We expect that
intra-governmental competition is positively correlated with higher autonomy and less resources,
which suggest departments compete more when they have autonomy to take independent action
but do not have enough resources to put their policy programs into action.

Hypothesis 2.2: The interaction between resource and autonomy will be negatively
associated with intra-governmental competition.

Political Support
Political support and control from legislature and elected officials could influence and
design bureaucratic behaviors (McCubbin et al 1987; Boulton et al 2015). Low political support
6

institutions face more difficulties in carrying out their tasks. Conversely, institutions dealing with
a policy arena has a larger political attention are more motivated to get involved and take on
responsibilities. The agencies within same area, especially when their core tasks overlap, they
may compete with each other to try to forge alliances with political actors, such as elected
officials, congress, and president, when the policy area is getting political attention. They may
take over new tasks and fend off challenges from other departments. Local sustainability area is
not an exception. The preference and extensiveness of governmental agencies to supply
sustainability policies reflects their political interest (Feiock et al 2013), so in return for political
support and attention from higher level of government, the likelihood that the sustainability
project is implemented increases (Terman & Feiock 2015). As political agencies have become
more supportive on sustainability policy, functionally fragmented city units involving
sustainability may have higher motivation for competing with other departments for defending
their turf. Therefore, we expect that the more political will from elected officials in city
government and greater support from federal government as well as state government are
positively correlated with intra-governmental competition.
Hypothesis 3.1: The lack of political will be negatively associated with intragovernmental competition.
Hypothesis 3.2: The extent to which state legislative delegation and U.S. congress
delegation support city-sustainability implementation will be positively correlated with
intra-governmental competition.

DATA AND METHOD
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Dependent Variable
Intra-governmental competition data is obtained from the “Sustainable and Smart Cities Survey”
developed by Krause, Hawkins & Feiock (2015). The survey was sent to the city manager or
sustainability department director of each U.S city with a population over 50,000. Of the 1,282
cities surveyed, 505 surveys were returned, a response rate of 39.4%. T-test comparing between
the responded cities and nonresponded cities indicates that no statistical significant differences
were found in demographic factors.
For measuring intra-governmental competition level, the survey asked the sustainability
departments “To what extent do you agree or disagree that the following statement, ‘there is
competition among city units (departments)’?” The responses are in four scales: 1=disagree,
2=somewhat disagree, 3=somewhat agree, 4=agree. The types and the number of “city units”
involved in sustainability vary by cities, but those are including Building units, City council or
Commission, Chief Administrative Officer’s (CAO) office, Community Development unit,
Economic Development unit, Energy or Sustainability Unit, Environmental Service Unit, Local
Utility, Mayor’s Office, Parks and recreation unit, Planning unit, Public Service unit, and Streets
or Transportation units.

Independent Variables
In measuring the organizational autonomy and resources, we followed Meier (1980)
which suggests the ways of measuring autonomy and resources of government agencies.
Organizational resources can be indicated by (a) amount / growth of the budget and (b) growth in
personnel, and autonomy of organization can be gauged by (a) budgetary discretion, (b)
8

permanent authorization, and (c) rules to law ratio (Meier 1980). When they have relative
independence from political environments, their budget and authorizations are not affect Though
utilizing multiple indicators from different sources would have been better to control the possible
self-selection bias, for now we utilized the Sustainable and Smart Cities survey for measuring
autonomy and resources.
In this study, organizational autonomy level is measured by (a) dedicated budget to
sustainability which represents the budgetary discretion. The survey question asked “the
sustainability department has dedicated budget,” is used, which is binary measure. Second, for
the delegation of responsibility measure, we utilized the question about the extent to which the
authority in implementing sustainability efforts has been delegated by state legislatives and US
congress. The ranges of answers are three scales: 1=Not at all, 2= Somewhat, and 3= o a great
extent. By adding the scores from the two entities, the scale of delegation of responsibility varies
from 1 to 6.
Organizational resource is also measured in two ways: (a) the availability of fund and (b)
The amount of dedicated staff in city government. First, the question used for measuring fund
asked “To what extent is the cost and lack of fund obstacle to your city/town's ability to achieve
greater community sustainability?” and scored on a 1-5 likert scale from “1=Not an obstacle” to
“5=Substantial obstacle.” Second, the amount of dedicated staff in sustainability policy is
measured by the question asked whether they have dedicated staffing in (a) city/town manager’s
office, (b) mayor’s or council’s office, (c) single line sustainability department, (d) multiple line
departments, (e) task force, committee, or commission. It scores up to 5 if they have dedicated
staffs in all the listed sub-departments.
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Control Variables
City-level Control Variables
In the analysis, both city level and agency level control variables are used. At the city
level, the support from general public and environmental group, citizen ideology, and
demographic variables are included in the model. The policy support from public and client
groups affects significantly on the allocated budgetary resources and autonomy that retained by
the organizations (Meier 2000; Carpenter 2001). The resource commitment to sustainability is
increased when the municipality has more active support from interest groups (Hawkins et al
2015). Lack of political commitment and lack of valuing on sustainability may impede
environmental sustainability practices (Laurian and Crawford 2016). Several literature suggested
that the support from general public, business group, and nonprofit groups for sustainability
policy matters for the allocation of autonomy and resources (Bae and Feiock 2013; De la Cruz
2013). The size and commitment of city sustainability program is strongly associated with
environmental advocacy group (Portney and Berry 2015).
Citizen ideology and political attitude also matters in the adoption and implementation of
sustainability policy. More liberal ideology is associated with adoption decision of renewable
energy portfolio standard (Yi and Feiock 2012). Service provision is likely to be terminated in
more conservative jurisdictions (Lamothe and Lamothe 2016). Resource and autonomy levels are
determined by administrative and political decision, but how much resource and autonomy that
fall under the purview of environmental division is largely subject to political ideology of citizen
and government ideology. Besides political support and ideology factors, the size of the city
government expenditure, population, and demographic factors are also included in the model. It
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is known that large cities and rural areas are more proactive in adopting sustainability practices
(Homesy and Warner 2014; Hawkins, Kwon and Bae 2016).

Agency-level Control Variables
The commonality of information among the departments can affect intra-organizational
competition (March and Simon 1958; 147). The more the organizations share information
sources and easier they communicate each other, the greater differentiation in perception within
the government. The competition between different government units could be affected by this
differentiation in information resource. Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF) also suggests that
the commonality of information and shared policy belief can be associated with intraorganizational competition (Nicholson-Crotty 2005). When they have similar core policy belief,
organizations tend to compete less and agree on distributing resources for their common goals
more easily. On the contrary, when the number and variation of information channels within
organization increases, the organizations may have greater differentiations in organizational
goals and perceptions, which may induce competition or conflict among the units. Thus, we
include the measures related to the mutual trust, information sharing, and the ability to monitor
each other’s activities. These three measures from the survey has relatively high correlation (0.30.5), we integrate these three measures into one variable and created a “the commonality of
information source.” The questions used in the model are listed in the Appendix 1.
We also included whether the city government is council-manager or mayor-council type
following the precedent researches which pointed out the different sustainability policy
implementation practices within the two forms of governments (Feiock et al. 2001; Deslatte et al.
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2016). The model also has the control variable “primary unit,” which is whether the respondents
are working in a primary unit has responsibility in decision-making and implementation in
sustainability. We expect that he extent to which the survey respondents perceive the level of
intra-governmental competition depends on the placement and responsibility of the departments
where the individual respondent is working in.

12

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics

DV
IV (1)
Resources
IV (2)
Autonomy
IV (3) Political
Support

City-level
Control
Variable

Agency-level
Control
Variables

Ob
s

Mea
n

SD

Min

Max

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

1

Intra-governmental Competition

511

2.16

0.91

1

4

1

2

Funds

504

1.77

0.97

1

5

-0.06

1.00

3

Personnel Capacity

509

0.66

0.76

0

5

-0.04

0.09

1.00

4

Dedicated Budget

526

0.23

0.42

0

1

0.07

0.14

0.42

1.00

5

Political Will

501

3.35

1.25

1

5

0.17

-0.23

-0.26

-0.17

1.00

6

Congress / State Gov. Support

511

3.09

1.10

2

6

0.03

0.00

0.22

0.12

-0.26

1.00

7

Public Support

494

3.49

0.90

1

5

-0.01

0.01

0.28

0.25

-0.38

0.28

1.00

8

Environmental Group Support

492

4.32

0.82

1

5

-0.01

-0.03

0.23

0.21

-0.21

0.23

0.43

1.00

9

Citizen Ideology

560

-0.08

0.29

-1.0

0.7

-0.05

0.13

-0.22

-0.20

0.21

-0.18

-0.44

-0.25

1.00
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City Population

595

11.09

0.82

9.9

15.1

0.21

-0.06

0.19

0.20

0.03

0.08

0.08

0.17

-0.19

1.00

11

Median Income

595

10.84

0.33

10.0

11.8

-0.11

0.19

0.02

0.05

-0.03

-0.02

0.03

0.04

0.05

-0.08

1.00

12

Commonality of Information

503

9.59

1.71

5

13

-0.41

0.15

0.14

0.06

-0.29

0.15

0.06

0.03

0.07

-0.12

0.12

1.00

13

Functional Fragmentation

509

5.37

3.23

0

13

0.10

0.01

0.25

0.18

-0.12

0.13

0.23

0.16

-0.12

0.25

0.04

0.04

1.00
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Form of government

560

0.32

0.47

0

1

0.10

-0.12

-0.04

-0.02

-0.02

0.05

-0.04

0.01

-0.16

0.08

-0.23

-0.12

-0.01

1.00
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Primary department

590

16.33

0.47

16

17

0.01

-0.03

-0.13

-0.10

0.05

-0.10

-0.07

-0.11

0.06

-0.04

0.05

-0.11

0.02

-0.04

13

1
5

1

Result
Descriptive statistics is presented in Table 1. Since the dependent variable in this model
is in ordered scale, we used Ordered Logistic Regression (OLR) in this paper. The dependent
variable is intra-governmental competition, and the key variables measuring organizational
resources, autonomy, and political supports are the funds availability, personnel capacity,
dedicated budget, political will, and US congress and State government support for sustainability
policy. We tested our hypothesis in three different model, and the 2nd and 3rd models including
the interaction variables test hypothesis 2.2 which suggests the interaction between autonomy
and resources. Model 1 does not include interaction term. The estimated results show that intragovernmental competition is positively and directly correlated with organizational autonomy and
political support, but is negatively correlated with organizational resources through interaction
with organizational autonomy. The results also indicate that the functional fragmentation and the
commonality of information source among the department are positively associated with intragovernmental competition in all three models.
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Table 2 The Effect of Organizational Resources, Autonomy, and Political Support on Intra-Governmental Competition

Non-Interaction Model
Model 1

IV (1)
Resources
IV (2)
Autonomy
IV (3)
Political
Support

City-level
control
Variables

Agencylevel
Control
Variables

Interaction Model
Model 2

Model 3

coef.

SE

coef.

SE

coef.

SE

Funds

0.06

0.11

0.071

0.106

0.077

0.106

Personnel Capacity

-0.18

0.14

0.197

0.380

-0.012

0.166

Dedicated Budget (binary)

0.43*

0.24

0.414*

0.242

0.964**

0.385

Political Will

0.16*

0.09

0.171**

0.086

0.170**

0.086

US Congress / State Gov. Support

0.19**

0.09

0.275**

0.120

0.188**

0.089

Public Support

0.02

0.13

0.019

0.128

0.006

0.128

Environmental Group Support

-0.08

0.13

-0.079

0.129

-0.067

0.129

Citizen Ideology

0.23

0.38

0.219

0.381

0.298

0.383

City Population

0.34**

0.12

0.341**

0.124

0.372**

0.125

Median Income

-0.35

0.29

-0.356

0.289

-0.362

0.289

Commonality of Information

-0.50**

0.06

-0.492**

0.064

-0.502**

0.064

Functional Fragmentation

0.06**

0.03

0.065**

0.031

0.064**

0.031

Form of government

0.10

0.21

0.112

0.206

0.112

0.206

Primary department (binary)

-0.08

0.20

-0.068

0.198

-0.069

0.198

-0.110

0.104
-0.521*

0.292

Interaction Variables
Funds x Dedicated Budget
Personnel Capacity x Dedicated Budget

N

439

439

439

Log likelihood

-501.53192

-501.53192

-500.46927

McFadden's R2

0.1016

0.1026

0.1045

Dedicated budget is significant with the expected sign in all the models, which suggests
that intragovernmental competition is positively correlated with the organizational autonomy
(Hypothesis 2.1 is supported). The coefficients on dedicated budget indicate that whether they
have dedicated budget on sustainability is associated with the increases in the intra-governmental
competition, which means the city governments with greater autonomy in sustainability policy
15

experience higher intra-governmental competition. This finding corroborates prior literature
which suggests that organizations of largely autonomous department may have greater conflict or
competition among the departments (Simon et al. 1954).
Organizational resources which measured by funds and personnel capacity are
insignificant, suggesting that the resource availability is not associated with higher level of intragovernmental competition (Hypothesis 1.1 and 1.2 are not supported). We expected that
intragovernmental competition is positively related with resource deficiency because one of the
major competition motivations is acquiring needed resources. The result indicates that the
competition among the sustainability departments may not be fostered by the lack of resources. It
is possible that the lack of fund and dedicated personnel give signal that the policy arena does
not get much attention from public and politicians, so the departments rather avoid to take in
charge in the task than to spend energy to acquire needed resources. This result also implies that
the activities of sustainability departments may not be driven by the motivation for more funds or
personnel, which contrast the organization aggrandize rationale which suggest all the
organizations try to expand their funds and resources (Niskanen 1971). Considering resource
deficiency could affect intra-governmental competition in both positive and negative ways, or
they may offset each other, the results may not be surprising.
Even if organizational resources are not directly associated with intra-governmental
competition, the model 3 shows that interaction between resources and autonomy is negatively
correlated with the intra-governmental competition (hypothesis 2.2 is supported). This variable
captures the organizational resources which is conditional upon organizational autonomy, with
low values associated with higher intra-governmental competition. While the evidence would not
exist in the case of model 2 (interaction between dedicated budget and fund availability), the
16

autonomy and resource affect jointly on intra-governmental competition even when we control
the effect of autonomy. In the model 3 with the interaction between dedicated budget and
personnel capacity, an increase in interaction is negatively associated with intra-governmental
competition. This results is consistent with the theory that under greater autonomy, organizations
will be more likely to compete for acquiring more resources, which suggests resource deficiency
may be positively correlated with inter-departmental competition when they can exercise greater
autonomy (Meier and O’Tool 2006; Wilson 1989; Ellison 1995). Governmental agencies might
be reluctant to enlarge their policy area or budget in a policy area that can become a burdensome
task with more complexity, constraints, and responsibility when they cannot acquire enough
resources to carry out their activities. The main effect of autonomy is still insignificant in all
models, indicating that the resources are not associated with intra-governmental competition.
Political support is significant in all the models. An increase in political will in
sustainability policy is positively associated with intra-governmental competition. The support
from US congress and State government on sustainability policy is also positively associated
with intra-governmental competition. Departments will be more likely to compete when they
have higher political support from the political appointees as well as state and federal
governments. This result is also consistent with theoretical expectation that greater political
support may increase greater competition among the governmental agencies (Nicholson-Crotty
2005).
Finally, functional fragmentation, which measured by the number of units involved in
sustainability, is significant with increase in intra-governmental competition. The extent of
differentiation in information is positively associated with intra-governmental competition. The
population is also associated with intra-governmental competition.
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Conclusion and Limitation
This study investigates the relationship between organizational power and intragovernmental competition. We contribute to the literature evidence that resource deficiency,
greater autonomy, and political support are positively related with the extent to which the
governmental agencies compete with each other. The result indicates that greater autonomy and
political support are positively associated with intra-governmental competition, and resource
availability is negatively correlated with intra-governmental competition only through interaction
with autonomy. It also substantiates the arguments that intra-governmental competition is
positively associated with the political support from the higher levels of the government and
legislative body (Krause et al 2006; Moe 1989; Bendor 1985). In both non-interaction and
interaction models, we found that the cities with greater autonomy and political support are likely
to exhibit competitive behaviors, which implies that more autonomy may facilitate intragovernmental competition. The significant positive association between intra-governmental
competition and political support also provides support for the argument that the bureaucratic
competition inside of the government is the function of political control (McCubbins et al 1987;
Meier & O’Tool 2006).
These results are consistent with the prior literature which suggests competition inside of
the government is more closely associated with autonomy than resources (Wilson 1989; Ellison
1995). The result from the interaction model implies that intra-governmental competition may
increase through interaction with autonomy. Intra-governmental competition is likely to emerge
when they suffer from lack of resources but they do only when they could exercise a certain level
of autonomy under political support from external agencies. Autonomy and political support may
18

provide them to substantial power to take independent action. Considering competition itself
requires resources and autonomy, however, resources and autonomy are the motivation of
competition, not the causes of competitive behavior. In this sense, the relationship between
organizational power and intra-governmental competition can be the question of which one comes
first.
Finally, about the methodology we used in this paper, our expectation might be tested better
in the hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) than regular ordered logistic modeling. Though we did
not implement HLM in this paper, we can capture the effect of political and public support on the
allocation of budget and autonomy with hierarchical model. In a democratic state, as resources and
autonomy should be dependent upon public support and political pressure, the effect of resources
and autonomy on inter-departmental competition could be studied with in the context of political
control over bureaucratic politics (Carpenter 2001). The ability of the governmental organizations
to compete each other depends on the autonomy and resource which can be the function of the
support and the delegation by political actors elected officials. We may consider hierarchical
modeling which enables to separate explanatory variables into level 1 (resources and autonomy at
the city level) and level 2 (citizen ideology and political support at the metropolitan level) to
capture the influence of political support and citizen ideology on the allocated resources and given
autonomy.
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Appendix 1. Survey Questions Used in the Analysis
Survey Questions

Choices

Dependent Variable
Intra-Governmental
Competition

To what extent do you agree or disagree
that the following statements that “there is
competition among the city units?”

(a) disagree (b) somewhat disagree,
(c) somewhat agree (d) agree

Independent Variables

Personnel Capacity
Resource
Variables
Funds
Autonomy
Variables

Dedicated Budget
Political Will

Political
Support
Variables

Political Support

Do you have dedicated staffing in (a)
city/town manager’s office (b) mayor’s or
council’s office (c) within single line
department (d) spread across multiple
department (e) a city-wide task force,
committee, or commission
To what extent is “the lack of funds” an
obstacle to your city/town's ability to
achieve greater community sustainability?
Does your city / town has dedicated budget
in sustainability work?
To what extent is “the lack of political will”
an obstacle to your city/town's ability to
achieve greater community sustainability?
To what extent have members of political
delegation representing your city/town
provided the assistance in implementing
sustainability efforts? (a) State legislative
delegation (b) U.S. congress delegation

Select all that apply

(5-point Likert Scale) Not an
Obstacle (1) – Substantial Obstacle
(5)
(1) no (2) yes
(5-point Scale) Not an Obstacle (1) –
Substantial Obstacle (5)
(1) not at all
(2) somewhat
(3) to great extent

Control Variables

External
Group
Support

Environmental
Group Support
Public Support

Monitoring output

Commonality
of information

Trust among units

Information Sharing

To what extent do “the environmental
groups support” or oppose climate
protection efforts by your government?
To what extent do “the general public”
support or oppose climate protection
efforts by your government?
To what extent do you agree or disagree
that the following statements describe
collaboration on sustainability among city
units (departments)? “Monitoring the
output of collaboration is difficult”
To what extent do you agree or disagree
that the following statements describe
collaboration on sustainability among city
units (departments)? “representatives
from different units trust one another”
To what extent do you agree or disagree
that the following statements describe
collaboration on sustainability among city
units (departments)? “Information is
shared among the units”
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(5-point Scale) Strongly Oppose(1) –
Strongly Support (5)
(5-point Scale) Not an Obstacle (1) –
Substantial Obstacle (5)
(4-point scale) Disagree –
Somewhat disagree- Somewhat
agree - Agree

(4-point scale) Disagree –
Somewhat disagree- Somewhat
agree - Agree

(4-point scale) Disagree –
Somewhat disagree- Somewhat
agree - Agree

Functional
Fragmentation

Number of units
involved in
sustainability

Aside from this unit please indicate what
other units have been involved and the
extent to which they have influenced the
planning and design of the city/town's
sustainability programs?
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(a) Buildings unit, (b) city council or
commission, (c) city/town manager
or Chief Administrative Office, (d)
Community Development unit, (e)
Economic Development unit, (f)
Energy or Sustainability unit, (g)
Environment or Environmental
service unit, (h) Local Utility
(municipally owned), (i) Mayor’s
Office, (j) Parks and recreation unit,
(k) Planning unit, (l) Public Works
unit, (m) Streets or Transportation
unit

