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Political fragmentation and the hyper-pluralism of the metropolitan area make it difficult
to address more complicated issues such as economic development, income inequality, and
growth management. In some metropolitan areas local governments have collectively
developed a metropolitan civil society to combine the metropolis across multiple jurisdictions
and to congtitute the provision side of alocal public economy. The new and innovative concept,
“new regionalism ™ achieves these goals of promoting regional action through “governance,”
which is defined as the use of inter-governmental collaboration rather than hierarchical
regional government in order to resolve area-wide public issues. Although complexity of
metropolitan areasinduceslocal jurisdictionsto be engaged in collabor ative strategy, it isonly
a necessary condition for interlocal collaboration. Whom they decide to choose as a
cooperation partnersis another part of the story. Based on agent-based model the “landscape
theory” by Axelrod provides a general theoretical background to predict aggregation pattern
by putting highly compatible components together and less compatible components apart in
social sciences. This “landscape theory” is applied to explain why regional development
partner ship alliances among local gover nments are successful in some metropolitan areas but
not in others.
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INTRODUCTION local competition is considered an efficient and effective
way of handling the local public service provision
The modern metropolitan area typically contains notissues. Experience over the last two decades reveals that
only multiple jurisdictions but also the interests of many political fragmentation and hyper-pluralism of the
stakeholders. Concerns about the formation inmetropolitan area make it difficult to address more
metropolitan areas have created some of the mostomplicated issues such as economic development,
important questions for the field of urban politics and income inequality, and growth management (Bish
economics. The traditional approach for this complexity 1971). Zero-sum game arguments are concerned that if
sheds more light on political fragmentation and thethe welfare of community economy is determined by
efficiency in providing local public service. In this light, factors beyond the control of local decision-making
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mechanism, then the economy of one jurisdiction canand jointly respond to emergencies as well as deliver
achieve success at the expense of others (James 198¢utine services (Feiock, Park, & Steinacker forth-
Blair and Kumar 1997). This type of social dilemma has coming).
been often portrayed in the game theory context as the “New regionalism is both a policy agenda and a
prisoners dilemma. A simple illustration of prisonérs public-sector intervention designed to address that
dilemma implies that selfish individual behavior under agenda (Savitch and Vogel 2000). It enhances the cost-
fragmented decision-making system and interactioneffective provision of public infrastructures and services
prevent participants from creating a desirable publicto wide metropolitan areas and encourages the equitable
good (Feiock 2002; Aylward 2005). distribution of fiscal resources and development
These more complex issues require a new andutcomes across the metropolitan area. It also supports
innovative way of solving the current dilemma. In some global economic competition for the city-region and
metropolitan areas local governments have collectivelyprovides solutions for the ecological and sustainable
developed a metropolitan civil society to integrate thepatterns of land use and development (Downs 1994;
metropolis across multiple jurisdictions and constitute Dodge 1996; Orfield 1997).
the provision side of a local public economy (Oakerson “New regionalism achieves these goals of
1999). These integrations are based on collaborativgpromoting regional action through the relatively new
efforts amongst local governments. It is believed thatconcept, “governance, which is defined as the use of
cooperation among fragmented local government is notnter-organizational collaboration rather than
uncommon (Friesema 1970; Ostrom, Bish and Ostronmhierarchical regional government in order to resolve
1988; Post 2002; 2004). The nature of cooperation hasrea wide public issues. Governance conveys the idea
changed over the last three decades as well; Rather thdhat existing institutions can be impeded in new ways,
centralization and governmental consolidations, that cooperation can be achieved on a flexible and
decentralized regionalism entails cooperation amongvoluntary basis among localities, and that people can
governmental entities in urban metropolitan areasbest control themselves by horizontally linked
throughout horizontally and vertically connected organizations. One form of governance is self-
organizations (Stevens and Wickstrom 2000; Parkgovernance, a network not only of governmental but
2005). Creation of multipurpose governments throughalso of non-governmental private and not-for-profit
consolidation of existing units has declined, but thereorganizations arrayed in various configurations at
have been remarkable increases in targeted collectivenultiple levels that develops the plans to meet regional-
action through intergovernmental agreements (Postvide needs (Wallis 1991; Parks and Oakerson 2000).
2002), creation of special districts (McCabe 2000; The regional partnership for economic development
2003) and regional partnerships among localis one example of formalized configuration of this self-
governments in a metropolitan area (Olberding 2002).organization. Although the results somewhat vary due
Voluntary cooperation among governments and sectorto the new and revolutionary concept of self-governance
include public-private, intercommunity partnerships (Swanstrom 2001), new regionalists argue that
replace top-down approaches (Park, 2005, Feioclcollaborative regional governance will not only improve
2004). the quality of local services but also enhance the
“New regionalisnT, as a response to renewed competitiveness of the regions in the global economy.
interest in decentralized governance, is initiated in ordefSome empirical works identify economic spillovers and
to deal with the emerging and urgent issues that involvdinkage between central cities and suburbs (Feiock and
the interests of multiple parties such as fiscal disparitiesPark 2003). Several studies articulate correlations
social segregation, environmental problems, andbetween central-city income and suburban income in
economic expectations (Savitch and Vogel 2000). ThelU.S. metropolitan areas increased significantly over the
“new regionalisit movement responds to growing last two decades (Savitch et al. 1993; Ledebur and
problems that occur on a regional scale and that seem ®arnes 1992; Voith 1998). Some studies revealed that
require some sort of regional solution, in particular, suburban political affiliation is more closely aligned
infrastructure problems that drive from sprawling with those of central-cities that suburbs surround over
patterns of development (Parks and Oakerson 2000). Itime (Gainesborough 2001; Orfield 2002). These results
order to do so local governments share the resourcesuggest that regional coordination and cooperation is
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more achievable than expected. Resource dependence theory argues that the motivation
In addition, an increasingly popular strategy in to fill the resource gap from other jurisdictions enhance
regional governance field is the regional partnershipregional cooperation (Pfeffer and Salancik 2003; Gulati
approach. Development partnership alliances areand Gargiulo 1999) and the theory of homophily views
formed by local governments to enhance the economyhat political and economic similarity easily brings
of multiple jurisdictional areas, often with the aid of cooperative strategy since actors seek to forge
private firms and not-for-profit organizations (Olberding relationships with others with whom they share similar
2002). Regional partnerships typically play an importantattributes (Park 2005; Ibarra 1992; Carley 1991). This
role in conducting regional promotion, coordinating argument is particularly important in that risk-averse
local development activities or incentives, and government entities seek for reliable cooperation
sometimes directly providing services (Park 2005). Thepartnership to achieve same policy goals. This implies
formation of regional partnerships approach is notthat more rigorous investigation on how each local
always successful as there is variation in both formatiorjurisdiction decides regional partnership counterparts
and performance. Based on these phenomena observedll provide a more complete explanation of interlocal
in metropolitan areas this study is interested in thecollaboration.
reason why only some metropolitan areas have success In this venue, Axelrod and Bennett (1993) provide a
in forming regional partnerships over the economicformal theory of aggregation among multiple actors
development. called “landscape theory.“Aggregatiorf means the
organization of components of a system in patterns that
tend to put highly compatible components together and
A THEORY OF AGGREGATION separate less compatible components apart (Axelrod and
Bennett 1993). Landscape theory originates from
A multiplicity of small economic entities creates physical sciences and biology in particular to study the
unequal resource endowments and demands. In thdynamics of a complicated system. It turns out that the
regional governance context, this implies that someconcepts provide many helpful ways of analyzing
jurisdictions encounter many fundamental problemsvarious aggregation problems in social science fields as
with a limited tax-base and other jurisdictions are well ranging from international alignments to alliances
abundant with the riches and few considerableof business firms setting standards that have previously
difficulties. On the other hand, critical resource been thought of in isolation. This theory provides a
exchange does not occur only from rich jurisdictions todeeper understanding of what kind of aggregation
poor jurisdiction since there is an asymmetry in resourcepattern exists in several different areas by answering
endowments and administrative capacity. In this sensewhy a certain element is similar to and different from
the need or demand side of institutional arrangement®thers. The theory also provides a coherent explanation
addressing the lack of resources influences theof why some particular aggregation forms in a given
likelihood of establishing a regional partnership for system and not in others (Axelrod and Bennett 1993).
economic development. Social exchange theory views In general, how and what landscape theory predicts
that limited resources of local jurisdictions enhanceregarding the aggregation mechanism is closely related
regional cooperation (Pfeffer and Salancik 2003; Gulatito the recent development of“agent-based modéal.
and Gargiulo 1999). Thus, regional governanceThe basic idea ofagent-based models to construct
approach by interlocal collaboration is a viable the computational devices, which are known as agents
alternative for local governments. with some properties, and simulate them in parallel to
Considering collaborative development strategy model the real phenomena. The process starts with the
responding to resource dependence as a viable option ehavioral characteristics of micro level of the social
a necessary condition for interlocal collaboration. system and constructs the complexity of macro level
Among many, with whom each local jurisdiction will based on interaction among micro level actors. In an
choose to cooperate, which is sufficient condition for agent-based model with computational method
interlocal cooperation is a more important question forcomplement traditional theory building and analytical
local jurisdictions. There are two contrasting theoreticalmethods. Whereas the traditional approach allows us to
arguments regarding partnership choice criteria:characterize the equilibrium of a system, agent-based
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models enable us to explore the possibility of generatingmportant role as having an appropriate relationship
that equilibrium. The landscape theory is able towith a large player is likely to provide more benefits to
suggest where leverage can be efficiently applied toeach member.
move from one configuration to another and which  The conspicuous feature of landscape theory is the
partnerships are inherently unstable and which wouldpropensity to work together, which means each pair of
become stable if critical subgroups could be induced tacandom players, andj, has a propensity to cooperate.
make minor changes (Axelrod and Bennett 1993). The propensity, ip is simply a measurement of the
Applying this landscape theory (or agent-basedwillingness for two players to belong to the same
model in general) can provide a rich explanation ofalliance together. The propensity is positive if the two
whether or not some metropolitan areas are successfyilayers act together and negative when they have many
in forming regional partnership for economic sources of potential conflict. For the simplicity, the
development. This article will provide an empirical test theory assumes that propensity is symmetric, so that
of a theory of aggregation in metropolitan governmentspi;=p; (Axelrod and Bennett 1993). Obviously, the
over the economic development policy by introducing adetails of measurement of propensity will vary from one
new theoretical explanation of aggregation dynamicsapplication to another (Axelrod and Bennett 1993).
with the specificity of measurement. Creating a proper propensity function will be the most
challenging but essential work in this analysis.
A configuration is a partition of the players in the
LANDSCAPE THEORY MODEL.: system and a specific configuratiof, determines the
AGENT-BASED MODEL distance, ¢ between any two playersandj. For
simplicity a certain configuration is dichotomous so the
Based on agent-based approach, landscape theodistance is O if the two players are in the same alliances
predicts how actors will act for aggregations such asand 1 if the two players are in the different alliances.
alliances, coalitions, and organizational structures. The With size, propensity, and distance, it is now
theory is based on two simple and plausible possible to formulize a frustration function, which is
assumptions, both drawn from the recognition that it isdefined as how well a given configuration satisfies the
difficult for a player to assess the value of each potentiabropensities of a given player to be near or far from
alignment (Axelrod 1997; Axelrod and Bennett 1993). each other. A player, is willing to switch sides if the
The first assumption is that a player evaluates how tdrustration would be less on the other side. Therefore the
adequately maintain the relationships with any of otherdfrustration of playerin a particular configuratioX is
independent of all other members in the system. Only
pair-wise evaluations are possible and it is possible to F(X)= X spidi(X) 1)
avoid the difficulty in assessing all combinations of 171
players simultaneously implied by game theory. The
second assumption is that adjustments to alignment are where sis the size of, p; is propensity of to be
possible by only marginal movement of individual close toj, anddi(X) is the distance from to j in
players. This assumption excludes the possibility thatconfigurationX. The summation is taken over all
any sub-alignment will come to exist within an players except=|.
alignment and then change the alliance as a block. This Then it is possible to construct the energy of given
second assumption is essential when payoff informatiorconfiguration, X, as the weighted sum of the frustration
is made uncertain by increasing the negotiation cost®f each player in that configuration. This gives the
and reducing the ability of players to use side payment&nergy of configuration as follows:
to reach an optimal solution.
Base_d on these assumptions the Iar_ldscape theory EX)= XsFi(X) @)
starts with a set of n players such as nations, firms, and A
local governments. Each player has the size, si>0, which
is a measurement of the influential power of them to  Substituting the definition of frustration, equation
others. Size might reflect demographic or economic(1), into this equatior{2) allows the calculation of the
factors or a combination of both. Size plays anenergy of a configuration with respect to size,
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propensity, and distance: To calculate the Nash equilibria of potential
partnership configurations among the local governments
E(X)= Xsisipidi(X) (3) it is required to measure both individual jurisdiction size
i #]

and identification of propensities to cooperate with
others. The size, s, should reflect economic influence of
Once the energy of each configuration is given it iscertain local government over others. The rationale

possible to advance to building energy landscape. Théehind this expectation is that the larger economic
landscape is simply a graph which has a point for eactpower a local government has the more initiatives on
feasible configuration and height above this point for forming partnership the local government is able to
the energy of that configuration. Because the energy ofitilize. Central-cities are likely to influence neighboring
a configuration is defined as a weighted sum of thesuburbs in forming a regional partnership for economic
frustrations of individual players, the decrement of thedevelopment because of the economic size in this
frustration of a player on given configuration lowers the model. It is assumed that the economic size of a local
energy of the entire system (Axelrod and Bennett 1993)jurisdiction is an appropriate measurement to capture
Thus the effort of a player to change the sides in order tathe concept ofsize” in landscape theory. On the other
minimize the frustration stops at the local minimum hand, Oliver (2000) argues that as city size increases
point in the energy landscape of the entire systempeople are less likely to know neighbors and less likely
Because no one in the same alignment has an incentii® have social contacts that argeographically
to revert the decision at this point, the alignmentproximate? What is meant by‘geographically
patterns reach stability. In this sense the predictedporoximate’ is density, a condition related to population
alliance configurations in the system are simply the(Stein and Dillingham 2004). This analysis considers
Nash equilibria, those sets of alliances for which nogovernmental expenditure, multiplied by the number of
single player has a motivation to switch to anotherthe population, and divided by area size as an
alliance (Axelrod et al. 1995). The Nash equilibrium is aapproximation of the economic size of local
proper solution concept in many game theoretic settinggovernment. Meanwhile transformed natural log is used
because it may provide a large nhumber of possiblefor the purpose of calculation. Finally the size of local
outcomes. As mentioned earlier, the second assumptiogovernment, si, will be
that incremental adjustments should be made by only _ .
individual players is critical because it ensures that there  _ 1 GovermentExpenditure Poupulaation Y4)

can be no cyclical solutions by ruling out the possibility ' AreaSize
that players change sides simultaneously.
Implications of the prediction from this model are; In order to operationalize the concept of propensity,

first that the equilibrium point need not to be necessarilyseveral parameters are introduced to capture the
global optimum, which means wherever a initial point likelihood to collaborate with others based on the
starts, it reaches the nearest local minimum and seconcharacteristics and development strategies of members
that it might be impossible to have any configuration in regional partnership alliance. These several variables
that is perfectly satisfied by everybody which means thereflect the arguments that the more homogeneous the
majority of players are disappointed by having someactors within the system, the more likely they will
friends in the opposite group and some enemies in theooperate with each other. In the analysis the propensity
same group. Finally, concerning the first implication, model will include three parameters, 8, y, which
the outcome that landscape theory predicts shows howepresent different categories weighting the incentive or
history and expectations affect the decision of a stablalisincentive to ally with others.
outcome in the case of multiple possible equilibria (Katz  The first variable a, represents the degree of
and Shapiro 1985, Krugman 1991). strength in network relationship among actors, which
accounts for informal contacts between the two local
governments. The basic hypothesis implied is that
APPLYING THE THEORY TO FORMATION frequent contact breeds a strong propensity to cooperate.
OF REGIONAL PARTNERSHIP As collaborative and multi-organizational networks
have played more important roles in delivering public
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services than before (Qoole 1997; Ostrom 1998; established than average level, the propensity for them
Agranoff and McGuire 1998; Provan and Miward 2001; to collaborate is expected to have negative value. And if
Thurmaier and Wood 2002), the network framework istwo governments show minimum level of contact
thought to be more useful in analyzing other public frequency in the entire system, the propensity is
issues, the formation and the effectiveness of alliancesonsidered to be -1.

or agreement. Also, network structure of interlocal ~Second, parametef captures the economic
relation is applied to explaining local economic heterogeneity among the local government. The degree
development by specifying the mechanism of complexof economic heterogeneity among participants plays an
relationship among the participants. Communicationimportant role in collective action (Olson 1965; Ostrom
allows individuals to increase trust in the reliability of 1990). Negotiations will cost more and interest is less
others. Through a repeated opportunity to talk withlikely to be uniform in heterogeneous than in
others, a participant can evaluate whether they trushomogeneous groups (Gadgil et al. 1998; Sporrong
others sufficiently to try to reach a simple agreement1998; Alcorn and Toledo 1998; Jodha 1998). Similar
regarding the level of joint effort and allocation (Ostrom implications are found in a regional partnership setting.
1998). To capture the degree of network strength, soméf there are great heterogeneity in prosperity between
literature researchers (Ostrom 1998; Agranoff andcentral city and suburban areas, they have different
McGuire 1998; 2003) investigate with whom cities preferences regarding economic development
contact, how frequently cities are involved in cooperation. In that case, cooperation is difficult to form
communication activities, for what specific strategic or maintain (Feiock and Steinacker 2003; Steinacker
purpose they contact with each other in analyzing2003). Based on the measurement in the previous
collaborative linkages for local economic development.research (Park 2005) the study will collect the value of
Reflecting the operation of previous literatures it is the prosperity index for each jurisdiction, especially
possible to measure the concept of network bythose for the central city and suburban regions in each
investigating the number of contacts between twometropolitan area, so as to capture difference of wealth
governments. A national wide survey conducted byin each jurisdiction of metropolitan area. By using a
authors provides the contact frequency of each locaprosperity index variable it is possible to simplify and
jurisdiction regarding economic development issuesnormalize the heterogeneity among the participants as
with other jurisdictions. For simplicity this frequency of follows?
communication is normalized by a simple operation as

) _ NGl 6
follows: ﬁll m ( )
N; - Avg{N} whereli is the prosperity index value of governmient

s if Nj- AVg{Nj}> 0

aij =

~ max{N} - Avg{N} According to theories discussed above because

adverse heterogeneity, which is identically same as

homogeneity, is likely to increase the propensity to

otherwise (5) work together and is interested in measuring;j1-
which is a homogeneity parameter.

Third, parametely measures the degree of formal
cooperation accumulated in the pasnstitutional
persistence, regardless of partnership area. The

where N; is the number of contact between assumption behind this variable is that once formal
government andj. By this simple operation, values of regional partnership is formed in one policy area,
parametere lie between -1 and 1. For example, if another partnership such as alliance for economic
government A and B use the communication channedevelopment is easily established as well. The
most frequently in the metropolitan C, the propensity isexperience of cooperation begets another cooperative
assumed to be 1, maximum valueagf On the other  activity. Cooperative intergovernmental arrangement is
hand, government E and F with less communicationlikely to be sustained by reducing transaction cost and
building social capital (Park 2005). If local governments

_ Ny - Avg{N}
~ AvgiN} - min{N}
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utilize the previously set partnership with others, it energy function (3) to obtain the energy function in this

could reduce even more transaction costs andspecific case:

partnership could be more fortified. In addition the

pattern of cooperation is path-dependent so that history EX)= Zsisai(1-8:)7di(X) (9)

may affect the determination of stable alliance when e

there are multiple potential outcomes (Katz and Shapiro

1985; Krugman 1991). In this sense, history plays an

important role because participants use previous and DATA AND ANALYSIS

current information available to evaluate each other

(Axelrod et al. 1995). The number of previous Some examples of metropolitan areas and their

partnership in other related areas will be treated as gatterns of forming regional partnership are investigated

measurement of formal cooperation previously for economic development in this empirical analysis

established orinstitutional persistence.The way of  based on computer simulation. From a nationwide malil

normalizingy is identically same with the case @f  survey of city governmental officers responsible for

Thus parameteyis economic development programs, the clusters of 7
metropolitan areas of Boston, Cleveland, Denver,

Miami-Fort Lauderdale, Los Angeles- Riverside-San
G- Avg{Gj}

yi= , if Ci- Avg{G}> 0 Bernardino, Salt Lake City, and San Francisco-San
max{G} - Avg{Ci} Jose-Oakland are selected to find out the equilibrium
point that locally minimizes the frustration of the entire

Gi - Avg{C} _ system by computing optimized output in each

~ AGCT - min{GY otherwise  (7) metropolitan area. The simulation for each case of

metropolitan area is conduct based on the energy
equation developed in the previous section. The unit of
analysis in this setting is the economic agent, local
governments within each metropolitan area. For
whereC; is the number of inter-local agreement instance the case of San Francisco-Oakland-San Jose
initiated between governmentandj.3 By this simple  metropolitan area consisting of 33 different cities which
operation, values of parametealso lie between -1 and have different characteristics and development strategies
1. Any relationship between governmeérandj with especially a local economic capacity and intensiveness
maximum value ofC; constitutes parameteras 1. of communication channel with other cities. This
Likewise, any governmental relationship which has substantial variation in size and propensity from
minimum value ofC; among the entire metropolitan empirical data makes the prediction of cooperation
area ends up with systepequivalent to -1. pattern based on the model possible and meaningful.
To put these altogether it is possible to construct aFinally, the applicability of agent-based approach is
propensity function of regional partnership for discussed since estimation results provide the
economic development in this particular setting ascomparison with empirical patterns of partnership

follows: alliance in reality based on national-wide mail survey
results.
pi= a(1-F)y -1<a,B,7n <1, 0<1-B<1 (8 The basic data of constituent cities is collected in

each case regarding the size of local governments,
which are total population in each cities, area size, and
One advantageous property of equation (8) is that dinancial expenditure from U.S. census data in 2000,
product of any values between 0 and 1 is lying betweerand online Census data reports.
0 and 1 as well. Therefore it is possible to interpret 1 as Difficulty occurs when the data constructing
perfectly identical inclination, which is more likely lead propensity function is collected because most survey
to collaboration and -1 as perfectly bipolar propensity ordata currently available is extremely limited in that it
simply indifferent from the existence of others. The does not reflect information about the dyadic
propensity function (8) is put into previous constructedrelationship of a one to one relationship. Since the
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model counts heavily upon a strong assumption that &ommunity redevelopment agency to promote projects
local government evaluates how well it maintains thein specific areas, and 4) use business improvement
relationships with other governments independent of alldistricts or a main street program. The number of formal
other members in the system, only pair-wise evaluationgartnership is counted in which two local governments
are meaningful. The model requires specific datdlion simultaneously take part, and consider itGs

in equation (5), which is the number of contact betweenMinimum and maximum numbers of alliances which
government andj. Mail survey data available only each city can join are 0 and 4, respectively. Then, the
provides information omM;, which measures contact value ofC; could also lie from O to 4. The remaining
frequency with official/agencies in other cities. part of constructings from C; is identically same with
Therefore, it is interpreted as overall frequency of the way of constructing parametgrand was explained
contact, which is scale variable from 1 to 5. In this sensen detail in the equation (7). The parameter of
the ideal survey question on this particular inquiry “institutional persistencydiffers depending on the
should ask not how many times city A contacts with degree of variation in previous cooperation decision of
other cities in general but how many times city A each local government from average participation level
contacts respectively with city B, city C, and city D. within the entire metropolitan area.

This difficulty can be overcome in a sense that the Decision on cooperation is difficult to achieve or
interest here is the normalized propensity rather tharsustain in case that great differences in economic
specific value oN; or Ni. It is possible to construetj characteristics among the participant cities lead them to
without creating any serious flaws. representing the choose different economic incentives and development
degree of propensity to cooperate and lying between -Etrategies. To measure economic dissimilarity of
and 1 can inferred from partial propensity information participant cities in metropolitan areas the paranmggter

of Ni andN; as follows: is calculated which represents the degree of difference
in prosperity index values between matchingicityd |.
Ni = Ni+ N; 9 As developed in the previous sectigh,could be

computed from prosperity index among local
government, li. Prosperity index values take all the
whereN; is an integer between 2 to 10. Although economic indicators including per capita income,
this treatment is limited, generated valudNptioes not median income, percentage of college graduate,
create any critical problems because the ultimate goal ifomeowner, percentage of occupied house, and
to construck; in equation (5). As explained in detail in percentage of professionals into account and overall
the previous section it is possible to creatbased on  index value can be calculated from the average of
the information of contact frequency with other cities standardized scores on every indicator, where a higher
from the mail survey data of local government in index value implicates more prosperity (Park 2005).
metropolitan areas. Finally, the information of the distance among local
In the previous sectiopcan be constructed fro@ governments on particular configuration X in the
in the same manner to generateSeveral reliable equation (9) collected from same 2003-2004 survey
measurements of formal cooperative relation other thardata. Survey question is designed to investigate whether
economic development partnership are found in the pastr not a local government in metropolitan area adopts
from the same survey data collection. Thoseregional partnership for economic development. More
measurements come from questions regardingspecifically the question asks whether or not a local
cooperative economic development activities or government provides financial support for economic
programs previously used by local jurisdictions. From development partnership. This survey data is also
several survey questions 4 guestions are selected relatdichited in that it does not provide dyadic relationship
to cooperative policy for development and code O or 1data. As recognized while addressing the issue of
depending on whether or not a local governmentcontact number, this survey question provides partial
participates in formal partnership in each case of thenformation on di rather than dij. Treatment on distance
cooperation issue. Those questions are whether or not@ata is very similar to infex; from N. It is possible to
city 1) is engaged in a joint venture with other cities, 2) consider the dyadic distance between two cities as O if
is engaged in private of public venture, 3) has both cities choose the provision of financial support for
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economic development or neither city decides tothat propensity between two members plays an
activate financial support, and as 1 for the rest of theespecially important role in determining with whom to
cases. Noted here is that although we normally code @ooperate. In the model, this means stronger network
for non-provision of particular policy and 1 for relationship, more homogenous economic background,
provision of it, measuring the distance is conducted inmore frequent former relationship experience can
reverse way. This is because the same stance on issuiimcrease the likelihood for local governments to choose
financial support is understood as identical position onto be a cooperation partners. In this sense, more refined
this policy choice, thus zero distance between twopropensity function is able to enhance the explanatory
governments. Therefore, in case that only onepower of the formal model for regional partnership
government utilizes financial support progragn,s setting. A sensitivity analyses on propensity parameters
assumed to be 1, which implies perfectly remote fromand inclusion of additional factors such as forms of
each other in terms of configuration X, economic government, representing political homogeneity will
development policy. In this manner it is possible to improve the model in the future analysis.

construct complete information on dij for configuration

X, where X is the provision of financial support for

economic development program. CONCLUSION

Experience over the last two decades shows that
FINDINGS political fragmentation and hyperpluralism of the
metropolitan area make it difficult to address more
The result matrix1l shows estimated distance on thecomplicated issues such as economic development,
configuration of a regional partnership. Each cell in income inequality, and growth management. Zero-sum
matrix has either O or 1. If both cities belong to sameor negative-sum game arguments view that fragmented
alliance, strategic distance has 0. This implies that twadecision making systems for economic development
cities demonstrate same stance on utilizing cooperativenay decrease the welfare level of society. This implies
development strategies. As discussed above, thosthat realizing interdependence among local jurisdictions
estimated results are the Nash equilibria so that nan metropolitan areas provide reasonable grounds for
member in the alliances has incentive to switch itsinitiating collaborative development strategies. The
membership, which also means it represents stable locadature of cooperation has changed as well. Rather than
minimum. Based on this result it is possible to comparecentralization and governmental consolidations, local
the estimates to the empirical outcomes and thegovernments voluntarily decide to cooperate with others
predicted alliances in these comparisons provideand to join regional partnership for economic
moderate support for the landscape approach. Fodevelopment seeking for mutual benefits. In fact, there
example, the simulation predicts 65.7% city of Los have been remarkable increases in targeted collective
Angeles-Orange county-Riverside correctly (23 out of action through inter-governmental agreements (Post
35 cities)2. Despite a couple of variations in Denver2002), creation of special districts (McCabe 2000;
(100%, 11 out of 11) and Cleveland (36.8%, 7 out of2003) and regional partnerships among local
19), most of metropolitan areas report 53-78% (Bostongovernments in a metropolitan area (Olberding 2002).
72.7%, 8 out of 11; San Francisco-San Jose-Oakland- Interdependency over achieving economies of scale
78.8%, 26 out of 33; Salt Lake City- 53.8%, 7 out of 13; in service provision or addressing policy externalities or
Miami-Ft. Lauderdale 66.7%; 10 out of 15) correct spillovers makes both formation and maintenance of
prediction of cooperation patterns in each metropolitanstrategic alliance for economic development attractive
setting. These variations might be caused by variationdut this is only a necessary condition for local
in number of sample size, misspecification of governments to enter alliances. Interdependence itself is
propensity function, or incorrect measurement on eachnot sufficient to articulate the formation patterns of a
component such as size, network, economiccooperative partnership between two specific local
background, and distance. In the empirical analysisgovernments. Interdependency does not determine with
alternative way of measuring dyadic relationship mightwhom the each local government cooperates. By
be problematic as well. The simulation procedures showapplying formal model previously developed by
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Axelrod (1993) to a specific issue of forming regional developed. This paper is one of those that take initial
partnership, the research paper investigates sufficiensteps for studying how local governments determine
conditions for local government to utilize strategic with whom they cooperate.
alliance. The analysis shows that the characteristics of
cities, network relationships in which local governments I mplication and Limitation
are embedded, and path dependency based on past
history and future expectation, equally play an In two different literatures, Axelrod et al. (1993;
important role in choosing with whom to build strategic 1995) applied landscape theory to international
alliance. As discussed in the previous section, agentalignment among European countries and the alliance
based model with computational method provides aover the technological standard setting, and concluded
useful way of complementing traditional theory that the simple theory and parsimonious
building and analytical methods for partnership operationalization of its concepts are very effective in
formation. The traditional approach makes it possible topredicting the dynamics of forming alliance.
characterize the equilibrium of a system; agent-based The essential components of regional partnership
models enable us to answer the sufficient conditions foformation for economic development include how an
establishing partnership by exploring the possibility of individual local government in metropolitan areas
generating that equilibrium. The structure of interlocal chooses cooperation partners. The mechanism in which
relations can be viewed as“macrd’ phenomenon  micro level of cooperative motivations works toward a
emerging out of the‘micro” decisions of local specific configuration can be described as the decision
governments seeking to gain access to resources and taking problems by an agents in a game theoretic
minimize the uncertainty associated with choosingsituation. Agent-based model basically posits that
alliance partners (Gulati and Gargiulo 1999). limited cognitive ability of agents allows only pair-wise
Institutional collective action approach provides a assessment of different scenarios and that adaptive
useful framework for understanding interlocal adjustments to alignment are possible only by marginal
cooperation in fragmented metropolitan area bymovement of individual players. The intuition of how
focusing not only on the calculation of benefits and an alliance configuration is established against another
costs of forming cooperative alliance but also on thein this particular setting is relatively straightforward
aspects of transaction costs (Feiock and park 2005)lthough some of the basic assumptions in agent-based
ICA framework studies both the necessary andmodel can be considered to be too simplistic.
sufficient condition for cooperative activities among In analyzing the decision process of forming
local governments in a systematical manner by outliningregional partnership, this article is one of the few works
how characteristics of communities, political to count on the value of agent-based model approach,
institutions, and policy networks affect bargaining, which not only provides precise predictions, but also
information, agency, enforcement and division issuesprovides a deeper understanding of factors that affect
for regional partnership for economic development. the decision making on partnership formation.
Although politically fragmented metropolitan areas are  Even though current analysis would be limited to a
polycentric system without central governing system,simple model, this study warrants further analyses as to
repeated relationships among local governments caexpand the scope and applicability of this approach. A
enhance local government cooperation in fragmentednore general way of capturing size and propensity will
metropolitan areas. Second-generation models obe insightful. Those include the more rigorous
rational choice theory also posit that repeated face-tospecifications of size and propensity in capturing
face communication (Ostrom et al. 1992; 1994) andregional partnerships. Also, relaxing some rigid
substantial amount of net benefits makes cooperatiomssumptions in this model will be helpful such as
not only a feasible but also a sustainable strategy. Whilallowing a player to decide either to be neutral or to
there has been a substantial volume of research thdtave dual membership in alliances and admitting
articulates motivation of collectively developing an asymmetric propensities. To explore nonlinear
intercommunity partnership under the fragmented localspecification of the energy function or to consider the
government in metropolitan areas, the patterns or thendogenous change in size and frustration elements will
conditions for sustainable cooperative alliance are rarelype another contribution to broaden this approach. This
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analysis is still informative in that constructed Theory of Aggregatioh British Journal of
frustration and energy function in this theory could be Political Science 23(2): 211-233.
interpreted and utilized as a type of cooperation index

that measures likelihood to form an alliance. The index - Will Mitchell, Robert E Thomas, Scott D.

can be used as an explanatory variable in the multiple Bennett_ and_Erhard Bruderer. _1995:0‘3_‘%0”
Formation in Standard-setting Alliances

regression context or a component of another function _ .
in future research. Management Science 41(9): 1493-1508.
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development. In fact, it is more common for private
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Appendix 2. A Case of Los Angeles-Orange county-Riverside: Simulation Results (N=35)

Vol. 12, No. 1

Members: Cities that has 0 as distance Actual Pattern of Non-Members: Cities that has 0 as Actual Pattern of

for utilization of regional partnership Cooperation distance for non-utilization of Non-cooperation

for economic development (N=29) (21 out of 29 regional partnership for economic (2 out of 6 are
are correct) development (N=6) correct)

Simulated Prediction Simulated Prediction

Brea City \% Fontana city

Buena Park City Y Irvine city Vv

Burbank city Y Rancho Cucamonga city

Cerritos City West Covina city

Chino City Vv Whittier city \Y

Chino Hills City Long Beach city

Corona City Y

Costa Mesa City

Gardena City \Y

Lakewood City

Ontario City \%

Oxnard City

Palmdale City \%

Palm Springs City \%

Pico Rivera City \%

Rialto City \%

Riverside City \Y

San Clemente City

Santa Fe Springs City \%

Santa Paula City \%

Simi Valley City \%

Temecula City \%

Thousand Oaks City ° \%

Torrance City \%

Glendale City V

Santa Monica City

Fullerton City

Huntington Beach City \%

San Bernardino City \%

Appendix 2 shows that simulation results predict thatsimulated result also can be easily compared with actual
whereas 29 local jurisdictions will participate in cooperation patterns around regional partnership.
regional partnership formation, 6 local governments will Second and forth column of this figure is marked when
be non-members of this cooperative activity. This simulated outcomes and actual patterns are correctly
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matched. Results demonstrate that 23 out of 35 locapartnership are predicted to become patrticipants and 4
governments’ decision making patterns in Los Angelesactual members of regional partnership are predicted as
metropolitan area are correctly predicted (21 out of 29non-participants. Therefore Appendix 2.B reports that
for members and 2 out of 6 for non-members). Thisthere are 25 actual members and 10 actual non-
means that 8 actual non-members of regionalmembers in reality.

Appendix 2.B. Case of Los Angeles-Orange county-Riverside: Actual Pattern (N=35)

City that utilizes cooperative strategy for
economic development (N=25)

Cities that do not utilize cooperative strategy for
economic development (N=10)

Brea City Buena Park City
Burbank City Chino City

Corona City Fontana City

Gardena City Ontario City

Palmdale City Palm Springs City
Pico Rivera City Rancho Cucamonga City
Rialto City Riverside City

Santa Fe Springs City Santa Paula City
Simi Valley City Temecula City
Thousand Oaks City Torrance City

West Covina City Glendale City

Long Beach City Huntington Beach City

San Bernardino City

Cerritos City Chino Hills City
Costa Mesa City Irvine City
Lakewood City Oxnard City
San Clemente City Whittier City
Santa Monica City Fullerton City

1 This operation is to normalize the dyadic data capturing the number of contact for economic development.
Avg{N}= N_erj N represents the average number of contact which bis with other local jurisdictions. Likewise,
i
indicates the case which cithas the most frequent contact with while indicates the case which city

i has the least frequent contact with.

2This operation is also to normalize the difference in prosperity index between twaratk. I} =1, if I; andmax{i, }=I,
otherwise. In other wordmax{l, Ii} represents whatever the greatest number in prosperity index bétersein
3 Operational procedure is identical with the case ofC; represents the number of interlocal agreement initiated between

government andj. ThereforeAvg{Ci}= N}—_,_—igc indicates the average number of interlocal agreement whidheity
with other local jurisdiction. and can be interpreted in the same way with the case of



