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Abstract

This thesis research looks at whether federal grant award dollars influence state spending
on wildlife conservation. Partisan control of the state legislatures also is examined to see
if Democratic-controlled, Republican-controlled, and Split-Party Status affects spending
on wildlife conservation. Five states were chosen to represent major regions in the United
States and to serve as case studies of wildlife conservation spending patterns. The
Wildlife Habitat Incentive Program is used as a case study to investigate whether funds
received by states affected state government spending on wildlife conservation. The
research finds that the amount of money allocated to states does not affect the amount of
money appropriated by state legislatures for wildlife conservation. Among the study’s
additional key findings, the two Republican-controlled state legislatures, Arizona and
Oklahoma, were identified as appropriating relatively large amounts of money to wildlife
conservation. On the federal grant recipient end, Oklahoma stood out for its relatively
large amount of federal grant funding received from Washington. Results such as these
suggest that Republican-controlled state legislatures have interest in adequate funding of

wildlife conservation even if it is not a traditionally held ideology by the Party.



Acknowledgements

I would like to thank my husband Kyle for being there for me and supporting me through
all of graduate school and while writing this thesis. I would not have been able to keep
trekking along if it were not for him. I would also like to acknowledge and thank my
advisor Dr. Richard Wandling for helping me all throughout the thesis process. I would
not have a completed and hammered out thesis with coherent and well conveyed thoughts
if it were not for him. I would also like to thank my family for supporting me as well and
being there to give advice, like from my dad, Thad Eshleman, and just moral support
from my mom Margie Eshleman. Lastly, I would like to thank my committee Dr.

Melinda Mueller and Dr. Jeffery Ashley for serving on my committee.



Table of Contents

List of Tables and Figures..........cooiiiiiiiiii i, 5
INtrodUCHION. .. o.vittit i e .8
Conservation Funding..........c.oioiiiiiiiii i e 10
Wildlife Habitat Incentive Program (WHIP)...........o.ocoiiiiii s 12
Federal Aid to the States..... ..o, 14
Partisan Control and Ideology in State Government..................cooovvviiiiiennn... 18
MeEthOdOIOZY . ... e et e 20
ATIZOMNA. . ettt e e e 23
(S R [ £ PPN 28
OKIAhOMa. .. .o 34
WSt VITZINIa. ..t e 39
A ETeTe) 13 | D 44
All State SUMIMAIY ... utttttttttt ettt ettt ettt et e et e e tee et e e aaeaaseeaneaeanenns 50
Wildlife Habitat Incentive Program............cooooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e, 52
DISCUSSION. . .. e ettt ettt et et e e et e e e e e e e e 58
CONCIUSIONS ... e ettt ettt et e ettt ettt et e e e e aanas 61

FUrther ReSEarcCh. ... .. e e e 62



List of Figures and Tables

Figure 1: Actual dollar amounts received from the state and dollar amounts requested
from the Fish and Game Department for Arizona for the years 2007-2012............... 23

Figure 2: The percent difference between the actual and proposed dollar amounts from
2007-2012 fOr ATIZONA. .. ctentetet e et 24

Figure 3. Arizona Program funding dollar amounts from the Non-appropriated Fund and
Other Appropriated funds for 2007-2012 fiscal years..........cooeiiiiiiiiieiiiiienaannn. 25

Figure 4. Federal Grant funds for wildlife conservation given to Arizona for the fiscal
YEATS 2007200 2. . e e 27

Figure 5. The percent of conservation spending relative to the total state spending for
Arizona from fiscal year 2007-2012. ... i e 27

Figure 6. Percent of spending by the Fish and Game Department on wildlife conservation
relative to the total Fish and Game Department budget for 2007-2012..................... 28

Figure 7. New Jersey funding of wildlife conservation with proposed amounts from the
Department of Conservation and actual dollar amounts received from the state for the
VEArS 2007200 2. o e e et 31

Figure 8. The percent difference between proposed amounts of money from the
Department of Conservation and actual amounts received from the state for fiscal years
2007-2012 fOr NeW JEISEY .. uuennttt ettt ittt et ee e e e e eneas 32

Figure 9. New Jersey program funding source by year, 2007-2012..............ccccevnn. 32

Figure 10. Federal grant funds for wildlife conservation given to New Jersey for years
20072002 ettt e 33



Figure 11. Percent of state spending on wildlife conservation for New Jersey relative to
total spending for fiscal years 2007-2012......cceiiiriiiiiiii e 33

Figure 12. Percent of the Department of Conservation budget that wildlife conservation
takes up from 2007-2012. ... i 34

Figure 13. Oklahoma proposed dollar amounts by the conservation commission and
actual dollar amounts received from the state for fiscal years 2007-2012 for wildlife
o0 TS 2 () o U 36

Figure 14. The percent difference between the proposed budget from the conservation
commission and the actual budget in dollars from the state for fiscal year 2007-2012 for
the state of Oklahoma......... ..o 37

Figure 15. Federal grant dollar amounts given to Oklahoma from 2007-2012 for wildlife
COMSEIVATION. ..ttt ittt ittt ettt et ettt et et et ettt e e e e 38

Figure 16. Percent of state spending on wildlife conservation for the state of Oklahoma
relative to total spending for fiscal years 2007-2012..........ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieneenn, 38

Figure 17. Percent of wildlife conservation funding relative to the total Department of
Agriculture budget from 2007-2012 for the state of Oklahoma.............................. 39

Figure 18. West Virginia budget proposal requests from the Conservation Agency and
actual dollar amounts received from the state for fiscal years 2007-2012.................. 40

Figure 19. Percent difference between the proposed amount from the Conservation
Agency and actual dollar amount given by the state for fiscal years 2007-2012 for the
state Of West VIrZInia.....couiuiiuiiiiiit i e 41

Figure 20. Federal grant dollars awarded to West Virginia for wildlife conservation for
fiscal years 2007-2012. ... . e e 42

Figure 21. Percent of state spending on wildlife conservation relative to total spending for
West Virginia for fiscal years 2007-2012.......coiiiii e 43



Figure 22. Percent of spending on wildlife conservation relative to total spending of the
West Virginia Conservation Agency from 2007-2012.........oiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiininenn 44

Figure 23. Proposed dollar amounts by the Department of Natural Resources and actual
dollar amounts received from the state for wildlife conservation in the state of Wisconsin
for years 2007-2012. ... e 46

Figure 24. Percent difference between the proposed budget from the Department of
Natural Resources and the actual amount received from the state in years 2007-2012 for
the state Of WISCONSIN......ouiiiiuiiiiii i e 47

Figure 25. The amount of money given to the state of Wisconsin in the form of federal
grants for wildlife conservation for the years of 2007-2012................cociiii. 48

Figure 26. Percent of state spending on wildlife conservation relative to total state
spending for Wisconsin for fiscal years 2007-2012....... ..o, 48

Figure 27. Percent of wildlife conservation spending relative to total Department of
Natural Resources spending from 2007-2012.........oooiiiiiiiiiii e 49

Figure 28. WHIP allocations to the states in dollars for 2007-2012 based on combined
Table 4 and AppPendix L......c.oeiiniii i e 56

Figure 29. The left over dollar amounts for each state in the case study after WHIP funds

have been taken out from 2009-2012..........ooiiiiiiiiiiiii 57
Table 1. Partisan Control over 2007-2012 for each state in the case study.................. 50
Table 2. Key Performance Measures for the WHIP from 2009-2014........................ 53
Table 3. WHIP Funding and Reductions, FY 2003- FY 2009 ($ in millions).............. 54

Table 4. The Four Largest WHIP Allocation Recipient States, FY 2003-FY 2008 ($ in
thouSaNdS). .. ..ot e 55



Chapter One

Introduction

The idea to conserve wildlife has been a longstanding part of discussions at the
state and federal levels of government. The largest piece of recent legislation to help with
wildlife conservation at the federal level was the Endangered Species Act of 1973 which
was amended in 2002. This act repealed the Endangered Species Conservation Act of
1969. This act helped to protect ecosystems of threatened and endangered fish, wildlife,
and plants (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 2015). According to the Endangered Species
Act of 1973, amended in 2002, the definition of conservation is,

“to use all methods which are necessary to bring any endangered species or threatened
species to the measures provided in the Act are not necessary anymore” (Endangered

Species Act § 3(amended 2002).

The formal definition of wildlife according to the Endangered Species Act is, “any
member of the animal kingdom, including without limitation any mammal, fish, bird
(including migratory, nonmigratory, or endangered bird for protection is also afforded by
treaty or other international agreement), amphibian', reptile, mollusk, crustacean,
arthropod, or other invertebrate, and includes any part, product, egg, or offspring thereof,

or the dead body or parts thereof” (Endangered Species Act § 3(amended 2002).

Finally the Act’s definition of plants is, “any member of the plant kingdom, including

seeds, roots, and other parts thereof” (Endangered Species Act § 3(amended 2002).

According to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, there are 2,491 listings of threatened or

endangered wildlife (that includes plants and animals for this agency) over the states in



the United States, with this count allowing for duplication of species in other states. With
all the wildlife counted and listed for the United States with no overlap (i.e., no
duplication in counts, or just the separate species counted), there are 1,570 threatened and

endangered wildlife species in the United States (U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, 2015).

With so many species of wildlife on the threatened and endangered species list,
the question emerges of what to do to help these species and restore wildlife to its former
beauty and numbers. Hargrove (1989) argues that to help place value back into wildlife,
one must see it as valuable, not as a disposable resource. Hargrove argues that art does
not have an argument of value: it is just valuable. If we want to preserve wildlife, we
need to see wildlife in a similar fashion to the way we view art. By restoring its value, the
dilemma of should or should we not consume the natural beauty of the world we live in
will disappear. Giving wildlife value again will mean that increased effort is devoted to
protecting and preserving it, just like what is done with art (Hargrove, 1989). This idea of
changing the mindset of the public to see the natural beauty of wildlife and see it as
valuable makes sense, particularly since there are many in this world who see wildlife

exclusively from the standpoint of their value as commodities or opportunities for profit.

When studying conservation programs in general, the idea emerges from the U.S.
Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS), the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA) as well as other conservation groups and departments that
conservation is the protection, preservation, management, and enhancement of resources
as well as wildlife (NOAA, USFWS, 2015). The principle of protection of wildlife is
important. As Ekins says, “probably about 50-100 animal and one plant species are going

extinct every day with the deforestation of tropical forests since 70-95% of all Earth’s 30
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million species live there” (Ekins, 1992, pg. 16). While the United States does not have
the tropical rainforests that Ekins speaks of, it does not mean that loss of wildlife is not
occurring in the United States. With so many species of wildlife on the endangered and
threatened list, something has to be done to stop the wildlife from going extinct, and this

thesis seeks to contribute to both academic and applied analysis of this important subject.

Conservation funding

A step to try to help slow the extinction of wildlife occurred when the Endangered
Species Act of 1973 was signed into law to “provide for the conservation of species that
are endangered or threatened throughout all or a significant portion of their range and the
conservation of their ecosystems on which they depend on” (NOAA, 2014). With the
Endangered Species Act in effect and amended over the years by the U.S. Congress, the
next subject to consider is funding for wildlife conservation in the United States. The
USFWS receives funding to help with wildlife conservation as well as give out grants to
states to help provide financial support for wildlife conservation. In President Obama’s
proposed FY 15 budget, while money was designated to endangered species for
conservation, this proposed funding stayed at the same rate as before, at $170 million for
endangered species through the Fish and Wildlife Service. The funding amount is said to,
“leave many endangered species off the endangered species list that need protection as
well as making the hundreds that need to be on the list waiting for help in the form of
funding” (Hartl, 2014). This is just one example of funding struggles that federal
departments face, especially wildlife departments. When federal agencies have less

money it, unfortunately, leaves less money for grants to go to states for conservation.
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According to the U.S. Census Bureau’s most recent information on federal grants
given to the states, in 2011, $9.093 billion dollars were given in grant money for natural
resources and the environment. While exploring the state by state amount for grants given
to each state, the U.S. Census Bureau does not provide a state by state breakdown by
agency-- just overall totals. In those totals, the most current year of information is 2009.
The states had different amounts of federal grant funding, but even the smallest states,
Vermont and Delaware, had over $1 million dollars in total federal grant money for their
natural resource and environmental conservation projects. Many of the states have a line-
item in the natural resources budget that says federal grants. The state budget line item
for the respective state’s natural resource department will tell how much of the total is
designated for wildlife conservation and other environmental projects (U.S. Census
Bureau, 2014). This row of numbers shows what the state natural resource department
expected to get from federal grants for the upcoming fiscal year. Examination of this
figure over the years shows patterns such as growth or reduction in the number of grants

the state was expecting to receive.

When it comes to government spending on wildlife conservation, there are some
general areas of expenditure. The areas of state expenditures on for wildlife conservation
include education, federal funds, and wildlife resources. There are other categories
depending on the state, but these are the similar ones that many of the states share. They
show the programs as well as where the funding comes from for those programs. These
examples help to show just what is possible for a state to spend money concerning

wildlife conservation.
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Wildlife Habitat Incentive Program (WHIP)

When it comes to federal grants, states apply for different grants depending on the
wildlife that lives in the state. For the states, the priority of the environment,
conservation, and wildlife habitats varies throughout the fifty states. Some states are in
strong support of wildlife habitats and conservation, and so they spend more money per
year to enhance them. There are other states that spend little to no money on wildlife
habitat conservation, feeling there are other programs that are more important. The
federal Wildlife Habitat Incentive Program (from now on noted as WHIP) gave funds to
states to help applicants increase, maintain, or establish wildlife habitats. To better
understand what exactly WHIP is and what it was established for, the federal farm bill
formally known as the Federal Agriculture Improvement and Reform Act of 1996 needs

to be considered. According to the Federal Register:

“The Wildlife Habitat Incentive Program (WHIP) is a voluntary program
administered by NRCS, using the funds and authorities of the Commodity Credit
Corporation (CCC). WHIP is available in all 50 states, Puerto Rico, Guam, the
Virgin Islands of the United States, American Samoa, and the Commonwealth of
the Northern Mariana Islands. Through WHIP, NRCS provides technical and
financial assistance to participants to develop upland, wetland and aquatic wildlife
habitat, as well as fish and wildlife habitat in other areas, and to develop habitat
for threatened and endangered species.” (Public Law 104-127).

WHIP grants help to fund project proposals submitted by farmers and private
landowners who wished to help save wildlife habitat. The WHIP grant program required
a cost-share agreement for 15 years or more. This agreement allowed a certain designated
amount of funding to go to the various projects to help fund wildlife habitat conservation.
The amount given to an individual or legal entity could not exceed $50,000. If the project
cost more, then the person or legal entity would need to seek funding from the state

natural resources department or through personal investments (Public Law 104-127).



13

WHIP was in place during the period of 1996 through December 2014, when
funds were cut off, and the program was absorbed into the Environmental Quality
Incentives Program (from now on noted as EQIP). After the demise of WHIP, people
would be able to apply for funding from the federal government through the EQIP
program (USDA, 2014). WHIP was set up so that private landowners could apply for a
grant through their respective state Natural Resources and Conservation Service (NRCS)
or Department of Natural Resources (DNR) office, or online through the state’s website.
Over the years, the number of applications grew from the start of the program in 1996

until 2011 when the last numbers are available.

When examining WHIP grants, the number of state applications, as well as how
much money was given to the different states will tell which states were most interested
in the program. In the utilization of the federal grant, studying patterns in WHIP recipient
states will help in understanding whether receiving WHIP funding grants leads to a
decrease in overall state spending on wildlife conservation. The way that WHIP was
administered was through the state, along with the local county NRCS office; either way,
the funds were to be used to help convert land for use to be wildlife habitat preservation
and restoration. This helped to make sure someone at the state level was overseeing the
local projects. Since the WHIP grant program was cut from the 2014 Farm Bill, the
applications henceforth go through the EQIP grant process. This will allow those still
interested in wildlife habitat conservation to apply for some grant money, just through a
different program. The money for WHIP grants was given to the states along with all the
other federal grant money when the state/locality/individual applies for a federal grant.

This means that when looking at a state’s budget in its respective federal funding line-
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item, the value of the WHIP grants coming into the state should be in that federal grant
total of the natural resources budget. For the purpose of this study, knowing WHIP grant
data helps to add a layer of knowledge of funding received from the federal government

for wildlife conservation grants.

The amount of state appropriations to the various departments of state’s
bureaucracy is decided upon by the state legislature and the governor. While the priorities
of the states may vary, wildlife conservation programs and projects do get some funding,
even though it may be minimal in some states. The state by state difference in wildlife
conservation funding may show where the state priorities lay when it came to
environmental programs. Beyond this, when states apply for federal grants, they need to
have some degree of a working relationship with the federal government, specifically the
U.S. Department of Agriculture, if they are going to increase their odds of success in
securing funds for environmental projects within the state. In addition, the number of
applications that were submitted for the WHIP grant as well as how many states received
funding and how much they received will help to show just how important wildlife

conservation is to the citizens of that state.

Federal Aid to the States

Federal aid in the form of grants flows into many departments in the states.
Receiving aid and applying for federal grants requires a working relationship between the
states and the federal government (Gerlak, 2006). The relationship, intergovernmental
relations, between the states and the federal government helps Congress members know
how much money to send to each state for wildlife funding or for that matter any funding.

The amount of money that flows to the states for various conservation-oriented grants
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depends in part on the amount of pro-environmental or anti-environmental Congress
members (Clark and Whitford, 2011; Ringquist et al., 2013). Even though Congress
makes authorization of appropriation decisions on federal grants to the states for various
programs, it has been found that in environmental policy, states are very knowledgeable
and good negotiators when trying to get policy passed (Scheberle, 2005). If a state has a
complaint with the federal government over environmental policy or the states feel that
the federal government could do more, states can sue the federal government (Rabe,
2007). The ability of the states to do that allows for checks and balances between federal
and state governments relative to financial commitments to programs. Respect for both
sides, as well as responsibility for all parts of the relationship, keeps federalism alive and

functioning effectively (Agranoff, 2011; and List and Gerking, 2000).

There are different objectives for both federal and state agencies concerning funding of
those in need. When federal and state agencies can get people to take part in voluntary
programs, it increases the chance of survival for more species of wildlife; cooperation is
an important step toward promoting wildlife conservation (Langpap and Kerkvliet, 2010;
Potoski and Prakash, 2004; Koontz, 1997). Voluntary programs, like WHIP, enable
federal grant money to come to the states to allow citizens to participate in them at their
choosing. There are many conservation efforts that target private landowners to achieve
the best outcome for wildlife conservation, and WHIP is one of those programs. These
programs for private landowners are voluntary and require government funding support
to work (Rodriguez et al., 2012; Schultz et al., 2013). It is federal funding that helps the
voluntary programs to run. State governments get involved in this private-focused

program through their respective Departments of Natural Resources and Conservation
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Services. This category of state-based agency is a feature of the federal program, and its
administrators and staff members inform farmers regarding opportunities and processes
associated with the program. In particular, as with intergovernmental programs, in
general, some financial initiatives to get people to participate are required. The idea in the
voluntary programs is to encourage multi-species conservation as well as allow for
flexibility to get more people involved (Rentz, 2012; Feiock and Stream, 2001; Kammin
et al., 2009). Making the environmental programs not only voluntary, but fiscally
responsible makes the programs most successful, facilitating optimal environmental
protection, as well as biodiversity for the future (Meretsky et al., 2012; and James, et al.,

2001).

When states are controlled by the Democratic Party in both houses of the
legislatures, those states are more likely to pass wildlife conservation policy as well as
environmental policy because the Democratic Party has a history of being pro-

environment.

Another area that needs to be looked at is how federal grant availability affects recipient
behavior. There may be competition for federal grants between and among the states.
When this happens, it is found to come from states that need the grants most who are
having trouble raising their state revenues (Volden, 2007). With state revenues, it also has
been found that when federal grants are more restrictive and have lots of rules on them,
then it influences state governments spending. The spending seems to increase when
more federal grants are coming in, but the fiscal decisions of the state depend on what
category of federal aid they are seeking (Benton, 1992; Harrison, 1975). With federal

grants affecting budget decisions, the ability to do more with grant money such as
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applying some funds to other parts of the budget affects grant application decision-
making, but this depends on the grant restrictions and maneuverability (Oberg, 1997).
Also, affecting federal grants and applying for those grants is the extent to which
Congress has earmarked the grants as well as a Congressional fiscal influence on state
agencies. The more Congress members have a grant earmarked; the less likely some
states are to apply for that grant (Gamkhar and Ali, 2008). Also, while no definitive
answers have been found, trends show that over the years, state agency heads felt that
national fiscal influence was not very high dipping lower over time (Cho and Wright,
2007). All this information shows that federal grants and the states have a relationship
that affects budget decisions and is influenced by the restrictions and rules placed on how

a grant has to be applied. All of these factors lead to the following hypotheses:

H]I: Federal grant dollars awarded to states for wildlife conservation purposes do not

result in increased overall spending on wildlife conservation.

H?2: If a state received federal aid from the WHIP grant for wildlife conservation, then
the state will spend less money on wildlife conservation activities not covered under

WHIP.

Thus, the key independent variables and dependent variables to be examined in this study
will observe wildlife conservation spending in the states over a five-year period for the
dependent variable. The independent variables are the number of federal grant dollars
awarded, and the number of WHIP grants received. Thus, for Hypothesis 1, the
independent variable will be federal grant award dollars awarded to the states for wildlife
conservation and the dependent variable will be overall department spending on wildlife

conservation. For Hypothesis 2, the independent variable will be states that received
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federal aid for WHIP and the dependent variable will be the state’s overall wildlife

conservation budget.

Partisan Control and Ideology in State Government

This thesis also considers the variable of partisan control of state government.
Ideological make-up of a state legislature and governor’s office can make all the
difference in public policy. The conflict between parties causes diverse opinions on what
policy should be created, and this is important because partisan patterns in state
legislatures and governors shape policies. The scholarly literature shows that governors,
state legislatures, and bureaus all influence policymaking (Barrilleaux, 1999; Nie, 2004;
and Gerber and Teske, 2000). It is also found that majority control of both chambers of
the state legislature and the governorship shapes the policy created and benefits from that
majority (Kim and Phillips, 2009; Kreitzer, 2015). While the public blames the
government for being “broken”, Kirkland (2014) found that part of the problem is with
the constituents themselves and the districts that they make up. Kirkland found that the
elections made the legislators have to listen to what the constituents want from them
through a change in party or adaptation. The author found that it can be encouraging to
know that legislators are forced to listen to their constituents, but representation by
parties tells little about the extent to which legislative processes in the United States may
be flawed or broken. The author suggests that changing constituencies are what would
change the behavior of legislative parties. This idea of a change in constituencies makes
sense because if a legislator would change districts or the constituents in their district,

then it would change what the voters want from them.
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The Democratic Party in the past has been pro-environment and thus it reasonable
to assume that its elected legislators are more willing to spend more money on the
environment. The Republican Party, in general, has been more conservative when it
comes to the environment, and its legislators thus are more likely to be pro-business over
pro-environment. Moreover, these orientations of Republicans mean that at the state
level, wildlife, and environmental policy is not likely to be passed if there is a substantial
presence of Republic representation in the state legislature. With less environmental
policy passed, it means a less “green” state, which has obvious implications for wildlife

funding.

When studying the partisanship of a state, the Ranney index needs to be
considered since it was the first frequently used measure of how partisan a state was,
based on the state legislature as well, the governorship. The Ranney index is used by
many scholars to measure state interparty competition to see which states are more
competitive or less competitive. The Ranney index has the range of 0 (complete
Republican control) to 1.000 (complete Democratic control) with a measure of .5 being
perfect competition of the state-level offices such as the state legislature and
governorship as examples. There is a folding that occurs on the extreme ends of the
Ranney index which changes the range from .5 to 1.000. The folding of the Ranney index
values helps to indicate highly competitive state-offices with a .500 being not competitive
between parties and a 1.000 being highly competitive (King, 1989; and Holbrook and
Van Dunk, 1993) Using the Ranney index measure works well over time to show what
has happened to each of the state-level offices in terms of partisanship, particularly to see

how much it has changed. The Ranney index also gives a good understanding of how
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much of the state partisanship research has been conducted to see how it influences things
like policy outcomes, as well as other factors. While this study does not expressly use the
Ranney Index, the research and analysis draw from the empirical foundation established,

and results produced through this framework.

Beyond Ranney, the idea of partisan competition is discussed in articles like King
(1989), Holbrook and Van Dunk (1993), and Barrilleaux (1986). Partisan competition
with respect to who controls state-level offices parties is studied by Erikson, Wright Jr.
and Mclver (1989). Their article examines public opinion, and policy outcomes based
strictly on which party is in control of the legislature and governorship. They found that
the public can affect policy outcomes through the numerous referenda and constitutional
amendments that come to the ballot during state elections. Also, they find that, which
party is in control over time will matter, but in the short term party control is of limited
impact. This finding will be interesting to see if it still holds true in this thesis’ study of

wildlife conservation funding patterns over the moderately long period of 2007-2012.

Methodology

The research for this thesis will be a case study design. This research will focus
on states from major regions to determine their wildlife conservation spending from
2007-2012. Specifically, the study includes the following states: Arizona for the West,
Oklahoma for the South, Wisconsin for the Midwest, New Jersey for the East, and West
Virginia as rural, mountainous state that overlaps major regions. These states were
chosen for the region that they represent as well as the diversity of their respective
wildlifé habitats. The independent variable for WHIP allocations will be based on

information from the Congressional Research Service. The data will be from the
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Congressional Research Service (CRS) for the years 2004-2008, specifically as a result of
a major report on the subject filed by the CRS. The other independent variable will have
information gathered from usaspending.gov, which is a federal government website that
looks at spending of government money including grants for each agency. This website
will allow me to see who received each grant and how much they received. The
information that will be included will be the state that received the grant through the
Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) and how much money was awarded for
all the conservation grants received by that state. This information will give this research
project the ability to see grants each state applied for in the NRCS grants under the
Department of Agriculture. A source of information for the dependent variable will be to
examine the Office of Management and Budget for each state or its equivalent budget
office to obtain the budgets for the five years of 2007-2012 for each of the states. The
budget documents will show the amounts allocated by each state for wildlife conservation
to show trends over time. The information on the amounts requested for each year, as
well as the actual amounts, will be gathered and looked at to identify patterns and trends.
For the WHIP allocations, consideration will be given to whether there is any correlation
between the data from the Congressional Research Service relative to the top states that
received the most allocations from 2004-2008. The variables were chosen to provide a
good all-around picture of factors that influence how much money is allocated for

wildlife conservation.

The partisan control of state legislatures’ data will come from the National
Conference of State Legislatures. The control variable of who controlled the state

legislature for each year from 2007-2012 will help to see if there are any correlations
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between who controlled the houses of the state legislature and how much money was
allocated for wildlife conservation spending. The literature finds that which party that
controls the legislature affects policy outcome. With the Democratic Party traditionally
being in favor of environmental policy, it will be interesting to see with the states chosen,
does legislative control or a split legislature affect the funding of wildlife conservation.
With five years of data, this will facilitate determination of what percentage changes may
have occurred over the years for each state on the amount of funding devoted to wildlife

conservation.
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