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ABSTRACT 
 

This research sought to explain the emergence of the Wyoming Core Area Strategy (WCAS), a 
state-based Greater Sage Grouse conservation plan. It presents a theoretical framework that is 
based on and adds nuance to the Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF). The hypothesis this 
study explored was: if a subsystem’s jurisdiction is threatened by a hierarchically superior 
subsystem’s policy outputs and this jurisdiction is necessary to meet the threatened subsystem’s 
goals, then policy change may occur as a result of a strategy by the agents in the threatened 
subsystem. The data used to examine the hypothesis included expert interviews, historical 
documents, and interviews from media sources (secondary source interviews). The hypothesis 
was supported; the WCAS emerged because the Endangered Species Act listing outputs within 
the Species Conservation Policy Subsystem threatened the Wyoming Land Use Policy (WLUP) 
Subsystem’s jurisdiction, which was necessary to meet the WLUP Subsystem’s economic and 
lifestyle goals; the Governor of Wyoming drove the development and enactment of the WCAS as 
a strategy to retain jurisdiction. The research demonstrated that in order to fully account for the 
WCAS’s emergence, a less mechanistic view of the framework, one that accounts for the ability 
of agents in a subsystem to act strategically, was needed. The research also demonstrated that the 
Greater Sage Grouse conservation benefited from the ESA listing process despite its warranted 
but precluded listing status. The time frame the research explored was 2002 through March 2012.  
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Chapter One: Introduction 
 

On August 1, 2008, Wyoming Governor Dave Freudenthal issued an executive order that 

altered the way the state’s natural resource extraction permitting process operated and set a 

groundbreaking precedent for proactive state-based species conservation policy. This executive 

order established the Wyoming Core Area Strategy (WCAS), a statewide conservation policy for 

the Greater Sage Grouse. The policy requires that natural resource extraction adhere to a set of 

regulations based on minimizing disturbance for the bird. Since the state’s economy largely 

depends on natural resource extraction, a policy that restricts development seems to call for 

explanation. Once it is recognized that the bird did not have an ESA endangered listing and thus 

there was no official federal mandate for the bird’s conservation, it seems increasingly odd that 

Wyoming, a conservative state, would proactively implement a species conservation plan that 

could curtail a main source of income.  

My research question is: why did Wyoming develop the WCAS? I employed a frequently 

used theory of the policy process, the Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF), to frame the 

examination of the emergence of this policy. I sought to add nuance to a small part of 

formulation of the ACF that existed as of spring 2012 by employing scholarship from the ACF, 

jurisdictional competition, and a particular causal mechanism. Adding such nuance entailed 

reconfiguring the framework to capture the ability of subsystem policy entrepreneurs to act 

strategically in order to prevent external subsystems policy outputs from constraining needed 

jurisdiction resources. This reconfiguration results in a less mechanical view of the ACF and 

arguably improves the framework’s recognition of the role that strategy plays in policy change.  

 I then used the more nuanced portion of the framework to generate a hypothesis that 

sought to explain the emergence of the WCAS: If a subsystem’s jurisdiction is threatened by a 
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hierarchically superior subsystem’s policy outputs and this jurisdiction is necessary to meet the 

threatened subsystem’s goals, then policy change may occur as a result of a strategy by the 

agents in the threatened subsystem. The data used to explore the hypothesis included expert 

interviews, historical documents, and interviews from media sources (secondary source 

interviews). The data analysis showed support for the hypothesis and thus support for including 

the proposed added nuance in the ACF.  

The next chapter overviews the WCAS and the ESA Greater Sage Grouse listing 

processes. This detailed information is necessary to provide the reader with sufficient 

background to understand the case and the research. This chapter first discusses the decline of 

the Greater Sage Grouse and then examines the ESA listing response to the decline of the bird. 

Third, the chapter presents a brief overview of the general steps involved in WCAS 

development. Finally, this chapter discusses a connection between the ESA and WCAS policy 

responses: the jurisdictional dynamics that result from the U.S. environmental federalism model.  

This connection is used in the development of the theoretical framework in Chapter 

Three. The third chapter introduces the research’s theoretical framework, which is informed by 

the ACF. Yet, it also adds nuance to the ACF. Additionally, Chapter Three overviews the 

scholarship on the ACF, environmental federalism, and impacts of the ESA that informed this 

research.  

Chapter Four details the study’s methodology. The methodology involved triangulation 

of three data sources and types of analysis methods: historical document content, secondary 

source interview, and expert interview analyses. Employing these types of data collection and 

analysis helped avoid some of the problems that stem from potential reliability and validity 

issues associated with each type of qualitative data. In discussing each data source, I describe 
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sampling, focusing decisions, and procedures, and how I sought to minimize reliability and 

validity concerns.  

The fifth chapter explores the results of the research. First, I present the historical 

document content analysis findings, which showed support for the hypothesis, yet also raised six 

issues that I needed to explore in the other two analyses. Second, I offer the secondary source 

interview analysis findings, which also showed support for the hypothesis, yet do not fully 

address the six issues raised by the document analysis. Third, I present the expert interview 

findings, which showed support for the hypothesis. Finally, I discuss how the comparison of 

these findings supported the hypothesis. Chapter Six summarizes my conclusions and their 

significance and discusses the research’s constraints and future directions.  
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Chapter Two: Background of WCAS and ESA Greater Sage Grouse Listing 
Process 
	  

This chapter provides essential background for understanding the overall case and the 

development of the theoretical framework in Chapter 3. Here, I discuss two significant policy 

responses to the decline of the Greater Sage Grouse: the federal-level Endangered Species Act 

listing process and the state-level WCAS process. I also illuminate the policy challenges 

involved in responding to the decline of the Greater Sage Grouse by using the example of the 

conflict between wind energy development and successful Greater Sage Grouse conservation. 

During my presentation of the WCAS, I propose a relationship between the two policy responses 

that arises from the phenomenon of environmental federalism. This relationship is a major 

component of the theoretical framework and the hypothesis I used for my examination of the 

case. 

Decline of the Greater Sage Grouse 
 

The total population of the Greater Sage Grouse (Centrocercus Urophasianus) has 

dramatically declined in the past century. Estimates range between a 69-99 percent decline in 

Greater Sage Grouse populations from historic numbers (Belton and Jackson-Smith 2010, 250). 

The bird resides in eleven states: Washington, Oregon, California, Nevada, Idaho, Montana, 

Wyoming, Colorado, Utah, South Dakota, and North Dakota as of spring 2012. Greater Sage 

Grouse also appear in the Canadian provinces of Alberta and Saskatchewan. The birds inhabit 

approximately 56 percent of their past range (U.S. Department of the Interior 2011, 66393-

66394; hereafter DOI).  

Many anthropogenic factors, such as energy development infrastructure, introduction and 

subsequent invasion of non-native species, and human population growth are contributing to the 
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decline of the Greater Sage Grouse (Aldridge et al. 2008, 9983). These human-driven factors 

cause habitat fragmentation, degradation, and loss of sage-steppe habitat (DOI 2011, 66393). The 

total impact of humans on the sagebrush ecosystems that the Greater Sage Grouse rely on is so 

extensive that these ecosystems cannot adapt to rapidly changing conditions, and this threatens 

the complete collapse of sagebrush ecosystems (Knick et al. 2003, 612). It can be inferred that 

the problems that contribute to the decline of Greater Sage Grouse sagebrush habitat also impact 

other species, because ecologists consider the Greater Sage Grouse an umbrella species for the 

conservation of sagebrush dwelling species. If conservation action addresses the habitat 

problems that negatively affect the Greater Sage Grouse (GSG), then other species also will 

benefit (Rowland et al. 2006, 333). 

One primary cause of the decline of the bird is energy development. For example, 

Holloran et al. conducted a study on yearling GSG responses to natural gas development (2010). 

They concluded that one component of an effective GSG conservation strategy would be to 

ensure that large enough expanses of suitable habitat remain undeveloped from energy extraction 

(Holloran et al. 2010, 65).  Yet, the need to restrict energy development for Greater Sage Grouse 

conservation poses policy challenges. The state of Wyoming has become the center of this 

challenge. My focus on Wyoming is in part because of the number of Greater Sage Grouse 

residing in the state: in 2011, about 40 percent of the entire range-wide population (Bureau of 

Land Management 2011).  The focus on Greater Sage Grouse conservation in Wyoming also 

reflects that one of the primary causes of the decline of the Greater Sage Grouse is a pivotal part 

of the state’s economy, energy development. Energy development contributes to the habitat 

fragmentation, degradation and loss that are primary influences on the bird’s decline (Aldridge et 

al. 2008, 983 and DOI 2011, 66374).  
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A prime example of the energy development that exists in Wyoming is wind energy 

development. The conflict between this type of energy development and the bird’s conservation 

needs illustrates the policy challenges of the Greater Sage Grouse conservation policymaking. 

The wind energy industry and government agencies are increasingly recognizing Wyoming for 

its existing and future wind energy development. A growing dialogue in the U.S. about 

increasing domestic and renewable energy sources encourages this focus (Rosenbaum 2010, 3-4 

and U.S. Department of Energy 2008). The goal of the U.S. Department of Energy to have 20 

percent of the U.S. energy supply come from wind energy by 2030 also amplifies this focus 

(U.S. Department of Energy 2008). The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) affirms that 

Wyoming can play a large part in meeting this goal.  

Much of Wyoming has fair to excellent wind energy potential, with some areas having 
outstanding to superb potential as identified by the Department of Energy's National 
Renewable Energy Laboratory.  Currently, most of the interest has been focused on 
southern Wyoming (Bureau of Land Management 2011b). 
 

This wind energy potential has substantial implications for the future of Wyoming’s economy. 

For example, in 2004, wind energy generated $480,000 in property tax revenue in Carbon 

County, Wyoming (Department of Energy 2004, 4).  

Conflict between Sage Grouse Conservation and Wind Energy Development in 
Wyoming 
 

The implications of successful Greater Sage Grouse conservation planning create a 

conflict between this goal and wind energy development. For one interest to be furthered, the 

other must be restricted.  This conflict is particularly apparent when recognizing the habitat 

needs of the Greater Sage Grouse in conjunction with the necessary infrastructure development 

that wind energy requires. A prime example occurs in Carbon County, Wyoming. The most 

ambitious wind farm plans are situated in the County, and, as stated above, wind energy is a very 
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important source of government income. However, the sites of these proposed wind farms also 

overlap with the essential habitat of the Greater Sage Grouse (Rosenbaum 2010, 4). The 

recognition that Greater Sage Grouse avoid wind turbines and other wind energy-related 

infrastructure escalates this conflict (Pruett et al. 2009, 1258). Thus, wind energy development 

necessarily adds to the problems of habitat loss, fragmentation, and degradation that contribute 

significantly to the decline of the bird.  

 The conflict between wind energy development and the conservation of the Greater Sage 

Grouse poses policy-making challenges. Ultimately, which agency or level of government has 

primary jurisdiction over the management of Greater Sage Grouse habitats and ideal wind energy 

development land are factors that will play an enormous role in current and future management 

plans for handling this conflict. The ESA Greater Sage Grouse listing process and the WCAS are 

two contemporary policy processes that involve both state and federal action and illustrate the 

jurisdictional dynamics regarding Greater Sage Grouse conservation.  

Endangered Species Act 
 

Scholars frequently refer to the national Endangered Species Act (ESA) as the “pit bull” 

of environmental law (Garcia 2006, 578). Strict judicial interpretation of the ESA has resulted in 

two prominent controversial issues: “the types of species that are listed and the limitations that 

the ESA imposes on economic growth, especially in the private sector” (Czech and Krausman 

2001, 3). The Greater Sage Grouse conflict is a prime example of the controversial issue of the 

limitations that the ESA imposes on economic growth. This section details the history and future 

directions of the Greater Sage Grouse listing process. The presentation includes an overview of 

the prominent federal laws involved and a critical court case that directly influenced the process. 

Additionally, Figure 1 offers a quick reference for an outline of the ESA process.  
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Figure 1: Greater Sage Grouse ESA Timeline 

 

(DOI 2010, 2, DOI 2011, 66394, and Western Watersheds Project v. U.S. Forest Service 2009) 

The debate surrounding the decline of the Greater Sage Grouse entered the federal policy 

realm in 2002 when the first petition to list the bird was filed. By 2003, over 20 organizations 

had filed three listing petitions (DOI 2010, 2). The ESA petition pathway requires that “to the 
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maximum extent practicable,” within 90 days the FWS must review the petition(s) and determine 

if, based on the information presented in the petition(s), further review of the status of the species 

is needed (Western Watersheds Project v. U.S. Forest Service 2007, 4-5). The FWS determined 

that further action was warranted for the bird. Accordingly, in April 2004, the U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service announced that it would begin to review the submitted petitions and scientific 

information regarding whether the agency should list the Greater Sage Grouse (DOI 2010, 2).  

The next step in the listing process involves a second finding, typically referred to as the 

12-month finding. If the 90-day finding warrants further review of a species, then the FWS has 

one year to issue its 12-month finding. Two kinds of information guide this finding. The best 

scientific and commercial data available comprise the first consideration (ESA 1973 and Western 

Watersheds Project v. U.S. Forest Service 2007, 4). Secondly, the FWS must base the 12-month 

finding on a consideration of the adequacy of existing regulations (ESA 1973 and Western 

Watersheds Project v. U.S. Forest Service 2007, 4). 

The FWS may come to three different conclusions in the 12-month finding: the listing of 

the species is not warranted, the listing action of the species is warranted, or an endangered 

listing is warranted but precluded (Western Watersheds Project v. U.S. Forest Service 2007, 5). 

Because of limited resources, agencies must prioritize their conservation actions for species, 

which causes the need for the third finding. In short, this means that “the petitioned action is 

warranted, but precluded by higher priority pending proposals and expeditious progress is being 

made to list, delist, or reclassify” (Western Watersheds Project v. U.S. Forest Service 2007, 5 

and DOI 2011, 66370). When this third finding occurs, the FWS assigns the species a Listing 

Priority Number (LPN). The lower the assigned LPN, the higher the listing priority (DOI 2010, 

153).  
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The FWS announced the Greater Sage Grouse 12-month finding in January 2005. The 

agency determined that an endangered listing of the Greater Sage Grouse was not warranted 

(DOI 2010, 2). In July 2006, Western Watersheds Project filed a complaint in the U.S. District 

Court for Idaho. The organization complained that the not warranted finding on the Greater Sage 

Grouse was arbitrary and capricious, a complaint based on the Administrative Procedure Act 

(APA 1946). The APA sets out the possible scope of judicial review of agency actions. When the 

court applies the APA to the ESA listing process, it may determine that a listing conclusion is 

unlawful if it decides that the agency’s conclusion was arbitrary or capricious (APA 1946).  

 Judicial decisions involving application of the APA have resulted in four standards for 

any judicial examination of an agency decision. First, the court must be able to determine a 

rational connection between existing states of affairs and the agency’s decision or action. 

Second, the agency has discretion regarding decisions that require its expertise (Western 

Watersheds Project v. U.S. Forest Service 2007, 19-20). Third, even if the agency has scientific 

or technical discretion, its decisions must be well reasoned and, if they are not, then the court 

may overturn the agency’s decision.  Finally, the judicial examination of an agency’s action must 

be “searching and careful” (Western Watersheds Project v. U.S. Forest Service 2007, 20) It is 

important to note, however, that a court may not substitute its decision for an agency’s decision. 

The court may only find the agency’s decision arbitrary and capricious and require the agency to 

go through the decision process again (Western Watersheds Project v. U.S. Forest Service 2007, 

19-20).  

  In December 2007, based on the ESA, APA, and legal precedents, the U.S. District Court 

of Idaho ruled that the not warranted conclusion of the FWS was indeed arbitrary and capricious 

(Western Watersheds Project v. U.S. Forest Service 2007). It reached this decision for two 
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primary reasons: that the FWS did not base the finding on the best science available and that the 

agency failed to adequately consider the existing regulatory mechanisms for Greater Sage 

Grouse conservation (Western Watersheds Project v. U.S. Forest Service 2007, 19-20). As 

previously stated, the ESA requires these two components for a determination.  

First, the court determined that the FWS service failed to use the best science available in 

four ways. Although the FWS consulted scientific experts, it excluded the experts from the final 

decision process. Second, the FWS did not record or keep a detailed record of the majority of the 

experts’ opinions. Third, the FWS ignored the parts of the experts’ opinions that were recorded 

while making the listing determination (Western Watersheds Project v. U.S. Forest Service 2007, 

21-29).  

The court deemed the FWS decision arbitrary and capricious with respect to the best 

science standard for a final reason that was related to a larger controversy. In the memorandum 

opinion, the court criticized the methods used by the Deputy Assistant Secretary, Julie 

MacDonald. The court described her approach to ESA listing decisions: “MacDonald’s principal 

tactic is to steer the best science to a pre-ordained outcome… This process allows the ultimate 

decision-makers to subjectively bend the best science to their own ends, while obscuring any 

inconsistencies” (Western Watersheds Project v. U.S. Forest Service 2007, 35). Thus, the court 

concluded that Macdonald’s extensive involvement in the unwarranted conclusion was an 

additional independent reason for finding the decision to be arbitrary and capricious (Western 

Watersheds Project v. U.S. Forest Service, 32-34). The court concluded that there existed no 

rational connection existed between existing states of affairs and the agency’s decision because 

of these four violations (Western Watersheds Project v. U.S. Forest Service 2007).  

The court also determined that the FWS decision was arbitrary and capricious because 
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the FWS failed to satisfactorily “consider the adequacy of existing regulatory mechanisms” 

(Western Watersheds Project v. U.S. Forest Service 2007, 31-32). The court found that during 

the listing process there was not sufficient information regarding the existing regulatory 

mechanisms for 78 percent of Greater Sage Grouse habitat. Despite the gaps in information, the 

FWS Director failed to explain why the information gaps did not matter and stated that he was 

“encouraged that sage-grouse and sagebrush conservation efforts will moderate the rate and 

extent of habitat loss for the species in the future” (Western Watersheds Project v. U.S. Forest 

Service 2007, 30-31) Additionally, the court could not determine a rational connection between 

existing evidence and the agency’s conclusion (Western Watersheds Project v. U.S. Forest 

Service 2007).  

 The court ruled that the FWS had to revisit information regarding the Greater Sage 

Grouse and issue a new finding by May 2009 (Western Watersheds Project v. U.S. Forest 

Service 2009). Due to a delay in the availability of a key conservation assessment of the Greater 

Sage Grouse, the court extended the finding requirement to February 26, 2010 (Western 

Watersheds Project v. U.S. Forest Service 2009).  After an additional and unforeseeable delay 

due to the death of the Director of the FWS, the court extended the deadline again until March 5, 

2010 (Western Watersheds Project v. U.S. Forest Service 2010 and DOI 2010, 2) 

 After once again reviewing scientific and commercial information, submitted petitions, 

and consultation with Greater Sage Grouse and sagebrush experts, the FWS found that the 

Greater Sage Grouse warranted listing across its range, but higher priority listing actions 

precluded this action (DOI 2010, 121). The FWS reconfirmed the warranted, but precluded status 

in 2010 (DOI 2011, 66393). In 2010, the FWS assigned the Greater Sage Grouse an LPN of 8 

(DOI 2010, 153). In 2011, the agency reconfirmed the LPN status of 8 for the Greater Sage 
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Grouse (DOI 2011, 66394). The FWS gives listing priority over the Greater Sage Grouse to all 

warranted, but precluded species with lower assigned LPNs (DOI 2011, 66394).  

Although the FWS did not as of spring 2012 list the Greater Sage Grouse as endangered, 

it will continually evaluate the bird’s status. The agency will take conservation action in the 

future if it assigns the Greater Sage Grouse an endangered listing (ESA 1973). The possibility of 

an endangered listing looms each year, because the FWS annually re-reviews the list of 

candidate species and determines if it will adjust each species’ LPN or the species warrants an 

endangered listing (DOI 2011, 66370). Thus, the possibility of a future listing must continue to 

be part of any consideration of the existing and future conflict between wind energy development 

and Greater Sage Grouse conservation.  If the FWS lists the Greater Sage Grouse as endangered, 

then the federal government will have jurisdiction over the management decisions about the 

Greater Sage Grouse habitat (ESA 1973).  

Wyoming Core Area Strategy 
 

While considerable debate took place over the listed status of the Greater Sage Grouse in 

the federal policy realm, significant regulatory action related to the conservation of the Greater 

Sage Grouse also was occurring at the state level. This state-level action resulted in the 

development of the Wyoming Core Area Strategy (WCAS), the focus of the present research. 

My motivation to focus on the WCAS stems from the recognition that several other western 

states and the Bureau of Land Management are incorporating and supporting the WCAS in their 

Greater Sage Grouse management plans (Bureau of Land Management 2011a; Mead 2011, 2). 

Thus, the WCAS has been an influential policy and further understanding of the WCAS 

emergence also helps explain the emergence of these other policies. In order to provide an 

overview of the WCAS, this section includes a history of its development, a possible impetus for 
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its development, a brief example of some regulations detailed in the WCAS, and a description of 

the agencies involved in its implementation.  

In 2007, Wyoming Governor Dave Freudenthal (D) established the Sage Grouse 

Implementation Team (SGIT). The individuals that composed the team represented stakeholders 

with vested interests in future Greater Sage Grouse conservation policy, such as the energy and 

agriculture industries, private landowners, conservation interests, and government agencies. The 

Sage Grouse Implementation Team aimed to develop a Greater Sage Grouse conservation plan 

that also balanced the needs of Wyoming’s natural resource-based economy (Schulte 2011, 59-

60).  

Governor Freudenthal announced the result of the team’s effort in August 2008, when he issued 

an executive order that detailed a Wyoming-based Greater Sage Grouse conservation plan. This 

conservation plan was the Wyoming Core Area Strategy (WCAS) (Freudenthal 2008). 

Freudenthal issued another WCAS-focused executive order in August of 2010. The order 

adjusted the conservation regulations but confirmed the direction of the WCAS (Freudenthal 

2010). The current (2012) governor of Wyoming, Matt Mead (R), who took office in 2011, 

issued an executive order in June 2011 that reconfirmed the direction of the WCAS (Mead 

2011). Figure 2: WCAS Timeline 
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(Freudenthal 2008, Freudenthal 2010, Mead 2011, and Schulte 2011, 59-60) 

The success of the restrictions on energy development outlined by the WCAS likely will 

determine if the state of Wyoming retains jurisdiction over the management of Greater Sage 

Grouse habitats. This jurisdictional implication connects the ESA policy process and the WCAS 

policy process and is one primary relationship between the two policy responses to the bird’s 

decline. A past public comment from former Governor Freudenthal further illustrates this 

relationship and its importance:  

“I need to get clear on the record, it isn’t some obsession that I have with the Sage-grouse 
that has led me to where I’m at,” Freudenthal assured his listeners at the Wyoming Wind 
Symposium on the University of Wyoming campus last August as his staff presented 
conservation plans. “What I have is an obsession with is making sure that the economy in 
this state continues to function, which it won’t if we in fact get that bird listed” (Ostlind 
2010). 
 

If the bird is listed, the state of Wyoming no longer will have jurisdiction over the decisions 

regarding the bird’s habitat. This lack of jurisdiction could lead to restrictions on energy 

development, which would negatively impact Wyoming’s economy. Thus, the desire to retain 

jurisdiction is one very plausible part of a potential explanation for the WCAS emergence and is 

a connection between the two policy processes. 

The WCAS could result in the retention of jurisdiction in at least two ways. First, if the 

restrictions on energy development in the WCAS result in the improvement of the Greater Sage 

Grouse population, then during the FWS’s annual ESA review of the bird the agency may reach 

a not-warranted determination. Second, if during the annual review the FWS determines that the 

WCAS is an adequate regulatory mechanism to address the conservation challenges facing the 

Greater Sage Grouse, then the agency may reach a not warranted listing.  

I briefly present here some WCAS restrictions on wind energy in order to illustrate the 

restrictions that may prevent a listing. The designated core habitat areas and occupied Greater 
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Sage Grouse leks comprise the basis of these restrictions. The core areas are depicted in Figure 3. 

The WCAS does not allow for wind energy development to occur within these designated core 

areas (Mead 2011, 13). Additionally, wind (or other) energy development must abide by seasonal 

restrictions. There is a seasonal no surface occupancy restriction within two miles of Greater 

Sage Grouse leks from December 1st to March 14th  for areas used by the Greater Sage Grouse as 

winter habitat (Mead 2011, 9). 

Figure 3: Wyoming Core Area Map 

 

(Wyoming Game and Fish Department 2011b)   

The WCAS is implemented using the previously existing permitting system in Wyoming. 

The Wyoming Game and Fish Department (WGFD) is the primary state agency involved in the 

implementation of the WCAS. The WCAS stipulates that the WFGD fills the roles of 

recommendation, facilitation, and consultation about the permitting process required by the 
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WCAS. However, the WCAS does not give the WGFD the authority to approve or deny permits 

(Mead 2011, 7). 

The WCAS stipulates that authority remains with the agencies that had authority prior to 

the 2008 WCAS executive order. However, these agencies require that project proposals and 

applications submitted after the 2008 executive order incorporate the WCAS restrictions 

(Wyoming Interagency 2011). The permitting agencies then forward the project proposals and 

applications to the WGFD to review for WCAS compliance, which is illustrated in Figure 4. The 

WFGD then makes a recommendation for approval or denial to the permitting agency (Wyoming 

Interagency 2011). For example, for a proposed wind farm project, one of the agencies that 

would need to approve the project is the Wyoming Office of State Lands and Investments. For 

permitting agencies to approve the project, it must meet the stipulations required by the various 

agencies and the WCAS (Wyoming Interagency 2011).  

Figure 4: WCAS Permitting Process Flowchart: 

 

(Wyoming Interagency 2011) 

Conclusion 
 

The ESA listing process and the development of the WCAS are related because of the 

jurisdictional dynamics discussed and the subsequent implications of retaining jurisdiction over 
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Greater Sage Grouse conservation and Greater Sage Grouse habitat decisions by preventing an 

ESA endangered listing.  In the next two chapters I use the proposed jurisdictional relationship to 

develop a theoretical framework and introduce the testable hypothesis that guided the empirical 

research. The Advocacy Coalition Framework was the basis for the theoretical framework and 

hypothesis formulation because of its ability to help explain the jurisdictional dynamics and 

relationship between the ESA and WCAS processes. The following chapter elaborates the ACF, 

environmental federalism, and ESA scholarship in order to present the scholarly grounding and 

theoretical framework used in the research. 
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Chapter Three: Scholarly Grounding  
 

The WCAS case is at the intersection of many debates in environmental politics and 

policy. Two particularly prominent and relevant debates involve the effectiveness of the ESA 

and of the American system of environmental federalism.  Additionally, analysis of this case 

provides insights into and seeks to extend a prominent theory of policy change: the Advocacy 

Coalition Framework. This chapter offers an overview of the theoretical framework that guided 

the research and considers the scholarship on the effectiveness of the U.S. system of 

environmental federalism and of the ESA.  

Theoretical Framework 
 

I utilized the Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF) to guide the thesis research because 

of its potential to offer an explanatory model of policy change. This section first presents a brief 

overview of the ACF and a justification for employing the framework in this research. In 

addition, the project sought to add needed nuance to a specific portion of the ACF. In this later 

portion of the section, I briefly discuss one gap in the ACF literature, which this research sought 

to fill. I also describe the process of narrowing the scope of the thesis to a very specific portion 

of the ACF.  

Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith developed the ACF in the late 1980’s from research on 

energy and environmental policymaking processes (Nohrstedt 2010, 311). The scholars designed 

the ACF as a tool for determining how and why policy change occurred over time (Sotirov and 

Memmler 2011, 1). Since its inception, scholars have used the ACF for policy analysis in a 

variety of policy fields including sports, environmental, domestic violence, drug, and nuclear 

policy (Sabatier and Weible 2007, 207). Scholars also have continually reworked and added 

sections and nuance to the evolving framework. 
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The creators also developed the ACF with the intention of providing an explanatory 

model of policy change that avoided many of the limitations scholars associate with other 

theories of the policy process (Weible et al. 2009, 122). The framework captures many other 

helpful explanatory concepts found in other theories of the policy process. Many scholars view 

the ACF as an eclectic, elaborate, and useful model for analyzing the policy process (Sotirov and 

Memmler 2011, 1). Scholars, including me, view the ACF’s eclecticism as a benefit of 

employing the framework.  

The family resemblance among the policy process theories and comparative policy 
models has become more pronounced, to the point where they probably belong under a 
single roof, and that roof is the currently entitled the advocacy coalition framework 
(Schlager 2007, 317).  
 

I chose to employ the ACF because scholars observe that it has many strengths and components 

of other theories of the policy process (Schlager 2007, 317). However, as the section discusses 

later, ACF scholars also observe that the continually developing framework still is incomplete in 

some ways. I attempted to begin to help fill one gap in the ACF with this project.  

In order to provide the focus appropriate to an MA thesis, this research emphasized a 

specific ACF pathway to policy change. In order to provide the context that the focal pathway 

exists within, the pathways to policy change in the ACF are briefly outlined here. The 

presentation then continually narrows until it reaches the focal casual chain.  

The current formulation of the ACF includes four main paths to policy change: policy-

oriented learning, internal shock, a hurting stalemate, and external perturbations (Sabatier and 

Weible 2007, 198).  According to ACF scholars, policy change results from policy-oriented 

learning, which occurs when thoughts or behavioral intentions alter due to new experiences or 

new information in order to attain or revise policy goals (Sabatier and Weible 2007, 198). A 

hurting stalemate between advocacy coalitions may eventually lead to a negotiated agreement, 
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which may include a policy change (Sabatier and Weible 2007, 205-207). Internal shocks lead to 

policy change through events that occur within a policy subsystem. These internal events either 

redistribute resources or affect the belief systems of the policy participants in the subsystem, 

which may lead to policy change (Sabatier and Weible 2007, 204-205).  

Similar to internal events, the redistribution of resources is a way that external 

perturbations can lead to policy change. ACF scholars maintain that external influences can 

cause resources to be constrained, which may cause policy change (Sabatier and Weible 2007, 

201). The ACF identifies several categories of resources: (1) the formal legal authority to make 

policy decisions, (2) public opinion, (3) information, (4) mobilization of troops, (5) financial 

resources, and (6) skillful leadership (Sabatier and Weible 2007, 201).  

The general ACF causal pathway to policy change that I focused on was the pathway 

between external events, resources, and policy change. Scholars contend that the ACF literature 

fails to satisfactorily elaborate on this link between external events, resources, and policy change 

(Weible et al. 2009, 128). For example, based on their review of applications of the ACF to 

natural resource policy research, Sotirov and Memmler concluded that ACF scholarship does not 

satisfactorily elaborate the causal relationship between external influences and policy change. 

They also note that the ACF literature suggests this causal proposition applies to only two types 

of external influence: changes in government and in external policy impacts (Sotirov and 

Memmler 2011, 9). Sotirov and Memmler conclude that in ACF scholarship the links between 

the other types of external events, resources, and policy changes are unclear at best (2011, 9). 

Although it has gaps, the ACF has the potential to overcome these problems because it is 

continually evolving. I intended this thesis project to help fill one gap in the ACF literature, the 

ambiguity between external events, resources, and policy change. Due to the scope of the project, 
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however, the research still needed more focus. Given Sotirov and Memmler’s conclusion that 

changes in government and external policy impacts are the only types of external events that 

seem to clearly result in policy change, these two types of external events were promising to 

emphasize. Given Chapter Two’s presentation of the two policy processes occurring at the state 

and federal levels, I chose to focus on external subsystem policy impacts, identifying the ESA 

policy process as an external policy impact. Thus, the general ACF casual chain that I focused on 

was external policy impacts, resources, and policy change.  

This approach required that I treat the state-level WCAS policy process and the federal-

level ESA policy process as parts of two different policy subsystems. I justify this treatment by 

considering the ACF literature. For example, Ellison considered different hierarchical levels of 

agencies that had concurrent jurisdiction over a policy area as part of the same subsystem 

(Ellison 1998, 38-39). Yet, when different hierarchical levels of agencies did not have concurrent 

jurisdiction over a policy area, he considered the agencies as part of different subsystems. He did 

not consider the FWS as a part of the Denver water policy subsystem for instance, until the ESA 

process resulted in the FWS having jurisdiction in Denver water policy (Ellison 1998, 53). 

Similarly, as the Greater Sage Grouse is not yet listed as endangered, the FWS will not exercise 

jurisdiction in the policy subsystem that the WCAS occurs within. Thus, I treated the ESA 

process as part of an external policy subsystem until the FWS has the ability to begin to exercise 

jurisdiction in the Wyoming Greater Sage Grouse policy process.  

For this research, I defined the policy subsystem that the ESA process occurred within as 

the Species Conservation Policy (SCP) subsystem. I define the policy subsystem that the WCAS 

process occurred within as the Wyoming Land Use Policy (WLUP) subsystem. I defined these 

subsystems informally because performing a complete and thorough subsystem analysis was 
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outside of the scope of the thesis. Despite the informal nature of these definitions, nevertheless, 

scholarship supports such an approach.  

ACF scholars typically define policy subsystems by analyzing policy participants and 

territorial and substantive scope (Weible 2007, 98). Examples of types of policy participants 

include local, state, and federal government officials; interest groups; nongovernmental 

organizations; community groups; researchers/scientists: members of the media; and target 

groups (Weible 2007, 98). The territorial scope of a policy subsystem frequently is defined by 

legal boundaries. Ellison’s work discussed above is an example of this is Weible’s ACF 

stakeholder analysis of California’s Marine Protected Area Policy (Weible 2007, 103). The 

territory of the SCP subsystem can be roughly defined as existing where it legally can produce 

policy. Two examples of the territorial boundaries of the Species Conservation Policy subsystem 

are the Endangered Species Act and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Examples of the territorial 

boundaries of the WLUP subsystem are the boundaries between states lands and BLM land and 

the political boundaries of the state. The substantive scope of a policy subsystem is the policy 

area that the subsystem is concerned with (Weible 2007, 98). For example, in the SCP subsystem 

the policy area is species conservation, and in the WLUP subsystem the policy area is land use.  

As a result of how I have informally defined the subsystems, the focal casual chain then 

has narrowed to the external policy outputs of the SCP subsystem, affected resources of the 

WLUP subsystem, and policy change within the WLUP subsystem. In order to further reduce the 

scope of the thesis, I also chose one type of resource to focus on.  Given the previous chapter’s 

discussion of the jurisdictional relationship between the ESA and WCAS policy subsystems, of 

the six ACF-identified resources, the most promising to focus on is the formal legal authority to 

make decisions, that is, jurisdiction. Thus, I further narrowed the focal casual chain of this 
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project to that involving external policy impacts, jurisdiction, and policy change. The casual 

chain that I studied is, policy impacts, jurisdiction of the WLUP subsystem, and the emergence 

of the WCAS in the WLUP subsystem. 

ACF scholars previously have addressed the role jurisdiction plays in policy change. In 

an analysis of a particular natural resources policy change, for example, Nicholson-Crotty 

introduces the concept of bureaucratic competition over jurisdiction to the ACF in order to fill 

what he perceives as a gap in the framework. He argues that bureaucratic jurisdictional 

competition can explain the behavior of coalitions and thus help explain the development of 

policy (Nicholson-Crotty 2005, 345).  

Ellison’s 1998 ACF analysis of Denver water policy change also contains the notion of 

jurisdictional competition. Ultimately, he argues that when autonomy of the dominant coalition 

within a subsystem is stable, then policy change is unlikely to occur; conversely, when policy 

fragmentation is present, policy change is likely to take place (Ellison 1998, 54). Ellison 

conceptualizes autonomy as “a function of governing relationships and legal institutional 

arrangements, and should be understood in terms of undisputed jurisdiction or territoriality” 

(1998, 40). Restated in the language used for this research, autonomy is a lack of jurisdictional 

competition. 

Ellison defines policy fragmentation in two ways. First, he observes, “formal control over 

policy in American government is shared among formal institutions and agencies at various 

levels” (Ellison 1998, 40). Secondly, 

Policy fragmentation occurs when a single government operates at cross-purposes. The 
federal government, for example, subsidizes the tobacco industry and supports 
antismoking programs (Ellison 1998, 40). 
 

Both definitions of policy fragmentation capture the notion of jurisdictional competition. Thus, 
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Ellison’s work supports the proposition that jurisdictional competition will likely contribute to 

policy change.  

Ellison and other ACF scholars also have identified jurisdiction as a resource advocacy 

use coalitions to achieve their goals. In their case studies, Nicholson-Crotty and Ellison regard 

understanding jurisdictional conflict as critical for understanding policy change (Ellison 1998, 40 

and Nicholson‐Crotty 2005, 345). However, gaps still remain in understanding the causal 

mechanism that drives the causal chain. In order to fill this gap, I propose a specific causal 

mechanism, the strategy of agents in a policy subsystem. With this final focusing decision, the 

focal causal chain of this research project involves external policy impacts, jurisdiction, strategy, 

and policy change. For the WCAS case the components of the focal casual chain are 

operationalized as the ESA subsystem, jurisdiction over Greater Sage Grouse decisions, strategy 

of agents in the WLUP subsystem, and the emergence of the WCAS.  

I based the decision to include strategy as a causal mechanism on the work of Ellison, 

Nicholson-Crotty, and Falleti and Lynch. Nicholson-Crotty and Ellison employed the notion of 

strategy in their work on jurisdiction in the ACF. From his case study and application of 

jurisdictional competition, Nicholson-Crotty concluded:  

The case also demonstrates, however, that the ACF may underestimate the potential 
scope of strategic behavior by bureaucratic agencies attempting to influence policy. Echo 
Park suggests that the framework may provide an even more accurate picture of the 
policymaking process if it more fully recognizes the potential for and the substantive 
impact of such behavior (2005, 357). 

 
Ellison used strategy for his water policy case study in order to better understand policy change. 

He concluded:  

The case of water-resources development and intergovernmental politics also 
demonstrates the strategic proclivities of the water commissioners and their allies in 
Denver (Ellison 1998, 54). 
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The authors’ consideration of strategy in  the ACF was to account for the emergence of particular 

polices in circumstances with jurisdictional considerations. 

I took this research a step further and hypothesized that strategy is the causal mechanism 

that links the external policy impacts, jurisdictional conflict, and policy change in the WCAS 

case. I derived the definition of casual mechanism that I employed from the work of Falleti and 

Lynch: “portable concepts that explain how and why a hypothesized cause, in a given context, 

contributes to a particular outcome” (2009, 1143). Their conception of mechanisms requires that 

researcher not identify the independent variables as the cause of changes in the dependent 

variable. Rather, a third element, a mechanism, connects the relationship between the two types 

of variables (Falleti and Lynch 2009, 1144). Using this conception of causal mechanism, I 

further developed the ACF with respect to the focal causal chain. In the following chapter, I use 

this focal casual chain including strategy as a casual mechanism to develop the  hypothesis that 

guided the research.  

I termed the agent that I attributed the casual mechanism to a “policy entrepreneur.”  I 

defined policy entrepreneur, following the work of Mintrom and Vergari, as an individual who 

seeks to create dynamic policy change, one who has the ability to “see the logic in an emerging 

historical situation and act on that insight” (Mintrom and Vergari 424, 1996). In the WCAS case, 

I conceptualized the ability of the entrepreneur to see the logic in the emerging historical 

situation as the notion that the policy entrepreneur was able to see that jurisdiction was 

threatened, that jurisdiction was necessary to achieve perceived goals, and that the necessary 

jurisdiction could be retained through dynamic policy change.  

This project employed the ACF as the basic framework for the research. However, the 

study sought as well to contribute to ACF scholarship by adding nuance to a specific portion of 
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the framework. In order to further inform the project, I turn next to scholarly grounding on 

components of the focal causal chain. After overviewing the impacts of the ESA, the first part of 

the casual chain, I examine environmental federalism, since the history and context of 

environmental federalism provide insight into how the jurisdictional resources of the WCAS 

subsystem can be constrained by the ESA subsystem.  

The Impact of the ESA 
 
 The first component of the focal causal chain is external policy impacts; specifically, the 

impact of the ESA outputs in the SCP subsystem on the WCAS subsystem. A substantial amount 

of scholarship on the ESA exists. Two prominent themes in the ESA scholarship are especially 

relevant to this research: whether the ESA successfully meets its species conservation goal and 

the impact of the ESA on economic development. 

The ESA is among the most contentious of federal laws in existence in spring 2012. 

Surprisingly, there was very little controversy in the legislative or executive branches about the 

act when it was enacted (Bean 2009, 369). For example, the US House passed the ESA in 1973 

with a bipartisan vote of 355 to 4 (Collins 2010, 130). When President Nixon signed the Act into 

law, he stated: “Nothing is more priceless and more worthy of preservation than the rich array of 

animal life with which our country has been blessed” (Collins 2010, 130). The ESA has two 

purposes. First is “to provide to provide a means whereby the ecosystems upon which 

endangered species and threatened species depend may be conserved, to provide a program for 

the conservation of such endangered species and threatened species” (ESA 1973) and second is 

“to take such steps as may be appropriate to achieve the purposes of the treaties and 

conventions” (ESA 1973).  

A great deal of debate centers on whether the ESA fulfills its first purpose. Typically the 
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debate is based on quantitative measurements of endangered species and recovery and extinction 

rates. Since 1974, the FWS has listed about 1,300 species as endangered. However, the FWS has 

deemed only 18 species sufficiently recovered enough to be delisted (Norris 2004, 289). Some 

view these statistics as evidence of the ESA’s failure. Others argue that these statistics cannot be 

used as evidence of failure since most listed species have not been listed long enough to fully 

recover (Taylor et al. 2005, 360).  

Taylor et al. performed a comprehensive quantitative analysis of the effectiveness of the 

ESA up to 2005 (Taylor et al. 2005, 360). Their work supports those who believe the ESA is 

successful. They base this conclusion on a discussion of seven main findings that emerged from 

their analysis. First, the longer a species was listed, the more likely it was that the species was 

improving (Taylor et al. 2005, 361). Second, listed species with critical habitat designations are 

more likely to recover or be stabilizing (Taylor et al. 2005, 361-363). Third, species with 

recovery plans are more likely to be recovering (Taylor et al. 2005, 363-364). Fourth, multi-

species recovery plans are less effective than single species recovery plans (Taylor, et al. 2005, 

365). Fifth, listed species are more likely to improve than unlisted species (Taylor, et al. 2005, 

365). Sixth, ESA protections do not favor animal species over plant species (Taylor, et al. 2005, 

365). Seventh, species listed as threatened are more likely to improve than species that are listed 

as endangered (Taylor et al. 2005, 365-366). Based on these findings, Taylor et al. concluded, 

“The ESA is effective and can be improved by prompt listing, protection of critical habitat, and 

dedicated recovery plans” (2005, 366). 

Interestingly, Taylor et al.’s three prescriptions for ESA improvement also are three 

common criticisms of the ESA. Collins (2010) calls the three prescribed areas for ESA 
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improvement listing, critical habitat, and recovery plan loopholes. In discussing the listing 

loophole, he states:  

The official listing process that all species must navigate is so strict, slow and constrained 
by scientific ignorance, political pressure, bureaucratic intransigence and budgetary 
shortfalls that many species disappear before becoming identified or studied enough to 
meet the laws rigorous listing qualifications. Unable to qualify for ESA protections, 
hundreds of imperiled species are left to languish for years or go extinct while on the 
DOI’s roster of “candidate species” (Collins 2010, 132). 
 

It is clear that Collins considers the listing aspect of the ESA as a failure. Others also criticize the 

listing process by pointing out that if listings continue to occur at the present rate, it would take 

over 150 years to list all of the GI and G2 species recognized as imperiled by Nature Serve, a 

non-profit conservation organization whose mission is to provide the scientific basis for effective 

conservation action (Scott 2004, 289-290; Nature Serve 2012).  

 Regarding the second prescription for ESA improvement, critical habitat protection, 

Collins states:  

Critical habitat designations offer necessary protections, but often they are too incomplete 
and inadequate to foster recovery. Although the listing of any species is supposed to be 
based solely upon a scientific assessment of the species’ condition, other considerations 
are permitted when agencies determine critical habitat. The law permits the FWS and 
NMFS to balance the habitat needs of the imperiled species against economic and social 
needs of society. Thus, portions of an endangered species’ critical habitat can be 
sacrificed if the agency feels the economic benefits outweigh the costs (Collins 2010, 
136).  
 

His criticism focuses on a commonly attacked part of ESA implementation. Taylor et al. and 

Scott’s finding that listed species with critical habitat designations were more likely to recover or 

be stabilizing offers insight into why environmentalists are adamant about the importance of 

adequate critical habitat designation (Taylor et al. 2005 and Scott 2004). Despite quantitative 

evidence about the importance of critical habitat designation for species recovery, it continues to 

be a controversial subject. For example, in 2004 former Secretary of the Interior Bruce Babbitt 
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stated, “you could strike the critical habitat designation from the statute tomorrow and no one 

would miss it…The Fish and Wildlife Service has been brought to its knees carrying out court-

ordered mapping exercises and impossible economic analysis” (Scott 2004, 291).  

 Another contentious aspect of ESA implementation involves recovery plan designations. 

Describing the purported recovery plan loopholes, Collins states:  

There are two loopholes that permit the FWS and the NMFS to evade recovery plans. 
First, the ESA permits the agency to dodge the recovery plan requirement if it finds that it 
finds that a recovery plan would not “promote the conservation of a species.” Second, the 
agency does not have to make or follow deadlines for the promulgation and 
implementation of recovery plans. So far, the responsible agencies have stretched and 
bent these legal exceptions to deny recovery plans to more than 40 percent of all listed 
species (Collins 2010, 138) 
 

Considering that Taylor et al. concluded that species with recovery plans are more likely to 

recover, the evasion of designating recovery plans is problematic. This evasion also contributes 

to the contention over the ESA’s track record.  

 Despite the poor implementation record of the ESA in listing and delisting, critical 

habitat designation, and recovery plans, its proponents still argue that it can be deemed 

successful if its main strength is considered. They argue that the strength of the ESA is not 

promoting species recovery; rather its strength is preventing extinction of listed species. Few 

listed species have gone extinct, and most are recovering or at least stable (Scott 2004, 289). 

 While the track record of the law remains contentious, it is clear that both sides of the 

debate acknowledge that a major hurdle for species to benefit from the ESA is receiving a 

threatened or endangered designation. For example, Taylor et al. concluded that the ESA was 

successful; yet they indicate that the statute does little if anything to help species that are not 

listed as endangered or threatened. Collins also holds that species cannot benefit from the ESA if 

they are not listed.  
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This research contributes to the ESA debate by examining if a species can benefit from 

the ESA even if it does not have a listing. The focal causal chain indicates that the beginning of 

the causal chain is the ESA process. If the hypothesized causal chain is supported by the 

research, then the study shows one case where a species, the Greater Sage Grouse, potentially 

benefited from the ESA despite the lack of a listing.  

  Another theme of contention that emerges from the ESA literature is the limitations that 

the Act poses on economic growth in the public and private sectors (Czech and Krausman 2001, 

3). An often-cited example of the enormous potential impact of the ESA on growth-based 

projects is the Snail Darter case. In this instance, the discovery of a small fish, the Snail Darter, 

eventually led to an ESA endangered listing of the fish. A lengthy court battle ensued over 

whether a multi-million dollar dam project that would adversely impact the fish’s habitat should 

be canceled. Eventually, the dam was exempted from the ESA requirements (Williams 2002, 

180-181). However, the implications of and controversy over this case remain relevant: an ESA 

listing can have serious implications for development and growth in the private and public 

sectors.  

This project adds to the literature concerning the ESA’s impact on development. For 

example, if the proposed casual chain is supported, then this research would demonstrate that 

even without an official listing, the ESA process can lead to stunted energy development and 

constraints on land use.  

Environmental Federalism 
 
 Another portion of the proposed causal chain deals with the existing jurisdictional 

dynamics. The American system of environmental federalism is the context in which these 

dynamics exist. Scholarship on environmental federalism contains discussions of the way 
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environmental protection policy responsibilities are or should be allocated among federal, state, 

and local governments (Percival 1995, 1141). Such scholarship is relevant to the research 

because I propose that the WCAS emerged as a strategic move within the WLUP subsystem to 

keep the allocation of jurisdiction over a particular environmental policy at the state level. This 

section first briefly presents the history of the allocation of U.S. environmental policy as of 

spring 2012. Second, it presents two particularly relevant issues in environmental federalism 

scholarship to this research: the effectiveness of the current system and the affect federal 

involvement has on state environmental policy decisions.  

As of 2012, scholars acknowledge that the federal government plays the dominant role in 

environmental regulation policy (Percival 1995, 1146). This was not always the case, however. 

Before the 1960’s and the move toward the increased role of federal government, the states were 

responsible for environmental policy. Environmental protection policies existed in the forms of 

state laws, local ordinances, and common law nuisance protections, which federal officials came 

to see as inadequate (Adler 2007, 67 and Percival 1995, 1141). Prior to the 1960’s 

conservationist and environmentally sympathetic federal officials feared that states were not and 

would not implement the necessary environmental policies to effectively address environmental 

concerns (Adler 2007, 67). Adding to this fear was the increasing concern that in an absence of a 

more centralized federal environmental policy, “a race to the bottom” would occur, in which 

states continuing lessen environmental restrictions in order to benefit economically from 

environmentally harmful industries and practices while free riding on the environmental benefits 

produced by other states with stricter environmental policies (Fredriksson and Millimet 2002, 

101-102).  
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Before the move towards increased federal involvement in environmental policy, the 

federal government encouraged states to enact adequate environment regulation. When the states 

failed to produce adequate regulation, Congress began passing federal environmental legislation 

and agencies, such as the ESA and the Clean Water Act (Fredriksson and Millimet 2001, 102 and 

Percival 1995, 1142). Nixon further increased the federal role by creating the EPA in 1970 

(Rosenbaum 2011, 8). The creation of such legislation and agencies either moved or had the 

potential to move jurisdiction over environmental regulation from the state to the federal level. 

For example, once the FWS lists a species as endangered, the jurisdiction over decisions 

regarding the species is no longer solely held at the state or local level.  

The strong federal role in environmental policy remains a controversial subject, with 

numerous arguments for and against it. One central contention in a majority of these arguments 

is whether such an approach is effective at achieving conservation and environmental goals 

(Buzbee 2005, 109-113). One particular effectiveness debate includes the consideration of how 

states react when there is a lack of federal policy in an environmental area (Buzbee 2005, 126). 

One side of this debate recognizes the continued fear that a race to the bottom will occur if 

environmental policy is decentralized. Thus, some argue that federal involvement is necessary 

for effective environmental policy (Fredriksson and Millimet 2001, 102). Another effectiveness 

contention is that cooperative federalism is needed for effective environmental protection 

because the federal government relies on the cooperation of state and local agencies in order to 

achieve its environmental goals (Percival 1995, 1178).  

Environmental federalism literature also includes exploration of the ways that state and 

federal environmental policy decisions impact each another. In some cases, increased federal 

environmental regulation results in increased state environmental regulation. In other cases, 
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increased federal regulation results in a decrease in state environmental regulation (Adler 2007, 

114). The latter finding challenges the assumption that greater federal regulation always will lead 

to greater environmental protection (Adler 2007, 114). Although some research examines the 

influence that federal regulation has on state regulatory policy, the literature still lacks a full 

understanding of this dynamic (Adler 2007, 114). 

The WCAS case study offered further insight into the impact that federal involvement 

has on state environmental policy, specifically, exploring whether and how the ESA federal 

policy process influenced the development of the WCAS state conservation policy. Greater 

insight into this dynamic will be beneficial because increased knowledge might aid in developing 

a more effective environmental protection framework (Adler 2007, 114). The WCAS case study 

also contributed to the broader debate on the effectiveness of the American environmental 

federalism system.  

Conclusion 
 
 The ACF, ESA, and environmental federalism scholarship provides history and context 

for this research. This project also contributes to these areas of scholarship. The research seeks to 

add nuance to the continually developing ACF. Finally, the research offers further insight into 

the ways that state and federal environmental policy decisions can influence one another.  
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Chapter Four: Methodology 
 

In this chapter I present the primary hypothesis that guided this research and the 

methodology I used to examine it. First, I present the hypothesis and my rationale behind its 

development. Second, I detail the justification for my selection and analysis of the WCAS case. 

Finally, I detail the methodology I used to examine the hypothesis.  

Hypothesis Development 
 

As the previous chapter discussed, I derived the theoretical framework for this research 

from the ACF literature. Accordingly, I also used the ACF to develop the hypothesis. To 

demonstrate the ACF’s contribution to the development of my hypothesis, I referred to two of 

the ACF’s 15 hypotheses that specifically deal with policy change and are particularly relevant to 

the theoretical framework that I proposed (Kübler 2001, 625):  

ACF policy change hypothesis 1: The policy core attribute of a governmental program in 
a specific jurisdiction will not be significantly revised as long as the subsystem advocacy 
coalition that instituted the program remains in power within that jurisdiction – except 
when the change is imposed by a hierarchically superior jurisdiction (Kübler 2001, 625). 
 
ACF policy change hypothesis 2: Significant perturbations external to the subsystem (e.g. 
changes in socio economic conditions, public opinion, system-wide governing coalitions 
or policy outputs from other subsystems) are a necessary, but not sufficient, cause of 
change in the policy core attributes of a governmental program (Kübler 2001, 625). 
 

The first hypothesis captures the notion that jurisdiction is a critical consideration for 

understanding policy change. However, because I propose that the WCAS emerged because of a 

strategic move to keep jurisdiction, the first policy change hypothesis is not fully consistent with 

my proposed theoretical framework. This is because the first ACF policy change hypothesis 

implies that jurisdiction needs to already be altered for policy change to occur. Thus, the first 

policy change hypothesis does not take my proposed causal mechanism, strategy, into account.   

 The second policy change hypothesis also captures some elements of my proposed 
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theoretical framework; however, like the first, it is not fully consistent with my proposed 

explanatory theory. The second hypothesis implies that external influences already must have 

dramatically altered the policy subsystem in order for policy change to occur. Yet I propose that 

policy change occurred in order to preempt external policy outputs from altering the subsystem’s 

resources.  

In order to fully capture my explanatory theory, I revised and synthesized these two 

policy change hypotheses. I kept the notions of jurisdiction and external influences as critical 

components of the explanation of policy change, yet still emphasized the anticipatory and 

strategic elements of the proposed policy change theory. Consequently, the general hypothesis 

that I tested with the WCAS case was:  

If a subsystem’s jurisdiction is threatened by a hierarchically superior subsystem’s policy 
outputs and this jurisdiction is necessary to meet the threatened subsystem’s goals, then 
policy change may occur as a result of a strategy by the agents in the threatened 
subsystem.  
 

This hypothesis examines the focal causal chain by identifying the policy output of the 

hierarchically superior subsystem as the external policy impact, strategy as the causal 

mechanism, jurisdiction as a resource, and policy change as the outcome. Given the presentations 

in Chapters Two and Three, to examine this hypothesis I specified the hierarchically superior 

subsystem as the SCP subsystem, the specific jurisdiction as Greater Sage Grouse habitat 

decisions, former Governor Freudenthal as the agent behind the strategy, and the policy change 

as the WCAS. The ESA process exists within the SCP subsystem.  

These specifications of the hypothesis capture the jurisdictional dynamics presented in 

Chapter Two that occur due to the institution of environmental federalism. Additionally, this 

hypothesis retains the importance of jurisdiction for policy change found in the first policy 

change hypothesis and the role of external influences on policy change found in the second 
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hypothesis. My hypothesis nevertheless also explains why even though the resource is not yet 

constrained, the focal causal chain can still occur, by employing strategy as a causal mechanism.  

Case Study 
 
 ACF scholars insist on utilizing testable hypotheses to examine the framework. Scholars 

have used a variety of methods to test the ACF and its hypotheses including document content 

analysis, questionnaires, observations, and interviews (Weible et al. 2009, 127). I chose to test 

my proposed hypothesis with a case study of the WCAS policy. I selected the WCAS case 

because of its potential future impact and its potential for generalizability. The BLM and several 

other western states use the WCAS as a blueprint for their own Greater Sage Grouse 

conservation plans (Mead 2011, 2; BLM 2011a). An understanding of how the WCAS emerged 

will help give scholars insight into how and why these Greater Sage Grouse conservation plans 

emerged. That is, I see the WCAS case as a starting point for more fully understanding the 

emergence of Greater Sage Grouse conservation plans in the West, despite the lack of an ESA 

mandate. 

 This case is generalizable because the inter-jurisdictional dynamics in the WCAS case 

also occur in other states, since the current American model of environmental federalism also 

affects other western states. Additionally, the conflict between species conservation and 

economic dependence on natural resource extraction takes place in other western states. Thus, 

the findings of this case study will be useful for analyzing other western states’ species 

conservation policies. An example of another potential case that might benefit from the insights 

produced by this research is the Canada Lynx conservation plan in Colorado. The FWS lists the 

cat as threatened (DOI 2000, 16052). Similar to the WCAS case, despite a lack of an ESA 

endangered listing, the state of Colorado developed a conservation plan for the cat (Colorado 
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Division of Wildlife 2002). Also similar to the WCAS case, if the cat is listed, then the state’s 

economy might be impacted because the FWS considers agriculture and timber harvesting as 

contributing factors to the cat’s decline (DOI 2000, 16071).  

Methods 
 

I used three methods to examine the hypothesis: analyses of historical documents, 

secondary source interviews, and expert interviews. I sought to examine the hypothesis using a 

variety of sources and methods, thus strengthening my conclusions. A benefit of analyzing the 

historical documents and secondary source interviews is they provided a representation of what 

was occurring in the WLUP subsystem during the time period in which the WCAS evolved. 

Analyses of these sources also helped avoid some common reliability and validity problems with 

expert interviews. For example, a potential measurement validity problem with expert interviews 

is that the respondents may recreate the past rather than accurately recalling it. A potential 

reliability problem with expert interviews stems from the fact that the instrument, the interview, 

is not the same for each respondent, as it must be contextualized for each and the differing 

progression of each interview. Through triangulation of my three different sets of findings, the 

risks of drawing inaccurate conclusions due to validity and reliability problems was minimized 

because I could confirm the accuracy of the findings. However, despite my intention to 

triangulate the data, the scope of the thesis limited how complete of an analysis of each source of 

data I could perform. Accordingly, I had to make compromises, which are detailed below. 

However, I should note that I treated the expert interviews as my primary data source and the 

historical documents and secondary source interviews as supplemental and informative.  

Historical Documents 
 

The historical documents that I analyzed were state policy documents. I used Wyoming’s 
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state library digital records to access these documents. Although sampling from one site limited 

the breadth of this part of the analysis, I found this to be a necessary compromise to keep the 

project within the scope of a thesis. Given that this part of the research is intended to be 

supplemental rather than the primary source of data, this constraint becomes less significant. I 

chose the Wyoming’s state library digital records because of the source’s ability to provide state-

level documents. I focused on such documents because I propose that the WCAS emerged as a 

strategy from a state-level agent and process: an executive order from the Wyoming governor.  

Since I relied on one database to sample the historical documents, I used very broad 

search terms in order to minimize the risk of overlooking key documents. The first search term 

was simply “sage grouse.” This yielded 10 results. After trying a variety of different search terms 

and types of searches, it became apparent that there were not a large number of these documents 

in the digital archive. Because of the small number of documents, I decided that I would analyze 

them all as opposed to randomly sampling them. The analyzed documents included three 

executive orders and seven Wyoming Game and Fish Department (WGFD) documents. The 

executive orders were those that enacted and reconfirm the WCAS. The WGFD documents did 

not specifically discuss or mention the WCAS; rather they were reports that either provide 

research data on the bird or, in one case, simply mentioned past studies of the bird. 

I looked for support for or opposition to my hypothesis using content analysis of the 

documents. Scholars often use document analysis to supplement interviewing (Marshall and 

Rossman 2011, 160).  Documents produced during the time period of interest are potentially a 

rich source of information and can be very valuable for informing a study (Marshall and 

Rossman 2011, 160). The content analysis entailed focusing on the presence, meanings, and 

relationships of words and concepts and then making inferences (Marshall and Rossman 2011, 
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161).  

One potential drawback to using content analysis of historical documents as a method is 

that making inferences about document content can be challenging because “the meaning of 

documents is never transparent” (Marshall and Rossman 2011, 161). However, in order to 

minimize the reliability and validity risks associated with drawing inferences from a content 

analysis, I adhered to two guidelines (Marshall and Rossman 2011, 161-162). First, I attempted 

to make the logic of my interpretation as transparent as possible during my discussion of the 

results. Second, I looked to other data, secondary source and primary expert interviews, to help 

confirm my conclusions about the documents. 

I broke the hypothesis down into three parts to guide my content analysis. First, I looked 

for influences on the development of the WCAS. For the hypothesis to be confirmed, the 

analysis needed to show that the influence for developing the WCAS and working to conserve 

the bird stemmed from the fact that an ESA listing for the bird was looming. While I examined 

the entirety of all the documents, key parts of each provided the relevant information: the 

justification of the necessity or purpose of the research reports for the WGFD documents and the 

justifications for the executive orders. For example, in the WGFD documents the section that 

provided relevant information described the purpose of the research, which detailed why the 

report was being done or the justification for why sage grouse were of concern to the department. 

For the executive orders, the section of the document that details the rationale for the executive 

order and the justification for why the policy was needed provided information relevant to the 

hypothesis. These rationales for why the bird was of concern and why the WCAS policy was 

needed provided information about the influences that led to the WCAS. For example, if the 

WGFD reports stated that the bird needed to be studied because it was an iconic species with a 
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declining population, then I noted this as evidence of why the department was concerned with 

the bird. Similarly, if a report or executive order mentioned that the bird needed to be conserved 

because an ESA listing would cripple the state’s economy, then I took this as evidence of an 

influence on the development of the WCAS, supporting the first portion of the hypothesis. 

The second part of the content analysis dealt with jurisdiction. This portion of the 

analysis had two steps. The first step involved looking for evidence of the governor’s awareness 

of the potential of an ESA listing to impact the jurisdiction resource. The second step required 

determining if the governor perceived the potentially impacted jurisdiction as necessary for 

achieving goals. For my hypothesis to be supported, the content analysis must have revealed that 

these two conditions were present. For example, if a document stated that the WCAS was needed 

to retain jurisdiction over decisions regarding Greater Sage Grouse Habitat in order to ensure 

Wyoming’s economy remains intact, then I coded this as support for the hypothesis. However, if 

a document simply noted that the bird needed to be studied because of its declining numbers or 

because the sagebrush ecosystem is threatened, then I noted this as a possible additional 

influence that needed further examination. 

The third part of the document analysis involved determining if strategy might have been 

the causal mechanism that led to the development of the WCAS and if this strategy was 

motivated by threatened jurisdiction and thus threatened goals. For my hypothesis to be fully 

supported, there must have been explicit discussion that the WCAS policy developed because of 

strategic action by the governor, the proposed policy entrepreneur. For example, if a document 

states that the governor enacted the WCAS executive order to prevent an ESA listing in order to 

retain jurisdiction needed to maintain the state’s economy, then this would have provided support 

for the hypothesis. If a document stated that the bird needs a conservation plan because it is an 
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iconic western species, then this would not have provided full support for the hypothesis, but 

would be noted and further examined.   

 It also is important to note that if the WGFD documents did not directly mention the 

WCAS, then the contents were not considered adequate evidence for influence on the WCAS. 

Rather, I treated these findings as supplementary and a way to inform myself prior to the expert 

interviews. During the other analyses, I sought to confirm or disconfirm the linkages between the 

findings in the documents that do not directly mention the WCAS and the influences on the 

development of the WCAS.  

Secondary Source Interviews 
 

Analysis of the secondary source interviews provided insight into the influences on the 

development of WCAS at the time of its inception and, like the document analysis, was a 

valuable way to check the reliability of observed data (Marshall and Rossman 2011, 143). To 

find relevant secondary-source interviews in print media sources I employed the Lexis-Nexis 

database, which I chose for its breadth of print media sources, newswires, and press releases. To 

sample these sources, I tried a variety of search terms and types, but settled on one very broad 

search term: “sage grouse” AND “Wyoming.” I then searched within generated results with the 

term “Freudenthal.” Additionally, I limited my search results to the time before December 30, 

2010. I then removed exact duplicate material that was published under different newswires or 

publications. These search criteria yielded 162 media documents with secondary source 

interview information including newswires, press releases, newsletters, newspapers, industry 

trade press, web based publications, business opportunities, aggregate news sources, country and 

region reports, magazines and journals, and news transcripts. These documents are listed in the 

appendix.  
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The use of the search terms “‘sage grouse’ AND ‘Wyoming’” is broad enough to help 

guarantee that no secondary source interview information in the database involving the Greater 

Sage Grouse or the WCAS was overlooked. I used the search term “Freudenthal” for two 

reasons. First, it limited the amount of material to a manageable quantity for analysis. Second, 

this decision provided focus for the secondary source interview analysis. I acknowledge that 

limiting the sampled results with the term “Freudenthal” may result in missing crucial interviews 

from respondents other than the former governor. However, I acknowledge this constraint and 

seek to minimize it by treating the secondary source interviews only as a source of information 

regarding Freudenthal’s perceptions of his involvement in and action on the WCAS 

development. Freudenthal was a critical focus, because he was the individual who issued the first 

WCAS executive order, and it is important for examining my hypothesis to determine if his 

strategic action as a policy entrepreneur led to the development of the WCAS.  

 The analysis of this portion of the research was similar to the analysis of historical 

documents because I analyzed the selected secondary-source interviews for insight into the 

justifications for and influences on the development of the WCAS and compared these insights 

to the hypothesized focal causal chain. I then compared the evidence gleaned from these 

secondary source interviews with the information produced by the primary-source interviews.  

As with the historical document analysis, I broke the hypothesis into three different parts. 

The first was identifying the influences on the development of the WCAS. Second, I looked for 

support for my claim that Governor Freudenthal recognized that the jurisdiction resource was 

threatened and he perceived this resource as necessary to meet goals. Third, I looked for 

evidence of the connections between existing circumstances and the emergence of the policy, 

specifically for strategic action by former Governor Freudenthal. Statements made by 
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Freudenthal found in these secondary source interviews regarding justifications for the policy, 

explanation of the goals of the policy, and other similar statements were analyzed for these three 

parts of the hypothesis. 

The secondary source interviews data were found in previously existing media sources; 

because of this the direct quotes and interview paraphrasing are fragments of the actual 

interview. This posed challenges for finding one document that contained all three components 

of hypothesis confirmation. Accordingly, I gathered evidence in a piecemeal fashion. For 

example, I often found relevant interview information for the first part of the analysis, but 

confirming or disconfirming information for the second part was not presented in the same 

article. However, I also found information for the second or third part in another article. This is a 

constraint of the secondary source interview analysis. To help remedy this problem, I also treated 

the secondary source interview findings as supplementary and informative for the analysis and 

evaluation of the primary source interviews.  

Primary Source Interviews 
 

The primary source interviews allowed me to develop a richer understanding of the 

WCAS emergence. Employing interviews as a data collection method provides researchers the 

opportunity to gain in-depth and original understanding of a phenomenon” (Brians et al. 2011, 

365).  Specifically, by using expert interviewing a researcher can determine “how certain 

individuals or types of individuals think and act” (Brians et al. 2011, 365).  This yields a 

particular advantage over methods such as surveys, because it can provide a richer understanding 

of why a phenomenon occurs (Brians et al. 2011, 365). Some scholars claim that expert 

interviews tend to produce reliable and valid data, and scholars have used them for researching 

state politics successfully (Beamer 2002, 86). However, others hold that expert interviewing 
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poses reliability and validity problems (Berry 2002, 679).  I used my findings from the historical 

document  and secondary source interview analyses to help minimize the risk of embracing 

inaccurate findings that stem from possible validity and reliability problems with the interviews.  

I conducted the interviews in person and used strategic and snowball sampling. To 

determine the first individuals to contact, I referred to information such as policy documents, 

government websites, and print media sources. The criterion for choosing these individuals was 

that they participated in or had an intimate perspective of the WCAS process.  After I had 

interviewed these strategically sampled individuals, I asked if they could recommend other 

individuals for me to speak with. I based my decision on whether to follow up with these 

snowball recommendations on time constraints and on the potential for these individuals to give 

key insight into the WCAS process.  See Table 1 for a list of interview respondents and their title 

or positions as of spring 2012.  

Table 1: Interview Respondents  

Respondent Name Title or Position  
Ryan Lance Director of State Lands and Investments and 

former Governor Freudenthal’s Deputy 
Chief of Staff 

John Emmerich Deputy Director of External Operations of 
the Wyoming Fish and Game Department 
(WGFD) and member of the Sage Grouse 
Implementation Team 
 

Brian Rutledge Executive Director of Audubon Wyoming 
and member of the Sage Grouse 
Implementation Team 

Pat Deibert 

 

National Sage Grouse Coordinator for the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and member 
of the Sage Grouse Implementation Team 

Dave Freudenthal former Governor of Wyoming 
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Bob Budd Chairman of Sage Grouse Implementation 
Team and Executive Director of the 
Wyoming Wildlife and Natural Resource 
Trust 

Sophie Osborn 
 

Wildlife Biologist and Wildlife Program 
Director for the Wyoming Outdoor Council 
 

Mike Smith  Director of Regulatory Affairs at QEP 
Energy Company 

James Byrd Wyoming House Representative 

 

 The individuals that I interviewed and the rationale for interviewing them follow: 

• Ryan Lance: Director of State Lands and Investments and former Governor  

Freudenthal’s Deputy Chief of Staff  

Ryan Lance was often quoted in press releases and articles about the WCAS.  

Former Governor Freudenthal also charged him as one of the key individuals 

involved in the WCAS development.  Lance’s past and continuing perspective on 

the WCAS development made him a wonderful source of information to tap.  

• John Emmerich: Deputy Director of External Operations of the Wyoming Fish and Game 

Department (WGFD) and member of the Sage Grouse Implementation Team 

Emmerich was the WGFD representative to the Sage Grouse Implementation 

Team. His attendance at the team’s meetings, intimate role in the development of 

the WCAS, and continuing role in the implementation of the WCAS made him a 

critical expert to interview.   

• Brian Rutledge: Executive Director of Audubon Wyoming and member of the Sage 

Grouse Implementation Team 

Rutledge offered a conservationist perspective to the interview findings. 
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Additionally, as he was involved in the development of the WCAS and continues 

to be a part of the evolving policy, he offered valuable information and 

perspective.  

• Pat Deibert: National Sage Grouse Coordinator for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

and member of the Sage Grouse Implementation Team 

Deibert offered a federal perspective on the emergence of the WCAS policy and 

an intimate view of the ESA listing process for the Greater Sage Grouse. The 

Wyoming Ecological Services Field Office (WESFO) provides biological advice 

about species, habitat, and threats to the species and their habitat to federal and 

states agencies, the public, and industry. Because of her role in the WESFO, 

Deibert was involved in the Greater Sage Grouse ESA process and also has key 

insight into nationwide Greater Sage Grouse conservation policy, especially in 

Wyoming.  

• Dave Freudenthal: former Governor of Wyoming 

Former Governor Freudenthal was a critical respondent because he initially 

established the Sage Grouse Implementation Team that developed the WCAS, 

and he also issued the executive order that put the WCAS policy into action. 

• Bob Budd: Chairman of Sage Grouse Implementation Team and Executive Director of 

the Wyoming Wildlife and Natural Resource Trust: 

Bob Budd is the chairman of the Sage Grouse Implementation Team. 

Additionally, he was a key part of the development of the Big Horn Sheep 

conservation plan that served as a partial model for the WCAS. Budd also has a 

long-term perspective of habitat issues in Wyoming.  
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• Sophie Osborn: Wildlife Biologist and Wildlife Program Director for the Wyoming 

Outdoor Council 

The Wyoming Outdoor Council (WOC) closely followed the development of the 

WCAS. As part of the staff of the WOC, Osborn offered an additional 

conservation perspective, but this one was not derived from participation in the 

Sage Grouse Implementation Team. Rather, her vantage was that of a spectator at 

SGIT meetings and a knowledgeable wildlife professional and conservationist.   

• Mike Smith: Director of Regulatory Affairs, QEP Energy Company  

Smith offered an observer and industry perspective of the development of the 

WCAS. He frequently attended SGIT meetings and tracked the progression of the 

policy.  

• James Byrd: Wyoming House Representative 

James Byrd (D) was a member of the Wyoming legislature when funding was 

provided for WCAS development. Furthermore, he has nearly four years of 

experience as a member of the House Minerals, Business and Economic 

Development Committee. Byrd’s legislative perspective of the evolving process 

and continuing implementation of the WCAS offered a fresh insight on the 

WCAS outside of the Governor’s office and the SGIT. 

The goal of the interviews was, of course, to collect information that I could use to 

examine support for my hypothesis. First, I looked for evidence about whether the influence for 

the development of the WCAS was external to the WCAS policy subsystem and if so, what that 

external influence was. This was relevant to the first part of the focal causal chain, external 

policy impacts. If the data from the interviews showed that a specific external policy impact, the 
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ESA, was the influence, then I concluded that the first part of the hypothesis is supported. 

Second, I needed to find  the reason why the external policy impact influenced the development 

of the WCAS. If part two of the hypothesis was supported, then the interview data demonstrated 

that the Governor was aware of the potential for the ESA to impact the jurisdiction resource and 

considered this resource as a critical component of achieving goals. Third, I sought to glean from 

the interviews whether strategy was the casual mechanism that completed the causal chain that 

resulted in the WCAS policy. For example, if the data I collected from the interviews supported 

my claim that even if all other conditions were the same except former Governor Freudenthal did 

not employ strategy, then the WCAS would not have developed; my findings supported my 

hypothesis.  

The questions that I asked the respondents differed in order to take their varying positions 

and involvement into account. However, although the questions varied in their framing, exacting 

wording, order asked and context within which they were asked, the three parts of the hypothesis 

that I wished to examine, remained the same for each interview. During the interviews I sought 

to maintain convergent and discriminant validity. Convergent validity occurs when the 

respondent consistently confirms an orientation toward a persistent concept despite variation in 

the questions that are intended to measure the concept (Beamer 2002, 88). Discriminate validity 

is maintained by constructing questions that eliminate possibilities in order to determine if the 

respondent has an orientation toward the construct of interest (Beamer 2002, 88). Another part of 

my interview strategy was to begin with broad questions and then narrow the focus of the 

questions. The advantages of this approach are that I encouraged the respondents to speak freely 

while still permitting me to ask specific probing questions in order help me glean the relevant 

evidence (Beamer, 2002, 92). During my interviews I also used Berry’s guidelines for 
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minimizing reliability and validity concerns (2002). For example, in preparation for the 

interviews, I created interview templates, probing questions, and bridging questions. I also 

researched the individuals beforehand so I could account for any exaggeration, bias, or agenda. I 

also kept a research journal in which I documented my experience of the contact and interview 

process. I also set aside time immediately after each interview in order to debrief myself and add 

notes that were not be included in any recording.  

I based whether an interview was audio-recorded on the respondent’s preference. Five of 

the respondents agreed to recording, while four very respectfully declined. Despite the fact that 

these four interviews were not recorded, approximately ninety-five percent of the interview 

remained on the record with the respondents’ consent. For the interviews that were unrecorded, I 

took an outline of notes during the interview and immediately following the interview filled out 

these notes with details, while my memory was still fresh. Each interview was between 35 

minutes to one hour. For the recorded interviews, I took time immediately after the interview to 

take detailed notes. I also transcribed the recorded interviews. Each of the respondents also 

generously offered to respond to any follow-up questions that I have in the future.  

There are potential problems with relying on interview notes and transcribed data because 

they are processed data. It is difficult to consistently capture the spoken meaning of a word, 

phrase, or entire interview in written form because people “do not speak in paragraphs” or 

“signal punctuation when we speak” (Marshall and Rossman 2011, 164). Thus, there is an 

inherently inferential nature to transcribing and to transcription analysis. My strategy to 

minimize the risks associated with transcription problems was to confirm the findings with other 

sources of information, the document analysis and the secondary source interview analysis, and 
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follow up with the respondents if I had any questions or uncertainties during transcription and 

analysis.  

Conclusion 
 

In the next chapter, I discuss how the findings from each analysis confirmed or 

disconfirmed the hypothesis. I also present the triangulation of the different types of data used to 

examine the findings. The benefit of using three different sources of data was that comparing the 

findings of the analyses helped avoid drawing incorrect conclusions due to potential reliability 

and validity problems often associated with these three qualitative methods. The following 

chapter turns to the results of the research.  
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Chapter Five: Results and Discussion 
 
 This chapter presents the results of the research. First are the conclusions from my 

analysis of documents and the six issues that emerged from this analysis that the following 

sections address. These issues are possible additional factors that may have influenced the 

development of the WCAS that needed further exploration in order to adequately examine the 

hypothesis. Second, I present the results of the analysis of the secondary source interviews. 

Third, I discuss the results of the analysis of the expert interviews  

Historical Document Analysis 
 

For this part of the analysis, I relied on a sample of ten documents (see Table 2). Of these 

documents, seven were WGFD documents and three were WCAS executive orders. To begin the 

analysis, I divided the documents into two groups: those that were specifically WCAS driven and 

those do not specifically mention the WCAS. I divided the documents in this manner to 

distinguish between the levels of inference that each type of document requires. Since the 

WGFD documents do not explicitly mention the WCAS, I cannot reasonably conclude that such 

documents offer full evidence for the influence of the development of the WCAS. However, I 

can use these documents for information about the influences on the increased interest in 

Wyoming in the bird, which yields essential background and contextual information.  

Table 2: Documents Sampled 

Non WCAS-Specific Documents WCAS-Specific Document 
1942 Sage Grouse Studies (WGFD) 2008 Wyoming Executive Order 2008-2 

Greater Sage Grouse and Core Area Protection 
 

2002 Sage Grouse and Pheasant Job 
Completion Report Lander Region (WGFD) 
 

2010 Wyoming Executive Order 2010-4 
Greater Sage Grouse and Core Area Protection 
 

2002 Sage Grouse Completion Reports Casper 
Region (WGFD) 

2011 Wyoming Executive Order 2011-5 
Greater Sage Grouse and Core Area Protection 
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2002 and 2003 Narrative Report on Sage 
Grouse Species Cody Region (WGFD) 
 

 

2003 Sage Grouse Job Completion Report 
Sheridan Region (WGFD) 
 

 

2007 Sage Grouse Habitat Guidelines for 
Wyoming (WGFD) 
 

 

2011 Report on the 2011 Strategic Plan 
(WGFD) 
 

 

 

Beginning with the non-WCAS specific documents, I analyzed the documents in the 

order that they were published, beginning with the oldest first. As Chapter Four discussed, I 

broke the hypothesis into three parts. First, I examined whether the ESA was the external 

influence that led to the development of the WCAS. Second, the analysis asked if the agents in 

the WLUP Subsystem were aware of the potential of the SCP Subsystem’s outputs to affect the 

needed jurisdiction resource within the WLUP subsystem and perceived this resource as 

necessary to achieve goals. Third, I looked for evidence that the Governor’s strategy was the 

casual mechanism that connected the existing affairs with the policy change. The results of this 

analysis are presented in Table 3.  

Table 3: Document Analysis  

Non- WCAS 
Document  

Evidence for 1st 
portion of 
hypothesis?  

Evidence for 2nd 
portion of 
hypothesis? 

Evidence for 3rd 
portion of 
hypothesis? 

Possible 
Additional 
Influence? 

1942 Sage Grouse 
Studies (WGFD) 
 

No relevant 
evidence  

No relevant 
evidence 

No relevant 
evidence 

No relevant 
evidence 

2002 Sage Grouse 
and Pheasant Job 
Completion 
Report Lander 
Region (WGFD) 

No relevant 
evidence 

No relevant 
evidence 

No relevant 
evidence 

No relevant 
evidence 
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2002 Sage Grouse 
Completion 
Reports Casper 
Region (WGFD) 
 

Yes No relevant 
evidence 

No relevant 
evidence 

No relevant 
evidence 

2002 and 2003 
Narrative Report 
on Sage Grouse 
Species Cody 
Region (WGFD) 
 

Yes No relevant 
evidence 

No relevant 
evidence 

No relevant 
evidence 

2003 Sage Grouse 
Job Completion 
Report Sheridan 
Region (WGFD) 
 

Yes No relevant 
evidence 

No relevant 
evidence 

No relevant 
evidence 

2007 Sage Grouse 
Habitat Guidelines 
for Wyoming 
(WGFD) 
 

No relevant 
evidence 

No relevant 
evidence 

No relevant 
evidence 

Yes, BLM’s 
sensitive 
species 
designation 

2011 Report on 
the 2011 Strategic 
Plan (WGFD) 
 

No relevant 
evidence 

No relevant 
evidence 

No relevant 
evidence 

No relevant 
evidence 

 

The non-WCAS specific document analysis yielded partial support for the first portion of 

the hypothesis. That is, it demonstrated that one reason why the bird was of interest to the 

WGFD was the ESA listing process for the bird. However, as previously noted, this support had 

to be confirmed with other analyses because the WFGD documents did not specifically discuss 

the WCAS. This first part of the document analysis also provided an additional reason for the 

interest in the bird that requires further examination. The BLM’s sensitive species designation 

for the Greater Sage Grouse may have been a further influence for interest in the bird and, thus, a 

possible influence on the development of the WCAS. These conclusions and questions were kept 

in mind and utilized during the presentation of the WCAS specific-document analysis.  
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WCAS-Specific Documents 
 

The WCAS- specific document analysis provided support for the first portion of the 

hypothesis. The justifications in the executive orders suggested that the ESA was an influence 

for the development of the WCAS. For example, the original 2008 WCAS executive order 

stated: 

WHEREAS the U.S. Department of the Interior has been petitioned to list the Greater 
Sage-Grouse as a threatened or endangered species in all or a significant portion of its 
range, including those populations in Wyoming (Freudenthal 2008, 1) 

 
The following two executive orders also reflected this justification, except the justification was 

updated to reflect the current status of the ESA process. Thus, I concluded the WCAS-specific 

documents supported the first portion of the hypothesis.  

The WCAS-specific documents also offered support for the second portion of the 

hypothesis. The documents’ justifications explicitly mentioned the retention of management 

authority, which I interpret as jurisdiction. Additionally, the documents suggested that the 

Governor recognized that jurisdiction was threatened and sought to maintain this jurisdiction 

because he perceived jurisdiction as necessary to achieve his goals.  

For example:  

WHEREAS the listing of the Greater Sage-Grouse would have a significant adverse 
affect on the economy of the state of Wyoming, including the ability to generate revenues 
from state lands (Freudenthal 2008, 1) 
 
WHEREAS the state of Wyoming has endeavored to conserve Greater Sage-Grouse 
populations in order to retain management authority over the species through its 
statewide sage grouse working group, local sage grouse working groups and the efforts 
and initiatives of private landowners and industry (Freudenthal 2008, 1) 
 
The WCAS-specific document analysis also offered support for the third portion of the 

hypothesis because the justifications in the documents that mentioned the communication 

between the Governor’s office and the FWS suggested that the Governor sought to receive the 
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FWS’s approval for the plan in order to prevent a listing. For example:  

WHEREAS on April 17, 2008, the Office of the Governor requested that the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service review the "Core Population Area" strategy to determine if it was a 
"sound policy that should be moved forward" (Freudenthal 2008, 1) 

 
WHEREAS on May 7, 2008, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service responded that the "core 
population area strategy, as outlined in the Implementation Team's correspondence to the 
Governor, is a sound framework for a policy by which to conserve greater sage-grouse in 
Wyoming" (Freudenthal 2008, 1) 
 
The WCAS- specific document analysis also added another five possible additional 

influences to be included in the next analyses: (i) if the bird as an iconic species, (ii) the 

prominence of the bird in the state, (iii) protection of the culture and custom of the state was an 

influence, (iv) legislative preferences, and (v) if circumstances prior to the beginning of the ESA 

listing process.  

The non-WCAS and WCAS-specific document analyses were informative with respect to 

examining the hypothesis and providing possible additional influences to help guide the next two 

types of interview analyses. The document analyses provided support for the first portion of the 

hypothesis. That is, they demonstrated that the policy outputs from the SCP Subsystem impacted 

the WLUP Subsystem in a way that influenced the development of the WCAS policy. There also 

was support for the second portions of the hypothesis. The Governor in the WLUP Subsystem 

was aware of the potential for the policy outputs of the ESA process in the SCP Subsystem to 

impact the jurisdiction resources in the WLUP Subsystem, and the Governor viewed these 

jurisdiction resources as necessary for goal achievement in the WLUP Subsystem. The 

documents also offered support for the third portion of the hypothesis: the Governor’s strategy 

was the causal mechanism.  

The document analysis revealed six potential additional influences on the development of 

the WCAS. These potential influences include: (i) if the bird as an iconic species, (ii) the 
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prominence of the bird in the state, (iii) protection of the culture and custom of the state was an 

influence, (iv) legislative preferences, (v) if circumstances prior to the beginning of the ESA 

listing process, and (vi) the BLM sensitive species designation. The remaining analyses further 

explored these possible additional influences in order to determine the specific role they played 

and if the hypothesized causal chain was the primary driver for the development of the WCAS.  

Secondary Source Interview Analysis 
 

 The secondary source analysis focused on Freudenthal. This was a useful emphasis 

because the third part of the hypothesis is that former Governor Freudenthal’s strategy was the 

primary causal mechanism in the WCAS process. During the secondary source interview 

analysis, I sought to find information to examine the hypothesis as well as evidence of other 

possible additional influences. First, I discuss the findings with respect to the three portions of 

the hypothesis. The second part focuses on the analysis of the secondary interviews with respect 

to the six possible additional influences.  

The secondary source interview analysis provided support for the first claim of the 

hypothesis: the ESA process was an influence on the development of the WCAS. In the media 

interviews, former Governor Freudenthal repeatedly stated that the WCAS was necessary to 

prevent an ESA listing. He used this justification in a variety of contexts. For example, consider 

the follow excerpt that captures Freudenthal’s response to critics of the WCAS constraints on 

development: 

While controversial, Freudenthal insisted the executive order was necessary to keep sage 
grouse from becoming a federally protected species. While the state's actions would 
affect development, its restrictions paled in comparison to what industry and agricultural 
interests would face if the Fish and Wildlife Service placed grouse on the Endangered 
Species List  (Streater 2010). 

 



	   58	  

This excerpt embodies a recurring theme in the secondary interviews; whenever any WCAS 

controversy was discussed, the more severe alternative of an ESA listing was invoked. 

Additionally, during any discussion of WCAS justifications, the primary justification was the 

need to ward off an ESA listing. Other excerpts indicated that the looming listing increased the 

incentive to unify existing conservation plans. For example: 

A lot of good work has been done to maintain healthy populations of sage grouse and 
other species in Wyoming," Gov. Freudenthal said. "But as we learned with the grizzly 
bear and wolf, if it is going to count for anything under the Endangered Species Act 
process - both in terms of our efforts to de-list already listed species and to prevent the 
listing of other sensitive species - our work has to be more unified under the banner of 
what the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service terms 'adequate regulatory mechanisms.' The 
Executive Order does not create any new authority and legally only applies to state 
agencies, but is a vehicle to at least align the existing authorities of state government to 
ensure that we move forward under a more unified framework." ( Executive Order on 
Sage Grouse Coordinates Agencies to Protect Grouse Habitat in Wyoming 2008)  
 

I concluded that the secondary source interviews supported the first portion of the hypothesis.  

 The secondary interview analysis also provided support for the second part of the 

hypothesis. This analysis demonstrated that the Governor was aware of the potential for the 

outputs from the SCP Subsystem to impact the jurisdiction resource in the WLUP Subsystem; 

that is, the ESA listing could impact state-level jurisdiction. For example, the following quote 

reflects Freudenthal’s statements regarding the need to maintain jurisdiction over land use 

decisions by enforcing WCAS restrictions: 

"Every action that could potentially affect sage-grouse in this state, including the Baxter 
Proposal, is going to be viewed under the microscope of the Endangered Species Act. I 
want to be sure that we do not put our future ability to make land use decisions at risk," 
he said (Governor Relays “Significant Concerns” with Little Mountain Natural Gas 
Project 2008)  
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Throughout the secondary source interviews, Freudenthal clearly acknowledges that an ESA 

listing would infringe on the state’s jurisdiction over land use decisions. Freudenthal also 

recognizes how this loss of jurisdiction could impact the goals of the WLUP subsystem.  

"Wyoming is home to robust sage grouse populations and habitats that just happen to 
overlay world class oil and gas, uranium, grazing, wind and other resources," the 
governor said. "Our challenge is to protect sage grouse and other values while we meet 
the nation's energy needs and protect the interests of landowners.” (Neary 2008) 
 
"Wyoming stands at the headwaters of two entirely divergent courses: one that leads to 
promise and the other that threatens our way of life," the Governor wrote. "While this 
may seem melodramatic to some - we in Wyoming know and respect the "razor's edge" 
on which we are precariously balanced relative to sage grouse and other sensitive wildlife 
species, our economic sustainability and private property rights." (Governor Outlines 
Wind Concerns to Legislative Task Force 2009) 

 

Freudenthal repeatedly demonstrated an awareness of the impacts of a listing. The 

potential restrictions on land use decisions from an ESA listing would affect energy extraction, 

agriculture, and private property land use. These two quotes also offer an interesting insight into 

the privileged status that “protecting private property rights” has in the Governor’s rationale.  

The secondary source interviews suggested as well that the goals that the Governor 

acknowledged could be divided into two general groups: economic goals and lifestyle goals. 

Economic goals included maintaining the natural resource based economy, while lifestyle goals 

included preservation of agricultural practices and maintaining private property rights. No 

evidence contrary to the second part of the hypothesis appeared in the secondary source 

interviews. Finding contrary evidence would require a complete lack of discussion of 

jurisdictional issues by Freudenthal.  

The third part of the hypothesis examination involved determining if strategy was the 

causal mechanism that linked existing circumstances to the policy change, that is, the WCAS 

emergence. Evidence in the secondary source interviews supported the third portion of the 
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hypothesis. The media coverage frequently acknowledged that the WCAS was a proactive and 

strategic plan to keep the bird from becoming listed. For example, Aaron Clark, Freudenthal’s 

energy infrastructure adviser, stated: 

If the grouse is listed, "it becomes a very complicated bureaucratic nightmare," he said. 
"It could get to the point where it affects the number of cows a rancher could graze on a 
federal lease or what you have to do to mitigate the need to put up a new fence."…"So 
the state of Wyoming decided what we needed to do in terms of conservation strategy is 
to protect the bird to an adequate level so it doesn't get listed," he said (Stanfield 2009). 
 

This quote and others like it offered evidence supporting the third part of the hypothesis.  

In order to further explore the other possible additional influences on the development of 

the WCAS, I next discus the six influences with respect to the secondary source interviews. The 

first possible additional influence on the development of the WCAS was the presence of the 

Greater Sage Grouse as an iconic species. The media sources frequently referred to the bird as 

“iconic” in the presentations of the WCAS. However, in this set of sampled secondary source 

interviews, the Governor did not so characterize the bird. The following excerpt or some 

variation of it appeared several times in the media sources: 

“By displaying this level of self-discipline Wyoming can best demonstrate its 
determination to avoid a need to list this iconic species," team Chairman Bob Budd said 
in a statement  (Gable 2007). 
 

The above statement was part of an explanation about the need for the WCAS. Despite the 

continued recognition by the media and other interviewees that were included in the sampled 

media sources, it was not clear whether or how the consideration of bird as an iconic species 

influenced the development of the WCAS. For this to have been demonstrated, the secondary 

source interviews needed to include an explicit discussion by Freudenthal that the bird must be 

conserved because it is iconic.  
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 The second possible additional influence on the development of the WCAS is whether 

the interest in conserving the bird was a result of its prominence in the state. The secondary 

interview information included a very small amount of discussion of the abundance of the bird 

Wyoming compared to other states. However, any mention of the breadth of the bird’s habitat 

was framed within a discussion of how restrictions on that habitat also would restrict industry 

and agriculture. For example:  

Wyoming is home to robust sage grouse populations and habitats that just happen to 
overlay world class oil and gas, uranium, grazing, wind and other resources," the 
governor said (Neary 2008). 
At the time, Wyoming Gov. Dave Freudenthal declared a listing "could be potentially 
disastrous" for oil and gas development in the Powder River Basin and Pinedale Anticline 
areas. But with the bird residing on 110 million acres with active or prospective energy 
development in 11 states, the problem for producers could be far more widespread 
(Spangler 2004) 

Based on the secondary source interviews, I concluded that the prominence of the bird in the 

state contributed to the drive to conserve the bird only because the prominence combined with a 

listing potentially would cause significant problems for industry and agriculture, which drive the 

state’s economy. Thus, I consider the prominence of the bird as an influence that the hypothesis 

already included. The prominence of the bird is a factor that makes the jurisdiction resource 

necessary to meet goals. Because of the bird’s prominence, the potential jurisdictional impacts 

from the SCAS subsystem outputs threaten goals. Accordingly, I conclude that this offers further 

support for the hypothesis.  

 The third possible influence on the development of the WCAS was that the interest in 

conserving the bird was to protect the culture and custom of the state. Identifying what I 

considered “culture and custom” or how to search for it was a modest challenge as the terms are 

vague. In the end, I settled on culture and custom encompassing the contemporary lifestyle and 

business as usual in Wyoming and is western heritage.  
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My analysis of the secondary source interviews supported that maintaining culture and 

custom had at least some influence on the development of the WCAS. However, similar to the 

prominence issue, it is an influence already was incorporated into the hypothesis. The secondary 

source interviews show that preserving the culture and custom was simply a goal that was 

threatened by the jurisdictional restrictions that could follow an ESA listing. Thus, analysis of 

this possible alternative issue offered further support for the hypothesis.  

The fourth potential influence on the development of the WCAS focuses on interests in 

preserving the bird coming from the Wyoming legislature. From the information I gleaned in the 

secondary source interviews, it appeared that the legislature was part of an effort to conserve the 

bird that started before the ESA listing process began.  

Freudenthal noted that long before the first petitions were filed to list the species, the 
state of Wyoming, the Wyoming Legislature, state and federal agencies, industry and 
landowners were working to improve habitat, fund mapping and habitat projects and to 
find better ways to drill and mine for the state's energy resources (Executive order on 
Sage Grouse Coordinates Agencies to Protect Grouse Habitat in Wyoming 2008). 

It is still unclear, however, whether the WCAS would have emerged without the action by 

Freudenthal. Additionally, the legislature approved funding for studies of the bird’s habitat that 

were needed to help move the WCAS development along: 

With the funding that was approved by the Legislature and the efforts of the Game and 
Fish Department, we will have a pretty good handle on where grouse feed, live and breed 
by December of this year," said Freudenthal (Crucial Sage Grouse Strategy Focuses on 
Core Areas 2008).  

Yet, it is also important to note that Freudenthal requested this funding for the further 

development of the WCAS. Due to the lack of further detail in the media sources about the 

extent that the legislature influenced the development of the WCAS, I further explored this 

additional potential influence in the primary source interviews.  
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The fifth possible alternative influence that I sought to address in the secondary source 

analysis was whether circumstances that existed prior to the beginning of the ESA listing process 

influenced WCAS development. Analysis of this issue yielded similar results to those for the 

fourth issue, because it required that I look for influences outside of the ESA process and the 

former Governor’s initiative. I determined that, as with the question of legislative influence, I 

had to further clarify this issue in my primary source interviews, since the secondary source 

interviews did not give explicit detail, information, or context. For me to conclude that this was a 

driving influence for the development of the WCAS, the material needed to demonstrate that 

these circumstances would have led to the development of the WCAS without the ESA listing 

process and strategy by the Governor.  

The final possible issue analyzed in the secondary source interviews was the possibility 

that the BLM’s sensitive species designation affected the development of the WCAS. I did not 

find any confirming or disconfirming evidence and sought further information in the primary 

source interviews.   

In sum, the historical document and secondary source analyses provided support for the 

hypothesis. However, these analyses also prompted further consideration of other possible 

additional influences on the development of the WCAS in the primary source interviews.  

Expert Interview Analysis 
 In my presentation of the expert interview results, I first discuss the findings for each of 

the three parts of the hypothesis. Then, I discuss the potential additional influences.  

The expert interviews yielded very strong support for the first portion of the hypothesis, 

which states that the ESA influenced the development of the WCAS. Each interview reconfirmed 

that the ESA listing was the influence that drove the development of the WCAS. I asked all of 
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the respondents a variation of the following question: “If the state of Wyoming were unaware of 

what was happening with the ESA listing process or if the ESA process had not occurred, would 

the WCAS have been developed?” Most of the respondents firmly agreed that the WCAS would 

not have developed if the listing process had not occurred or if the Governor had been unaware 

of the activity at the ESA level. For example, Ryan Lance responded: “I don’t think so. We were 

so fearful of what a listing would do. The listing was the driver.” The rest of the interview 

respondents reflected this sentiment. I also should note that three respondents used less strong 

language, such as answering “probably not.” However, these responses also indicated that the 

looming ESA listing appeared to be very much the driver of the motivation for the development 

of the WCAS policy.  

My conclusion that the potential ESA listing was the driving influence was further 

strengthened by finding that the SGIT considered the way in which the FWS would evaluate the 

WCAS during each step of the development of the policy. Pat Deibert, National Sage Grouse 

Coordinator for the FWS and member of the SGIT, described the continual consultation with the 

FWS during the implementation team’s development meetings:  

And then they kept turning to us [FWS] to say “are you ok with this”? So we were part of 
there but we were also watching over them. So I guess we were advisory as well as being 
a full participant, because they weren’t willing to make a move unless we were 
comfortable with where they were going with it.  

Other respondents confirmed Deibert’s description of the dual participant and consultant role of 

the FWS. 

 The expert interview analysis also yielded support for the second part of the hypothesis; 

that is, the governor realized that the jurisdiction resource was threatened, and this could infringe 

on the ability to achieve certain goals.  During his interview, former Governor Freudenthal 

described the sage grouse as the “sword of Damocles” hanging over the state’s economy and 
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how the people of Wyoming live. The context of this comment was a discussion of the potential 

impacts of an ESA listing and why it needed to be prevented. This comment further shows that 

two goals that the WCAS could protect by retaining jurisdiction were economic stability and 

preservation of lifestyle, those also recognized in the secondary source interviews. Mostly, the 

other interviews reflected a similar emphasis. For some respondents, however, economic 

concerns seemed to be more important as a driver for the development of the policy than 

preserving lifestyle. Despite the varying levels of importance that the respondents attributed to 

these two goals, it is still apparent that all respondents perceived economic and lifestyle stability 

as the goals of the WCAS.  

The expert interviews also provided support for the third portion of the hypothesis: the 

causal mechanism of the policy process was Freudenthal’s strategy. Throughout the interviews it 

became clear to me that without the Governor’s initiative to put a statewide conservation policy 

into place, the WCAS policy would not have been developed and implemented.  For example, 

both Lance and Budd stated that the Governor decided that something proactive had to be done 

to prevent the listing of the bird. After this decision, Freudenthal designated Budd as chairman of 

the SGIT. When the SGIT gave its recommendations for a Greater Sage Grouse conservation 

plan, Freudenthal determined that he would issue an executive order to ensure that the WCAS 

policy would be implemented in the state. All of the interviews confirmed that Freudenthal’s 

strategic planning and action drove the WCAS development. For example, Emmerich recalled: 

I think Governor Freudenthal raised the bar and saw the handwriting on the wall, you 
know, if we just let this thing go and it ended up getting listed, without us doing 
everything we can to prevent a listing and to secure the future of sage grouse, you know, 
it wouldn’t be good for the state. So he convened a workshop, inviting everyone in the 
state that had a potential interest in this thing. We convened, talked about it, and, as a 
result of that, he knew that we had to put together some type of a team to address the 
issue and to put together a strategy and that is kind of how it all got started. 
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In order to confirm that the Governor’s strategic action was the pivotal causal mechanism 

for the WCAS emergence, I also asked questions that aimed at seeing if any other people or 

agencies were among the catalysts for the development or if the WCAS or whether a similar 

policy might have emerged without Governor Freudenthal’s strategic thought and action. The 

respondents showed that the WCAS project was unequivocally a product of Freudenthal’s 

strategic thinking and action and that without his commitment to implementing the policy it 

would not have happened through either other state agencies or the legislature. For example, Bob 

Budd described the process that led the development of the WCAS:  

Came down to ok, what happens if a state is this proactive? Has anybody…and nobody 
ever said has anybody ever done this?, which we now know the answer is no, and nobody 
ever really worried about it. We just said what if, why don’t we just, and this was very 
Freudenthal. Goddamnit, we’re gonna’, we’ll go out and do what we think is right and 
either they’ll come along willingly or we’ll drag ‘em or we’ll find our way out of the 
sack. So that was kind of the overarching concept, is that, we’re gonna’ at least take an 
effort to control our own destiny. 

 
Other interviews reflected Budd’s sentiment that Freudenthal drove the process and was 

committed to its implementation regardless of any obstacles in order to control the destiny of the 

state. When I asked former Governor Freudenthal if the WCAS or a similar policy would have 

emerged without his strategizing corresponding strategic action, he responded with a very firm 

“no.” The other respondents reiterated that it was extremely unlikely that the policy would have 

emerged without Freudenthal’s strategic action.  

 From the general analysis of the interviews it appears that the hypothesis is supported. 

However, I still return to the other potential additional influences. First is the question of the 

influence of the bird’s status as an iconic species. Although the interviews showed that it was 

clear that the bird was considered iconic, people differed over how unique that status was. For 

example, Ryan Lance and Bob Budd perceived the bird to be far less iconic than species such as 



	   67	  

moose, elk, buffalo, bighorn sheep, and deer. Pat Deibert observed that the iconic status 

influenced the development of the policy: 

Only to a small component…I think some people really valued the bird for itself, for 
what it meant, for what it symbolized for the west. I think more concerning though was 
the fact that it was such a widely distributed bird in sagebrush, which has always been 
habitat that most people perceive as not having much value.  

 
This response suggests that to some people, the iconic status of the species may have been an 

influence for their support of the policy; however, this status played only a small part in the 

policy’s development and was not a driving influence.  

Deibert’s response also demonstrated a recurring theme that the reason the bird was of 

concern was that it was prevalent in the sagebrush. The interviews showed that the respondents 

viewed the bird as representative of the sage-bush ecosystem and the problems associated with 

the ecosystem due to its prevalence throughout the ecosystem.  For example, Budd and Brian 

Rutledge agreed that the Greater Sage Grouse were a useful symbol to further the sagebrush 

conservation agenda.  

But as a talisman for multiple species in sagebrush they certainly were iconic, and still 
are. To Audubon, to Brian and those guys, they were clearly the talismans for a broader 
sage-brush conservation agenda. To industry they were iconic I guess in the sense that 
they were ubiquitous, they were more that than iconic. They’re everywhere (Budd). 
 
...And all this bird served as, particularly for Audubon, was a lever to move some 
attention onto an ecosystem that is in dire straights (Rutledge).  

 
When asked whether the fact that the bird is considered an iconic or flagship species 

influenced his decision to develop the WCAS, Freudenthal answered bluntly, “no, absolutely not, 

I am a lawyer and an economist and I think in those terms.” This answer indicates that despite 

the idea that conservation interests utilized the iconic status of the bird to further their own 

agenda, this was not a primary influence on Freudenthal’s decision to develop the WCAS. 

Freudenthal’s comment also demonstrated why the prevalence of the bird in sagebrush 
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ecosystems, which results in the bird representing the endangered ecosystem, was of concern. It 

was widely understood that because of the prevalence of the bird in sagebrush, if the bird were 

listed, then strict restrictions on activity in this ecosystem could follow. Moreover, the interviews 

showed that the former Governor also did not use the iconic status of the bird to gain public 

approval for the policy. Rather, he repeatedly justified the policy with the idea that a listing 

should be prevented in order to keep the economy and lifestyle of the state intact. In general the 

interviews suggest that this iconic status was used more as a means to achieve agendas rather 

than as part of an ultimate goal; thus it was not a driving influence.  

Analysis of the iconic status of the grouse also deepened understanding of the 

prominence issue. Although the bird was recognized as a somewhat iconic species, this was not a 

primary reason for the development of the WCAS. Rather, this was a reason that conservation 

organizations such as Audubon were interesting in helping further the development of the 

conservation plan. The divergent goals and rhetoric of Freudenthal and Rutledge of Audubon 

surrounding the prevention of a listing illustrate this point well:  

This is how we termed it, to avoid the necessity of listing, that the governor would say to 
avoid a listing and I would retort regularly, that we want to avoid the necessity of a 
listing.  So I see a significant difference there. But the good news is that it was positive 
on both fronts to conserve the bird and therefore the ecosystem (Rutledge). 

 
The bird’s status was a reason for the conservationists to support the WCAS on principle, 

because the bird represents an imperiled ecosystem. The prevalence of the bird was only a factor 

in the Governor’s decision insofar as the prevalence of the bird in Wyoming’s sagebrush would 

lead to widespread restrictions on activity needed to maintain the state’s economy and lifestyle. 

From my analyses of these two potential additional influences in the expert interviews, I 

determined that the hypothesized causal chain was the driver of the WCAS development. In both 

cases, the role of the two is still tied to the influence on the Governor to create the WCAS that 
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stemmed from the potential jurisdictional impacts of the looming ESA listing of the Greater Sage 

Grouse.  

 The third potential additional influence on the development of WCAS was a push to 

protect the culture and the custom of the state. From the interviews it is clear that the respondents 

regarded the culture and custom as simply doing business as usual without ESA restrictions. For 

example, Ryan Lance observed:  

I’ll never forget, we sat down with Governor Freudenthal and he looked me, and he said 
if we’re gonna’ sell this thing we gotta’ go out there and we gotta’ talk about what the 
effect is to Albert Summers, who’s a rancher over in Pinedale, and how his cattle 
operation is affected. If we can’t tell them in real terms what a listing means, they don’t 
really care. And so we talked about cattle driveways in terms going up to the forest 
allotments, and whether to not they can run their cows over federal allotments. Or 
whether or not Albert then can even have those federal permits if his cows stop on sage 
grouse important areas. And what limitation it would be reached the point of absurdity. 
Albert would have to go back and renegotiate all of his grazing permits. He’d have to 
undergo NEPA again under the instructional guidance under the Fish and Wildlife 
Service and the BLM. And so the picture we can paint for somebody like Albert who is a 
dyed in the wool conservative is you can have that world or you can have this one. Where 
we may set aside some habitat but we can preserve your way of doing it and be more 
thoughtful and you can call somebody in Cheyenne and get an answer or somebody at a 
field office in Riverton and get an answer, Pinedale, or you can call Washington. Good 
luck. Good luck trying to find anybody who can even talk to you about this, no less get 
your permit through within a year, 2 years. Oh and then, by the way, that same permit is 
then challenged in the federal court. It cut pretty clearly in favor of our doing our work 
and continuing to do our work.   
 

Lance’s views capture the shared sentiment that an ESA listing would interrupt the way that 

people in Wyoming operated by focusing on how a listing would impact ranchers. My analysis 

of the expert interviews indicated that the preservation of culture and custom was a goal but can 

be regarded under the general goal of lifestyle previously discussed. Thus, compared with this 

influence, I still considered the hypothesized causal chain as the driver. This conclusion also is 

consistent with the secondary source interview analysis. 
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 The fourth issue remaining from the previous analyses was whether the interest in 

developing the WCAS stemmed from the legislature. The interviews indicated that the 

legislature had designated funding for some aspects of the development of the WCAS. 

Additionally, although there was some support for the WCAS in the legislature, the interviews 

also pointed to some legislative opposition. Ryan Lance explained why Freudenthal decided to 

use an executive order to establish the WCAS:  

We were skeptical that we could get anything through the Wyoming legislature. We were 
skeptical as to whether or not we could do that, even if we could do that, we could do it in 
a timeframe that met with the needs of the Fish and Wildlife Service under a listing 
framework. And so we settled in on the executive order approach which calls on the 
Governor’s executive authority to unify agency mission around this notion of 
conservation in those areas where those agencies have authority.   
 

The other interviews offered similar reports. Although there may have been some legislative 

support, those involved with the WCAS development were skeptical about the legislature 

passing the policy. Additionally, respondents confirmed that Freudenthal’s initiative was the 

critical factor in the WCAS emergence. Thus, I concluded the hypothesized causal chain 

remained the driver.  

 The final remaining issue was whether the WCAS emerged because of circumstances that 

occurred prior to the beginning of the ESA listing. This is a very broad issue to resolve that 

might be analyzed in a number of ways. I chose to explore it by asking questions such as: If the 

ESA listing process had not occurred, would the WCAS have been developed; was the process 

that led to the WCAS set in motion prior to the beginning of the listing process; would the 

legislature have enacted a similar policy eventually; and was the WCAS process started before 

the year 2002? From these specific probes and additional interview content, it became clear that 

although some concern for the bird existed prior to the listing process, the beginning of the 

listing process made creating a conservation plan a pressing issue for Freudenthal and for the 
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WGFD. John Emmerich noted the increased interest in creating a conservation plan for the bird 

after the listing process began: 

Well just as soon as the specter of a potential listing was apparent, sure everybody paid a 
lot more attention to it, I think the possibility of a listing the species because it is so 
widely distributed would have a significant impact on what we do in a lot of areas across 
the west. So I certainly think this heightened the sense of urgency to do something.  
 

This excerpt is representative of what I found in the other interviews: despite some concern for 

the bird’s conservation in the state prior to the beginning of the listing process, the listing 

potential dramatically heightened this interest. The interest further increased with Freudenthal’s 

decision to be proactive and prevent a listing.  Additionally, when I asked former Govenor 

Freudenthal these questions, he responded that he would not have developed the plan without the 

potential ESA listing.  

I conclude that the circumstances prior to the ESA listing perhaps contributed to the 

circumstances that Freudenthal responded to, but the listing process was the primary influence on 

the development of the WCAS.  Conditions before the listing process were at most minor 

additional influences on the development of the WCAS. Moreover, such circumstances do not 

reduce support for the hypothesis. Rather, because the potential listing and its possible impact on 

jurisdiction were the main drivers that the causal mechanism connected to the WCAS outcome I 

conclude the hypothesis remains supported. Without the potential policy output from the SCAP 

Subsystem and its possible impact on the jurisdiction resource in the WLUP Subsystem, the 

Governor would not have employed the strategy and thus the proactive WCAS would not have 

emerged.  

Comparison and Discussion of Analyses 
 
 The historical document analysis provided support for the hypothesis; yet it also raised 

six possible additional influences on the development of the WCAS: the bird as an iconic 
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species, the prominence of the issue, culture and custom, support of the legislature, and 

circumstances prior to the listing process. The secondary source interviews provided support for 

the hypothesis; yet they too showed that the six possible additional influences required further 

examination in order to determine if they were driving influences on the development of the 

WCAS. The primary source  interviews demonstrated that the six possible influences were not 

driving influences of the process that led to the development of the WCAS. For example, the 

circumstances prior to the ESA listing process and the prominence and iconic status of the bird 

were simply part of the context in which the WCAS was developed. The analyses also showed 

that without the ESA listing process the level of concern for conserving the bird would not have  

risen, and Governor Freudenthal would not have developed the SGIT or issued the executive 

order that created the WCAS.   

Ultimately, this study supported the hypothesis. The findings showed that the ESA listing 

process and its potential jurisdictional impacts were the driving influences on the Governor’s 

decision to develop a Greater Sage Grouse conservation plan. Additionally, the findings 

supported the hypothesized reason for why the ESA listing process influenced the Governor’s 

decision: the process’s potential to impact the jurisdiction and thus the goals in the WLUP 

subsystem. The findings also supported the hypothesized causal mechanism; the Governor’s 

strategy connected existing circumstances with the outcome. Without this strategy the WCAS 

would not have developed. Since the subsystem’s jurisdiction was threatened by a hierarchically 

superior subsystem’s policy outputs and this jurisdiction was necessary to meet the threatened 

subsystem’s goals, policy change occurred as a result of a strategy by the agents in the threatened 

subsystem.  
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Chapter Six: Conclusion 
 
 This thesis focused on a state-based species conservation policy, the Wyoming Core Area 

Strategy (WCAS). The  study yielded insights into how this conservation policy emerged, 

relying on scholarship on the ACF, environmental federalism, and the ESA. This thesis proposed 

and tested a hypothesis derived from the ACF. I examined the hypothesis by employing three 

different qualitative analyses: content analysis of documents, analysis of secondary source 

interviews, and expert interview analysis. The combined findings of these analyses offered 

support for the hypothesis and also contributed to scholarship on the ACF, environmental 

federalism, and the ESA. In this final chapter, I first present the major implications and 

contributions of the research. Second, the chapter details several  constraints on the study and 

suggests future directions for research that would help address these constraints.  

Implications and Contributions of the Research 
 
 I used the findings from analyses of historical documents and secondary source 

interviews to inform and evaluate the expert interviews. Such findings demonstrated support for 

the hypothesis, but also raised questions that I needed to address in order to conclude that the 

hypothesized causal chain was the primary development driver. I addressed these questions in 

the expert interview analysis and ultimately found that the hypothesis accurately predicted the 

driving causal chain of the development of the WCAS.  

 This support has implications for ACF, environmental federalism, and ESA scholarship, 

demonstrating the potential for adding nuance to the ACF. If study of other cases supports the 

hypothesis and my theory can be generalized, the explanatory power of the ACF will be 

increased because it can begin to more fully capture proactive and strategic policymaking. This 

research found that the WCAS emerged because an ESA listing within the SCP Subsystem 
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threatened the WLUP Subsystem’s jurisdiction, which was necessary to meet the WLUP 

Subsystem’s economic and lifestyle goals; and the Governor of Wyoming drove the development 

and enactment of the WCAS as a strategy to retain jurisdiction. The research demonstrated that 

in order to fully account for the WCAS’s emergence, a less mechanistic view of the framework, 

which accounts for the ability of agents in a subsystem to act strategically, was needed.  

In order to  examine how the framework can be reformulated to account for such strategic 

action, a closer look at the dynamics between Freudenthal and the SGIT was  needed. This  

research demonstrated that former Governor Freudenthal acted as a policy entrepreneur and 

sought to create the dynamic policy change embodied by the WCAS. The findings showed that 

Freudenthal had the ability to “see the logic in an emerging historical situation and act on that 

insight” (Mintrom and Vergari 1996, 424). He saw both that the ESA listing process policy 

outputs from the SCP Subsystem threatened jurisdiction over Greater Sage Grouse habitat 

decisions within the WLUP Subsystem by and that such jurisdiction was necessary to achieve 

Wyoming’s economic and lifestyle goals. Freudenthal strategized that such jurisdiction could be 

retained through developing the WCAS in order to prevent a listing and thus drove the creation 

of the policy. For example, recalling Emmerich’s statement regarding Freudenthal’s perceptions 

about the implications of a listing and what could be done to prevent it, Freudenthal’s role as a 

policy entrepreneur becomes apparent. 

I think Governor Freudenthal raised the bar and saw the handwriting on the wall, you 
know, if we just let this thing go and it ended up getting listed, without us doing 
everything we can to prevent a listing and to secure the future of sage grouse, you know, 
it wouldn’t be good for the state. So he convened a workshop, inviting everyone in the 
state that had a potential interest in this thing. We convened, talked about it, and, as a 
result of that, he knew that we had to put together some type of a team to address the 
issue and to put together a strategy and that is kind of how it all got started. 
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Freudenthal perceived that a listing would adversely impact Wyoming’s goals and drove the 

process that resulted in the WCAS in order to prevent a listing and secure jurisdiction and 

Wyoming’s goals.  

In order to achieve his desired policy output of the WCAS, Freudenthal used his position 

as governor and the corresponding ability to issue an executive order to enact the WCAS policy. 

The research also demonstrated that during the development of the policy, Freudenthal also 

employed a policy broker to act as an intermediary among the coalitions within the subsystem. 

During the analysis of the findings, I found that this policy broker was Bob Budd, the chairman 

of the SGIT. Budd remained accountable to the Governor, but also worked with representatives 

of the different interests on the SGIT that the WCAS affected. Budd described his recruitment by 

the Governor as the chairman of the SGIT after the first meeting in Casper:  

At the end of that he [Freudenthal] just turned around to me and he [Freudenthal] said 
“all right, I want to know what we do to fix it. You’re gonna’ chair it.  You’ve got six 
months.” So there wasn’t any conversation about it. He said “go do it”. 
 
During the expert interviews it was apparent that Budd in his role as a policy broker was 

pivotal to the success of the WCAS development and implementation. Lance described the role 

that Budd played in dealing with the different interests and personalities on the SGIT.  

In Wyoming the benefit is you know everybody and the detriment is you know 
everybody. So everyone comes in with these biases about well, Audubon Society did X, 
Y and Z and commented this way on one project for oil and gas development, so Brian’s 
a bad guy. So what it really took was sitting down, having a pretty good conversation 
about the personalities at play, that’s why Bob [Budd] was so critical. He’s managed 
those personalities before. He’s dealt with the concept before. As you know this all 
started with Bob [Budd] and sitting down and saying well we have this core concept for 
big horn sheep management…so what are the really important places to protect? So that’s 
how this all kind of started.  

 

The interview respondents agreed that Budd was a crucial component of the negotiations within 

the SGIT that enabled the development of the WCAS. However, the interviews also showed that 
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Budd ultimately remained responsive to the goals of the Governor and when needed, the 

Governor would step in to ensure the team members were cooperating and communicating.  

During their interviews, Freudenthal and Budd were very clear that the cooperation 

among the different members of the SGIT with divergent interests did not arise organically; 

rather it was forced and very difficult. For example, Freudenthal stated that when someone was 

uncooperative or not onboard with the goals for the SGIT, Budd would call Freudenthal and then 

the Governor would call them and get them on board. Budd recalled an example of his role of a 

broker over a contentious issue: 

… We did it the other day, I can’t remember what the issue was they were just beatin’ it  
to death. And I just said, “okay guys look.  You’ve beaten the god danged horse to death. 
You’ve beaten the teeth out of its skull. There’s nothing left here, we’re done, move on.” 
And in a group you’ve worked with a long time, they know what that means. That means 
we’re done and we’ve moved on. And I think you have to have a little bit of that. That 
has to be there. That isn’t to say that it couldn’t be a game and fish person one day or a 
Department of Ag person another day, it just says that it’s absolutely critical to the 
process.  
 

The above excerpt and context of the interview suggested that a strong personality in the broker 

role was critical for the policy to emerge because without such a person, the compromises 

needed to move forward would likely have not occurred.  

 The findings of this research showed not only support for the proposed focal causal chain 

but also allowed for an increased understanding of the role of the policy broker and the policy 

entrepreneur and their interaction. The modified ACF chart in Figure 5 shows the focal causal 

chain and the interactive roles of the policy entrepreneur and policy broker. (The causal chain is 

indicated in bold. The specifications of the parts of the casual chain for the WCAS case appear in 

parentheses.)  
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Figure 5: Reconfigured ACF Diagram 

 

(adapted from Weible 2007, 202) 

 The changes I made to Weible (2007, 202) bolding the focal causal chain, adding 

specifications for the WCAS case in parentheses, and changing the one directional arrow running 

from policy brokers to decisions by governmental authorities to a bi-directional arrow. These 

changes indicate the specific way the findings of the research fit into the ACF and the 

contributions of the research to the framework.  
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  Figure 5 indicates that the focal casual chain included the path from external subsystem 

policy outputs to resources to policy change;  specifically highlighting the path from the SCP 

Subsystem ESA policy outputs, jurisdiction, and the emergence of the WCAS. The research also 

identified the causal mechanism within this specific causal chain, which was Freudenthal’s 

strategy. This reconfigured diagram provides greater insight into how Freudenthal was able to act 

strategically and thus drive the policy change.  

 The added bidirectional arrow between the decisions by governmental authorities and by 

the policy broker captures the interaction between Freudenthal and Budd that was a critical 

component of explaining the emergence of the policy change.  The  Freudenthal’s authority as 

governor to make  decisions, such as convening the first sage grouse summit, indicating that 

Budd would chair the SGIT, overseeing the direction of  policy development, and issuing the 

first WCAS executive order, was a crucial component of his ability to drive the development of 

the WCAS.  Previous formulation of the ACF, however, did not adequately account for this 

because the indicated direction of the flow of events did not allow for governmental authorities 

to be policy entrepreneurs, to influence the policy brokers, or to act strategically. Rather, the 

previous formulation suggests that governmental authorities simply waited for  policy brokers 

and coalitions to approach them once other conditions, such as the constraint of recourses, had 

already occurred and had influenced the brokers and coalitions to act. The change to a bi-

directional arrow captures the ability of governmental authorities  like Freudenthal to act 

strategically and to prevent potential policy outputs from external subsystems that would 

otherwise result in the constraint of resources, such as jurisdiction.  

The change to a bidirectional arrow also captures the ability of governmental authorities 

to influence policy brokers such as Budd and to oversee the policy development. The  arrow  taps 
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the dialogue that occurred between Budd, the policy broker, and Freudenthal, the policy 

entrepreneur. The WCAS development did not unfold in a one directional fashion. There was a 

continual back and forth between the Governor and Budd regarding the former’s  goal for the 

policy and what was needed for the policy to develop in a way that would result in the 

achievement of these goals.  

 Beyond the contributions to the dynamics of ACF shown in Figure 5, this research added 

nuance to the ACF by demonstrating that the role and influence of governmental authorities 

should be expanded in order to account for their ability to act strategically and influence  

possible policy brokers.  These contributions help fill one perceived gap in the explanatory utility 

of the ACF: the connections among external policy outputs, jurisdiction resources, and policy 

change.  

The findings also demonstrated that even in the absence of an ESA conservation plan, the 

progression of the ESA listing process encouraged state-based species conservation. This 

contributes to the race to the bottom debate in the environmental federalism literature by 

showing that the ESA portion of the American system of environmental federalism can lead to 

improvement of environmental regulations at the state-level even without an endangered listing 

and subsequent federal conservation plans. This is particularly important given that funding and 

support for environmental regulations at the federal level are prone to fluctuation and deficiency. 

Thus, particularly for biodiversity conservation, the existence and utilization of the ESA listing 

process can be helpful for improvement of species conservation policy, even if funding and other 

resources are lacking to move to protect a species.  

This benefit for species conservation policy that stems from the existing ESA process 

also has important implications for environmental considerations in general. This is because of 



	   80	  

the important role that biodiversity plays in a thriving ecosystems and, correspondingly, the 

sustainability of human life. Arguably, ecosystems services play the most critical role in 

sustaining human life (Daily et al. 1997, 1). From an anthropocentric perspective, ecosystem 

services should be a recognized and prioritized component of biodiversity conservation planning 

and the management of ecosystems.  This position also can be defended from an ecocentric 

standpoint, because services are critical for sustaining biodiversity. This relationship, of course, 

runs in the opposite direction as well, because large numbers of species are needed to sustain 

ecosystem services (Daily et al. 1997, 1). Consequently, the preservation of biodiversity should 

be a key consideration in emerging efforts in biodiversity conservation planning and ecosystem 

management; an understanding of how to improve and encourage improved species conservation 

policies is also critical. 

Overall, this research also contributes to the literatures in ACF and in environmental 

politics and policy. It shows how just the start of the ESA listing process and the corresponding 

threat of federal action can influence and promote state-level conservation policy. The threat of 

federal action embodied by the listing process influenced the development of a proactive state-

based species conservation plan that likely would not have emerged otherwise. The increased 

understanding of this case can be used not only to understand the emergence of other Greater 

Sage Grouse conservation plans in western states, but also to provide insight into how to improve 

species conservation policy. An understanding of how existing federal institutions that lack the 

ability to act due to a dearth of resources can still impact state policy is increasingly important in 

an era where funding and support for environmental regulation remains in flux from one year to 

the next.  

Constraints and Future Directions 
 



	   81	  

At the same time, it should be recognized that this project has seven main constraints. 

First, it deals with one small part of the entire ACF. However, I can also look at this constraint as 

a benefit. By focusing on this small part, this research moves toward increasing the explanatory 

power of the ACF. It helped add needed nuance to the ACF, particularly regarding its weakness 

in accounting for a relationship between external subsystem events and policy change. Future 

directions for research to decrease this constraint include exploring the applicability of this 

theory to other ACF resources and other policy change pathways in the ACF.  

The second constraint is that since this project examined a single case, scholars may 

question the generalizability of my findings to other settings. However, case studies can be 

generalized to theory. Because I have defined the causal mechanism, strategy, in the same 

manner as Falleti and Lynch (as a portable concept with explanatory power), I arguably 

minimize the implications of this constraint. As I have defined strategy as a portable concept, 

other scholars can apply this part of ACF to other cases and further increase the generalizability 

of the changes in the ACF this research proposed. Additionally, focusing on a single case with 

expert interviewing offers me the advantage of depth over breadth (Berry 2002, 680). “For 

projects where depth, context, or the historical record is at the heart of data collection, elite 

interviewing using broad, open-ended questioning might be the best choice” (2002, 682).  So, 

although my focus on a single case may have constraints, it also has benefits. In order to 

continue to build on the benefits produced by this single case focus, the applicability of the 

theory I use in this research should be explored in other cases in the future.  

The third constraint of the project is that maintaining the internal validity of a study that 

employs interviews is challenging. In order to reduce this constraint, I used explicit guidelines 

for analyzing the interviews. These guidelines helped guard against drawing invalid conclusions 
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from elite interviews; for example, I sought ways of verifying information from elite interviews 

by comparing it with information from outside sources (Brians et al. 2011, 367).  I was able to 

verify the interview data by comparing them with information gleaned from documents and 

secondary  source interviews. This also helps minimize a related constraint of the research: I was 

able to interview only a limited number of people.  

The fourth constraint is that the document analysis and secondary source interviews also 

relied on relatively small and limited samples. Ten documents composed the sample for the 

document content analysis. The focus of the secondary source interviews was Freudenthal’s 

interviews, rather than also those with other possible respondents. These constraints were 

unavoidable if I was to remain within the scope of a thesis. A potential future direction includes a 

study with a larger and more inclusive sample for these two analyses.  

 Fifth,  I was unable to further study the other internal factors in the WLUP Subsystem 

that may have played a role in the emergence of the policy. Although I was able to conclude that 

my proposed causal chain played the dominant role in the policy emergence, a greater 

understanding of internal subsystem circumstances would be useful in any future study of this 

case. For example, insights are needed regarding the role, belief systems, and trust levels of the 

advocacy coalitions within the WLUP Subsystem. Future study also has the potential to further 

contribute to the ACF literature because ACF scholars are beginning to acknowledge that the 

interplay between external and internal impacts requires further exploration (Sabatier and Weible 

2007, 204).  

 Sixth, the context of the external SCP Subsystem requires further exploration. For 

example, one factor that requires more examination is whether and how the change in 

presidential administrations from Republican George W. Bush to Democrat Barack Obama 
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impacted the SCP Subsystem and thus also impacted the WLUP Subsystem. Exploration of this 

issue also will contribute to the ACF because it would examine how another type of external 

event, changes in government, can impact policy change in the WLUP subsystem. This sort of 

external event also is important to explore because ACF scholars such as Sotirov and Memmler 

contend that changes in a government and external policy impacts are the two types of external 

events that have clear linkages to policy change (Sotirov and Memmler 2011, 9).  

 Seventh, the conceptualization of the case study and support for the hypothesis hinges on 

an informal characterization of the two policy subsystems. Future study should include a more 

formal subsystem analysis and characterization. 

Conclusion 
 
 With this research I sought to answer the question: why did Wyoming develop the 

WCAS? I employed a frequently used theory of the policy process, the Advocacy Coalition 

Framework (ACF), to frame the examination of this question. I also proposed to add nuance to 

the ACF, by reconfiguring the framework to capture the ability of subsystem policy 

entrepreneurs to act strategically in order to prevent external subsystems policy outputs from 

constraining needed jurisdiction resources. This reconfiguration results in a proposed less 

mechanical view of the ACF and arguably improves the framework’s recognition of the role that 

strategy plays in policy change. The hypothesis tested by this research that embodies this added 

nuance was: If a subsystem’s jurisdiction is threatened by a hierarchically superior subsystem’s 

policy outputs and this jurisdiction is necessary to meet the threatened subsystem’s goals, then 

policy change may occur as a result of a strategy by the agents in the threatened subsystem. The 

data analysis involving documents, secondary source interviews found in media sources, and 

expert interviews showed support for the hypothesis and thus support for including the proposed 
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added nuance in the ACF. The analysis also offered an explanation for the emergence of the 

WCAS policy.  
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MEMORANDUM

DATE: February 20, 2012

TO:  Karen M. Hult, Jennie Trefren

FROM:  Virginia Tech Institutional Review Board (FWA00000572, expires May 31, 2014)

PROTOCOL TITLE:   Wyoming Greater Sage Grouse Policy

IRB NUMBER: 12-151

Effective February 17, 2012, the Virginia Tech IRB Chair, Dr. David M. Moore, approved the new
protocol for the above-mentioned research protocol.

This approval provides permission to begin the human subject activities outlined in the IRB-approved
protocol and supporting documents.

Plans to deviate from the approved protocol and/or supporting documents must be submitted to the
IRB as an amendment request and approved by the IRB prior to the implementation of any changes,
regardless of how minor, except where necessary to eliminate apparent immediate hazards to the
subjects. Report promptly to the IRB any injuries or other unanticipated or adverse events involving
risks or harms to human research subjects or others.

All investigators (listed above) are required to comply with the researcher requirements outlined at
http://www.irb.vt.edu/pages/responsibilities.htm (please review before the commencement of your
research).

PROTOCOL INFORMATION: 
Approved as: Expedited, under 45 CFR 46.110 category(ies) 6, 7
Protocol Approval Date: 2/17/2012 
Protocol Expiration Date: 2/16/2013
Continuing Review Due Date*: 2/2/2013
*Date a Continuing Review application is due to the IRB office if human subject activities covered
under this protocol, including data analysis, are to continue beyond the Protocol Expiration Date.

FEDERALLY FUNDED RESEARCH REQUIREMENTS:
Per federally regulations, 45 CFR 46.103(f), the IRB is required to compare all federally funded grant
proposals / work statements to the IRB protocol(s) which cover the human research activities
included in the proposal / work statement before funds are released. Note that this requirement does
not apply to Exempt and Interim IRB protocols, or grants for which VT is not the primary awardee.

The table on the following page indicates whether grant proposals are related to this IRB protocol,
and which of the listed proposals, if any, have been compared to this IRB protocol, if required.

  

Invent the Future

  V I R G I N I A   P O L Y T E C H N I C   I N S T I T U T E   A N D   S T A T E   U N I V E R S I T Y  
An   e qua l   o ppo r t un i t y ,   a f f i rma t i v e   a c t i o n   i n s t i t u t i on  

 

V  I  R  G  I  N  I  A     P  O  L  Y  T  E  C  H  N  I  C     I  N  S  T  I  T  U  T  E     A  N  D     S  T  A  T  E     U  N  I  V  E  R  S  I  T  Y

V  I  R  G  I  N  I  A     P  O  L  Y  T  E  C  H  N  I  C     I  N  S  T  I  T  U  T  E     A  N  D     S  T  A  T  E     U  N  I  V  E  R  S  I  T  Y

12-151 page 2 of 2 Virginia Tech Institutional Review BoardIRB Number

cc: File

If this IRB protocol is to cover any other grant proposals, please contact the IRB office 
(irbadmin@vt.edu) immediately.

*Date this proposal number was compared, assessed as not requiring comparison, or comparison
information was revised.

Office of Research Compliance
Institutional Review Board
2000 Kraft Drive, Suite 2000 (0497)
Blacksburg, Virginia 24060
540/231-4606 Fax 540/231-0959
e-mail irb@vt.edu
Website: www.irb.vt.edu

      Date*      OSP Number                             Sponsor                                       Grant Comparison Conducted?
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