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Zhou Lingyi

[Abstract] Inter-local collaboration has been viewed as a powerful tool to solve complex and
cross-boundary public affairs such as environmental pollution. Local governments have great autono-
my in informal collaborations, but formal collaborations could guarantee the goal achievement
better. Some scholars began to explore the role of hierarchical interventions in collaborations of Chi-
na, while less attention has been paid to the effects of hierarchical interventions on the formalization
level of collaborative behaviors, and their heterogeneity in terms of various tools. Therefore, based
on the prefecture-level collaborations in Yangtze River Delta from 2008 to 2020, this research tries
to investigate: What is the role of hierarchical interventions in selecting collaborative behaviors
What are the differences between various intervention tools The results show that the superior’s
policy requirements would lead to informal collaborations, while performance assessment tends to
enhance local actors” motivations to form formal arrangements. Past collaborative experiences, col-
laboration between stakeholders from different provinces and a number of actors would encourage
the establishment of informal collaborations. When facing environmental crisis, local governments
tend to form formal collaboration. This research contributes to existing literature of collaborative
governance by exploring the effects of hierarchical interventions on the formalization level of collabo-
ration and also providing empirical evidence in Chinese context. Also, practitioners could have a deep
understanding of behavioral selection of environmental collaboration, which is helpful to promote re-
gional green development.

[Key words) Hierarchical Intervention, Collaborative Behavior, Formal Collaboration, Infor-

mal Collaboration, Environmental Governance
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