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Abstract 

Governance principles of collaborative governance and natural resource management have not 

received much empirical scrutiny.  It is even scarcer to find studies that link approaches and 

concepts to the outcomes of management. This is exactly what this study does by formulating 

hypotheses and subjecting them to robust empirical tests. The setting for the study is the Lower 

Mekong Basin in general and the Mekong River Commission in particular.   

 

Following two alternative conceptualizations by Ulibarri (2015) and Thomson et al. (2014), the 

concept of collaboration is defined by three dimensions (principled engagement, shared 

motivation, and capacity for joint action) and five dimensions (joint decision making, 

administration, autonomy, mutuality, and trust).  Regarding governance principles of natural 

resource management that serve as approach-related criteria, Lockwood et al. (2010) have 

developed eight governance principles: (1) legitimacy, (2) transparency, (3) accountability, (4) 

inclusiveness, (5) fairness, (6) integration, (7) capability, and (8) adaptability.  The variables 

identified by the OECD (2015) serve to measure the stakeholder perceptions of effectiveness and 

efficiency.  For the other outcomes (achievement of outcomes, quality of working relationships, 

broadened views, increased interaction, and partners’ equal influence), the measures are single-

indicators proposed by Thomson et al. (2014). 

 

The study employs mixed methods of inquiry (qualitative case-study method and a quantitative 

survey) to collect data from stakeholders.  Semi-structured personal interviews were conducted to 

gather qualitative data from 164 local residents so as to understand their sentiments on the impacts 

of the dams on their livelihoods and environment.  Ten administrators and staff members of the 

Mekong River Commission were interviewed in person.  A questionnaire using a 5-point Likert 

scale was utilized to obtain quantitative data from the panelists and attendees of the 9th Regional 

Stakeholder Forum held in Luang Prabang, Lao PDR in late 2020.  For the purpose of analysis, 

the stakeholders (attendees) were placed into one of three groups:  government/public sector, 

private sector, and civil society organizations.  The data, freely available, are stored at the research 

data depository of the University of Bath (https://doi.org/10.15125/BATH-01004).   
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Qualitative analysis of the perceptions of the residents reveals that there are problems with the 

communications between the administration and the local communities. The local communities 

have to rely on word of mouth because they lack relevant information that should have been 

provided by the state.  Interviews also reveal a widespread experience of the destructive effects of 

a dam on the landscape, water quality and conditions, the quantity and variety of the fish 

population, and unpredictable seasonality.  These changes in turn immeasurably harm their 

livelihoods and way of life.  Unfortunately, these grievances are largely ignored.  

 

All three groups of stakeholders – government/public sector, private sector, and civil society 

organizations – are in moderate agreement with regard to the three and five dimensions of the 

Mekong River Commission’s collaborative practice.  Additionally, they endorse all eight 

governance principles of natural resource management, but they indicate that the Commission does 

not seem to commit equally to all principles.  The views of the three groups of stakeholders differ 

significantly with regard to the degree of the Commission’s effectiveness and efficiency. The 

public sector consistently gives the Commission a higher mark, while the private sector 

consistently gives a much lower score.  Civil service organizations’ responses are somewhere in 

the middle. 

 

With regard to relationships between variables, there is strong evidence of the positive relationship 

between the 3 dimensions and 5 dimensions of collaborative governance, meaning that the two 

collaboration scales measure the same thing.  While the three dimensions of collaboration are 

positively and strongly correlated with the eight governance principles, the five dimensions of 

collaboration do not exhibit a good fit.  The mixed results of the five dimensions are confounding 

and cast doubts on the compatibility of the two collaboration scales.   

 

The results are also rather disappointing for the relationships between collaborative efforts and the 

Commission’s effectiveness and efficiency.  The mixed results may imply that the OECD’s 

measures of effectiveness and efficiency need to be tightened.  The more likely explanation for the 

rather poor association is that the effects of collaboration are not as straightforward as assumed or 

presumed.  In particular, future research needs to carefully look at the role that autonomy plays in 

the decision-making process.   
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From the standpoint of policy, the Commission is in a tight spot.  Its recommendations can be 

overruled by any member state in the name of national sovereignty.  At the same time, the 

Commission needs to placate the riparian residents whose food security and economic security are 

destabilized by hydropower development.  Additionally, there are ecological concerns expressed 

by civil society organizations on behalf of the local communities.  In spite of its good intention 

and effort to be inclusive, the Mekong River Commission needs to realize that its role and 

performance may not be shared by others.  It is imperative to have an accurate understanding of 

the stakeholders (especially riparian residents), and it is crucial for the Commission to adapt its 

communication strategy to gain the support of the stakeholders and member governments.  Given 

the livelihoods of millions of residents, coupled with the unavoidable and harmful effects of              

a hydropower project on the ecology of the Mekong River Basin, policy errors of great magnitude 

may carry irreversible consequences.  It is possible to find practical and balanced means to meet 

the needs of the various groups of stakeholders. 
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Chapter 1 Introduction 

Water is the driving force of all nature.  Leonardo da Vinci 

 

1.1 Overview 

This dissertation has two distinct parts that are significant in terms of theory and policy.  

The first part covers the concept of collaborative governance.  The second part shifts the 

emphasis to the concept of natural resource management, with the focus on governance 

principles.   

 

Past studies on collaborative governance have basically relied on loose and varying 

definitions of the concept.  As a result, the varying approaches make it difficult to compare 

and integrate research findings.  The present research employs a formal procedure that has 

been developed to guide studies uniformly.  Rather than relying solely on anecdotal 

evidence gleaned from a case study, this study is among the first of its kind to explicitly, 

systematically, and quantitatively assess the perceptions of the efficiency and effectiveness 

of collaborative governance.   

 

The second part of the research investigates the governance principles that have been 

developed for the purpose of natural resource management.  Surprisingly, despite the 

attention received, these principles do not appear to have been empirically tested.  Based 

on positivism, these principles must be amenable to an empirical test.  This study aims to 

verify (or falsify) the applicability of these governance principles by assessing whether 

they are accepted by stakeholders as expressed via their agreements (or disagreements).  

Stakeholder acceptance is employed as a criterion for applicability.   

 

The setting for the study is the Lower Mekong Basin.  Due to its political, economic, and 

social ramifications, a case can be made that the Basin is an important region of the world 

in its own right.  Some 65 million residents owe their livelihood (agriculture and fisheries) 

to the Basin’s natural resources (Yoshida et al. 2020, p.4).  The natural habitat is being 
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compromised by thirteen hydropower dams (two already in operation and eleven being 

planned).  From a scientific standpoint, a research finding should be generalized for the 

sake of wide applicability.  The findings obtained from this region should also be useful 

elsewhere. 

 

This dissertation consists of seven chapters.  The essence of each chapter is being briefly 

described next.  More details about these chapters can be found in the “thesis structure” 

which is the last section of this chapter. 

 

Chapter 1 describes the concept of collaborative governance on the one hand and the 

governance principles of natural resource management on the other hand.  The description 

is followed by the issues of management of natural resources.  The chapter then outlines 

the relevant research questions and objectives.  Chapter 2 provides the literature review of 

the various types of governance and their strengths and limitations.  The literature review 

includes the governance principles that policymakers should consider in their management 

of natural resources.  The chapter additionally provides an in-depth look at the Lower 

Mekong Basin and the Mekong River Commission.  Chapter 3 shifts the attention to the 

methodology.  The research methodology goes beyond the traditional use of case study and 

its qualitative nature. Because this study additionally collects quantitative data for 

hypothesis testing, there is an in-depth discussion of a survey and the measuring scales that 

are used to measure the stakeholders’ perceptions of the efficiency and effectiveness of the 

collaborative process and governance principles. 

 

Chapters 4-6 provide the results of the study.  Both Chapters 4 and 5 cover the quantitative 

data for the purpose of hypothesis testing.  For Chapter 4, tests of difference are performed 

to determine whether the various groups of stakeholders significantly differ in their 

perceptions on collaborative governance, principles of natural resource management, and 

expected outcomes.  Chapter 5, in contrast, scrutinizes the relationships between or among 

the variables.  Correlation analysis is used to gauge whether perceived collaboration is 

associated with the perceptions of the eight governance principles.  Furthermore, the 

analysis includes the relationships between perceived collaboration and expected outcomes 
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on the one hand and between perceptions of governance principles and expected outcomes 

on the other hand. 

 

Chapter 6 switches to the qualitative data derived from personal interviews with local 

residents.  The chapter expresses the sentiments of these riparian residents regarding the 

impacts of the dams on their livelihoods and environment.   

 

Finally, Chapter 7 offers the conclusions and recommendations for action.  The results of 

the study are summarized, and the limitations of the study are noted.  There is a discussion 

of how the findings can be utilized.  Both theoretical and administrative implications are 

provided.  Avenues for future research are recommended. 

 

In sum, the rationale for this research is the need to contrast the perspectives of the various 

groups of stakeholders with regard to the management of water resources.  Do they have 

the same goals, and do they agree on the means to achieve such goals?  The data show that 

Southeast Asian countries appear to begin to embrace the idea of collaborative governance 

as well as governance principles of natural resource management.  In this regard, the 

countries have been moving in the direction of their Western counterparts.   

 

The study yields valuable insights.  Collaborative governance in Southeast Asia has gained 

recognition and is becoming more of the norm rather than the exception.  Likewise, there 

is a desire to manage natural resources in a responsible, sustainable, and transparent way.  

Collaborative governance and the principles of natural resource management are robust 

and universal.  Nevertheless, the perceptions of policymakers’ adherence to these 

principles differ among the various groups of stakeholders.  Compared to the other groups 

of stakeholders, state-agency policymakers may have overstated their achievements.  

Alternatively, it may be that they have not effectively and fully communicated their 

mission and policy.  Either way, corrective actions are necessary. 
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1.2 Water:  A Precious Commodity 

Water, providing neither calories nor organic nutrients, is vital for all known forms of life.  

It is a transparent, tasteless, and odourless chemical substance.  Depending on body size, 

the human body contains 55%-78% water. To avoid dehydration, the U.S. National 

Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine (2021) recommends 2.7 liters of water 

a day for women and 3.7 liters a day for men.  About a billion people have no access to 

safe water and sanitation.  Polluted drinking water causes some five million deaths each 

year (WHO 2019). 

 

Although water covers 71% of the Earth's surface, mostly in seas and oceans, this natural 

resource is not finite.  Water is becoming scarcer in certain places.  The problem is not the 

actual amount of water that exists on earth; instead, the real issue is the scarce distribution 

of potable and irrigation water.  Some 50 countries, about one-third of the world’s 

population, suffer from medium or high-water stress.  The stress adversely affects surface 

freshwater bodies (rivers and lakes) while degrading groundwater resources. 

 

Historically, civilization has flourished around rivers and major waterways.  Boats through 

seas, rivers, lakes, and canals play an important role in transporting commodities and 

manufactured products.  Fishing is a major source of food.  Agriculture, through irrigation, 

accounts for 70% of the freshwater used by humans.  In the United States, 30% of 

freshwater usage is for irrigation.  For some developing countries, the figure may approach 

90%.  It is not uncommon for agriculture and urbanization to conflict as both intensely 

compete for a fixed amount of water resources.  

  

The International Water Management Institute in Sri Lanka conducted an assessment of 

water management in agriculture in 2007.  The assessment distinguishes “physical water 

scarcity” from “economic water scarcity”.  Physical water scarcity is about not having 

enough water to meet demands, and one-fifth of the world (more than 1.2 billion people) 

suffers from this problem.  In contrast, economic water scarcity is about an inadequate 

investment or insufficient human capacity to satisfy water demand.  Undoubtedly, food 

production and environmental trends will result in water crises in many parts of the world.  
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For a global water crisis to be averted, farmers, industry, and cities must find ways to use 

water properly. 

 

With 7.8 billion people on the planet, water consumption is already a matter of grave 

concern.  With the world population projected to jump to 9 billion in 2050 and 11 billion 

in 2100 (UN 2019), the strain is going to be enormous.  India, for example, soon to become 

the world’s most populous country, is coping with very severe water shortage, and conflicts 

between the beverage industry and the general population often flare up.  Countries all over 

the world are aware that natural resources need to be much better managed. This is 

particularly true for countries with a lower level of economic development.   

 

Water, without a doubt, is one of the most precious commodities.  It is an irony that, while 

many countries have to cope with droughts, many others have to endure floods.  Global 

warming has exacerbated the problem.  It is not debatable whether water resources must 

be managed.  What must be debated is how this precious commodity should be managed 

to satisfy the multi-stakeholders of divergent interests. 

 

1.3 Water Management 

For any society to exist and thrive, water management is a necessity and not a luxury.  All 

over the world for both developed and developing countries, effective management of this 

precious resource is a challenging and daunting task.  Usage of water on a global scale has 

been increasing steadily and will continue unabated.   

 

Water management for sustainable development is fundamental and crucial for society, and 

it is a challenge across the world. By 2030, 47% of the world’s population will reside in 

high water-stress areas (WWAP 2009).  As global water use continues to increase 

significantly over the next couple of decades, domestic and industrial demands will 

increase faster than agricultural demands.  The agricultural sector will remain the most 

dominant overall user (WWAP 2018). Global demand for energy and agricultural 

production is expected to push up water use by 80% and 60% respectively by 2025 (OECD 

2012, Alexandratos and Bruinsma 2012). Growing demands from thermal electricity 
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generation, domestic use, and manufacturing will cause global demand for water to rise 

55% (WWAP 2015).  The construction of dams in Asia has increased in an attempt to keep 

pace with water use for energy and agriculture. 

 

Policymakers must manage water resources to meet the needs of the present generation as 

well as of the future one.  The Brundtland report, in 1987, unmistakably makes a case for 

sustainability: “Humanity can make development sustainable to ensure that it meets the 

needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their 

own needs” (Imperatives 1987, p.16). The report stresses the role of institutions and 

policymakers to achieve the sustainability of the environment and development for the 

needs of the present and future generations.   

 

Likewise, in 1992, the International Conference on Water and Environment in Dublin has 

formulated four principles for water protection and water use: (1) freshwater is a vulnerable 

resource and essential for life, (2) participatory approaches need all water stakeholders to 

manage or develop water, (3) women play critical roles in water management, and (4) water 

has a crucial role in economics.  Also, in 2015, the United Nations, in addressing the issue 

of “water on a sustainable world”, states that water management must maintain ecosystem 

integrity.  Sustainable development has three dimensions:  poverty and social equity, 

economic development, and environmental protection and ecosystem services (WWAP 

2015).  

 

Loucks (2000) argues that sustainable water is crucial for the well-being of people in this 

generation and that each generation must be aware of the needs of the next generation.  At 

the regional or basin level, the water demands should be considered in terms of social, 

environmental, and economic costs.  Policymakers should design the procedures and 

processes of developing, planning, maintaining, upgrading, and paying for water 

infrastructure, with stakeholders being a part of the decision-making process. Water 

management is not the process for only politicians or water professionals.  Hedelin (2007) 

has proposed two criteria--integration and participation--for evaluating sustainable water 

management. Sustainable water management is relevant in various disciplines or 
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interdisciplinary knowledge in areas of social science, humanities, and technology.  It is 

meaningful for the decision-making process to take into account the various multi-

stakeholders across disciplines.     

 

Overall, sustainable water management requires the current and next generations to make 

a compromise.  Participation of all stakeholders should be both encouraged and required.  

Water institutions must bring together diverse groups of stakeholders to work toward 

common goals. 

 

1.4 The Mekong River Basin 

This section describes the geography, populations, socio-cultural aspects, natural 

resources, economics, and history of cooperation in the Mekong River Basin.  The roles 

and responsibilities of the Mekong River Commission (MRC) are examined. The emphasis 

of the discussion is on the Lower Mekong Basin, with five hydropower projects providing 

the context for the study.  The Xayaburi and Don Sahong dams are now in operation, while 

the Pak Beng, Pak Lay, and Luang Prabang projects have gone through the consultation 

process.    

 

The Mekong River is one of the world’s great river systems, due to its size, ecosystems, 

and economic and political implications.  In terms of climate, the Mekong River Basin 

ranges from the glaciated highlands of the Tibetan Plateau to the hot and humid lowlands 

of Southeast Asia.  The Basin is the longest watercourse in Southeast Asia (Grumbine et 

al. 2012).  It stretches some 4,900 kilometres and snakes through six countries (China, 

Myanmar, Thailand, Lao PDR, Cambodia, and Vietnam).   

 

Except for China, the other five countries are members of ASEAN (Association of 

Southeast Asian Nations).  ASEAN is a regional intergovernmental organisation that 

promotes intergovernmental cooperation, and the role of ASEAN is to facilitate economic, 

political, security, military, educational, and socio-cultural integration among the 

members.  The members of ASEAN are Brunei Darussalam, Cambodia, Indonesia, Lao 

PDR, Malaysia, Myanmar, Philippines, Singapore, Thailand, and Vietnam.  The ASEAN 
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population exceeds 635 million people.  By 2050, ASEAN is projected to become the 

world’s fourth-largest economy (US-ASEAN Business Council 2019).  As a market, 

ASEAN is certainly attractive.  After about 20 years of negotiations, AFTA (the ASEAN 

Free Trade Area) has been established.  Through the Common Effective Preferential Tariff 

(CEPT) Scheme for AFTA, ASEAN countries have lowered intra-regional tariffs.  More 

than 99% of the products in the CEPT Inclusion List of ASEAN-6 (Brunei Darussalam, 

Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore, and Thailand) have been brought down to 

the 0-5% tariff range.  For ASEAN’s newer members (Cambodia, Laos, Myanmar, and 

Vietnam), progress is being made, with almost 88% being moved into their Inclusion Lists. 
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Figure 0.1 Map of the Mekong River Basin 

Source: MRC (2018) 
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The Lower Mekong Basin covers the areas where the river passes through Laos, Thailand, 

Cambodia, and Vietnam (Elhance 1999).  China and Myanmar are the upstream countries 

of the Mekong River Basin.  The citizens of the Lower Mekong Basin are rural residents, 

and they rely heavily on the Basin’s natural resources (Pearse-Smith 2012). 

 

Due to the annual monsoon-induced flood, the Basin’s biodiversity is second only to that 

of the Amazon River in terms of fish, birds, and mammals. Although Amazon is the 

world’s largest river, the Mekong River Basin has more sediment, making it a unique river.  

The water flow and sediment reverse into the Tonle Sap, which creates the largest inland 

fishery in the world.  The rich sediment makes the Mekong delta suitable for agriculture in 

general and rice farming in particular.  Rice, of course, is a staple food item for residents 

of the region.  Compared to other river basins, the Mekong River Basin possesses natural 

resources that greatly support the livelihoods of tens of millions of residents in the region 

(MRC 2019d).  

 

1.4.1 Geography 

The Mekong River is transboundary of a shared river system that flows through six 

countries (China, Myanmar, Laos, Thailand, Cambodia, and Vietnam).  The area covers 

795,000 square kilometres, making it the 21st largest river basin.  The water distribution 

among the riparian states is as follows:  China (21%), Myanmar (3%), Laos (25%), 

Thailand (23%), Cambodia (20%), and Vietnam (8%).  The Mekong River is divided into 

two main sub-basin areas. The Upper Mekong River encompasses China and Myanmar, 

which together make up 24% of the basin. The Lower Mekong River covers the other four 

nations.  

  

 As the longest river in Southeast Asia, the Mekong River captures 4,800 kilometres. The 

river covers 2,200 kilometres from the Tibet plateau in China before entering the Lower 

Mekong Basin at the border between Myanmar and Laos at the lower altitude of some 

4,500 meters.  The river then continues for 2,600 kilometres as it passes through Laos, 

Thailand, and Cambodia.  Vietnam is the final destination before the water flows through 
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the delta toward the China Sea.  Table 1.1 shows the area, catchment, and flow of the 

Mekong River. 

 

Table 0.1 Country share of the Mekong Basin Territory and water flow 

 China Myanmar 
Lao 

PDR 
Thailand Cambodia Vietnam Total 

Area in Basin (km2) 165,000 24,000 202,000 184,000 155,000 65,000 795,000 

Catchment as % of 

MRB or % of the 

total area of the 

Basin 

21 3 25 23 20 8 100 

As % of total area of 

the country 
2 4 85 36 86 20 

100 

(for each 

country) 

Flow as % of MRB 16 2 35 18 18 11 100 

 

Source: adapted from MRC (2005) and Frenken (2013) 

 

1.4.2 Population and Socio-Political Conditions 

The Mekong River Basin is home to some 70 million people in six countries.  According 

to the Mekong River Commission, more than 65 million people of the region’s population 

live in the Lower Mekong River Basin. It is noteworthy that the region accounts for 97% 

(6 million people) and 90% (13 million) of the populations of Laos and Cambodia 

respectively.  While less dramatic, the region still claims 37% (23 million) of Thais and 

20% (19 million) of Vietnamese citizens.  

 

In terms of ethnicity, the Mekong River Basin is very diverse as it has more than 100 ethnic 

groups within its boundaries, thus qualifying it as one of the most culturally diverse areas 



 12 
 

in the world (WWF 2016). It must be pointed out that 85% of the Basin’s population lives 

in rural areas.  Naturally, these rural residents owe their food security and livelihoods to 

the river system. With 60% of the Basin’s population having water-related occupations, 

these people are vulnerable to water degradation (OCHA 2017). 

 

The political systems of the region vary significantly.  While Laos, Vietnam, and China 

are communist states, Myanmar, Cambodia, and Thailand are democratic (or semi-

democratic) societies.  These countries have written constitutions that vary in constitutional 

details on executive authorities.  Thailand has a constitutional monarchy with the king as 

the head of state and the prime minister as the head of government.  Cambodia’s prime 

minister is chosen by the National Assembly.  Likewise, the president of Laos is chosen by 

the National Assembly to serve as the head of state, and the president then nominates the 

prime minister as the head of government.  Vietnam’s head of state is the president who is 

elected by the National Assembly, and the president subsequently appoints the prime 

minister as the head of government.  As for Myanmar, the president is both the head of 

state and head of government (Open Development Mekong 2018).  Myanmar has captured 

worldwide attention and scrutiny in 2021 when the military junta staged a coup.  Rightly 

or not, ASEAN has a policy of non-interference in each other’s internal affairs (Elliott 

2003, Katsumata 2003, Ramcharan 2000). 

 

1.4.3 Natural Resources  

The annual flood season affects the seasonal variation of water level that inundates the 

range of wetland habitats.  The immense biodiversity of the Mekong River has a great deal 

of impact on the viability of natural resource-based rural livelihoods of some 60 million 

people living in the Lower Mekong Basin.  The Basin’s wealth of natural resources 

includes one of the world’s largest inland fisheries. 

 

The Mekong River Basin covers a diverse range of geographic and climate zones, resulting 

in abundant and diverse natural resources.  Five categories support the key economic 

sectors:  agriculture, fisheries/aquaculture, energy, navigation/transport, and extractives.  

Agriculture provides food and supports the livelihoods of approximately 60% of the 
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Basin’s population. Rice is the most crucial crop. The forests have plants and animal 

products and serve as important sources of income.  Fisheries and aquaculture account for 

18% of the world’s freshwater fish since the Mekong River Basin is the world’s largest 

inland fishery (Baran et al. 2015, p.15).  

 

Based on potential, about 10% of energy from the hydroelectric potential has been 

developed.  There are 11 operational mainstream hydropower plants in China, and seven 

hydropower plants are under construction in Laos.  Navigation and transportation play an 

important role in international trade and tourism. In addition, the Lower Mekong countries 

have abundant mineral resources that include natural gas, oil, and coal. The resources not 

related to energy include gold, copper, jade, lead, zinc, phosphate, potash, and gemstones 

(MRC. 2019d). 

 

1.4.4 The Economies of the Mekong Countries 

The Mekong River Basin plays a crucial role in regional development (Chen and Zhu 

2016). The economies of the Lower Mekong Basin have experienced average growth rates 

of about 5-8%. The main trading partners are China, the United States, and Japan.                       

In particular, the region has a close relationship with China in terms of historical and 

current trade routes.  

 

The Greater Mekong Subregion (GMS) was organised in 1992 as a mechanism for 

cooperation among the six riparian states.  Among the various areas of cooperation, there 

are three pillar strategies: (1) strengthening connectivity in infrastructure and development, 

(2) improving the competitiveness of cross-border trade and market integration, and (3) 

building a sense of communities to share social and environmental concerns.  Economic 

cooperation is central to the overall cooperation. 

 

With a high growth rate in the past decade, the economies of the Lower Mekong countries 

look promising. While there are improvements in living conditions and poverty alleviation, 

the area’s rural residents continue to encounter food insecurity and poverty.  Laos and 

Cambodia, for example, are the least developed countries. More than 50% of citizens of 
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Laos and Cambodia and more than 40% of those in Vietnam live on less than 2 U.S. dollars 

per day (WWF 2016).  Improvement of living conditions and alleviation of poverty is the 

driving force of government policy. 

 

GDP varies significantly from one country to another within the Lower Mekong region.  

Thailand’s GDP is 33 times larger than that of Laos.  For comparison, the GDP figures are:  

Thailand (US $405 billion), Vietnam ($186 billion), Laos ($12 billion), and Cambodia ($17 

billion).  Service, industry, and agriculture are the three major sectors that contribute 

greatly to each country’s GDP.  The service sector accounts for 45% of the GDP, while 

industry and agriculture account for 33% and 22% respectively.  Although accounting for 

a smaller portion of the GDP, agriculture is responsible for 74% of employment in Laos.  

In rural areas of the Lower Mekong region, agriculture creates more jobs than the industry 

and service sectors do. 

 

In sum, the Mekong region has experienced a fast pace of economic development, but GDP 

disparities among the riparian states are great.  The region is characterized by 

predominantly rural areas that rely on water-related resources for the agricultural sector to 

provide a livelihood for the residents (WWF 2016).  In particular, with some 60 million 

residents, the Lower Mekong River Basin has a great deal of impact on their well-being.  

They are at the mercy of floods and droughts.  On the other hand, man-made infrastructure 

to combat floods and droughts brings about unintended consequences upon residents of the 

area.  The construction of dams affects water flow and can alter their way of life, both 

economically and culturally.  Certainly, these residents, as stakeholders, need to be taken 

into consideration when infrastructure and dams are contemplated. 

 

1.5 Natural Resource Management 

Ecosystems are dynamic, and their emergent properties generate complexity and 

uncertainty (Dryzek 1987).  There are simultaneous but contradictory tendencies.  

Policymakers have to cope with centralization and globalization on the one hand and 

decentralization and localization on the other hand (Rosenau 2000b).  Management of 

natural resources has to contend with diverse and often conflicting interests and 
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interactions among public, private, and non-profit sectors.  The multidimensional 

complexity is further enhanced by the scale and cross-scale interaction.   

 

Managing natural resources within a country’s boundary is no easy task.  Managing natural 

resources that cut across neighbouring countries is many times more complex and delicate.  

Bilateral collaboration often has some obstacles.  As in the case of a collaboration between 

Lao PDR and Cambodia with regard to transboundary fisheries, there are issues of 

exploitative fishing practices, habitat degradation, and sharing of fisheries data (MRC 

2017a).  In the case of the Sresan and Srepok river basins of Cambodia and Vietnam, the 

two countries cite barriers to the management of water resources.  The barriers include 

insufficient monitoring and assessment of water flow, lack of flood forecasting and 

warning mechanisms, and limited mitigation measures to address the impacts of hydro-

infrastructural development (MRC 2017b).  

 

Likewise, Cambodia and Vietnam have found problems with water management in the 

Mekong Delta such as lack of strategic planning for flood and drought control, 

uncoordinated water infrastructure development, and inadequate monitoring network on 

meteorological, hydrological, and water quality data (MRC 2017).  Bilateral collaboration 

in the area of water management requires improvements in information sharing, 

coordination of plans, and better monitoring and assessment. 

 

1.5.1 Governance Principles of Natural Resource Management 

Management of natural resources requires adherence to a set of normative standards.  

Toward this end, it is necessary to have governance principles that are efficient, effective, 

fair, transparent, and universal.  Such principles serve as a platform for monitoring and 

evaluation.  They provide a benchmark for authorities to evaluate their performance by 

identifying deficiencies and areas for improvement.   

 

Responding to this need, Lockwood et al. (2010) have developed a set of governance 

principles for institutions that manage natural resources.  Their development process is 

quite elaborate, comprehensive, and robust.  According to the publisher (Taylor & Francis), 
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the work of Lockwood et al. (2010) has received 9,652 views and 240 cross-reference 

citations.  Semantic Scholar has identified 394 citations, with 34 of them considered to be 

highly influential citations. 

 

The process used by the Lockwood team to develop the governance principles involves 

three steps: (1) suggestions from an expert panel; (2) consideration of principles from the 

literature; and (3) refining and testing draft sets of principles with the assistance of 13 

Australian natural-resource-management governance authorities.  The review of 

international literature includes the codes of the World Bank (Kaufmann et al. 2003), the 

United Nations Development Programme (UNDP 1997), and the European Commission 

(EC 2001).  The literature further includes design principles for common property resource 

institutions (Ostrom 1990), the Borrini-Feyerabend et al. (2006) code for protected area 

governance, and the Lisbon Principles, developed by a group of experts for the sustainable 

governance of marine and coastal resources (Costanza et al. 1999). Additionally, the 

examination of the literature includes corporate governance principles proposed to the 

Australian government (Turnbull 2005). 

 

The 3-step process has produced a set of governance principles that offer normative 

guidance for the establishment of good-practice multilevel governance for natural resource 

management.  The principles consider multilevel governance context by recognizing the 

roles played by both government and non-government institutions.  Governance actors are 

thus cognizant of how they should exercise their powers in meeting their objectives.   

 

There are eight governance principles for natural resource management:  legitimacy, 

transparency, accountability, inclusiveness, fairness, integration, capability, and 

adaptability.  Chapter 2 provides conceptual definitions for these eight principles or 

concepts.  Chapter 3 shows how these conceptual definitions are transformed into 

operational definitions for measurement purposes. 

 

As delineated by Lockwood et al. (2010, p. 987), natural resource management (NRM) 

“concerns activities such as forestry, agriculture, water allocation, and tourism. NRM 



 17 
 

embraces watershed or catchment and landscape-scale management strategies, and engages 

with biodiversity conservation, control of pest plants and animals, and maintenance of soil 

and water quality.”  It thus appears that the intention of Lockwood et al. (2010) is to define 

natural resource management broadly, and it is reasonable to assume that they include any 

nature-made and man-made natural resources.  Although the eight governance principles 

for natural resource governance were developed in an Australian multilevel context, 

Lockwood et al. (2010) believe that these principles have general applicability and 

significance at local, subnational, and national scales. Despite the attention generated, it 

appears that the applicability of these principles has not yet been tested at either the national 

or international level.   

 

This study aims to test the validity of the assertion of the general applicability of these 

principles.  Specifically, the research investigates the acceptance of the principles by the 

stakeholders in the context of the Lower Mekong River.   

 

1.5.2 Collaborative Governance 

There has been an evolution from government to governance (O’Leary and Vij 2012, p. 

507).  With regard to public decision-making that governs society and economy, 

“government refers to the hierarchal regime characterizing traditional visions of the unitary 

state,” while governance describes “multilayered points of policy-making involving a 

plurality of public and private actors” (Lo 2017, p. 1). 

 

Starting in the 1980s, a new form of governance known as collaborative governance has 

emerged (Conley and Moote 2003, Ansell and Gash 2008, Emerson and Nabatchi 2015), 

and it has managed to gain a great deal of attention and acceptance.  This mode of 

governing shows a preference for collaborative approaches among government and non-

government actors from the private sector and civil society, and it is especially suitable in 

policy arenas informed by the discourse of sustainability.   

 

The work of Ansell and Gash (2008), in particular, is valuable and insightful.   Of all 

research outputs scored by Altmetric on behalf of Oxford University Press, the publication 
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receives an attention score of 52, making it in the top 5 percent.  The authors have 

conducted a meta-analytical study of the literature on collaborative governance.  Their 

review of 137 cases has led to a formal, comprehensive, and workable definition.  Based 

on this review, the present study assumes the following definition of collaborative 

governance: “a governing arrangement where one or more public agencies directly engage 

non-state stakeholders in a collective decision-making process that is formal, consensus-

oriented, and deliberative and that aims to make or implement public policy or manage 

public programs or assets.” 

 

Research studies have shown that the collaborative process can influence outcomes.  

Collaborative environmental governance has improved environmental outcomes in the 

areas of water chemistry and in-stream habitat conditions (Scott 2015). Collaboration in 

the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s hydropower licensing process has positively 

affected the perceptions of license quality of participants (Ulibarri 2015).  However, studies 

dealing with whether the collaborative process improves decision making and legitimacy 

are very few (Carr et al. 2012, Koontz and Thomas 2006, Sabatier et al. 2005, Scott 2015). 

 

This study focuses on the outcomes in terms of the perceptions of efficiency and 

effectiveness of the collaborative process.  The collaborative process of the multi-

stakeholders is investigated, and problems and obstacles are identified.  For example, it is 

useful to investigate whether collaborative governance improves or impedes cooperation 

and decision-making.  Governance principles of natural resource management further 

provide a framework for analysis.  The findings are to be used to make recommendations 

for others.  

 

1.5.3 The Mekong River Commission (MRC) 

The Mekong River Commission (MRC) is an inter-governmental organization that works 

directly with the governments of the four countries that envelop the Lower Mekong Basin.  

These governments are Cambodia, Lao PDR, Thailand, and Vietnam.  The Mekong River 

Commission was established in 1995 by the Mekong Agreement on the Cooperation for 
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Sustainable Development.  The upper Mekong countries (China and Myanmar) joined the 

Mekong River Commission as Dialogue Partners in 1996.   

 

The mission of the Mekong River Commission is “to promote and coordinate sustainable 

management and development of water and related resources for the countries’ mutual 

benefit and the people’s well-being.”  This regional body aims to ensure the efficient and 

mutually beneficial development of the Mekong River while minimizing the potentially 

harmful effects on the people and the environment. 

 

In theory, the Mekong River Commission appears to largely satisfy the criteria of 

collaborative governance.  The Commission annually hosts national forums to engage 

stakeholders for the purpose of collaboration for public policy.  The non-state stakeholders 

include the Mekong River Commission development partners, research institutions and 

universities, other international river basin organizations, NGOs and CSOs (civil society 

organizations), local authorities and communities, and other interested parties.   

 

In practice, some may argue that the work of the Mekong River Commission resembles a 

“mission impossible.”  Its task of international collaboration is marred by the diverse 

cultures and economic/political systems of the four neighboring countries.  None of these 

countries can freely or unilaterally manage the Basin’s natural resources.  After all, the 

livelihood of tens of millions of residents across national boundaries is affected.  To make 

the matter even more complicated, the riparian governments may simply not heed the 

Mekong River Commission’s recommendations when such recommendations are in 

conflict with their national interests.  It is thus necessary to study how the Mekong River 

Commission views its role, responsibility, and authority.  The Commission’s view must be 

contrasted and reconciled with how the Mekong River Commission is viewed by the other 

groups of stakeholders.  Divergence in view needs to be addressed. 

 

1.5.4 Non-State Stakeholders 

Some member governments view engaging with critics as hampering the Mekong River 

Commission’s economic development through large-scale infrastructure development 
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(Meas 2018).  The Mekong River Commission has been criticized for its one-way 

consultation, window-dressing ritual, and lip service. There are research findings that 

criticize the Mekong River Commission for the lack of transparency, sensitivity, and 

collaboration.  It is logical to assume that stakeholders’ perceptions of these factors affect 

the functioning of the Mekong River Commission in terms of its efficiency and 

effectiveness. 

 

Keskinen (2008) calls for more studies that combine regional analysis with local-level 

assessments.  However, his call does not appear to have been answered.  MacQuarrie et al. 

(2008) mention that Phase II of the Mekong River Commission’s Basin Development Plan 

(BDP) facilitates stakeholder participation through mechanisms that include public 

hearings, consultations, sub-area forums, and multi-stakeholder forums or regional multi-

stakeholder dialogues. It is necessary to inquire whether the BDP has been actually 

implemented and whether stakeholders are satisfied with such arrangements.   

 

It would be presumptuous to presume or assume that the Mekong River Commission and 

the other stakeholders are on the same page.  Each group has its role as well as expectations 

that come with each role.  “Since roles originate through social position vis-à-vis others’ 

position(s) and expectation” (Thies and Wehner 2019, p. 2 as cited from Elgstrom and 

Smith 2006, p. 6), it is conceivable that the way that the Commission perceives its role may 

differ substantially from how the other stakeholders view it.  It is thus necessary to gather 

data to determine whether the perceptions of the Commission differ from those of the 

stakeholders. As a matter of fact, it is understandable that the various groups of 

stakeholders may not necessarily share the same perceptions either.   

  

It appears that there has been no study of the Commission based on the unified and uniform 

framework of collaborative governance.  This study systematically measures the responses 

of the groups of stakeholders of various levels to find out whether they believe that the 

Mekong River Commission, through its Basin Development Plan, has achieved greater 

cooperation and positive outcomes. 
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1.6 Research Questions 

The core research questions focus on stakeholder perceptions of collaborative governance 

and the process of stakeholder engagement and public participation.  This study aims to 

investigate whether the concept of collaborative governance could be utilized in Southeast 

Asia, where countries traditionally rely on the top-down type of governance for decision 

making.  The Mekong region is chosen for this purpose.  In particular, the various groups 

of stakeholders from the Mekong River Basin are asked to voice their opinions on the 

practice of collaborative governance in terms of efficiency and effectiveness.  It is useful 

to compare the perceptions of the various groups to gauge whether the degree of 

receptiveness to collaborative governance varies from one group to another. 

 

Another aspect of the study is to investigate a conceptualized framework of natural 

resource management. The eight principles developed by Lockwood et al. (2010) are 

legitimacy, transparency, accountability, inclusiveness, fairness, integration, capability, 

and adaptability. These eight principles, developed in the context of Australia, are 

purported to be universally applicable.  It is thus both necessary and desirable to determine 

whether these principles can be utilized in Southeast Asia.  To put it another way, the 

successful implementation of the eight principles for the functioning of governance in the 

Lower Mekong Basin depends on whether the various groups of stakeholders believe that 

these criteria are desirable. 

 

Based on the concept of collaborative governance as well as governance principles of 

natural resource management, the major research questions are as follows: 

1. What are the stakeholders’ perceptions of the concept and practice of collaborative 

governance, and do the perceptions vary among groups of stakeholders? 

2. What are the stakeholders’ perceptions of the governance principles of natural 

resource management, and do the perceptions vary among groups of stakeholders? 

3. What are the stakeholders’ perceptions of the outcomes (efficiency, effectiveness, 

and others), and do the perceptions vary among groups of stakeholders? 

4. Is there a relationship between perceived collaboration and perceptions of the 

governance principles of natural resource management? 
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5. Is there a relationship between perceived collaboration and predicted outcomes 

(efficiency, effectiveness, and others)? 

6. Is there a relationship between perceptions of governance principles and predicted 

outcomes (efficiency, effectiveness, and others)? 

7. What are the critical Mekong-related issues that are of concern to riparian 

residents? 

 

The first research question investigates the concept of collaborative governance.  The 

concept is both theory and practice.  Collaborative governance is theoretical in the sense 

that it suggests an idea presumed to be ideal for public decision-making.  The concept is 

also part of reality and practice in that state agencies (including the Mekong River 

Commission) assert, for the sake of public relations, that they practice it.  Whether the 

public agrees with that assertion is another matter altogether.  It is thus important to 

determine whether the concept is understood and accepted by the various groups of 

stakeholders.  Besides, it is useful to assess whether the perceptions of the concept vary 

among groups of stakeholders.  If the perceptions vary from group to group, the value of 

collaborative governance may be jeopardized. 

 

The second research question is similar to the first.  Here, the focus shifts from the 

perceptions of collaboration in general to the perceptions of the norms that regulate the 

practice of natural resource management.  This research question aims to gauge how well 

the supposedly global governance principles are received by the public.  In addition, the 

research investigates whether these principles, as perceived by stakeholders, are adopted 

by the Mekong River Commission. 

 

The third research question goes beyond perceptions of collaboration and governance 

principles to assess a variety of outcomes.  Once again, the opinions of the various groups 

of stakeholders are contrasted. 

 

In sum, the first three research questions focus on how the stakeholders view collaborative 

governance and natural-resource-management principles as practiced by the Mekong River 
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Commission.  Additionally, these questions aim to determine whether the various groups 

of stakeholders are monolithic in their views.   

 

In the case of the fourth research question, it is conceivable that perceived collaboration 

and perceptions of good governance go hand in hand.  If an organization is perceived to 

encourage collaborative efforts, it is logical that it should also be perceived to adhere to 

good governance principles.  Therefore, a high degree of perceived collaboration should 

be in agreement with the belief in the practice of normative principles of good governance.  

This is the basis for Hypothesis 5a and Hypothesis 5b. 

 

The fifth and sixth questions shift the focus to the outcomes which are defined as perceived 

efficiency, perceived effectiveness, and others.  Based on perceptions of collaboration and 

governance principles as the independent variables, the fifth and sixth research questions 

identify particular outcomes (based on perceptions) to serve as the dependent variables.  

Additionally, once the views of the stakeholders are known, the study aims to also 

determine whether the two alternative instruments are comparable in measuring 

perceptions of collaborative governance.   

 

The OECD (2015) has proposed particular criteria to judge the efficiency and effectiveness 

of water governance.  In contrast, Thomson et al. (2014) have identified the desired 

outcomes as (1) achieving goals, (2) increasing the quality of partners’ working 

relationships, (3) broadening partners’ views, (4) increasing partner interactions, and (5) 

creating more equitable power relationships among partners.  The fifth research question 

aims to determine whether the predicted outcomes are related to collaboration, while the 

sixth research question aims to assess whether the outcomes are related to governance 

principles.   

 

In the context of water governance, the OECD describes how efficiency differs from 

effectiveness (Akhmouch and Correia 2016, p.18).  “Efficiency relates to the contribution 

of governance to maximize the benefits of sustainable water management and welfare at 

the least cost to society.”  In contrast, “effectiveness relates to the contribution of 
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governance to define clear sustainable water policy goals and targets at all levels of 

government, to implement those policy goals, and to meet expected targets.”  

 

Efficiency and effectiveness are almost always presumed to go hand in hand because they 

overlap to a significant extent.  That is, when something is efficient, it is expected to also 

be effective (and vice versa).  However, although they are not mutually exclusive, they are 

two distinct concepts.  A certain practice may be efficient without being effective, or it may 

be effective but not necessarily efficient.  Efficiency has to do with getting something done 

quickly and economically.  Effectiveness, in comparison, refers to the achievement of the 

desired outcome.  A particular strategy may get something done quickly and economically 

without achieving the desired outcome.  On the other hand, a certain practice may achieve 

the desired outcome but not in an efficient way. 

 

Let’s consider how a government or state agency disseminates information to the public.  

When the government employs mass media (e.g., TV or radio) to persuade residents to 

accept a dam project, the utilization of mass media is very efficient because of the low cost 

in getting the information to the mass audience.  However, this kind of broadcast or 

advertising is rigid because the message must be bland, broad, and general so as not to 

include anything that contradicts or offends the varying beliefs of the diverse target 

audience.  As such, mass media as a source of information can be quite efficient but 

probably not so effective.  In contrast, when the government sends a representative to talk 

to each resident in person, this means of communication is much more effective due to the 

personal touch.  The message can be tailor-made or adjusted to fit the need of each 

recipient.  The drawback of a personalized message, of course, is the high cost per person.  

Therefore, efficiency and effectiveness as goals are often in conflict.  The key is to strive 

to maximize both efficiency and effectiveness at the same time. 

 

The research assumes a positive correlation between the degree of perceived collaboration 

and the expectations of the desirable outcomes (in terms of efficiency and effectiveness).  

Likewise, the degree of perceived adherence to the governance principles of natural 

resource management should be positively correlated with the perceptions of the desirable 
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outcomes.  If the expected relationships materialize, these relationships provide evidence 

to support the utilization of collaborative governance as well as the governance principles 

of natural resource management.  

 

Finally, the seventh research question, relying on a case-study framework, aims to learn 

about riparian residents’ sentiments in their own words.  The fieldwork involves direct 

interactions with local residents to assess their opinions of hydropower development, their 

livelihoods, and their governments.  This research strategy is desirable because it does not 

rely on the other parties (e.g., non-government organizations or civil society organizations) 

to speak on behalf of the residents.  While the first six research questions are subsequently 

set up as hypotheses to be tested, the final question collects and utilizes the richness of the 

qualitative data obtained from the local community to augment the quantitative data 

gathered from the stakeholders who attended the MRC’s international forum. 

 

It should be noted that the focus of the research is on perceptions rather than reality.  The 

research does not aim to ask the stakeholders to directly assess the academic concepts or 

principles.  Instead, the framework for the analysis is to investigate stakeholder perceptions 

of the quality of governance based on the criteria developed by scholars.  In essence, the 

academic concepts serve as a tool to analyze stakeholder perceptions on the quality of 

governance.  In the eye of the beholder, perception, although subjective by nature, can be 

just as important as reality (or even more so).  It is not an exaggeration to say that 

perception is reality. 

 

1.7 Objectives of the Study 

In spite of the rich and vast volume of collaborative-governance literature, or perhaps 

because of it, research gaps remain.  As discussed earlier, there are issues with definitions, 

settings, sampling, and research methodology, among others.  This research attempts to fill 

in some of the gaps. 

 

The proposed research has several objectives.  The objectives are to (1) collect empirical 

evidence by utilizing a rigorous definition of collaborative governance to study the 
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decisions related to the operation of the Luang Prabang dam project of the Mekong River 

Basin, (2) evaluate the efficiency and effectiveness of the practice of collaborative 

governance, and (3) study the applicability of collaborative governance and natural-

resource-management governance principles outside of the non-U.S. and non-European 

settings.  The research aims to gauge whether the concept can be transferred to and utilized 

in a non-Western setting (i.e., Southeast Asia) with different political and cultural systems.  

The Luang Prabang dam receives special attention because Luang Prabang City is listed 

by UNESCO as a World Heritage site, and the operation of the dam may threaten the safety 

of the site.  The dam is a subject of PNPCA (Procedures for Notification, Prior 

Consultation, and Agreement).  PNPCA is a process for the member countries of the 

Mekong River Commission as well as other stakeholders to address the benefits and risks 

of any water-use project proposed for the mainstream when the project may have potential 

significant cross-border impacts on the river flow. 

 

The study employs mixed methods of inquiry (qualitative case-study method and a 

quantitative survey).  Following the traditional approach, the study uses a case study to 

collect qualitative data from riparian residents and other stakeholders.  Such data are 

supplemented with quantitative data derived from the measuring instruments that employ 

the 5-point Likert scale to measure the perceptions of the stakeholders.  These instruments 

measure perceived collaboration, perceived governance principles, and perceived 

efficiency and effectiveness.  The survey yields quantitative data that are subjected to 

statistical analysis.  It is thus possible to test hypotheses regarding whether groups of 

stakeholders differ in their perceptions of collaborative governance as well as their 

perceptions of governance principles of natural resource management.  Besides, correlation 

analysis can show whether perceptions of collaborative governance are related to 

perceptions of governance principles of natural resource management.  Furthermore, 

correlation analysis can determine whether perceptions of collaboration and governance 

principles are associated with the outcomes in terms of efficiency and effectiveness.  The 

combination of qualitative and quantitative data should yield robust findings and 

conclusions.   
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1.8 Contributions of the Study 

This study aims to contribute to three distinct areas:  empirical contribution, 

conceptual/theoretical contribution, and policy contribution. 

 

1.8.1 Empirical Contribution 

Governance, as a public policy, has attracted and continues to attract a great deal of 

attention from academics, policymakers, civil society organizations, etc.  The work of 

Ansell and Gash (2008) is significant in providing a unified definition of the concept of 

collaborative governance.  However, there is hardly any empirical research to test the 

efficiency and effectiveness of collaborative governance.  This state of affairs is 

understandable because of the difficulties in measuring the objective outcomes because 

such outcomes are a product of conflicting factors. This study is probably among the first 

of its kind to test the validity of the concept by quantitatively measuring the perceived 

efficiency and effectiveness of the practice that utilizes the concept.  The study collects 

primary data by surveying the groups of stakeholders, and their perceptions are used as a 

proxy for the usefulness of collaborative governance.   

 

Likewise, the work of Lockwood et al. (2010) has advanced the understanding of natural 

resource management by identifying governance principles that government leaders and 

policymakers should adhere to.  A review of the literature shows that these principles have 

not been measured and tested.  It is thus critical to empirically assess the applicability of 

the principles.  Perceptions of stakeholders are used to gauge the acceptance of these 

principles. 

 

The data to be collected are both qualitative and quantitative.  A case study is an approach 

that is employed to study the Mekong River Commission in-depth.  Beyond the 

Commission, there are other groups of stakeholders (e.g., academicians, civil service 

organizations, etc.) whose motivations and inputs warrant scrutiny.  The quantitative data 

yield robust empirical results of the stakeholders’ perceptions of the practice of 

collaborative governance in Southeast Asia.  Similarly, the data on governance principles 
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of natural resource management provides a test of the conceptual model.  This research 

framework can be replicated in another setting later to further gauge the extent of the 

generalizability of the results. 

 

1.8.2 Conceptual/Theoretical Contribution 

This study significantly relies on the collaborative-governance model formulated by Ansell 

and Gash (2008).  The utilization of their definition of collaborative governance potentially 

yields results that can be used to illustrate the robustness of the model.  This research 

enhances the model by focusing on an organization (the Mekong River Commission) that 

satisfies the conditions that constitute collaborative governance.  Furthermore, the research 

offers a means to test the efficiency and effectiveness of the concept by adopting the first 

8 OECD principles on water governance. 

 

Understandably, scientists want their concepts and findings to have wide applications.         

It is thus necessary to evaluate whether the environment, setting, culture, etc. can affect or 

limit the applicability of the concepts.  The governance principles proposed by Lockwood 

et al. (2010), developed in the Australian context, are purported to have general appeal and 

applicability.  This belief or claim needs to be carefully evaluated in light of the empirical 

evidence.  This research aims to evaluate the validity of the governance principles in 

general as well as the validity in the context of Southeast Asia in particular.  The data 

should provide evidence as to whether these principles are global as proposed or whether 

they are unique to a particular culture.   

 

1.8.3 Policy Contribution 

Undoubtedly, for policymakers to implement collaborative governance as well as the 

governance principles of natural resource management, they need to be persuaded and 

convinced of the value of the implementation.  This study aims to provide empirical 

evidence that shows whether collaborative governance and governance principles result in 

positive outcomes. 
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Potentially and in practice, the Mekong River Commission can benefit from the data that 

provide a view of the perspectives of the groups of stakeholders.  It is essential to learn 

whether the views of the Commission and the other stakeholders are congruent.  How the 

Commission views its role and performance may not be shared by the others.                        

The Commission can then evaluate its existing practice to determine the form and extent 

of collaboration that will be needed so that the efficiency and effectiveness of water 

management can be achieved.  If successful, this model of collaborative governance can 

serve as a blueprint for the management of natural resources at both the national and 

international levels.  Policies for future investment and development can be devised. 

 

1.9 Thesis Structure 

The first chapter provides an overview of the management of natural resources and water 

governance.  The main issues of collaborative governance in general and water governance, 

in particular, are identified.  This chapter discusses the significance of the concepts and 

principles being studied.  There is a discussion of what has been done, what is missing, and 

what should be further pursued.  The main hypotheses are listed, and the research 

objectives are specified. 

 

The second chapter is a literature review.  The review covers the various kinds of 

governance and the pros and cons.  Particular attention is given to the concept of 

collaborative governance, and an explanation is given as to why this concept has gained 

academic acceptance and why it merits further investigation.  Besides, there is in-depth 

coverage of governance principles of natural resource management.  Specifically, the 

chapter covers the criticisms of the concepts (collaborative governance and governance 

principles) in general and the Mekong River Commission in particular.  For hypothesis 

testing, the literature review produces a measuring instrument that formally measures the 

effects of collaborative governance as well as how the governance principles of natural 

resource management are received. 

 

The third chapter describes the research methodology.  The chapter looks at the traditional 

use of case study for political studies and notes the objectives and benefits of this approach.  
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At the same time, there is a critique of this technique with regard to its inherent limitations.  

This gives rise to the necessity of supplementing case study with quantitative research 

which is the norm for the discipline of science.  Toward this end, the chapter discusses the 

conceptual and operational definitions of the concepts being studied.  The measuring 

instrument is displayed, and the statistical techniques to test the hypotheses are specified. 

 

Chapters 4-6 report the results of the study.  The fourth and fifth chapters focus on 

hypothesis testing.  For the purpose of this study, the hypotheses are accepted or rejected 

at the chosen level of significance (i.e., .05).  These chapters discuss whether the 

acceptance (or rejection) of a particular hypothesis conforms to the theoretical expectation 

and whether the result appears to be sound and logical. 

 

Chapter 4 begins by initially following the traditional approach of describing the results of 

the case study based on an in-depth interview of the policymakers (i.e., the members of the 

Mekong River Commission).  Later, the bulk of the chapter is devoted to the quantitative 

analysis of the data collected from stakeholders.  For each group of stakeholders (including 

the Mekong River Commission), the survey results in terms of central tendency (e.g., 

arithmetic means in particular) are displayed.  Tests of significance (ANOVA) are 

performed to determine whether the various groups of stakeholders hold the same view on 

collaboration, governance principles, and outcomes. 

 

Chapter 5, likewise, covers the quantitative data and tests of significance.  However, the 

focus moves from the analysis of differences among groups to the investigation of 

relationships among the variables.  The results of the tests of significance (correlation 

analysis) are evaluated so as to determine whether the two measures of collaboration are 

related and whether one or both measures are correlated with the expected outcomes.            

In addition, the analysis aims to determine whether perceptions of governance principles 

are correlated with collaboration on the one hand and the designated outcomes on the other 

hand. 
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The sixth chapter describes the fieldwork that produces the qualitative results of the study.  

The data are obtained from the riparian residents living close to the Mekong River and the 

dams nearby.  The fieldwork yields data on how the dams and environmental changes affect 

their way of life.  Their responses are used to judge whether the benefits of a dam as 

conceived by the governments are perceived as such by the Thai and Lao residents. 

 

Chapter 7 is the final chapter.  Going beyond the results, the chapter discusses the 

implications with regard to research, theory, and practice.  In terms of research 

implications, the chapter notes the strengths and limitations of the study.  There is a 

discussion of what is missing, what was done, what should have been done, and what 

should be pursued in future studies.  The limitations of the research tools are noted, and 

further improvements are offered.  In terms of theoretical issues, the chapter critiques the 

results that either confirm or contradict the concept of collaborative governance and the 

governance principles of natural resource management.  The critique discusses how the 

concepts could be enhanced or modified.  In terms of practical or administrative 

implications, the chapter makes an effort to offer policy guidelines for genuine 

collaboration so as to efficiently and effectively manage natural resources in general and 

water management in the Mekong River Basin in particular.  
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Chapter 2 Literature Review:  Water Governance and the 

Mekong River Basin 

In rivers, the water that you touch is the last of what has passed and the first of that 

which comes; so, with present time.  Leonardo da Vinci  

 

2.1 Introduction 

This chapter provides a comprehensive review of the literature that covers the relevant 

topics and issues of water governance and the Mekong River Basin.  The chapter begins 

with a general overview of the management of natural resources, with a focus on water 

management.  Next, the chapter discusses the various forms of governance, with particular 

emphasis on collaborative governance.  The pros and cons of the types of governance are 

identified and critiqued.  The chapter then shifts to the Mekong River Basin in general and 

the Mekong River Commission in particular.  The Mekong River Basin provides a context 

for this research based on the fact that the Basin is an important economic and political 

region, coupled with the fact that it potentially serves as a fertile ground for testing the 

applicability of academic concepts in the setting of Southeast Asia.  The role of the Mekong 

River Commission is examined with regard to its goals and obstacles as well as its 

relationships with the various groups of stakeholders. 

 

The literature review reveals the scholarly works that have been done as well as the missing 

parts.  Hypotheses are developed to focus on the aspects of the concepts that require further 

scrutiny.  Specifically, the hypotheses are used for empirical testing due to the fact that 

some important aspects of collaborative governance and governance principles are yet to 

be measured and tested.  Implementation of these concepts is predicated on their validity. 

 

2.2 Natural Resource Management and Governance Principles 

As defined by Lockwood et al. (2010, p.987), natural resource management “concerns 

activities such as forestry, agriculture, water allocation, and tourism.”  Such management 

includes maintenance of soil and water quality.  Similarly, Muralikrishna and Manickam 
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(2017, p. 23) state that natural resource management “refers to the sustainable utilization 

of major natural resources, such as land, water, air, minerals, forests, fisheries, and wild 

flora and fauna. Together, these resources provide ecosystem services that provide better 

quality to human life. Natural resources provide fundamental life support, in the form of 

both consumptive and public-good services. Ecological processes maintain soil 

productivity, nutrient recycling, the cleansing of air and water, and climatic cycles.”       

Both Lockwood et al. (2010) and Muralikrishna and Manickam (2017) clearly intend their 

definitions to broadly encompass all major natural resources that are necessary to support 

life. 

 

Management of natural resources is a complex process that has to cope with diverse and 

often conflicting interests and interactions among public, private, and non-profit actors.  

Policymakers must contend with centralization and globalization on the one hand and 

decentralization and localization on the other hand (Rosenau 2000a, pp. 167-200).          

Scale and cross-scale interaction add to the complexity. 

 

It is necessary and desirable to have a set of normative standards to guide the management 

of natural resources.  Such governance principles serve as a benchmark for authorities to 

evaluate their performance by identifying deficiencies and areas for improvement.       

These principles, serving as a platform for monitoring and evaluation, need to be efficient, 

effective, fair, transparent, and universal.  To develop a set of governance principles for 

the management of natural resources, Lockwood et al. (2010, pp. 986-988) have employed 

three distinct steps: (1) an expert panel; (2) literature review; and (3) assistance of 13 

Australian natural-resource-management governance authorities in refining and testing 

draft sets of principles.  The international literature under review includes the codes of the 

World Bank (Kaufmann et al. 2003), the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP 

1997), and the European Commission (EC 2001).  Additionally, the literature includes the 

design principles for common property resource institutions (Ostrom 1990), the Borrini-

Feyerabend et al. (2006) code for protected area governance, and the Lisbon Principles for 

sustainable governance of marine and coastal resources (Costanza et al. 1999). The review 
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considers corporate governance principles proposed to the Australian government as well 

(Turnbull 2005). 

 

The 3-step process has produced a set of governance principles that offer normative 

guidance for the establishment of good-practice multilevel governance for natural resource 

management.  The eight principles are legitimacy, transparency, accountability, 

inclusiveness, fairness, integration, capability, and adaptability (Lockwood et al. 2010).  

Figure 2.1 lists and describes these principles.  Table 2.1 provides conceptual definitions 

for these concepts (principles).  Chapter 3 shows how these conceptual definitions are 

transformed into operational definitions for measurement purposes. 

 

Although the eight governance principles for natural resource governance were developed 

in an Australian multilevel context, Lockwood et al. (2010, p. 986) believe that these 

principles have general applicability and significance at local, subnational, and national 

scales.  Since it appears that the applicability of these principles has not been tested at either 

the national or international level, this study proposes to test the validity of the assertion of 

their applicability.  

 

Figure 0.1 Governance principles of natural resource management 

Principle of legitimacy states that an organization’s authority to govern must be derived 

from democratic statutes, stakeholders’ acceptance, devolvement of power to the lowest 

level, and integrity. 

Principle of transparency has to do with the visibility of decision-making processes, clarity 

of decisions, and availability of information. 

Principle of accountability deals with assignment, acceptance, and demonstration of 

responsibilities. 

Principle of inclusiveness means that stakeholders have opportunities to participate in 

decision-making processes on an equal basis. 

Principle of fairness states that stakeholders’ views must be respected, absence of personal 

bias, and considerations of costs and benefits of decisions. 
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Principle of integration has to do with alignment, connection, and coordination of priorities 

and activities across organizations at the same and different levels. 

Principle of capability has to do with the resources, skills, experiences, etc. that enable 

organizations and individuals to perform their responsibilities. 

Principle of adaptability describes the implementation of new knowledge, management of 

threats and opportunities, and systematic reflection on performance. 

Source: Lockwood et al. (2010) 

 

Table 0.1 Governance principles and definitions 

Dimension Definition 

Legitimacy a. the validity of an organization’s authority to govern that 

may be      

 i. conferred by democratic statute; or 

 ii. earned through the acceptance by stakeholders of an 

organization’s authority to govern 

 b. that power is devolved to the lowest level at which it can 

be effectively exercised; and 

 c. the integrity with which this authority is exercised 

Transparency a. the visibility of decision-making processes 

 b. the clarity with which the reasoning behind decisions is 

communicated 

 c. the ready availability of relevant information about 

governance and performance in an organization 

Accountability a. the allocation and acceptance of responsibility for 

decisions and actions and 
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Dimension Definition 

 b. the demonstration of whether and how these 

responsibilities have been met 

Inclusiveness opportunities available for stakeholders to participate in and 

influence decision-making processes and actions.  

Governance is regarded as inclusive when all those with a 

stake in governance processes can engage with them on a 

basis equal to that provided to all other stakeholders 

Fairness a. the respect and attention given to stakeholders’ views 

 b. consistency and absence of personal bias in decision 

making; and 

 c. the consideration is given to the distribution of costs and 

benefits of decisions. 

Integration a. the connection between, and coordination across, different 

governance levels 

 b. the connection between, and coordination across, 

organizations at the same level of governance; and 

 c. the alignment of priorities, plans, and activities across 

governance organizations 

Capability the systems, plans, resources, skills, leadership, knowledge, 

and experiences that enable organizations, and the 

individuals who direct, manage, and work for them, to 

effectively deliver on their responsibilities 

Adaptability a. the incorporation of new knowledge and learning into 

decision making and implementation 

 b. anticipation and management of threats, opportunities, 

and associated risks; and 
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Dimension Definition 

 c. systematic reflection on individual, organizational, and 

system performance 

 

2.3 Water Management and Governance 

Water management and water governance are highly intertwined and cannot be separated.  

Still, water governance should be distinguished from water management.  The focus of 

water management is on operating water activities that include planning, operating, 

building, and regulating water resources and water use.  Water governance, in contrast, 

focuses on setting objectives, guiding strategies for achievements, and monitoring 

outcomes (Woodhouse 2017, p. 226). Water governance is a set of formal and informal 

processes that govern decisions related to water management.  

 

The OECD (2015, p. 5) defines water governance as “the range of political, institutional 

and administrative rules, practices and processes (formal and informal) through which 

decisions are taken and implemented, stakeholders can articulate their interests and have 

their concerns considered, and decision-makers are held accountable for water 

management.”  Similarly, The Global Water Partnership defines water governance as “the 

range of political, social, economic and administrative systems that are in place to regulate 

the development and management of water resources and provision of water services at 

different levels of society” (Rogers and Hall 2003, p. 16).  The most often debated 

questions are about decision-making participants, geographical and political scales for the 

operation of governance institutions, and market or non-market criteria in water allocation 

(Woodhouse 2017, p. 226).  

 

Water governance is not a new phenomenon.  Governance of water can be traced back to 

the early periods of human civilisation. Ancient people tried to manage or govern water for 

irrigation or agricultural purposes, and the challenge was to achieve social cooperation by 

central government bureaucracies. Ancient advanced cultures emerged because they 

managed to tame floods and manage irrigation through centralized bureaucracies 
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(Wittfogel 1957, pp. 1-10).  However, the recent centuries have witnessed rapid growth, 

urbanisation, and increasing development projects.  All these trends place greater stress on 

water management and governance.  In the 1990s, Google Scholar found just 47 references 

to the phrase “water governance”.  The number jumped to 2,460 references by 2014 

(Woodhouse 2017, p. 225). 

 

The shift from government to governance is a logical evolution and solution for resource 

management policy. A one-way directive from the top is being replaced with the 

participation of the other parties that share the stake.  The authors of Comprehensive 

Assessment of Water Management in Agriculture (2007, p. 10) cite poor governance as 

one reason for some forms of water scarcity. Good water governance identifies the 

processes that work best in a particular physical and socioeconomic context. One size does 

not fit all.  Mistakes occur when applying “blueprints” that work in the developed world to 

developing world locations and contexts. The Mekong River is one example.  A review by 

International Water Management Institute (IWMI) (2010, p. 3) found that thorough and 

transparent cost-benefit analyses and environmental impact assessments were rarely 

undertaken.  

 

Water politics stems from how the political process influences decisions on water 

resources.  Not surprisingly, water, due to its health impacts and damage to biodiversity, is 

a strategic resource that drives many political conflicts. Managing a water source within 

one country is a difficulty of its own.  It is much more difficult in the case of a “water war” 

due to riparian countries that share an international river basin.  To minimize the occurrence 

of the water war, water governance requires soft power and collective measures from 

riparian countries (Serageldin 2009, Rahaman 2012). International cooperation is 

necessary for the governance of transboundary river basin, infrastructure investments, and 

data generation are forced for international cooperation (Wolf 2006, pp. 53-75). 

 

Scholars and experts have been debating internationally regarding how water governance 

should respond to the challenges of sustainable development. Universal norms of 



 39 
 

governance based on the 1992 Dublin Principles have been proposed.  However, many of 

these principles also have met with opposition due to their advocacy of market-based 

mechanisms to prioritise economic efficiency.  The experience of diverse countries shows 

disagreements between local and global criteria and developmental and environmental 

goals.  Guidance should focus on general principles while avoiding normative approaches 

(Woodhouse 2017, p. 225).   

 

With a multitude of actors in a transboundary river basin, it is critical to find a way to 

produce meaningful mechanisms that promote the participation of a broad cross-section of 

actors in resource planning and management decisions (Sneddon and Fox 2007, p. 2161).  

Hydro politics literature has considered power relations between states sharing a river basin 

and how the issue affects inter-state cooperation or contestation (Mirumachi 2015,              

pp. 1-37).  Based on their study of the Salween River as a transboundary common, 

(Suhardiman and Middleton 2020, p. 311) believe that an intergovernmental river basin 

organization, although necessary, might not be enough to maintain the transboundary 

commons in a just and sustainable way.  After all, the state-biased power asymmetries may 

lead to a state-centric managerial approach that favors the interest of private-sector or 

military actors.  Therefore, they propose innovative hybrid governance arrangements that 

acknowledge the legitimate role of non-state actors (especially community-based 

organizations and civil society), making it possible for them to engage within multi-scaled 

hybrid networks in a reciprocal relationship with state agencies.   
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Table 0.2 Water governance issues and reform measures 

Problem Dimension of governance reform 

Top-down control Decentralisation to local governmental and 

principles of subsidiarity 

Bureaucratic control Enhanced roles for civil society 

State ownership, micromanagement, 

and allocative inefficiency 

A place for the market; enabling and regulatory 

role for the state through the law, policy, and 

administrative improvements  

Closed and corrupt decision making Participation, accountability, transparency 

Geographical fragmentation Transboundary management 

The “silo” effect of bureaucratic 

fragmentation 

Holistic and whole-of-government approaches 

Source: Hirsch (2006, p. 187).   

 

Table 2.2 lists the water governance issues and the reform measures to be considered 

(Hirsch 2006).  For example, the top-down control should be loosened or replaced by 

decentralization or stakeholder democracy.  Yet the extent or degree of decentralization of 

governance is an issue of its own.  For the purpose of this study, the focus is not on all 

parties from the top to the bottom.  The emphasis will be on stakeholders rather than local 

governments. 

 

2.4 Governance 

Governance is the action or manner of governing.  It is “the interactions among structures, 

processes, and traditions that determine how power and responsibilities are exercised, how 

decisions are taken, and how citizens or other stakeholders have their say” (Graham et al. 

2003, p. ii).  Good governance is “the manner in which power is exercised in the 

management of a country’s economic and social resources for development” (IFAD 1999, 
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p. 1).  As a matter of context, governance is socially, culturally, and politically embedded.  

It is necessary to go beyond the socio-political systems of developing countries.   

 

The generic principles of good governance must take into account the specific relations of 

power, authority, collective decision-making, and the determination of common good in 

the different countries and local contexts (Hirsch 2006, p. 185).  The key elements of good 

governance are accountability, participation, predictability, and transparency.                      

Bad governance is a product of fragmentation.  The process becomes fragmented when 

actors act independently rather than cooperatively.  Fragmentation may be geographical, 

institutional, and sectoral (Biswas et al. 2005).  Good governance thus requires an 

integrated approach.  Governance needs to address the issues of inequities, inefficiencies, 

and unsustainability of aid programs.  The mere existence of governance does not 

necessarily imply a positive outcome.  Lack of governance, however, makes a positive 

outcome less likely.   

 

Governance is not a risk-free complement to conventional governing institutions.              

The process takes time and money out of normal governing from agencies with stripped 

financial and human resources.  Governance processes may be manipulated by 

governments to evade taking controversial decisions (Hanemann and Dyckman 2009,       

pp. 710-725), to diffuse political responsibility and accountability, to tactically use it to 

rubber-stamp controversial decisions, or to justify the exclusion of uncooperative actors.  

A government may even scapegoat collaboration itself to come up with a pretext for the 

return to authoritative modes of governing (Swyngedouw 2005, De Angelis 2003) 

 

2.5 Conventional Types of Governance 

Governance is not a unidimensional concept, and it does not take a single form.  There are 

different forms of governance with their strengths and limitations.  The traditional forms 

of governance as found in the literature include adversarial governance, managerial 

governance, corporate governance, network governance, and multi-level governance.  
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Adversarial governance involves a group or entity that seeks the highest benefits for itself 

by imposing its will on the other parties without consideration of their interests.  It is a 

“winner-take-all” mentality, resulting in a one-way street dictated by the governing party.  

While adversarial governance does not exclude bargaining to develop cooperative 

alliances, it does not explicitly seek to transform conflict into cooperation (Ansell and Gash 

2008, p.547). The court system reflects the adversarial nature of the opposing parties.   

 

Managerial governance relies on agency experts to make decisions (Futrell 2003, 

Williams and Matheny 1998). Public agencies make decisions unilaterally or through 

closed decision processes.  It is possible but neither mandatory nor necessary for 

managerial agencies to take into consideration the perspectives of stakeholders.  As such, 

stakeholders may not be consulted either directly or indirectly.   

 

Participatory governance, as the term implies, encourages participation or collaboration 

among parties.  There is “active involvement of citizens in government decision-making” 

(O‘Leary 2006, p. 7).  Parties that have a stake in the outcome of a decision, whether being 

formal members or not of the system in question, are welcome to offer their inputs.            

The concept underpins three main principles:  participation, inclusive citizen rights, and 

accountability (Gaventa 2004, pp. 25-41).  The role of a state is to engage its citizens in the 

process of decision-making.  Often, participatory governance focuses on the local or 

community level (Neef 2009, pp. 53-58).  Participatory governance may be viewed as a 

predecessor of collaborative governance, which has additional requirements and will be 

discussed in the next section. 

 

Network governance has a self-governing network that stresses the relationship between 

public and private sectors (Pierre and Peters 2005, pp. 4-5).  Provan and Kenis (2008,            

p. 231) define network governance as a “group of three or more legally autonomous 

organizations that work together to achieve not only their own goals but also a collective 

goal.”  According to Rhodes (1997), the network needs to have some degree of autonomy 

that provides self-governing patterns.  While collaboration may be a feature of networks, 
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it may also exist outside of networks.  Also, networks can extend beyond collaborative 

linkages. 

 

Multi-level governance has to do with the idea that there are many interacting authority 

structures at work.  It is thus necessary to pay attention to the intimate entanglement 

between the domestic and international levels of authority. The formal institutional 

arrangements at different scales need to be understood.  The supranational, national, and 

subnational levels need to be distinguished, and their interactions need to be examined. 

 

Corporate governance is different from the other forms of governance in that it is not 

managed by a government entity.  Instead, private organizations are the parties that put 

forth accountability practice.  In the absence of government regulations, the corporate 

sector develops codes of good practice to guide organizational activities.  Even when 

government regulations exist, a corporation may choose to go above and beyond the legal 

requirements by adopting codes of conduct to serve as a moral compass for the firm.          

The practice reflects the fact that what is legal may not be necessarily ethical.  It should be 

apparent that corporate codes of conduct at least meet but often surpass the legal codes. 

Such codes can also be utilized by the public sector.   

 

In conclusion, the traditional forms of governance tend to share some common 

characteristics that are top-down and unilateral in nature.  The common traits reflect a top-

down style of decision-making.  Usually, a government uses its sovereign authority to 

unilaterally control its citizens.  Such downstream implementation carries a high cost and 

is often accompanied by politicization and polarization of regulation.  While a decision can 

be made quickly at the top level, implementation faces obstacles at the lower levels. 

 

2.6 Collaborative Governance 

With a shift from government to governance (O’Leary and Vij 2012, p. 507), collaborative 

governance is a relatively new variant of governance.  Recently, the literature points toward 

participatory governance, and the concept of collaborative governance has gained attention 

and acceptance.  In essence, good governance should not be a one-way street or a top-down 
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approach.  The interests of all stakeholders must be taken into account, and their 

participation is welcomed.  The notion of a government using its sovereign authority to 

unilaterally control citizens is being replaced by an approach that emphasizes stakeholders 

and different functions of institutional settings.   

 

From the 1980s (Conley and Moote 2003, Ansell and Gash 2008, Emerson and Nabatchi 

2015) and perhaps even earlier in some implicit fashion, collaborative governance has 

emerged and has managed to gain a great deal of attention and acceptance.  This mode of 

governing shows a preference for collaborative approaches among government and non-

government actors from the private sector and civil society, and it is especially suitable in 

policy arenas informed by the discourse of sustainability.  The concept has a number of 

synonyms, such as collaborative public management (Agranoff and McGuire 2003, 

Bingham 2008, Kapucu and Demiroz 2011, Leach 2006), collaborative planning (Gunton 

and Day 2003, Mandarano 2008, Scholz and Stiftel 2005, Selin and Chavez 1995), and 

collaborative policy-making (Connick and Innes 2003, Leach and Sabatier 2005). 

 

Governance takes into consideration the rise of governing by non-hierarchical modes in 

which non-state and private actors participate in public-policy decisions. The governance 

process involves the steering and coordination of various actors from both formal and 

informal institutions (Mayntz 1998, Pahl-Wostl et al. 2008). The process of collaboration 

provides a forum for discussion that builds trust and confidence for stakeholders 

(MacQuarrie et al. 2008, p. 179). Collaborative activities provide a means to improve 

organizational performance while lowering costs.  The collaboration highlights common 

values and interests, thus encouraging participants to work together in a productive way 

for greater public value.  It is a rational strategy as well as a means of collectively 

improving network performance (McCaffrey et al. 1995, pp. 603-627).  However, it is not 

meant to be a substitute for institutions of representative democracy (e.g., legislature) 

(Fullerton 2009, p.733). Instead, its role is to complement such institutions. 

 

The review of collaboration by Thomson and Perry (2006, p. 23) concludes that 

collaboration is “a process in which autonomous or semi-autonomous actors interact 
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through formal and informal negotiation, jointly creating rules and structures governing 

their relationships and ways to act or decide on the issues that brought them together.”     

The process involves shared norms and mutually beneficial interactions.  Collaboration 

requires more cross-sectoral action than consultation, coordination, or cooperation 

(Thomson and Perry 2006, p. 23) because it involves working together or “co-laboring” 

(Bingham 2008) to achieve a common goal.  There must be two-way communication that 

goes beyond consultation.  The collective nature of collaboration requires agencies and 

stakeholders to meet in a deliberative and multilateral process.   

 

As defined by (O’leary and Vij 2012, p. 508), “collaborative public management is a 

concept that describes the process of facilitating and operating in multi-organizational 

arrangements to solve problems that cannot be solved or easily solved by single 

organizations.  Collaborative means to co-labor, to achieve common goals, often working 

across boundaries and in multi-sector and multi-actor relationships.  Collaboration is based 

on the value of reciprocity and can include the public.”  It brings together public and private 

stakeholders together in collective forums for consensus-oriented decision-making.        

This approach focuses on the interests of all stakeholders, and participation of each 

stakeholder is expected and welcomed.  Stakeholders include individuals and organized 

groups, and they may be public agencies and non-state stakeholders.  The process provides 

a forum for discussion that builds trust and confidence for stakeholders (MacQuarrie et al., 

2008, p.180), and it involves the steering and coordination of various actors from both 

formal and informal institutions (Mayntz 1998, Pahl-Wostl et al. 2008).  It should be noted 

though that the selection of stakeholders for participation is not a fool-proof process.             

In theory, all stakeholders are welcomed, but it does not necessarily mean that all 

stakeholders are given equal weight in practice. 

 

Collaborative governance aims to compete with or replace the managerial and adversarial 

modes of policymaking.  It seeks a compromise of the interests of the relevant groups or 

stakeholders.  The stakeholders who are impacted, either directly or indirectly, are asked 

to share their knowledge.  Policymakers engage stakeholders from both the public and 

private sectors in an attempt to reach a consensus derived from mutual benefits.  To put it 
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the other way, collaborative governance is not a zero-sum game but instead strives to 

achieve a positive-sum result for mutual gains.  The concept seeks a practical solution to 

achieve the desired outcomes (Margerum and Robinson 2015, Scott 2015).   

 

          2.6.1 Characteristics and Conceptual Definition of Collaborative 

Governance  

There is no shortage of scholarly works that purportedly utilize the concept of collaborative 

governance.  Several scholars have used synonyms that resemble collaborative governance.  

The synonyms include corporatism, policy network, public-private partnership, 

participatory management, interactive policy-making, stakeholder governance, and 

collaborative management.  Adding to the confusion is the fact that researchers have used 

varying definitions even when they refer to the same concept (i.e., collaborative 

governance).  As noted by Imperial (2005, p.286), the wide-ranging use of the term has 

been a barrier to theory building.  These works either do not explicitly define the concept 

or employ varying definitions.  As a consequence, it is difficult to tell whether they indeed 

discuss the same thing, thus complicating any attempt to compare or integrate the research 

findings. 

 

As commented by O’leary and Vij (2012, p. 504), “the study and practice of collaborative 

public management are generally fragmented with the low level of consensus.”  To advance 

the study and practice of collaborative public management, it is necessary to have an 

agreement on definitions of commonly used terms, beginning with the term 

“collaboration.”  The emphasis on common and frequent findings across cases should 

strengthen the generality (generalization) of their findings.  Toward this end, this present 

research relies on the exhaustive review of Ansell and Gash (2008) and the definition of 

collaborative governance as conceptualized by them.   

 

Ansell and Gash (2008) have provided valuable insight.  They have conducted a meta-

analytical study of the literature on collaborative governance.  Based on their review of 

137 cases, they have designed a contingency model of collaborative governance (see Figure 
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2.2).  The model consists of the following components:  starting condition, institutional 

design, facilitative leadership, collaborative process, and outcomes.  The collaborative 

process shows the interactions of the following elements:  face-to-face dialogue, trust-

building, commitment to the process, shared understanding, and intermediate 

outcomes. The success of collaborative governance depends on its process and time, 

commitment, trust, and interdependence (Ansell and Gash 2008, pp. 561-563).  

 

Figure 0.2 A model of collaborative governance 

 

Source: (Ansell and Gash 2008, p. 550) 

 

The meta-analytical study has produced a formal, comprehensive, and workable definition.  

In essence, collaborative governance is “a governing arrangement where one or more 

public agencies directly engage non-state stakeholders in a collective decision-making 

process that is formal, consensus-oriented, and deliberative and that aims to make or 

implement public policy or manage public programs or assets.”  Collaborative governance 

incorporates some aspects of the other types of governance mentioned earlier.  Yet, at the 

same time, it has distinct characteristics of its own.  Ansell and Gash (2008 pp. 544-545) 



 48 
 

place six criteria or restrictions on the concept in order to set it apart from the other forms 

of governance or decision making:  (1) the forum is initiated by public agencies or 

institutions, (2) participants in the forum include non-state actors, (3) participants engage 

directly in decision making and are not merely “consulted” by public agencies, (4) the 

forum is formally organized and meets collectively, (5) the forum aims to make decisions 

by consensus (even if consensus is not achieved in practice), and (6) the focus of the 

collaboration is on public policy or public management.   

 

The practice of collaborative governance has been applied to various projects of natural-

resource management and water management.  Based on a study of six watershed 

management programs, collaboration improves watershed governance by bringing 

stakeholders to work together (Imperial 2005, pp. 281-320). While international activity 

tends to rely on hierarchical control mechanisms and markets, collaboration relies more on 

communication, mutual interests, reputation, and relationship. Collaboration requires 

negotiating, bargaining, and compromising. 

 

Collaborative governance can function as an alternative to traditional approaches 

(administrative, regulatory, and judicial processes).  Innes and Connick (2001, pp. 1-42) 

analyzed three cases that had a long history (more than 18 years) of conflict.  These cases 

involved interlinked resources, multi-agencies with overlapping and conflicting roles, and 

diverse stakeholder groups.  They found that the use of collaborative processes of natural 

resource management resulted in a number of positive outcomes (e.g., new knowledge, 

innovations in regulations, early agreements and actions, new and improved relations, 

political capital, etc.). 

 

In conclusion, research studies have shown that the collaborative process can influence 

outcomes. Collaborative environmental governance has improved environmental outcomes 

in the areas of water chemistry and in-stream habitat conditions (Scott 2015, pp. 537-559).  

Collaboration in the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s hydropower licensing 

process has positively affected the perceptions of license quality of participants (Ulibarri 

2015, pp. 578-601).   
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Nevertheless, studies dealing with whether the collaborative process improves decision 

making and legitimacy are very few (Carr et al. 2012, Koontz and Thomas 2006, Sabatier 

et al. 2005, Scott 2015).  Furthermore, as concluded by (O'Flynn and Wanna 2008, p. 187), 

it is not clear that collaboration is evident.  Instead, studies are a collection of inter-

organizational relationships of which few are genuinely a case of collaboration.  These 

cases simply combine aspects of networking, coordination, and cooperation (with even 

some coercion). In other words, people talk about collaboration without really 

collaborating.  These remarks provide a compelling reason for this study to employ                  

a formal definition of collaborative governance and to systematically scrutinize the 

perceptions of stakeholders with regard to the efficiency and effectiveness of the practice.  

Also, it is critical to assess whether they are receptive to the normative principles of natural 

resource management.  This study aims to address these shortcomings. 

 

         2.6.2 Weaknesses of Collaborative Governance 

New governance modes provide opportunities to address problems characterized by 

complexity, uncertainty, interdependency, and deficiencies in resources, expertise, and 

knowledge.  At the same time, new governance may also be accompanied by erosion of 

the democratic process, the entrenchment of local power elites, problems with 

accountability and legitimacy, and insufficient attention to public good outcomes.                  

A growing literature on the downsides indicates that the design of natural resource 

management governance arrangements should be alert to these shortcomings (see 

(Jennings and Moore 2000, Jessop 1999, Jones 2001, Lane 2003). 

 

Many case studies note that collaborative governance is a time-consuming process (Gunton 

and Day 2003, Imperial 2005, Margerum 2002, Roussos and Fawcett 2000, Till and Meyer 

2001, Warner 2006).  Consensus building cannot be rushed (Coglianese and Allen 2003, 

Yaffee and Wondolleck 2003). When remedial trust-building is critical, it is necessary to 

spend significant time to increase trust. For situations that require a quick decision, 

collaborative governance is probably not a good approach.   
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Certainly, it is unrealistic to think that collaborative governance is a cure-all.    

Collaboration is not without its own sets of issues. Kallis et al. (2009, pp. 639-640) have 

identified the following problems:  (1) weak actors are marginalized and do not participate 

in the decision- making process, (2) collaborative governance is not really a democratic 

process since those who can exercise power have better access, (3) there may be a “rubber 

stamp” of a controversial decision, resulting in a return to authoritative modes, and              

(4) collaboration takes time and money and is thus not risk-free.  Similarly, as echoed by 

Scott (2015, p. 558), collaborative governance needs time, resources, and efforts.                    

If stakeholders do not have an equal right, it will be difficult for collaborative governance 

to succeed.  Conceivably, collaboration in decisions involving river basins may worsen the 

relationships between the community and agencies (Margerum and Whitall 2004,                

pp. 407-427). 

 

The findings of Shilling et al. (2009, pp. 694-709) echo a broader literature critical of 

collaborative governance.  Rather than democratizing decision-making, collaborative 

arrangements may instead increase the democratic deficit by strengthening those who are 

able to exercise greater access and expertise in relation to the new governance mechanisms 

(Lemos and Agrawal 2006, Swyngedouw 2005). These critical works question the 

legitimacy and representative accountability of the powerful NGOs that speak for citizens 

or the environment in these processes (Swyngedouw 2005, pp. 1998-2001).  The decisions 

that emerge within collaborative processes are partly conditioned by the initial framing, 

mandate, and participant composition of the process, resulting in the marginalization of 

those with more radical views (Swyngedouw 2005, De Angelis 2003).  Such decisions may 

expand and legitimize the dominant market logic and language to the environmental realm 

and thus perpetuate past injustices (Gibler 2005, pp. 1-37).  

 

           2.6.3 Benefits of Collaborative Governance 

Collaboration is a means to an end.  Collaboration activities serve as a means of collectively 

improving network performance (McCaffrey et al. 1995, pp. 603-627). Highlighting 

common values and interests, collaboration encourages participants to work together in a 

productive way for greater public value. Studies have shown that cross-boundary 
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collaboration could improve knowledge management while promoting the efficient use of 

resources as well as increasing policy compliance (Emerson and Nabatchi,2015, Agranoff 

and McGuire 2003, Leach and Sabatier 2005).  

 

As elaborated by Ansell and Gash (2008, p. 561),  

“The term ‘collaborative governance’ promises a sweet reward. It seems to promise 

that if we govern collaboratively, we may avoid the high costs of adversarial policy-

making, expand democratic participation, and even restore rationality to public 

management.  A number of the studies reviewed here have pointed toward the value 

of collaborative strategies: bitter adversaries have sometimes learned to engage in 

productive discussions; public managers have developed more fruitful relationships 

with stakeholders, and sophisticated forms of collective learning and problem 

solving have been developed.”   

 

Proponents of collaborative governance believe that the concept is a pragmatic response to 

a resource conflict in that it involves primarily those parties with power to end a stalemate 

(Fullerton 2009, pp. 733-735).  Admittedly, the involvement of all stakeholders is time-

consuming, and it delays a decision from being made.  On the other hand, the initial delay 

is more than offset by the quick implementation of the decision.  Up-front investment in 

collaboration can sometimes considerably speeds up downstream implementation due to a 

working consensus.  In this regard, policymakers might be inclined to accept collaborative 

governance if they expect to encounter a difficult implementation process. 

 

Some critics point out that governance processes may be questioned in terms of 

transparency, accountability, and public oversight (Swyngedouw 2005, pp. 1999-2001).  

However, this kind of criticism is unfair due to the fact that the other forms of decision-

making suffer just as much with regard to the criteria mentioned.  Groups that fail to access 

collaborative governance probably have limited access to the arenas of representative 

democracy, to begin with.  Furthermore, collaborative governance complements but does 

not replace institutions of representative democracy. 
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          2.6.4 The Real Issue 

As identified by Amy (1987), Cormick (1987), Frame et al. (2004), Forester (1982), 

Gunton and Day (2003), Gunton and Flynn (1992), Riesel (1985), Susskind et al. (2000), 

the weaknesses and challenges of the collaborative approach are:  (1) collaborative 

planning is founded on the principle of stakeholders being motivated to negotiate with each 

other, (2) participating stakeholders may represent a narrow spectrum of special interests, 

(3) consensus rules may encourage stakeholders to seek second-best solutions or the lowest 

common denominator, (4) collaborative planning poses serious logistical challenges, and 

(5) collaborative planning may not be appropriate in many environmental planning 

situations that involve fundamental value differences. 

 

In all likelihood, no form of governance is perfect.  Understandably and undoubtedly, just 

like other kinds of imperfect governance, collaborative governance has shortcomings.  

Some studies point out the problems encountered by collaborative strategies: “powerful 

stakeholders manipulate the process; public agencies lack a real commitment to 

collaboration; and distrust becomes a barrier to good-faith negotiation” (Ansell and Gash 

2008, p. 561).   

 

Certainly, the challenges mentioned above have merits, but such challenges do not 

necessarily conclude that collaboration is not worthwhile.  As explained by Gunton and 

Day (2003, p. 9) the real question “is not whether the weaknesses are more or less than 

alternative planning models.”  The more appropriate issue is whether good design and 

management can mitigate the weaknesses of collaborative planning.  Their review of recent 

empirical evaluations provides “an impressive research record that provides a strong 

endorsement of the benefits of collaborative planning” (Gunton and Day 2003, p. 12).  

 

It must be duly noted though that the traditional and hierarchical forms of governance 

possess just as much, if not more, of the same limitations.  Collaborative governance 

attempts to improve downstream implementation while avoiding the high cost and 

politicization of regulation.  Overall, collaborative governance appears to be more ideal,   

at least in theory, in terms of all-around efficiency and effectiveness.  This study aims to 
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address the issues of efficiency and effectiveness based on the criteria established by the 

OECD (2015). 

 

          2.6.5 Outcomes 

Wood and Gray (1991, pp. 139-162) provide a theoretical framework for collaboration 

studies. The framework requires an examination of three areas: antecedents to 

collaboration, the process of collaboration itself, and the outcomes of that process.    

Usually, these variables either go unanalyzed or are not systematically modeled.  

Furthermore, process dimensions of collaboration are frequently presented as outcomes. 

  

Thomson et al. (2014, pp. 97-116) have proposed the following propositions regarding the 

relationship between the collaboration process and outcomes.  The desired outcomes are:  

achieving goals, increasing the quality of partners’ working relationships, broadening 

partners’ views, increasing partner interactions, and creating more equitable power 

relationships among partners. 

Proposition 1: Collaboration as a process is positively associated with desired 

outcomes 

 Proposition 2: The greater the degree of joint decision making, administration, 

mutuality, and trust in collaboration, the more organizations will perceive collaboration as 

being effective in achieving desired outcomes. 

 Proposition 3: The greater the degree of organizational autonomy, the fewer 

organizations will perceive the collaboration as being effective in achieving the desired 

outcomes. 

  

The OECD (2015) has identified three principles that contribute to tangible and outcome-

oriented public policies.  As elaborated by OECD (2015, p. 3), the three main goals or 

principles of water governance are effectiveness, efficiency, and trust, and engagement.  

“Effectiveness relates to the contribution of governance to define clear sustainable water 

policy goals and targets at all levels of government, to implement those policy goals, and 

to meet expected targets.”  In contrast, “efficiency relates to the contribution of governance 

to maximize the benefits of sustainable water management and welfare at the least cost to 
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society.”  Finally, “trust and engagement relate to the contribution of governance to 

building public confidence and ensuring inclusiveness of stakeholders through democratic 

legitimacy and fairness for society at large.”   

 

It is debatable whether “trust” is an outcome or whether it is a component of the 

collaboration process.  To put it the other way, does trust lead to collaboration, or does 

collaboration create trust?  The collaboration model conceptualized by Ansell and Gash 

(2008, pp. 558-559) lists “trust-building” as a component of the collaboration process.  

Likewise, Thomson et al. (2014) treat trust as one of the five dimensions of the 

collaboration scale. 

 

For the purpose of this study, with regard to outcomes, the focus is on the perceptions of 

efficiency and effectiveness of the collaborative process as specified by the OECD (2015).  

The collaborative process of the multi-stakeholders will be investigated, and problems and 

obstacles will be identified.  For example, it is useful to investigate whether collaborative 

governance improves or impedes cooperation and decision-making.  It is also beneficial to 

assess whether stakeholders are receptive to the normative principles of natural resource 

management.  In addition to the effectiveness and efficiency identified by the OECD, this 

study also includes other alternative outcomes identified by Thomson et al. (2014).        

These specific outcomes are (1) achievement of purpose, (2) quality of work relationship, 

(3) broadening view, (4) increased interaction, and (5) partners’ equal influence. 

 

2.7 The Mekong River Commission (MRC) 

This section describes the history of cooperation in the Mekong River Basin.  In particular, 

there is a critical evaluation of the roles and responsibilities of the Mekong River 

Commission.   

 

           2.7.1 History 

The Mekong River Basin has a long history of cooperation, starting in 1954 with the formal 

signing in Geneva of three newly independent countries in the Mekong River Basin, 
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namely Laos, Cambodia, and Vietnam. In 1957, with the support of the United Nations, 

the Mekong Committee was established.  Thailand joined the Committee and became the 

fourth member. The Mekong Committee operated from 1957 to 1978.  During the late 

1970s, the Mekong Region experienced instability and political turmoil. In 1977, due to 

the civil war, Cambodia ceased its membership.  In 1991, Cambodia rejoined the Mekong 

Committee.  The Interim Mekong Committee operated from 1978 to 1995. 

 

The modern era of inter-government management started in 1995 with the Mekong 

Agreement on the Cooperation for Sustainable Development.  The Agreement, signed by 

the four Lower Mekong countries, established the Mekong River Commission to replace 

the Mekong Committee. The MRC is an inter-governmental organization that works 

directly with the governments of Cambodia, Lao PDR, Thailand, and Vietnam.  Its mission 

is “to promote and coordinate sustainable management and development of water and 

related resources for the countries’ mutual benefit and the people’s well-being.”                 

The Commission aims to jointly manage the shared water resources and the sustainable 

development of the Mekong River.  This regional facilitating and advisory body ensures 

the efficient and mutually beneficial development of the Mekong River and minimises the 

potentially harmful effects on the people and the environment.  

 

The Mekong River Commission provides a platform for water diplomacy and regional 

cooperation in spite of different national interests.  The Commission examines all sectors 

such as “fisheries sustainability, identification of opportunities for agriculture, freedom of 

navigation, sustainable hydropower, flood management, preservation and conservation of 

important ecosystems.”  Toward its advisory goal, the Mekong River Commission seeks 

to facilitate dialogue among the governments, the private sector, and civil society.                   

A wide range of stakeholders is engaged. 

 

The Mekong River Commission has three bodies—council, joint committee, and 

secretariat--whose roles and responsibilities are to manage shared water resources and to 

develop the River’s economic potential (see Figure 2.3).  The council meets once a year to 

make a policy decision and to provide guidance.  The memberships of the council consist 
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of each government’s representative of the ministerial level.  The joint committee has 

members that come from the level that is not lower than the department head.                       

This committee meets three times a year to implement the council’s policies and decisions.  

The secretariat is the Mekong River Commission’s operational unit, and its role is to 

provide administrative and technical support for the council and joint committee.                

The secretarial unit is headed by the chief executive officer (CEO) who is responsible for 

the day-to-day work of the staff of some 180 personnel (MRC 2019b).   

 

In 1996, the Upper Mekong countries (China and Myanmar) joined the Mekong River 

Commission as Dialogue Partners to establish the framework for cooperation. Specifically, 

China signed an agreement to provide hydrological information on the Mekong River in 

2008 (MRC 2019a). While being supposedly an inter-governmental agency, the Mekong 

River Commission appears to be directed by individual governments (White 2002, Budryte 

et al. 2018).  Chen and Zhu (2016) believe that the decision-making process should be 

polycentric. 

 

Undoubtedly, international collaboration is a complex process.  In April 2019, The Nation 

newspaper of Thailand reported that the Mekong River Commission brought the concerns 

of Thailand, Cambodia, and Vietnam to Laos over the Pak Lay hydropower dam on the 

Mekong River.  The concerns have to do with the proper design to mitigate the possible 

adverse impacts of the river’s hydrology and ecosystems.  The project is located in the 

province of Xayaburi, and the three countries have accepted a prior agreement on the 

proposed 770-megawatt hydropower project. 
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Figure 0.3 The structure of the Mekong River Commission and governance 

Source: The Mekong River Commission (2019) 

 

The diverse cultures and economic and political systems of the neighbors should make it 

readily apparent that the management of the Mekong River Basin is and will continue to 

be complex and challenging.  No single nation can have a completely free hand in 

managing the Basin that affects the lives and livelihood of tens of millions of people.       

This is especially the case with dam construction for hydropower as a way to utilize natural 
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resources (IWMI 2016). The four governments view dam constructions as being 

instrumental in boosting their economies while making their societies less vulnerable to 

water stress.  At present, there are 11 ongoing dam projects in the mainstream Lower 

Mekong Basin. 

 

            2.7.2 Concerns and Criticisms 

The Mekong River Commission is not without its share of controversy and criticisms.  

While the mission, goals, and approaches of the Mekong River Commission look good on 

paper or in theory, the actual practice of the Mekong River Commission has been debated.  

Many consider the Mekong River Commission to be insensitive to local realities, too 

technically oriented, and inadequately transparent to facilitate open discussion about 

developments plans, their impacts, and consequent trade-offs (see, e.g. Bakker 1999, 

Hirsch 2006, Keskinen 2008, Keskinen et al. 2012 , Sneddon and Fox 2007).  On the one 

hand, the Mekong River Commission does not commit to communicating with the riparian 

governments.  On the other hand, these governments are not obligated to follow the 

recommendations of the Mekong River Commission (Budryte et al. 2018, p. 350).  It is not 

uncommon for the member states to marginalize the Mekong River Commission from 

major basin development decision-making (Grumbine et al. 2012, p. 95).  Apparently, the 

Mekong River Commission has no hard-regulatory authority as the member states have 

made it clear that they will not cede sovereignty.  To put it the other way, although the 

Mekong River Commission is charged with policy-making, its authority is in practice 

usurped by the member governments that appoint the Commission.  The member states are 

the ones with real power, and they can ignore the Commission’s policy as they see fit 

without impunity.  There is no mechanism to deal with overlapping jurisdictions and issues 

of sovereignty.  If there is any dispute, there is no arbitration body (Hirsch 2016,  p. 71). 

 

A survey found that local people in Cambodia and Vietnam were not aware of the Mekong 

River Commission and its role in water management (Budryte et al. 2018, p. 356).  

Community participation in the assessment of the impact of dam construction is largely 

absent.  The usual practice is “technicalization” or the reliance on the opinions of dam 
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experts.  The participation of stakeholders must be more inclusive because transparency is 

crucial in the assessment of the impact of a project (Keskinen et al. 2012, pp. 321-322).   

 

There must be better resource planning and wider recognition of the poor decision-making 

concerning shared resources (Orr et al. 2012, p. 926).  Critics have identified several issues:  

fragmentation (lack of coordination), lack of transparency, and governance.                      

About fragmentation (Dore and Lebel 2010, Hirsch 2006), the Mekong River Commission 

relies on the traditional approach of top-down management, especially in the case of 

infrastructure projects.  By being state-centric, the Mekong River Commission does not 

involve the local communities.  It is not responsive to human livelihood concerns and 

demands for transparency and participatory decision-making process (Dore and Lebel 

2010, p. 78). 

 

As for the issue of transparency (or the lack of it), the Mekong River Commission’s 

regulatory context is easily influenced by developers and other actors with money and 

access to political power, while being less responsive to the weakest segments of the 

society, especially project-related communities (Molle et al. 2009, pp. 383-407).         

Details of developments are often speculative, with little information made available to the 

public (Pearse-Smith 2012, p. 150).  To make the matter worse, it may be a conscious 

decision by the states to put their regional trade interests above the livelihood concerns of 

millions of local constituents (Hirsch, 2004, pp. 91-99). 

 

Core decision-making processes are often opaque to all but privileged insiders, and 

meaningful public deliberation is still the exception rather than the rule (Dore et al. 2012, 

p. 32). Stakeholders in the Mekong River Basin rarely have an opportunity to voice their 

opinions (MacQuarrie et al. 2008, p. 180). For instance, the Mekong River Commission 

did not recognise the knowledge of local people with regard to how a dam could adversely 

affect fishing productivity (Orr et al. 2012, p. 925).  The poor, in particular, have little 

chance of being able to participate in the decision-making process (Campbell, 2016,           

pp. 260-261).  In the case of the Yali Falls dam in Vietnam, Cambodians living six 

kilometres downstream from the dam were directly affected.  Yet there was no data sharing 
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of the impact assessment.  Furthermore, many documents in possession of the Mekong 

River Commission are only in English and thus prevent full dissemination and utilization 

of the information by local people and officials (Budryte et al. 2018, p. 354).  

 

            2.7.3 The Mekong River Commission’s Governance 

The Mekong River Commission basically satisfies the criteria of collaborative governance 

as set out by Ansell and Gash (2008). The 9th MRC Regional Stakeholder Forum, held in 

Luang Prabang in 2020, was initiated by the Mekong River Commission for the purpose 

of consideration of new transboundary partnerships and arrangements (cooperation 

mechanisms) for the Lower Mekong Basin to support sustainable development and 

management of water.  Other than the MRC member countries, the participants included 

non-state actors (MRC development partners, research institutions and universities, other 

international river basin organizations, CSOs (civil society organizations) and NGOs, local 

authorities and communities, and other interested groups.  It was a formal forum for the 

purpose of collaboration for public policy.  While non-government stakeholders had an 

opportunity to participate, it was somewhat unclear, however, about the weight given by 

the Mekong River Commission to the inputs of these stakeholders.  Overall, the Mekong 

River Commission has noticeably demonstrated its goal of collaborative governance. 

 

One big challenge for the Mekong River Commission is the Procedures for Notification, 

Prior Consultation, and Agreement (PNPCA) (Hatda, 2020).  The member countries 

envision three forms of inter-state dialogue:  notification (N), prior consultation (PC), and 

agreement (A).  As explained by the CEO of the Mekong River Commission, the PNPCA 

process is “a shift from technical to water diplomacy solutions in transboundary river 

governance.”  As in the case of Xayaburi, calls for a 10-year moratorium on hydropower 

development on the mainstream were viewed as a de facto veto which was unacceptable to 

the notifying country.  Still, the process led to a redesign of the project and measures on 

sediment transport and fish migration based on the Mekong River Commission’s review. 

 

The Mekong River Commission has been criticized for its “inadequate governance” or 

“governance failure” for infrastructure projects, especially in the case of dam and 
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hydropower. Certainly, decision-making in a transboundary setting is complex, and 

decisions should not be made solely by the Mekong riparian states (Campbell 2016, 

Grumbine et al. 2012, Sneddon and Fox 2007).  

 

The Mekong River Commission’s governance problem is related to institutional capacity 

(Pearse-Smith 2012, p. 153). The Mekong River Commission needs to institute reform for 

better governance (Hirsch 2006, Keskinen 2008, Dore and Lebel 2010, Dore et al. 2012 

Grumbine et al. 2012, Keskinen et al. 2012, Campbell 2016, Hirsch 2016, Budryte et al. 

2018). Water governance reform should have clear definitions and effective means to 

handle conflicts so as to deal with inefficiencies, inequities, and unsustainability of the 

delivery process. Grumbine et al. (2012, p. 96) believe that transboundary governance can 

be improved by building trust among countries of the Upper Mekong and Lower Mekong 

Basin.  The Mekong River Commission should help nations to negotiate water issues, 

facilitate data sharing, strengthen the knowledge network across borders, and strengthen 

local engagement.  Keskinen (2008) and Keskinen et al. (2012) like the Mekong River 

Commission to improve trustworthiness in its process of impact assessment.  Instead of 

having a one-way communication, the Mekong River Commission needs to arrange an 

open discussion among multi-stakeholders (as in the case of the Xayaburi dam).   

 

Keskinen (2008, pp. 8-16) points out the need to find a suitable approach to assess water 

management in the Mekong River.  The area has plans for projects on water developments 

(especially the construction of a large hydropower dam).  The existing system of 

assessment suffers from poor coordination as well as a failure to reflect proper scales of 

different levels.  Proper assessment requires an open and transparent process for different 

actors at different levels. Keskinen et al. (2012, pp. 319-320) mention that many 

assessments of large dams are based on technical assessment and expert-led opinions that 

stress cost benefits.  Such assessments are not inclusive and reduce the trust of relevant 

stakeholders whose ideas are ignored.  Although the Xayaburi dam is the first project that 

has a multi-stakeholder forum as part of the consultation process, it is still primarily                

a product of technical assessment.   
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Several scholars have urged the Mekong River Commission to bring together all 

stakeholders (especially local communities, civil society organizations, and poor residents 

being affected by development projects or programs).  The Mekong River Commission 

needs to open more room for all stakeholders to participate in decisions on plans and 

projects in the Lower Mekong Basin (BDP4 2016-2020).  Likewise, Dore et al. (2012,       

pp. 32-34) maintain that it is necessary to encourage collaboration by providing              

multi-stakeholder platforms for transboundary water governance. Chen and Zhu (2016,    

pp. 363-364) recommend decision-making to be polycentric for regional coordination.    

The idea of having measures to encourage dialogue and collaboration is also echoed by 

Grumbine et al. (2012, p. 96). Hirsch (2006, p.185) argues for governance reform measures 

that allow for negotiation for economic results that are more socially equitable and more 

sustainable.  Lebel et al. (2005, p. 16) assert that the key “is to shift water politics in the 

Mekong region from a centralized, technocratic, and coercive mode fearful of citizens and 

science to a more integrated and deliberative mode open to greater public participation in 

decision making about water projects, laws, and politics”. 

 

2.8 Regional Water Governance and Political Ecology 

The geopolitics of the Mekong River region have been shifting in complex ways.                

The shifts are the result of not only the post-Cold War reconfiguration of ideological and 

strategic power deployments but also a confluence of rapid economic development and 

associated regional integration (Hirsch 2016). These shifts in turn are key to the                    

re-emergence of mainstream hydropower.   

 

The MRC’s operating environment is unique, complex, challenging, and daunting.            

The hydrological impacts of the development projects are the results of a mixture of social, 

cultural, economic, political, and ecological factors.  There are minefields all around, and 

the MRC must engage in an exercise of tightrope walking.  Among the constraints and 

challenges faced by the MRC are: (1) the MRC has several masters that pose conflicting 

demands, (2) the goal of regional governance is compromised by each member country’s 

use of national sovereignty as veto power, and (3) capture fisheries are collateral damage 

of hydropower development. 
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2.8.1 The MRC’s Multiple Masters 

“No one can serve two masters, for either he will hate the one and love the other.”  Although 

this Bible verse (Matthew 6:24) is about God and money, it applies well to a dilemma faced 

by someone who has to serve multiple parties.  This is the reality of the MRC.  First, it 

owes its existence to the four-member states whose economic goals are more likely to 

diverge than converge.  Second, the MRC certainly has to listen to donors due to its funding 

needs. Third, transparency requires it to have participation from civil society organizations.  

Last but not least, the Commission needs to appear to heed the concerns voiced by the local 

residents who are impacted by the development projects.  Simply put, there are multiple 

primary and secondary masters that compete to command the attention of the MRC. 

 

Although it is challenging enough for the MRC to have more than one master, the challenge 

is magnified because the four masters or state members have their own agendas.              

These masters like to give the MRC the appearance of an independent entity.  In reality, 

the power or authority of the MRC is greatly curtailed and can be taken away at any time 

by any member state.  The member states appear to want the MRC to be a paper tiger whose 

role is to seek external funds for development projects while leaving the control of these 

projects to the states (Dore 2003, p. 425). At the Second MRC Summit, the CEO of the 

MRC Secretariat publicly complained about “meetings, meetings, meetings, and meetings” 

that had been going on since 1957 (Lamb 2017).  These meetings unfailingly invoke the 

sovereign right.  While these meetings may be the nature of bureaucracy, the excessive 

meetings may actually be a tactic by each member state to delay decisions that may 

encroach on its national interests. 

 

2.8.2 National Sovereignty vs. Regional Governance 

The effectiveness of an international body for regional cooperation depends on the 

composition of members and their geographic boundaries or ecosystem boundaries  

(Backer 2007).  China, as an upstream country, is not a member of the MRC, and China’s 

geographic position adjacent to the Lower Mekong Basin is a relatively small fraction.       

As a consequence, it is difficult for the MRC to convince China to offer greater 
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cooperation.  In contrast, downstream countries with large areas located within the Basin 

should be more eager to cooperate with the MRC.  Nevertheless, the degree of cooperation 

is superseded by domestic political situation.   

 

Regional governance must contend with national sovereignty (Lamb 2017).  The 1995 

Agreement essentially allows member states to make arbitrary interpretations that serve 

their own national interests (Backer 2007).  Undeniably, national governments, while 

proclaiming regional economic development and cooperation, adamantly invoke national 

sovereignty in the name of national interest (Hirsch et al. 2006).  Sovereignty is                    

the top-down statist approach that is routinely used as the rationale to render legitimacy to 

large infrastructure projects.  Environmental and social consequences, no matter how 

adverse, are secondary.  As a result, the roles that civil society actors play are limited. 

 

Dore and Lazarus (2009) believe that the criticisms leveled at the MRC for its performance 

are well deserved.  They believe that the MRC is underutilized and marginalized.                 

“A worthy goal is to make it normal practice in the Mekong region for important national 

and transboundary water-related options and decisions to be examined in the public sphere 

from a range of perspectives” (Dore and Lazarus 2009, p. 378).  The MRC has the 

opportunity and responsibility to play a role in creating political space for learning and 

negotiation.  The member governments need to “de-marginalize” the MRC. 

 

2.8.3 Hydropower Development and Collateral Damage: The Demise of 

Capture Fisheries 

It has been generally accepted without critical debate that that the decline of the Mekong 

River Basin’s fishery resources is a result of unsustainable fishing practices.  The truth of 

the matter though is not so black and white.  A new school of thought regarding how dams 

pose a greater threat to fishery resources has gained wide acceptance (Lee and Scurrah 

2009).  Dams in the Mekong Basin alter natural flow of water, damage fish habitats, impede 

fish migration, induce species changes, and reduce biodiversity.  Reservoir fisheries and 

other measures cannot effectively mitigate loss in yield from river fisheries. 
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While facts may be fixed, the narratives of the facts can vary.  This is the case with the 

Mekong region’s fisheries.  In the context of hydropower debates, the readily accepted 

narrative of fisheries is one of doom and gloom.  Civil society groups, local communities, 

NGOs, and academics are now using empirical evidence to offer a counter-narrative.        

Their basic tenet is that capture fisheries and fisheries-based livelihoods are alternative 

values of development in which waters are entwined with local culture and economics.  

The narrative of the declining capture fisheries is not supported by the fact that production 

estimates have actually gone from 48,000 tons to 2.5 million tons in the last 30 years. 

 

The prevailing perspectives on fisheries in the Mekong have created four enduring 

storylines (Friend et al. 2009): (1) inevitable decline of an open-access resource due to 

population growth and development, (2) fishing as a marginal activity for economic 

development, (3) aquaculture as replacement for wild-capture fisheries, and (4) trade-offs 

between fisheries and development.  These storylines buttress the view that hydropower, 

as a sign of economic progress, is necessary and unavoidable. However, these 

oversimplified arguments fail to capture the complexity of the Mekong River, and they 

need to be examined empirically.  First, population growth does not appear to contribute 

to the decline of an open-access resource.  There is no evidence of a growing number of 

fishermen.  The real problem has more to do with commercial encroachment and use of 

large-scale destructive gear and weak rule of the law.  Second, fishing is not a marginal 

activity.  Fisheries and agriculture (mainly rice production) clearly demonstrate that rural 

regions of the Mekong comprise “river-based livelihoods” (Shoemaker et al. 2001) or 

“wetland livelihoods” (Friend 2007). 

 

Third, aquaculture is not a substitute for wild fishery (Friend and Funge-Smith 2002), and 

it is unlikely to replace the capture fishery.  Aquaculture producers are not fishermen, and 

they focus on farming of a few species that can never represent the great diversity found in 

local catches from natural rivers.  Fourth, it is questionable whether society can afford to 

trade off fish for the benefits of hydropower.  Fisheries are central to rural livelihoods (food 

security and nutrition) and provide social and cultural values.  This renewable natural 

resource sustains the Mekong region’s population and cannot be easily replaced.      
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Fisheries and hydropower are not two sides of the same coin.  Replacing fisheries with 

hydropower is not a replacement of the same value. 

 

In spite of urbanization, food security for 65 million people in the Lower Mekong River 

Basin depends on rice and fish.  The Mekong River, in terms of biodiversity, is home to 

more than 1,100 species and includes the world’s largest freshwater fish, with its annual 

catch of 2.3 million tons worth about 11 billion U.S. dollars a year.  In terms of food, fish 

accounts for 81% of the population’s protein intake in Cambodia and 48% in Lao PDR.   

In terms of employment, 7 million people derive their livelihoods from Mekong inland 

fisheries and aquaculture. Some 30% of Cambodia’s population is employed in the sector.  

 

By 2025, the population of the Lower Mekong Basin will exceed 100 million, and 

dependence on fisheries will increase.  Yet, at the same time, accelerating economic 

development and increased consumption will place even more pressure on fisheries.    

While overfishing should be a concern, greater concern needs to be placed on water 

infrastructure developments (dams) that affect fish migration routes and sediment and 

nutrient transport to floodplain areas.  In light of development pressures in the Basin,         

the lower Mekong countries need to keep in mind the necessity of fisheries monitoring. 

 

In the final analysis, given the critical nature of fisheries and people who depend upon 

them, development objectives must be carefully set so as to avoid or minimize irreparable 

and irreversible damages.  This natural resource must be managed to meet the varied 

developmental challenges of the Mekong River Basin. 

 

2.9 Research Objectives and Approach 

The previous sections have suggested that the MRC and other stakeholders may hold 

conflicting expectations and that their goals are not necessarily compatible.                       

These divergent views should be expected rather than the other way around.                         
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As explained by Suhardiman and Middleton (2020, p. 5), “government agencies, provincial 

authorities, dam developers, civil society organizations and local communities are not to 

be seen as fixed groups with clear institutional boundaries, but as references of the different 

actors within these groups, bearing in mind that actors from different groups could also 

share common views and positions.”   

 

The Mekong River Commission has developed a public participation strategy to enable the 

historically excluded groups (e.g., affected communities) to participate in the planning and 

decision-making.  However, the challenges faced by the Mekong River Commission 

include a lack of common interest for water usage, unequal power relation, and unequal 

benefit sharing among members.   

 

While the Mekong River Commission believes that it has made a good-faith effort in 

seeking the participation of the stakeholders, criticisms from the other side are plenty.  

Could it be that the Mekong River Commission is paying only lip service to collaboration, 

or could it be that the Commission has been unfairly maligned?  In defense of the Mekong 

River Commission, the critics may have expected the Commission to do the impossible.  

As pointed out by Sajor et al. (2013, p. 9), critics may not fully realize that the Mekong 

River Commission is a “governed” institution and not a “governing” organization.  

Therefore, it is prudent to study how the Mekong River Commission views itself as well 

as what it thinks with regard to how others view it.  A more balanced view is achieved by 

also considering the actual view of those other stakeholders.  It appears that there has been 

no study of the Commission based on the framework of collaborative governance.  This 

study systematically measures the responses of the groups of stakeholders of various levels 

with the goal of finding out whether these groups believe that the Basin Development Plan 

has achieved greater cooperation. 

 

In spite of the rich and vast volume of collaborative-governance literature, or perhaps 

because of it, research gaps still remain.  There are issues with definitions of collaborative 

governance, settings, sampling, and research methodology, among others.  This research 

attempts to fill in some of the gaps.  The study uses a balanced perspective in approaching 
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the governance issues raised by particular scholars and critics.  On the one hand, the 

Mekong River Commission is to be interviewed in-depth with regard to its role and 

authority and with regard to whether it acknowledges, understands, and appreciates these 

issues. On the other hand, instead of relying on isolated comments made by critics, this 

study investigates the perspectives of the stakeholders in a systematic and quantitative way.  

All respondents are subject to the same set of carefully designed questions, thus making it 

possible to quantify the degree of collaboration as well as outcomes.  This approach should 

shed some light on whether the criticisms have significant merits and whether the divergent 

views and expectations of the Mekong River Commission and stakeholders can be bridged. 

 

The proposed research has several objectives.  One objective is to collect empirical 

evidence by utilizing a rigorous definition of collaborative governance to study the 

decisions related to the operation of the Luang Prabang dam project of the Mekong River 

Basin.  As noted by Ansell and Gash (2008, p. 544), the collaborative governance literature 

is largely a collection of single-case case studies focusing on sector-specific governance 

issues (e.g., site-based management of schools, community policing, watershed councils, 

regulatory negotiation, collaborative planning, community health partnerships, and natural 

resource co-management).  Most of the 137 studies reviewed have to do with an attempt to 

implement collaborative governance in a particular sector.  The universe is quite diverse, 

and the cases differ markedly in quality, methodology, intent, and language, and terms used 

to describe the phenomenon in question.  To remedy these issues, this study relies on the 

conceptual and operational definitions of Ansell and Gash (2008, pp. 544-545) and their 

six criteria.  The goal is to assess how stakeholders perceive and receive this form of 

decision-making.  The Luang Prabang dam project of the Mekong River Basis is chosen to 

provide the proper context as the project basically satisfies the six characteristics of the 

concept of collaborative governance.  Adherence to this carefully designed definition 

should facilitate the integration of past, present, and future findings.   

 

Another objective of the study is to evaluate the efficiency and effectiveness of the practice 

of collaborative governance.  While the first objective is to assess the perceptions and 

acceptance of collaborative governance, the second objective focuses on the expected 
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outcomes.  In particular, the plan is to investigate the applicability of collaborative 

governance outside of the non-U.S. and non-European settings to gauge whether the 

concept can be transferred to and utilized in a non-Western setting with different political 

and cultural systems.  The literature of collaborative governance is overwhelmingly 

represented by the United States and other Western countries.  Here, the setting is the 

Mekong River Basin, one of the world’s most important economic and political locations.  

The Basin’s economic impact is undeniable.  From an academic standpoint, the Mekong 

River Basin is quite different from Western countries.  Unlike Western countries where 

democracy has long been an established institution, riparian countries of the Basin 

represent fledgling democracies or different and somewhat unstable kinds of democracy.  

It is thus desirable to investigate whether the concept of collaborative governance can be 

applied in a non-Western environment, especially in an area where authoritarian 

governments are not tolerant of criticisms.   

 

The third objective is to examine whether the governance principles of natural resource 

management are universal or unique to certain countries and cultures.  While the first 

objective scrutinizes the acceptance of collaborative governance, the third objective shifts 

the focus to the acceptance of natural-resource-management governance principles.  

Instead of focusing on one country, the study presents a transnational perspective since the 

Mekong River Commission consists of officials from neighboring countries.                  

Recent international phenomena serve to reinforce the idea that theories and models must 

understand collaborative leadership and local governance in global communities.  As noted 

by Woodhouse (2017, p. 225), water governance remains a scene of contestation between 

local and global criteria and developmental and environmental goals.  The present research 

aims to investigate whether governance principles of natural resource management are 

universal or whether they are unique to a particular country or setting.  The study 

investigates whether global criteria can or should be applied at the local level, thus 

attempting to establish the extent of the external validity or generalizations of collaborative 

governance.   
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Finally, this study aims to add another dimension to the body of knowledge in terms of 

research methodology by employing a mixed method of inquiry to enrich the data.  

Traditionally, the typical approach is to simply use a case study to provide qualitative data.  

For the purpose of this study, the case-study method is supplemented with a quantitative 

survey of stakeholders to measure the relevant variables.  Both the qualitative and 

quantitative data allow confirmation of specific findings.  The questionnaire provides 

quantitative data for statistical analysis of the responses of each group of stakeholders.  

Furthermore, unlike typical studies that focus on a single group, this study compares 

responses of the multiple groups of stakeholders to evaluate whether the responses of the 

various groups are statistically and significantly different.  Statistical analysis strengthens 

the research findings and conclusions.  Chapter 3 describes the quantitative methodology 

in depth. 

 

In summary, this study empirically investigates how the stakeholders of the Mekong River 

Basin perceive the process of collaborative governance for water management.  On the one 

hand, the location (Luang Prabang dam) provides a new setting.  This dam is the first of its 

kind to have a forum that is separate from the consultation process.  The construction 

project is the first to open the forum for the participation of all stakeholders at all levels 

(local, national, and regional levels).  On the other hand, the contributions of the research 

go beyond the setting.  Each of the objectives of the study differs in some significant way 

from previous studies and should make useful contributions to the literature. 

 

2.10 Hypothesis Formulation  

As previously mentioned in Chapter 1, this research asks seven questions about 

collaborative governance and natural resource management. 

1. What are the stakeholders’ perceptions of the concept and practice of collaborative 

governance, and do the perceptions vary among groups of stakeholders? 

2. What are the stakeholders’ perceptions of the governance principles of natural 

resource management, and do the perceptions vary among groups of stakeholders? 

3. What are the stakeholders’ perceptions of the outcomes (efficiency, effectiveness, 

and others), and do the perceptions vary among groups of stakeholders? 
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4. Is there a relationship between perceived collaboration and perceptions of the 

governance principles of natural resource management? 

5. Is there a relationship between collaboration and predicted outcomes (efficiency, 

effectiveness, and others)? 

6. Is there a relationship between governance principles and predicted outcomes 

(efficiency, effectiveness, and others)? 

7. What are the critical Mekong-related issues that are of concern to riparian 

residents? 

 

The various stakeholders are placed into one of the three groups:  government/public 

sector, private sector, and civil society.  Respondents from the governments and the 

Mekong River Commission naturally belong to the first group.  Those from the private 

sector and development partners are placed in the second group.  The last group consists 

of respondents from civil society.  The first three research questions gauge how these three 

groups of stakeholders view collaboration, natural-resource-management governance 

principles, and particular outcomes.  These three questions also determine whether these 

three groups share the same view.   

 

The fourth research question investigates whether perceived collaboration and governance 

principles are related.  The fifth and sixth research questions focus on the outcomes of 

collaboration and natural-resource-management governance principles.  The aim is to 

assess whether perceived collaboration and governance principles are linked with the 

expected outcomes (efficiency, effectiveness, and others).  It is logical to assume that 

adherence to collaboration and governance principles should lead to the efficiency and 

effectiveness of the decision-making process. 

 

Finally, the seventh research question relies on field research to collect qualitative data 

directly from riparian residents.  The data supplement the quantitative responses obtained 

from the stakeholder groups who are supposed to speak on behalf of the local communities. 
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Based on the seven research questions and the three groups of stakeholders, the following 

hypotheses are derived. 

  

H1a:  The 3 groups of stakeholders have different perceptions of the 3 dimensions of 

collaborative governance. 

H1b:  The 3 groups of stakeholders have different perceptions of the 5 dimensions of 

collaborative governance. 

  

H2a:  The 3 groups of stakeholders have different perceptions of the governance 

principles of natural resource management. 

H2b:  The 3 groups of stakeholders have different perceptions of the MRC's practice of 

the governance principles of natural resource management. 

  

H3a:  The 3 groups of stakeholders have different perceptions of the MRC's 

effectiveness. 

H3b:  The 3 groups of stakeholders have different perceptions of the MRC's efficiency. 

H3c:  The 3 groups of stakeholders have different perceptions of the MRC's outcomes. 

  

H4:  There is a positive relationship between the 3 dimensions and 5 dimensions of 

collaborative governance. 

  

H5a:  There is a positive relationship between the 3 dimensions of collaborative 

governance and the MRC's practice of the governance principles of natural resource 

management. 

H5b:  There is a positive relationship between the 5 dimensions of collaborative 

governance and the MRC's practice of the governance principles of natural resource 

management. 

 

H6a:  There is a positive relationship between the 3 dimensions of collaborative 

governance and the MRC's effectiveness. 

H6b:  There is a positive relationship between the 3 dimensions of collaborative 
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governance and the MRC's efficiency. 

H6c:  There is a positive relationship between the 3 dimensions of collaborative 

governance and the MRC's outcomes. 

 

H7a:  There is a positive relationship between the 5 dimensions of collaborative 

governance and the MRC's effectiveness. 

H7b:  There is a positive relationship between the 5 dimensions of collaborative 

governance and the MRC's efficiency. 

H7c:  There is a positive relationship between the 5 dimensions of collaborative 

governance and the MRC's outcomes. 

 

2.11 Operational Definitions of Collaboration, Governance Principles, and 

Outcomes 

This study, systematically and quantitatively, employs a number of measurement scales to 

measure the concept of collaboration, the degree of importance of the governance 

principles of natural resource management, and perceptions of the Mekong River 

Commission’s possession of these principles.  The measurement relies on two separate 

instruments developed by Ulibarri (2015) and Thomson et al. (2014).  Ulibarri (2015) 

identifies and measures three dimensions of collaboration (principled engagement, shared 

motivation, and capacity for joint action).  To measure these three dimensions, twenty 

items are used.  In contrast, Thomson et al. (2014) use 17 indicators to measure five 

dimensions of collaboration (joint decision making, administration, autonomy, mutuality, 

and trust). 

 

Regarding governance principles of natural resource management, the quantitative 

measure benefits from the conceptual work of Lockwood et al. (2010).  They have 

identified eight governance principles: (1) legitimacy, (2) transparency, (3) accountability, 

(4) inclusiveness, (5) fairness, (6) integration, (7) capability, and (8) adaptability (see 

Figure 2.1).  These principles are measured via the use of a 5-point Likert scale.   
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With regard to outcomes, the OECD (2015) states three main goals or principles of water 

governance:  effectiveness, efficiency, and trust and engagement.  Twelve related 

principles measure these three goals.  This study focuses on the efficiency and effectiveness 

of the practice of water governance as advocated by the OECD.  Both efficiency and 

effectiveness are represented by four principles.  Thomson et al. (2014) have developed an 

instrument to measure five collaboration-outcome variables.  Separately, an alternative 

instrument has been devised by Ulibarri (2015) to measure five specific outcomes. 

 

Chapter 3 describes in-depth how the various concepts and outcomes are operationally 

defined.  The measurement instrument is provided. 

 

2.12 Scope of the Study 

In spite of the widespread attention, it cannot be concluded with certainty that collaborative 

governance is more effective than adversarial or managerial governance.  Very few studies 

evaluated governance outcomes.  Systematic comparisons were rarely explicitly made.  

Most studies attempted to understand the conditions under which stakeholders acted 

collaboratively (i.e., whether they engaged in good-faith negotiation, whether they pursued 

mutual gains, whether they achieved consensus, whether they were satisfied with the 

process, etc.).   

 

Due to the elusive nature of policy or management outcomes, this study focuses instead on 

the semi-direct aspect of these outcomes.  The study emphasizes the perceptions of 

efficiency and effectiveness of the collaborative process.  The collaborative process of the 

multi-stakeholders will be investigated, and problems and obstacles will be identified.         

It is useful to investigate whether collaborative governance improves or impedes 

cooperation and decision-making.     

 

Governance principles of natural resource management further provide a framework for 

data collection and analysis.  Respondents provide data on their acceptance of the 

governance principles.  The findings are used to make recommendations for policymakers.  
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It should be noted that there are varying kinds of collaboration, such as legislative, multi-

level, bilateral, multilateral, etc.  Such types of collaboration are not within the scope of 

this research.  This present research focuses on the collaborative process.  Moreover, it is 

beyond the scope of this study to cover the exogenous factors described in the Ansell-Gash 

model.  Any of those exogenous factors (starting conditions, institutional design, and 

facilitative leadership) requires an extensive study or test of its own. 

 

For the sake of precision, the scope of this study is limited to the stakeholders of the Lower 

Mekong River.  In addition to the policymakers (the Mekong River Commission), the 

stakeholders are academics and civil service organizations.  This study empirically 

investigates how the stakeholders of the Mekong River Basin perceive the process of 

collaborative governance for water management.  On the one hand, the location (Luang 

Prabang dam) provides a new setting.  On the other hand, the contributions of this research 

go beyond the setting.  Each of the various objectives of the study differs in some 

significant way from previous studies and should make useful contributions to the 

literature.  
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Chapter 3 Research Design and Methodology 

Life in us is like the water in a river.  Henry David Thoreau 

 

3.1 Introduction 

The primary goal of the research is to draw lessons of policy relevance for water 

management to effectively and efficiently respond to society’s needs.  This research aims 

to improve the understanding of the process of collaborative governance in general and the 

decision process in a non-Western setting in particular.  Empirical evidence on the 

applicability of the concept of collaborative governance outside of a typical Western 

democracy is sparse.  As noted by Kanjina (2015, p. 3), “given the long legacy of strong 

centralization and minimal recognition of local communities in natural resource 

management in Thailand, the idea of having water user organization representatives take 

part in making decisions on important issues … is innovative and promising.”  

  

This chapter discusses the methodological approach used in this research.  There is a 

discussion of how this research adheres to the scientific approach.  Different types of 

research (exploratory, quantitative-descriptive, and experimental research) are contrasted.  

This study is a combination of exploratory research and quantitative-descriptive research.  

One section of the chapter describes the target population and the sampling procedure.  

Another section of the chapter focuses on data collection and fieldwork operations.           

The chapter ends with ethical issues. 

 

The chapter has extensive coverage of the utilization of mixed methods of inquiry.          

Both qualitative research (case study) and quantitative research are discussed.  The various 

instruments (attitude scales) used to measure the relevant concepts (collaborative 

governance and governance principles) and their outcomes are provided.   

 

There is a discussion of the four types of measurement scales (nominal, ordinal, interval, 

and ratio) in relation to the Likert scale being used.  For hypothesis testing, the statistical 

techniques used for data analysis are specified.   
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3.2 Positivist Paradigm of Social Sciences 

For natural science, scientists or researchers all agree on the philosophy that applies to the 

investigation. The philosophy of science is empirical research that determines if                        

a proposition can be verified or falsified.  For social science, the matter is more 

complicated.  Unlike the physical reality examined by natural science, social reality has to 

do with human subjects.  These subjects are complex, emotional, and more subjective than 

objective.  When encountering the same object or human action, people interpret them 

differently.  In addition, researchers who interpret these people’s interpretations also differ 

in their evaluations.  What a particular object or circumstance means to one person may 

have a very different meaning to someone else.  To put it the other way, one truth can have 

several versions, each version being very real to each individual. 

 

There are two schools of thought of social-science research:  positivist and interpretivist 

approaches.  The positivist approach states that the methods of natural science are the only 

legitimate methods of investigation.  The doctrine is that truth or reality is free and 

independent of the viewer and observer (Aliyu et al. 2014, p. 79).  As such, logical 

positivism or logical empiricism, serving as the foundation for research, requires 

procedures involving inferential statistics, hypothesis testing, mathematical analysis, and 

experimental and quasi-experimental design.  By applying these procedures, social science 

can match natural science in terms of explanation, prediction, and control.   

 

The interpretivist approach to social science research, in contrast, states that natural-

research methods are not adequate to study social interactions because the world of 

intersubjectively created meanings has no counterpart in the physical reality of natural 

science.  There are difficulties in developing formal propositions to capture social reality 

and subjecting these propositions to experimental controls.  Therefore, the interpretivist 

school of thought maintains that an observing social scientist must interpret social reality 

in terms of what it means to the people being observed. 
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Positivists and interpretivists are often antagonists.  Positivists view interpretivist work as 

a mere anecdote, meaning that the specific incidents described by interpretivists must be 

found in many places before they are meaningful.  In response, interpretivists argue that 

positivist work is simply a mindless or redundant multiplication of facts that are 

superficially similar and which do not explain anything.  This kind of research lacks details 

that are of value to interpretivists (Lin 1998). 

 

Positivist and interpretivist approaches to social-science research have some distinct 

differences (Morey and Luthans 1984). Positivism is objective, while the interpretivism 

approach is subjective (Burrell and Morgan 1979). While positivism is quantitative, the 

interpretivism school of thought is qualitative (Van Maanen 1979). In addition, the 

positivist approach is etic, but the interpretivist approach is emic (Morey and Luthans 

1984). 

 

Lee (1991) has proposed a 3-step framework to integrate the positivist and interpretivist 

approaches.  The first step is the subjective understanding of everyday meanings and 

everyday common sense with which the observed subjects see themselves and the world.  

The second step is the interpretive understanding of the researcher’s interpretation of the 

subjective understanding.  Finally, the third step is the positivist understanding which 

involves theoretical propositions and empirical testing. 

 

Lin (1998), not focusing on quantitative data, contrasts the positivist and interpretivist 

approaches to qualitative methods.  Positivist work seeks qualitative data with propositions 

that can then be tested, while interpretive work seeks to combine the data into systems of 

belief whose manifestations are specific to a case.  She believes that positivist research is 

responsible for the discovery of causal relationships, while interpretivist work aims to 

discover causal mechanisms.  Both causal relationships and causal mechanisms are quite 

related, and both should be combined for research purposes. 

 

This research is committed to the positivist paradigm of social sciences while adhering to 

the scientific principles of investigation.  Science is the discipline of using proper research 
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techniques to establish fact or reality.  The goal of science is to certify and extend 

knowledge.  With regard to its characteristics, science is factual, measurable, reproducible, 

testable (either falsifiable or verifiable), systematic, objective, coherent, and 

comprehensive.  Scientific knowledge is factual as science seeks to establish, describe, and 

explain facts.  Such facts must be clear, precise, and definite so that they can be measured, 

tested, and reproduced (for duplication and confirmation).  Scientific observations must be 

amenable to empirical tests, meaning that a hypothesis can be subject to the possibility of 

rejection. The measurement must be done in a systematic (orderly or consistent) and 

objective (unbiased) way.  Facts should not exist in isolation, and items of knowledge 

should be grouped incoherent (logical) ways.  Good science is about accumulating                  

a detailed body of knowledge.  Science should be comprehensive to expand the scope of 

knowledge. Finally, scientific knowledge should have wide applicability and 

generalizability by being as useful as possible. 

 

The dissertation explores the applicability of the concept of collaborative governance in 

the context of Southeast Asia.  It further tests the applicability of governance principles of 

natural resource management.  Hypotheses are developed to investigate the perceptions of 

the Mekong River Commission and other stakeholders to determine the degree of their 

acceptance of collaborative governance and governance principles. The groups’ 

perceptions are to be compared, and there is a determination whether the perceptions of 

collaborative governance are related to the perceptions of governance principles.                    

In the end, the study examines whether collaboration and governance principles lead to 

expected outcomes. 

 

Data are either qualitative or quantitative, depending on whether the data are in the form 

of numbers.  Since this study collects both qualitative and quantitative data, it should be 

pointed out that both kinds of data as utilized in this research are empirical in nature.           

As explained by Punch and Oancea (2014, pp. 2-3), “empirical” has to do with direct 

experience or observation of the world.  A research question is empirical when it can be 

answered with “direct, observable information from the world” rather than by theorizing, 

reasoning, or arguing.  The qualitative and quantitative data are systematically collected 
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from a relatively large number of respondents, and the data are analyzed to determine how 

the respondents feel about collaborative governance, natural-resource-management 

governance principles, and a variety of outcomes. 

 

3.3 Research Classification 

Within the positivist paradigm of scholarship, there are three kinds of research:  exploratory 

research, quantitative-descriptive research (survey), and experimental research (Churchill 

and Iacobucci 2018, pp. 53-79, Malhotra and Dash 2016, pp. 68-81). Each kind of research 

is useful in its way, and the suitability depends on the purpose of the study in question.     

All three research types attempt to identify relationships between or among variables, but 

they yield a varying degree of proof and certainty.   

 

The major strength of an experiment is its ability to prove a causal relationship.  

Experimentation requires a controlled setting, and it utilizes and compares experimental 

and control groups.  Subjects are assigned randomly into the experimental and control 

groups to assure that the two groups are equivalent in every way except for the independent 

variable or treatment.  Random assignment is used so as to control and rule out the effects 

of extraneous variables such as age and income that could affect one group more than 

another.  Without the knowledge of the subjects of either group, one group receives the 

real treatment, while another receives a placebo.   As such, it is capable of revealing the 

effect of a particular variable (e.g., the efficacy of a particular treatment or medication).   

In other words, not only experimentation can determine the relationship between variables, 

but it can also prove the cause and effect (by identifying the causal factor and the outcome 

or dependent variable).   

 

In the case of a quantitative-descriptive study, the purpose is to describe some 

characteristics or behavior of a certain population.  The description is quantitative in nature.  

The quantitative data must be collected systematically, meaning that the subjects in the 

study are to be measured in a uniform way.  However, due to the lack of a controlled 

environment, the most that a quantitative-descriptive study can achieve is to show whether 
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a relationship exists between variables.  This kind of research is not in a position to prove 

which one of the variables is a causal factor and which one is the effect.  For example, 

studies have shown a positive relationship between good health and income.  Yet, it is 

unknown whether good income aids a person to gain good health or whether it is the other 

way around (i.e., good health allows a person to earn a better income). 

 

In the case of exploratory research, it has a high degree of flexibility, which is necessary 

to identify the problems and formulate hypotheses.  As such, there is a lack of systematic 

sampling and measurement.  There is no consistency in how respondents are measured.   

As the exploration progresses, questions are modified, added, or discarded.  It is thus not 

possible to prove any relationship between variables.  The best that can be hoped for is 

some kind of judgmental relationship.  In other words, a researcher, upon further 

contemplation after the fact (i.e., after data have already been gathered), may make a 

judgment call by guessing that a certain variable looks like it may be related in some 

manner to another particular variable.  By that time though, it is simply too late to gather 

additional information in a systematic way to prove or disprove the proposed relationship. 

 

The research classification system mentioned does not imply the superiority of a particular 

type of research.  The suitability of each type of research is determined by the discipline of 

study as well as the purpose of a study.  For medical research, experimentation is a must.  

For the discipline of economics and business, the common practice is to employ                       

a quantitative-descriptive study, with a survey being a routine practice.  With regard to 

anthropology and political studies, exploratory research appears to be the preferred method.  

Case study is one of the investigation methods that are utilized in exploratory research. 

 

This dissertation is a combination of exploratory research and quantitative-descriptive 

research.  For exploratory purposes, the study employs a case study by interviewing the 

members of the Mekong River Commission in-depth.  For hypothesis testing, a survey is 

conducted to collect quantitative data that will describe the perceptions of the three groups 

of stakeholders.  All stakeholders are asked to respond to a questionnaire that measures 

their perceptions of collaborative governance and governance principles of natural resource 
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management.  The questionnaire, as a form of structured questioning, makes systematic 

and quantitative measurement possible. 

 

3.4 Data Collection:  Exploratory Research, Case Study, and Qualitative Data 

Exploratory research often uses a case study that yields qualitative data.  Political studies 

routinely rely on a case study.  The method has both strengths and limitations. 

 

3.4.1 Use of Case Study 

Yin’s (2003) handbook on case study research provides a rationale for the use of this 

method of data collection.  He defines a case study as “an empirical enquiry that 

investigates a contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context; when the boundaries 

between phenomenon and context are not evident; and in which multiple sources of 

evidence are used” (Yin 2003, p. 13).   

 

Case studies help to understand “how the organizational and environmental context is 

having an impact on or influencing social processes” (Hartley 2004, p. 325). As explained 

by Yin (2003, pp. 13-14), exploratory case studies are a preferred strategy “when ‘how’ 

and ‘why’ questions are being posed, when the investigation has little control over events, 

and when the focus is on a contemporary phenomenon within some real-life context.”  

Also, a case study provides flexibility and diversity and is appropriate when the purpose of 

the study is exploratory or descriptive.  Furthermore, a case study has a unique strength in 

terms of being able to deal with a full variety of evidence (documents, artifacts, interviews, 

and observations) (Yin 2003, p. 8) 

 

Case studies are useful for theory building and testing (Flyvberg 2006, George et al. 2005).  

An in-depth look at a social phenomenon provides detailed descriptions, identification of 

new variables, and discovery of causal explanations.  Case studies can deal with complexity 

in social dynamics (George et al. 2005) and social-ecological systems (Duit et al. 2010).  

The technique may identify the variables not expected to be related to the problem being 
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studied, and it may produce questions about the process of policy conception and 

implementation (Bryman 2004, Czada and Windhoff-Héritier 2019). 

 

The use of case studies, a common practice in research in political sciences, includes the 

micro-level (individuals), the political group level (pressure groups, elites, and 

movements), the political process level (decision-making programs and policies), and the 

international level (Eckstein 1973).  Likewise, Yin (2003, p. 1) states that case studies are 

used extensively in social science research, especially the disciplines of policy, political 

science, and public administration. 

 

3.4.2 Limitations of Case Study 

A case study, while useful, has some inherent limitations.  One criticism of case studies is 

the problem of generalizability or external validity (Bryman 2004, pp. 51-52).  There is       

a dearth of systematic empirical evaluations of collaborative processes.  Gunton and Day 

(2003, p. 9) note: “unfortunately, empirical evaluation of collaborative planning is 

challenging because of the difficulty in comparing the performance of a control group of 

noncollaborative processes to collaborative processes.  The two processes do not exist side 

by side, and there are too many individual case study assessments.”  They further elaborate: 

“there is widespread agreement that assessing the strengths and weaknesses of 

collaborative processes, and identifying best practice guidelines for collaborative planning, 

requires comprehensive empirical evaluation of case studies.”  

 

Research on policies almost invariably employs a case study.  The qualitative portion of 

this study employs a case study for the purpose of gaining insights into the work of the 

Mekong River Commission.  The representatives and administrators of the Mekong River 

Commission are identified as policy actors and key informants due to their influence on 

water management policies.  These policy actors, as a group, serve as a case study.           

They were asked about their views of their roles, their views of the perspectives of the other 

stakeholders, and the expected outcomes.  In-depth interviews are useful to explore                 

a complex process and to understand social actors’ perceptions, motivations, and actions. 
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A study may employ either single or multiple case studies.  A comparative analysis requires 

multiple case studies.  However, the utilization of multiple cases creates an excessive 

burden in terms of time and resources for a single researcher. 

 

For this study, the data collection was carried out through fieldwork in the Mekong River 

Basin.  Primary data were generated from the semi-structured interviews.  Key questions 

were prepared in advance, but the respondents were free to provide additional opinions in 

their own words.  This case-study approach provides rich data for qualitative interpretation.  

The members of the Mekong River Commission provide information on how the Mekong 

River Commission views the stakeholders with regard to their roles, contributions, and 

barriers.  Also, the MRC members were asked to state how they were viewed by                    

the stakeholders.  The MRC’s views can be assessed to see whether such views are 

invariant with the perspectives of the stakeholders.   

 

Admittedly, regarding this study, the focus on policymakers affects the breadth of data due 

to its exclusion of some other groups’ diverse opinions.  In its defense, this focus is 

beneficial in terms of depth since policymakers have greater opportunity to cover in detail 

the various issues of water management in general and collaborative governance in 

particular.   

 

It should be noted that the opinions of the other parties are not discarded.                     

Certainly, advocacy coalitions also play an important role in the MRC’s decision-making 

process.  While the inclusion of these additional actors adds to the complexity, it is 

necessary not to restrict the data to a single point of view.  All stakeholders had an 

opportunity to offer their ideas on collaborative governance, and a complete picture has 

emerged.   

 

While the administrators and staff members of the Mekong River Commission were 

interviewed in person and in-depth, it was not practical to do the same with the other 

stakeholders.  Due to financial and time constraints, this research struck a balance between 

depth and breadth.  If all parties were to be interviewed in person, each party could only be 
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studied in a limited way.  In any case, broadening the scope of the research to include          

the other stakeholders for personal interviews should certainly be utilized for future 

research to better generalize the research findings as well as the applicability of the concept 

of collaborative governance.    

 

3.5 Data Collection:  Attitude Survey and Quantitative Data 

Political studies routinely employ case studies for data collection.  Nevertheless, it is not 

uncommon for dissertations to employ quantitative methods (see Jongruck 2012, Kim 

2012, Rouillard 2012).  After all, the positivist paradigm of science builds knowledge in 

the form of testable explanations or predictions.  While the method of the investigation 

varies from discipline to discipline (e.g., anthropology, sociology, psychology, business, 

political science, etc.), it is neither necessary nor desirable for a study of a particular 

discipline to confine the investigation to one particular method.  Insights can be gained 

when the qualitative and quantitative data are complementary. 

 

Research processes were once classified as either qualitative or quantitative. Symonds and 

Gorard (2010) contrast perceptions of quantitative and qualitative approaches in terms of 

data collection tools, types of data produced, and analytical techniques.  The basis of the 

quantitative perspective is that numerically based, representative, and experimental designs 

are the most objective and thus accurate form of research.  Quantitative measurement 

allows researchers to transcend their subjectivity (Bradley and Schaefer 1998, p. 108). 

 

Apart from the qualitative-quantitative dichotomy, the third category, known as mixed 

methods, has gained attention and traction.  Johnson and Onwuegbuzie (2004, p. 17) 

describe the approach as “the class of research where the researcher mixes or combines 

quantitative and qualitative research techniques, methods, approaches, concepts or 

language into a single study.”  This research employs mixed methods.  Qualitative data are 

obtained from in-depth interviews with riparian residents.  A questionnaire, in comparison, 

is used to gather quantitative information from three groups of stakeholders. 
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This section of the chapter covers how the quantitative data are obtained, and it describes 

the measurement scales and their characteristics.  It further discusses the attitude scales and 

how they are related to the various types of measurement scales.   

 

3.5.1 Measurement Scales 

Measurement is the process of assigning a number to an object’s specific characteristic.  

For example, a person may be described as being 35 years of age, 170 centimeters in height, 

or 60 kilograms in weight. 

 

There are four types of measurement scales with an ascending degree of sophistication:  

nominal, ordinal, interval, and ratio.  A nominal scale has very simple rules and is thus 

easy to construct.  Due to its simplicity, it has limited usefulness.  At the other end, a ratio 

scale, while yielding detailed information, is difficult to construct because of the complex 

requirements.   

 

Nominal scale is used to identify or classify objects.  The corresponding number has no 

quantitative meaning per se as it is used merely to identify the members of particular 

groups.  For example, female respondents may be assigned number 1, while members of 

the male group have number 2.  As such, for statistical purposes, only mode can be 

computed to identify the number that occurs most frequently.   

 

Ordinal scale goes beyond classification.  It provides order or ranking.  Therefore, numbers 

have some quantitative meaning by showing whether a subject has more or less of a certain 

characteristic.  The first-place runner, for example, comes in first and is faster than all the 

other runners.  However, without a clock, it is not possible to tell how much faster he is.  

The ranking does not yield the exact amount of difference between people.  It merely shows 

that one person has more of something without showing the exact quantity.  For statistical 

purposes, ordinal scale permits both mode and median (mid-point). 

 

Interval scale goes beyond ranking by providing the exact quantity.  This exact quantity 

automatically includes classification and allows ranking.  By using a thermometer to 
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measure the temperature of each day, not only we can tell if one day is warmer than another, 

but we can also tell the exact difference in degree.  It must be kept in mind that an interval 

scale has an arbitrary zero.  Temperature can drop below 0 degree--either Celsius or 

Fahrenheit.  Both the Celsius and Fahrenheit scales are interval scales.  For statistical 

purposes, interval scale allows all three kinds of central tendency—mode, median, and 

mean—that can be used to describe the typical characteristics of a group.  As in the case of 

temperature, it is possible to determine the mode, median, and mean of each day. 

 

Finally, ratio scale, just like interval scale, has numbers with equal intervals.                   

Unlike interval scale, ratio scale is required to have an absolute and meaningful zero.             

A person’s weight, for example, cannot drop below zero.  Unlike the Celsius and 

Fahrenheit scales, the Kelvin scale has absolute zero (the coldest theoretical temperature).  

This absolute zero is -273.15 degrees on the Celsius scale and -459.67 degrees on the 

Fahrenheit scale.  Ratio scale is most difficult to construct because it requires equal 

intervals and an absolute zero.  For statistical purposes, these extra requirements make it 

possible for a ratio scale to provide mode, median, and mean.   

 

It should be noted that a more sophisticated scale such as the ratio scale is capable of 

yielding greater details than a cruder scale such as the nominal or ordinal scale.  The age 

variable, for example, can be measured with either the ordinal or ratio scale.  When the 

ordinal scale is used, let’s assume that there are three age groups accompanied by three 

numerical scores.  The three groups are young, middle-aged, and old.  The accompanying 

numbers are then one, two, and three.  While two is more (older) than one, it is not possible 

to determine how much older one particular middle-aged person is when compared to            

a young person.  In contrast, if the ratio scale (in terms of the exact number of years) is 

utilized, the exact difference in age between the two persons can be determined.  The more 

sophisticated scale is more difficult to construct because it has to meet stringent 

requirements.  The benefit of the extra requirements is the yielding of more refined 

information.  When constructing a scale to measure some abstract construct like attitude, 

the researcher needs to determine a trade-off between gaining the extra information and 

encountering the burden of greater effort to meet the extra conditions. 
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3.5.2 Attitude Scales 

Several types of scales can be used to measure attitudes or perceptions.  The two most 

popular types are the Likert scale and the semantic differential scale.  The semantic 

differential scale uses bipolar adjectives (e.g., good-bad, hot-cold) to measure a response.  

In comparison, the Likert scale asks a respondent whether he or she agrees with a particular 

statement.  In addition, the Likert scale measures the extent of the agreement or 

disagreement, thus making it possible to quantify the extent or degree of feeling.  In the 

case of a 5-point Likert scale, the choices could be:  strongly disagree, disagree, neither 

disagree nor agree, agree, and strongly agree. 

 

In general, a scale with more choices is more sensitive.  A clock that can tell seconds is 

more sensitive than a clock that measures only minutes.  Likewise, a 5-point Likert scale 

is more sensitive than a 3-point scale.  For business research, the use of a 5-point scale is 

probably most common, even though some studies use a 7-point scale instead.  A 5-point 

scale generally provides adequate details without being unwieldy.   

 

Both the Likert and semantic differential scales have the same properties and, hence, 

similar strengths and limitations.  The Likert scale is ordinal in theory but interval in 

practice.  As cited by Ulibarri (2015), Likert scales are robust to standard parametric 

statistical procedures and thus allow ordinal data to be treated as intervals (Norman 2010).  

Besides, when multiple Likert items are combined into a scale (as in the case of this 

research), they resemble an interval variable even more (Boone and Boone 2012).   

 

It is a standard practice to compute a mean for a group based on the Likert scale.  As such, 

it is also a standard practice to use sophisticated statistical techniques like t-test, ANOVA 

(analysis of variance), product-moment correlation, regression, factor analysis, etc. 
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3.5.3 Present Study and Quantitative Measurement 

Quantitatively, this research asks six questions about collaborative governance and natural 

resource management.  The first question has to do with how stakeholders view the 

dimensions of collaborative governance.  The second question focuses on how stakeholders 

view governance principles of natural resource management.  It aims to gauge how well 

the supposedly global governance principles are received in general and in the context of 

the Mekong River Commission in particular.  The third question studies whether the 

various groups of stakeholders differ in their perceptions of the expected outcomes. 

 

The fourth question studies whether there is a relationship between perceived collaboration 

and perceptions of the governance principles of natural resource management.  It is logical 

to expect collaboration and good governance to go hand in hand.  Therefore, a high degree 

of collaboration should be in agreement with governance principles.  The fifth and sixth 

questions turn toward the outcomes of collaboration and governance principles of natural 

resource management.  It is necessary to determine whether the predicted outcomes are 

related to collaboration on the one hand and whether these outcomes are related to 

governance on the other hand.  It should be noted too that two competing instruments 

measure perceived collaboration.  Therefore, it is desirable to also assess whether there is 

a correlation between the two instruments.   

 

Based on these research questions, seven main hypotheses (as well as their sub-hypotheses) 

are derived.  Responses are sought from stakeholders.  The various stakeholders are placed 

into one of the three groups:  government/public sector, private sector, and civil society.  

Respondents from the governments and the Mekong River Commission naturally belong 

to the first group.  Those from the private sector and development partners are placed in 

the second group.  The last group consists of respondents from civil society. 

 

With regard to the quantitative aspect of stakeholders’ responses, the research employs the 

Likert scale, a very common tool for social-science research.  This research uses a 5-point 

Likert scale, ranging from “strongly disagree” at one end of the scale to “strongly agree” 

at the other end.  The five choices and corresponding numerical scores are as follows:  
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strongly disagree (1), disagree (2), neither disagree nor agree (3), agree (4), and strongly 

agree (5).  The use of a 5-point scale is very common due to the fact that it is adequately 

sensitive to detect variations of responses of subjects (respondents).   

 

3.6 Measuring Instruments 

To achieve its objectives, the study utilizes a combination of interviews with policymakers 

(members of the Mekong River Commission), documentary analysis, and quantitative-

descriptive research.  The research relies on both qualitative and quantitative data.             

This mixed approach is similar to a study of adaptive water governance in Scotland 

(Rouillard 2012) and a study of water partnerships in Korea (Kim 2012). 

 

Science builds knowledge in the form of testable explanations or predictions.  Based on 

the works of Andrew (2001), Beierle (2010), Campbell (2003), Campbell and Floyd 

(1996), Frame et al. (2004), Innes and Booher (1999), Leach et al. (2002), Sipe (1998), 

there is a common set of evaluation criteria to assess the performance of collaborative 

planning processes:  (1) success in reach an agreement, (2) efficiency of the collaborative 

process relative to alternative processes, (3) satisfaction of stakeholders with the process 

and outcome, and (4) achievement of other “social capital” benefits such as improved 

relationships among stakeholders and enhanced stakeholder skills and knowledge.  For the 

purpose of this study, the focus is on the perceived efficiency and effectiveness of the 

process on the one hand and the perceived satisfaction of stakeholders with the process and 

outcome on the other hand. 

 

The criteria mentioned serve as a basis for the quantitative measurement of this study.  

Gunton and Day (2003, p. 16) recommend “a large set of cases using a uniform 

methodology that is based on objective criteria as well as stakeholders’ perceptions.”  

Management of water and river basin is an inherently political process that results in 

decisions that have varying impacts on groups of diverse interests and values (Molle et al. 

2012, p. 350). Also, “research needs to focus on the key attributes that determine success 

as well as evaluating whether success was achieved.”  The present study systematically 

and quantitatively measures the perceptions of the various groups of stakeholders.   
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The research employs a number of measurement scales to measure the concept of 

collaboration, the degree of importance of the governance principles of natural resource 

management, and perceptions of the Mekong River Commission’s possession of these 

principles.  Cronbach’s alpha, the most common form of internal consistency or 

homogeneity, is used to assess the reliability of each measuring instrument.  

Conventionally, the coefficient should be at least .80 (Garson 2008).  For exploratory 

research, a minimum of .60 is reasonable.  For Ulibarri’s collaboration scale, the 

Cronbach’s alphas are 0.906 (principled engagement), 0.897 (shared motivation), and 

0.894 (capacity for joint action).  Clearly, this scale is quite reliable in measuring 

collaboration. 

 

Collaborative governance, as a theoretical and empirical construct, consists of two distinct 

but related concepts (i.e., collaboration and governance).  An empirically validated theory 

of collaboration demands a systematic approach toward understanding the meaning and 

measurement of collaboration.  Without a more systematic approach, inferences about the 

collaboration will depend on which theoretical perspective one takes.  This, in turn, makes 

theory-building difficult and evaluation of collaborative arrangements reliant on 

inconsistent subjective judgments of evaluators.  For this reason, this study employs Ansell 

and Gash (2008)’s conceptual definition.  This formal, explicit, and restrictive definition 

serves to avoid activities that may not be a true practice of collaboration.   

 

To translate Ansell and Gash (2008)’s conceptual definition to an operational one, the study 

relies on two separate instruments developed by (Ulibarri 2015) and (Thomson et al. 2014).  

The Ulibarri (2015) article is quite robust in terms of statistical analysis.  As shown in 

Figure 3.1 (and Part 3A of the questionnaire), Ulibarri (2015) identifies and measures three 

dimensions of collaboration (principled engagement, shared motivation, and capacity for 

joint action).  Figure 3.2 (and Part 3B of the questionnaire), in contrast, shows the work of 

Thomson et al. (2014).  Their alternative instrument measures five dimensions of 

collaboration (joint decision making, administration, autonomy, mutuality, and trust).    
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This second instrument uses 17 indicators or items to provide operationalization for the 

five dimensions.   

 

Because both instruments purport to measure collaboration, it is logical to hypothesize 

positive relationships between the three and five dimensions.  While each instrument has 

separately demonstrated a high degree of reliability (as evidenced by a high degree of 

Cronbach’s alpha), the degree of validity is yet to be firmly established.   If the two scales 

exhibit a high degree of correlation, we can have reasonable confidence in the ability of 

each instrument (or both instruments) to measure what it purports to measure (i.e., 

collaboration). 

 

Regarding governance principles of natural resource management, the quantitative 

measure benefits from the conceptual work of Lockwood et al. (2010).  They have 

identified eight governance principles: (1) legitimacy, (2) transparency, (3) accountability, 

(4) inclusiveness, (5) fairness, (6) integration, (7) capability, and (8) adaptability (see 

Figure 2.1).  These principles will be measured via the use of a 5-point Likert scale.  Figures 

3.3 and 3.4 (and Parts 2A and 2B) of the questionnaire) show how these governance 

principles are measured. 

 

It goes without saying that any study of collaborative governance is not complete without 

taking the outcomes into account.  As elaborated by OECD (2015), there are three main 

goals or principles of water governance:  effectiveness, efficiency, and trust and 

engagement.  Figure 3.5 shows the 12 related principles that measure the three goals.         

For the purpose of this study, the third goal regarding trust and engagement is excluded 

because trust is measured separately as a dimension of collaboration.  Part 2C of the 

questionnaire measures the stakeholder perceptions of the efficiency and effectiveness of 

the practice of water governance as advocated by the OECD. 

 

Separately, Thomson et al. (2014) have developed an instrument to measure five 

collaboration-outcome variables (see Part 4 of the questionnaire).  The evidence shows that 

the collaboration process influences collaboration outcomes.  As noted by Thomson et al. 
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(2014), their propositions should be viewed as a contingency theory in the sense that it 

offers a framework for organizing a series of contingent propositions.  It provides a basis 

for further empirical testing and theory elaboration. 

 

The results obtained by Thomson et al. (2014) provide empirical support for the validity of 

this multidimensional collaboration scale.  The relationships between the five outcome 

measures are all positive and highly significant.  If this present study can replicate their 

results (i.e., a high degree of correlation among the five outcome measures), it will be 

logical to combine the five items to build an index of outcomes.  This, in turn, allows for 

more efficient analysis by focusing on the index score instead of the five separate variables.   

 

The two separate instruments, developed separately by Ulibarri (2015) and Thomson et al. 

(2014), presumably measure similar outcomes.  Thus, it is reasonable to expect the two 

instruments to be significantly correlated.  In other words, the outcomes specified by 

Thomson et al. (2014) should be positively related to Ulibarri’s outcome variables.                

In addition, those measures should also be positively related to perceived efficiency and 

effectiveness, as described by the OECD (2015). 

 

3.7 Research Site Selection, Population, and Sampling Procedure 

Hydropower, as one kind of water management, is technocratic in nature.  “Due in part to 

its scale of construction and impact, hydro development is a far more public process than 

other types of resource exploitation.  Simultaneously, however, it is a far less transparent 

process for local communities and individual countries, due to the degree of expertise 

involved, the complexity of the bureaucracies funding, assessing, and building dams, and 

the tendency to employ foreign consultants from a handful of OECD countries” (Bakker 

1999, p. 221).  The recent history of water governance of the Mekong region has grounds 

for concern (Molle et al. 2012, p. 405). “Vested, powerful interest continues to dominate 

decision-making around major hydropower and irrigation infrastructure projects.  They do 

so by keeping key information about plans secret or hard to access, project procedures 

closed, and by labeling queries, debate, and opposition as anti-development and 
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undermining legitimate concerns on impacts by reference to uncertainties.”                       

These concerns provide a rationale for the study of the Luang Prabang dam project. 

 

The Mekong River Basin, with the focus on Luang Prabang, provides the context for the 

study of collaboration and governance principles.  The representatives of the Mekong River 

Commission were solicited for their inputs, and a depth interview followed.  Essentially, 

this is a case study, resulting in a weakness in the area of external validity or 

generalizability due to the small sample size.  The results from this particular case may 

thus not be generalized to the other populations.  Nevertheless, this weakness is mitigated 

by the inclusion of the other stakeholders in the quantitative portion of the study.   

 

For the purpose of this study, the population is defined as the attendees of the 9th Regional 

Stakeholder Forum, which was hosted by the Mekong River Commission.  The conference 

was held in Luang Prabang, Lao PDR in 2020.  The attendees represented the various 

groups of stakeholders (i.e., MRC member countries, MRC development partners, research 

institutes and universities, other international river basin organizations, civil society 

organizations and NGOs, local authorities and communities, and other interested groups). 

The list of attendees thus conveniently serves as the sampling frame that provides relevant 

points of view.  All of the attendees were contacted and requested to participate in                

the study.  In this regard, there is no sampling per se.   

 

3.8 Data Analysis 

For analysis of the quantitative data, descriptive statistics such as percentage, mean, and 

range can be utilized.  The use of central tendencies (mean, mode, and median) describes 

the norm or typical characteristic of each group of stakeholders.  For each of the 

demographic variables based on a nominal scale (gender, occupation, and country of 

citizenship), mode is provided.  For each of the demographic variables based on the ratio 

scale (age, income, and length of residency), mean is computed.  For the attitudinal or 

perceptual variables, they are treated as an interval scale that enables computation of              

a mean value. 
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In addition, inferential statistics (test of difference and test of association) were performed.  

A test of difference (e.g., t-test and ANOVA) determines whether the various groups of 

stakeholders have different points of view regarding collaboration, governance principles 

of natural resource management, and predicted outcomes.  In all likelihood, the means of 

the groups for each variable are not going to be identical.  The question, therefore, is not 

whether the groups are different.  The much more meaningful question is whether the 

differences are real and significant.  As found and discussed in Chapter 4, some variables 

have differences that are minor and insignificant because the differences are due to random 

fluctuations.  For some other variables, the attitudes are indeed significantly different 

across groups. 

 

As for the hypotheses of relationships between or among variables, a test of the association 

was employed to determine if there was a significant relationship.  For this purpose, 

statistical techniques such as correlation analysis and regression analysis are appropriate.  

Correlation analysis determines whether perceptions of collaboration and perceptions of 

the governance principles are related.  Likewise, correlation analysis indicates whether 

such perceptions are related to the predicted outcomes.  When a particular correlation 

coefficient is significant, it also provides the direction of the relationship (whether positive 

or negative).  

 

3.9 Ethical Issues 

Social science research collects data on people and thus needs to be sensitive to the issue 

of privacy and abuse or misuse of data.  This research must take into account the fact that 

some respondents may be critical of the Mekong River Commission and/or other 

stakeholders.  It is thus necessary to prevent any ill will and repercussions.  Toward this 

end, the research involves steps to eliminate or mitigate any adverse impacts.  The steps 

include informed consent, prevention of harm to interviewees, and anonymity and 

confidentiality.  

 

All participants were fully informed of the purpose of the study and the implications.  They 

were being made aware of their privacy rights and how the data would be used.  They were 
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given information on how to contact the researcher if any concern arose.  An explanation 

was given with regard to how the data would be utilized.  Therefore, they made an informed 

decision on whether to participate in the study.  Toward this end, informed consent was 

sought. 

 

While it was not anticipated that any harm to interviewees would occur, steps were taken 

to avoid any embarrassment or discomfort.  Respondents had the right to decline 

participation at any stage, and they were assured of lack of any negative treatment or 

consequence.  In essence, participants were asked to give informed consent.  They were 

promised anonymity and confidentiality.  Each respondent understood that his or her 

specific data would not be released to any third party without express permission.  The data 

were used in aggregate, and no personal data were used in the written report. 

 

While it was not anticipated that any harm to interviewees would occur, there was some 

indication that some respondents were somewhat reluctant to criticize the authorities.      

This reluctance is quite understandable because villagers are traditionally deferential to 

government officials.  Public employees, likewise when interviewed, appeared to be 

hesitant to give negative comments about the dams and governments.  This study took steps 

to avoid any embarrassment, discomfort, or repercussion.  Respondents had the right to 

decline participation at any stage, and they were assured of a lack of any negative treatment 

or consequence.   

 

In essence, participants were asked to give informed consent.  They were promised 

anonymity and confidentiality.  A respondent’s data were not to be released to any third 

party without his/her express permission.  The data were used in aggregate, and personal 

data were not used in the written report. 

 

 

 

 

 



 97 
 

Figure 0.1Three dimensions of collaboration 

Principled Engagement 
All parties with a significant interest in the issues and outcomes were involved throughout 
the process. 
Participants agreed about the goals of the participation. 
Participants sought solutions that met common needs. 
Participants worked together to identify information needs. 
Participants worked together cooperatively. 
 
Cronbach’s alpha = 0.906 
 

Shared Motivation 

I felt that what I brought to the participation was appreciated and respected by other 
participants. 
I achieved my goals better by working with other participants than working alone. 
The decision process hindered my organization from meeting its mission. 
The decision process operated on the principle of mutual respect. 
Other participants took my opinion seriously in the course of the discussions. 
Participants were committed to the process. 
Other participants were honest and sincere. 
Other participants were trustworthy. 
 
Cronbach’s alpha = 0.897 
 

Capacity for Joint Action 

All participants had access to relevant information. 
The process operated according to mutually agreed-upon ground rules. 
The process was managed in a neutral manner. 
The process provided an equal opportunity for the participation of all parties. 
The process was managed effectively. 
I understood the information used in the process. 
All participants accepted the validity of the information used in the process. 
 
Cronbach’s alpha = .894  
 
 Source:  Ulibarri 2015 
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Figure 0.2 Five-dimension, seventeen-indicator collaboration scale 

Joint decision making  

Partner organizations take your organization’s opinions seriously when decisions 
are made about the collaboration. 

Your organization brainstorms with partner organizations to develop solutions to 
mission-related problems facing the collaboration. 
 

Administration  

You, as a representative of your organization in the collaboration, understand your 
organization’s roles and responsibilities as a member of the collaboration. 

Partner organization meetings accomplish what is necessary for the collaboration 
to function well. 

Partner organizations (including your organization) agree about the goals of the 
collaboration. 

Your organization’s tasks are well coordinated with those of partner organizations. 
 

Autonomy  

The collaboration hinders your organization from meeting its own organizational 
mission. 

Your organization’s independence is affected by having to work with partner 
organizations on activities related to the collaboration. 

You, as a representative of your organization, feel pulled between trying to meet 
both your organization’s and the collaboration’s expectations. 
 

Mutuality  

Partner organizations (including your organization) have combined and used each 
other’s resources so all partners benefit from collaborating. 

Your organization shares information with partner organizations that will 
strengthen their operations and programs. 

You feel that what your organization brings to the collaboration is appreciated and 
respected by partner organizations. 

Your organization achieves its own goals better by working with partner 
organizations than working alone. 

Partner organizations (including your organization) work through differences to 
arrive at win-win solutions. 
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Trust  

The people who represent partner organizations in the collaboration are trustworthy 
(adapted from Cummings and Bromiley (1996)). 

My organization can count on each partner organization to meet its obligations to 
the collaboration (adapted from Cummings and Bromiley (1996)). 

Your organization feels it worthwhile to stay and work with partner organizations 
rather than leave the collaboration. 
 
Source:  Thomson et al. (2014) 
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Figure 0.3 Principles for natural-resource-management governance 

Good governance possesses certain principles or attributes.  We like to hear your opinions 
on whether the following attributes constitute good governance. 
 
An organization’s authority to govern needs to be legitimate. 
An organization’s decision-making process needs to be transparent. 
An organization needs to be accountable for its decisions. 
An organization’s decision-making needs to be inclusive by offering opportunities for  
stakeholders to participate. 
An organization needs to be fair and free of bias. 
An organization needs to integrate activities across governance organizations. 
An organization needs to be capable of delivering its responsibilities. 
An organization needs to be able to adapt to new knowledge, risks, opportunities, or  
 performance. 
 
Source: Lockwood et al. (2010) 

 

Figure 0.4 The MRC’s natural resource management 

In addition, we also like to hear your opinions on the MRC. 
The MRC’s authority to govern is legitimate. 
The MRC’s decision-making process is transparent. 
The MRC is accountable for its decisions. 
The MRC’s decision making is inclusive by offering opportunities for stakeholders to  
 participate. 
The MRC is fair and free of bias. 
The MRC integrates activities across governance organizations. 
The MRC is capable of delivering its responsibilities. 
The MRC is able to adapt to new knowledge, risks, opportunities, or performance. 
 
Source: Adapted from Lockwood et al. (2010) 
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Figure 0.5 12 OECD principles on water governance 

Please rate the degree to which the MRC adheres to the following principles of water 
governance 
 
Enhancing the effectiveness of water governance 

Principle 1:  Clearly allocate and distinct roles and responsibilities for water policymaking, 
policy implementation, operational management and regulation, and foster coordination 
across these responsible authorities 
Principle 2:  Manage water at the appropriate scale(s) within integrated basin governance 
systems to reflect local conditions, and foster coordination between the different scales 
Principle 3:  Encourage policy coherence through effective cross-sectoral coordination, 
especially between policies for water and the environment, health, energy, agriculture, 
industry, spatial planning, and land use 
Principle 4:  Adapt the level of capacity of responsible authorities to the complexity of 
water challenges to be met, and to the set of competencies required to carry out their duties 
 
Enhancing the efficiency of water governance 

Principle 5:  Produce, update, and share timely, consistent, comparable, and policy-
relevant water and water-related data and information, and use it to guide, assess and 
improve water policy 
Principle 6:  Ensure that governance arrangements help mobilise water finance and allocate 
financial resources in an efficient, transparent, and timely manner 
Principle 7:  Ensure that sound water management regulatory frameworks are effectively 
implemented and enforced in pursuit of the public interest 
Principle 8:  Promote the adoption and implementation of innovative water governance 
practices across responsible authorities, levels of government, and relevant stakeholders 
 

Enhancing trust and engagement in water governance 

Principle 9:  Mainstream integrity and transparency practices across water policies, water 
institutions, and water governance frameworks for greater accountability and trust in 
decision-making 
Principle 10:  Promote stakeholder engagement for informed and outcome-oriented 
contributions to water policy design and implementation 
Principle 11:  Encourage water governance frameworks that help manage trade-offs across 
water users, rural and urban areas, and generations 
Principle 12:  Promote regular monitoring and evaluation of water policy and governance 
where appropriate, share the results with the public, and make adjustments when needed 
 
Source: OECD (2015)  
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Chapter 4 Analysis and Results of Stakeholders’ Quantitative 

Data: Examination of Differences 

We forget that the water cycle and the life cycle are one.  Jacques Yves Cousteau 

 

4.1 Introduction 

This chapter presents the qualitative and quantitative findings on collaboration, governance 

principles, and outcomes. The qualitative data were obtained from interviews of the 

personnel of the Mekong River Commission with regard to mainstream hydropower 

development projects and collaboration efforts.  There was also a panel discussion held in 

February 2020 at the 9th MRC Regional Stakeholder Forum in Luang Prabang, Lao PDR.  

In addition, MRC documents were examined.   

 

The heart of the chapter has to do with quantitative data and statistical analysis.  A survey 

was conducted to gather quantitative data from the stakeholders who attended the 9th MRC 

Regional Stakeholder Forum.  There is an examination of differences among the groups of 

stakeholders with regard to how they view collaboration, governance principles, and 

certain outcomes. 

 

4.2 Demographic Characteristics 

This section provides a profile of the subjects who are the sources of information. 

 

4.2.1 The Personnel of the Mekong River Commission 

To gain insights into the operation and mindset of the Mekong River Commission, an in-

depth interview was conducted with the administrators and staff.  Ten persons were chosen 

to represent the personnel of 63, representing 15.9% of all personnel.  The administrators 

consist of the chief executive officer (CEO), directors, chief officers, and specialists.   

These people were chosen due to their roles and responsibilities in the mainstream 

hydropower projects.  In addition, three members of the Joint Committee (which represents 

the four-member countries) agreed to the interviews. 
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The in-depth interview employed a semi-structured format.  Relevant questions were 

prepared to inquire about the roles and responsibilities of the personnel as related to 

mainstream hydropower projects and sustainable development.  The questions were aimed 

to measure perceptions of collaboration, governance principles, and outcomes.  In the case 

of the CEO, the interview was largely unstructured for the purpose of identifying                  

the overall policy.  For the other personnel, the plan was to interview each person for 30 

minutes.  In the end, on average, each person took 52 minutes to explore the relevant topics.   

 

Based on their language preference, interviewees from Thailand were more comfortable 

with the use of the Thai language, and they were able to express their thought more clearly 

and completely.  The English language was used when the administrators and staff from 

Lao PDR, Cambodia, and Vietnam were interviewed.  All parties were fluent in the English 

language and were able to communicate satisfactorily.   

 

Most interviews were conducted at the Mekong River Commission’s office in Vientiane, 

Lao, but some interviews took place in Luang Prabang where the 9th MRC Stakeholder 

Forum was being held in February 2020. The interviewees were given a list of questions 

(as well as a consent form) in advance. 

 

Table 4.1 Profile of the MRC personnel 

Gender Frequency (n) Percent (%) 

Male 11 84.6 

Female 2 15.4 

Total 13 100 

 

Country Frequency (n) Percent (%) 

Lao PDR 2 15.4 
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Thailand 4 30.8 

Cambodia 5 38.5 

Vietnam 2 15.4 

Total 13 100 

 

MRC Position  Frequency (n) Percent (%) 

Member of Joint Committee 3 23.1 

CEO 1 7.7 

Director 2 15.4 

Chief Officer 3 23.1 

Specialist 4 30.8 

Total 13 100 

 

Table 4.1 provides the profile of the personnel of the Mekong River Commission.  In terms 

of gender, 84.6% of the interviewees are men, while women account for 15.4%.          

Clearly, males dominate the representation.  This kind of representation brings up a few 

issues.  The chosen sample in terms of gender probably reflects the true proportion of male 

and female personnel of the organization.  Therefore, the opinions of the interviewees are 

likely to accurately reflect the overall opinions of the personnel of the Mekong River 

Commission.  However, the one-sided composition of the personnel of the Commission is 

a social issue of its own due to the lack of equity, equality, and diversity.  This particular 

issue of course is beyond the scope of this study. 

 

With regard to nationality, the participants are from Cambodia (38.5%), Thailand (30.8%), 

Lao PDR (15.4%), and Vietnam (15.4%).  Regarding their positions at the MRC,                 

the participants are 1 CEO, 2 directors, 3 chief officers, 4 specialists, and 3 joint committee 

members. 
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4.2.2 Profile of Respondents (Stakeholders) 

This section presents the demographic characteristics of the respondents (see Table 4.2).  

These respondents attended the 9th MRC Regional Stakeholder Forum held by the Mekong 

River Commission in February 2020 in Luang Prabang, Lao PDR.  The Forum covered the 

collaborative process of the MRC and addressed hydropower project developments.         

The Luang Prabang hydropower project is one of the ongoing mainstream hydropower 

projects in the Lower Mekong Basin.  There was information sharing with regard to the 

Basin Development Plan, focusing on the environment, society, economy, climate change, 

and cooperation. 

 

The Forum attracted 105 participants who represented member countries, development 

partners, academia and researchers, consultants, private sectors (developers), media and 

journalists, non-government organizations and civil society, and dialogue partners.  Due to 

the COVID-19 pandemic, participants from China and Myanmar were unable to attend the 

Forum.  Some participants from Vietnam had to withdraw as well.  Compared to the 

Mekong River Commission’s previous forums, the attendance at the 9th MRC Regional 

Stakeholder Forum was down.   

 

On the second day of the Forum, the participants were requested to take part in the survey. 

Responding to the request, 38 respondents, representing 36.19% of the attendees, agreed 

to participate. The demographic data show that male respondents account for 73.7% of all 

respondents. While the male-female proportion is not quite as lopsided as the proportion 

of the personnel of the Mekong River Commission, the 3-to-1 ratio in favor of men is still 

overwhelming. 

 

The age of the respondents ranges from 30 to 70 years old, with the average being 46 years. 

The majority of the attendees is middle-aged.  This is a highly educated group, with 81.6% 

of the respondents having obtained a master’s degree or higher.  None reported having 

education lower than the level of a bachelor’s degree. Obviously, since the Forum 

participants, especially in terms of education, are most likely markedly different from the 
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other stakeholders who live and earn their living in the Lower Mekong Basin, the opinions 

and perceptions of the Forum participants must be carefully compared to the perceptions 

of the residents of the local communities. 

 

Table 4.2 Profile of respondents (stakeholders) 

Gender Frequency (n) Percent (%) 

Male 28 73.7 

Female 10 26.3 

Total 38 100 

 

Age Years  

Lowest 30  

Highest 70  

Average 46  

 

Educational level Frequency (n) Percent (%) 

Master’s Degree or Higher 31 81.6 

Bachelor’s Degree 7 18.4 

Total 38 100 

 

Country Frequency (n) Percent (%) 

Lao PDR 12 31.6 

Thailand 10 26.3 

Cambodia 6 15.8 
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Vietnam 4 10.5 

Other countries 

Including India, Singapore, and 

Switzerland 

6 15.8 

Total 38 100 

 

Organization Frequency (n) Percent (%) 

Public sector 22 57.9 

Civil society 11 28.9 

Private sector 5 13.2 

Total 38 100 

 

With regard to geographic distribution, 31.6% of the respondents are from Lao PDR.      

This is not surprising, given the location of the headquarters of the Mekong River 

Commission as well as the host country of the Forum.  The other representatives are 

Thailand (26.3%), Cambodia (15.8%), and Vietnam (10.5%). In addition, 15.8% of the 

participants are from outside of the MRC member countries, and they include participants 

from India, Singapore, and Switzerland.   

 

In terms of affiliations, the Mekong River Commission has identified the following groups 

of stakeholders: the Mekong River Commission, the National Mekong Committee, 

governments, local communities, development partners (donors), consultants, media, 

NGOs, private sectors (developers/hydropower-related companies), academia (universities 

and research institutions), and others.  For the purpose of analysis, the various groups are 

collapsed to create a more manageable classification consisting of three distinct groups.  

According to the breakdown, 57.9% of the respondents represent the public sector, while 

civil society organizations and the private sector account for 28.9% and 13.2% 

respectively. 
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4.2.3 Profile of Panelists 

At the 9th MRC Stakeholders Forum, the Mekong River Commission selected six 

stakeholders to be on a panel (see Table 4.3).  Four panelists came from civil society 

organizations, and two came from the private sector.  In terms of country of representation, 

they are each from Lao PDR, Cambodia, and Vietnam. The other 3 panelists are from the 

other MRC countries. As can be expected, the panel is overwhelmingly male (five males 

and one female). The panelists were asked to express their views on hydropower projects.  

They discussed the outcomes and directions for the Mekong River Commission’s basin 

development plan for the next ten years.   
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Table 4.3 Profile of panelists 

Gender Frequency (n) Percent (%) 

Male 5 83.3 

Female 1 16.7 

Total 6 100 

 

Country Frequency (n) Percent (%) 

Lao PDR 1 16.7 

Cambodia 1 16.7 

Vietnam 1 16.7 

Other MRC countries 3 50.0 

Total 6 100 

 

Organization  Frequency (n) Percent (%) 

Civil society (2 research institutes, 2 

NGOs) 

4 66.7 

Private sector (developer and 

development partner) 

2 33.3 

Total 6 100 
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4.3 Hypotheses 

As previously mentioned, the six research questions, based on the concept of collaborative 

governance and governance principles of natural resource management, are as follows: 

1.  What are the stakeholders’ perceptions of the concept and practice of collaborative 

governance, and do the perceptions vary among groups of stakeholders? 

2.  What are the stakeholders’ perceptions of the governance principles of natural 

resource management, and do the perceptions vary among groups of stakeholders? 

3.  What are the stakeholders’ perceptions of the predicted outcomes (efficiency, 

effectiveness, and others), and do the perceptions vary among groups of stakeholders? 

4.  Is there a relationship between perceived collaboration and perceptions of the 

governance principles of natural resource management? 

5.  Is there a relationship between collaboration and predicted outcomes (efficiency, 

effectiveness, and others)? 

6.  Is there a relationship between governance principles and predicted outcomes 

(efficiency, effectiveness, and others)? 

 

The six research questions (as well as the related concepts) give rise to seven hypotheses.  

To facilitate the discussion in a manageable manner, the six research questions and seven 

hypotheses are split into two chapters. This chapter focuses on the first three research 

questions that investigate whether or how the various groups of stakeholders differ in their 

perceptions.  The perceptions in question are (1) collaboration, (2) governance principles, 

and (3) outcomes. As a result, three hypotheses are derived.   

 

The crux of the first hypothesis is the perception of collaboration. Because there are two 

measuring instruments that purport to measure the concept of collaboration, two sub-

hypotheses emerge. One sub-hypothesis is based on the three dimensions of collaboration, 

while another sub-hypothesis considers five dimensions.   

 

The heart of the second hypothesis has to do with governance principles of natural resource 

management. There are eight principles to be considered. These principles are                        
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(1) legitimacy, (2) transparency, (3) accountability, (4) inclusiveness, (5) fairness,                

(6) integration, (7) capability, and (8) adaptability. 

 

The third hypothesis aims to investigate the outcomes of perceptions of collaboration and 

governance principles. This hypothesis evaluates the perceptions of efficiency, 

effectiveness, and other outcomes.  

 

There are three groups of stakeholders whose views are to be contrasted. Stakeholders are 

placed into one of the three groups:  government/public sector, private sector, and civil 

society. Respondents from the governments and the Mekong River Commission naturally 

belong to the first group. Those from the private sector and development partners are placed 

in the second group. The last group consists of respondents from civil society.   

 

Based on the first three research questions and the three groups of stakeholders,                    

the following hypotheses are derived. 

  

H1a:  The 3 groups of stakeholders have different perceptions of the 3 dimensions of 

collaborative governance. 

H1b:  The 3 groups of stakeholders have different perceptions of the 5 dimensions of 

collaborative governance. 

  

H2a:  The 3 groups of stakeholders have different perceptions of the governance principles 

of natural resource management. 

H2b:  The 3 groups of stakeholders have different perceptions of the MRC's practice of the 

governance principles of natural resource management. 

  

H3a:  The 3 groups of stakeholders have different perceptions of the MRC's effectiveness. 

H3b:  The 3 groups of stakeholders have different perceptions of the MRC's efficiency. 

H3c:  The 3 groups of stakeholders have different perceptions of the MRC's other 

outcomes. 

The results of hypothesis testing are discussed next. 
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 4.3.1 Hypothesis 1a (H1a):  Three Dimensions of Collaboration 

H1a asks:  The 3 groups of stakeholders have different perceptions of the 3 dimensions of 

collaboration 

 

Ulibarri (2015) has identified three dimensions of collaboration:  principled engagement, 

shared motivation, and capacity for joint action.  Each dimension is a composite of items.  

The number of items varies from 5 for principled engagement to 8 for shared motivation 

and 7 for capacity for joint action.  Each item is based on a 5-point scale.  The 5 choices 

are coded as follows:  strongly disagree = 1; disagree = 2; neither disagree nor agree = 3; 

agree = 4; and strongly agree = 5.  For each dimension, the separate items are combined 

(and then divided by the number of items) to construct an index score to represent that 

particular dimension.  Ultimately, all 3 dimensions (based on all accompanying items) are 

also combined to construct the full or overall collaboration score.  It should be noted that 

item 8 of Part 3A of the questionnaire (“The decision process hindered my organization 

from meeting its own mission”) requires reverse coding.   

 

Table 4.4 shows the three dimensions as well as the items that are adapted to measure these 

dimensions.  The table displays the mean values for the three dimensions of collaboration 

(as well as for the individual items that make up each dimension).  The results show that 

the respondents agree with all statements related to the collaborative practice of the 

Mekong River Commission.  They believe that there are principled engagement, shared 

motivation, and capacity for joint action.  For all statements regarding collaboration, based 

on a 5-point scale, the degree of agreement is consistently in mid-threes to high-threes.     

To put it the other way, although not very strong, the participants consistently and 

moderately agree with the practice of collaboration. 

 

For each of the three dimensions, although the respondents express their agreements with 

each item, the extent of their agreement varies from “moderate agreement” to “agreement.”  

None of the items receives “strong agreement.”  In particular, for the dimension of 

principled engagement, the lowest mean is 3.50 for “seeking solutions to meet common 

goals,” while the highest mean is 3.84 for “involvement throughout the process.”  
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Regarding the dimension of shared motivation, the respondents believe that “goals are 

achieved by working with others” (mean 4.16).  Yet they only slightly agree that 

participants are honest and sincere (mean 3.45) and trustworthy (mean 3.34).  With regard 

to the dimension of capacity for joint action, while the participants “understand information 

used” (mean 3.89), they only slightly “accept the information used” (mean 3.42).                 

The results of all the items are comparable to the results of Ulibarri (2015). 

 

When the responses of all groups of stakeholders are combined, the average score may 

mask the differences that exist across the groups.  It is thus necessary to determine whether 

these groups are homogeneous in their opinions.  To test the first sub-hypothesis of the first 

hypothesis, ANOVA (analysis of variance) is used to determine whether the means of the 

3 groups are significantly different (see Table 4.5 and Figure 4.1).  At a .05 level of 

significance, the results indicate that the three groups of stakeholders (public sector, private 

sector, and civil society organizations) are in agreement with regard to the Mekong River 

Commission’s collaborative process.  The three groups feel that the stakeholders are 

engaged.  There are cooperation and involvement on the parts of the stakeholders to work 

together to achieve the common goals.  With regard to shared motivation, there is evidence 

of trust, mutual respect, honesty, and commitment.  In the case of capacity for joint action, 

the respondents believe that they have access to relevant and valid information.  They also 

believe that the decision process is managed neutrally and objectively based on the agreed-

upon ground rules.  The results of the mean values being in the mid-threes are consistent 

across the three dimensions of collaboration.  In sum, all three groups of stakeholders 

moderately agree in their perceptions of the Mekong River Commission’s collaborative 

procedure.  They believe that the Commission has worked to encourage collaboration.   
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Table 4.4 Three dimensions of collaboration 

Dimension Description M SD 

Principled engagement Involvement throughout the 

process 

3.84 .823 

 Agreeing about goals of 

participation 

3.71 .835 

 Seeking solutions to meet common 

needs 

3.50 .762 

 Working together to identify 

information needs 

3.82 .692 

 Working together cooperatively 3.66 .909 

Shared motivation Participation being appreciated and 

respected 

3.89 .606 

 Goals achieved by working with 

others 

4.16 .886 

 Organization’s mission is hindered 

by the decision process 

3.50 .980 

 Operation of decision process 

based on mutual respect 

3.92 .749 

 Opinion has been taken seriously 

by others 

3.63 .714 

 Participant’s commitment to the 

process 

3.71 .649 

 Participants being honest and 

sincere 

3.45 .828 

 Participants being trustworthy 3.34 .938 
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Dimension Description M SD 

Capacity for joint 

action 

Access to relevant information 3.82 .896 

 Process-based on mutually agreed-

upon rules 

3.87 .741 

 Process managed in a neutral 

manner 

3.74 .828 

 Equal opportunity for participation 3.82 .926 

 Effective management of process 3.61 .755 

 Understanding of information used 3.89 .764 

 Participants’ acceptance of 

information used 

3.42 .826 

 

 

Table 4.5 Perceptions of the 3 dimensions of collaboration 

Dimensions 

of 

Collaboration  

Types of stakeholders 

Public 

sector 

Private 

sector 

Civil 

society 

All groups 

M SD M SD M SD M SD F p 

Engagement 3.90 .523 3.48 .701 3.42 .761 3.42 .761 2.585 .090 

Motivation 3.69 .338 3.45 .616 3.41 .528 3.58 .446 1.722 .194 

Joint action 3.90 .465 3.66 .480 3.44 .776 3.44 .776 2.430 .103 

Collaboration 

index 

3.82 .379 3.53 .530 3.42 .599 3.66 .492 2.802 .074 

*significant at .05 level 
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Figure 4.1 Perceptions of the 3 dimensions of collaboration 

 

 

When the three dimensions are combined to construct a collaboration index, the same result 

stands.  At a .05 significance level, all 3 groups of stakeholders think similarly in that they 

feel that there is a high degree of collaboration.  Apparently, the Mekong River 

Commission is successful in conveying the message that the Commission is serious about 

its collaboration with the other stakeholders.  

 

The qualitative data are in agreement with the quantitative analysis.  With regard to 

principled engagement, the 9th MRC Regional Stakeholder Forum carried the message that 

participation of stakeholders was welcome.  The Forum provided a face-to-face setting for 

the stakeholders to meet with government representatives to voice their concerns, and it 

resulted in a better understanding of the role and authority of the Mekong River 

Commission.  Stakeholders now realize that the Mekong River Commission does not have 

the authority to order the member countries to abandon hydropower projects.  Nevertheless, 

stakeholders understand that they are able to offer their concerns so that the Mekong River 
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Commission and member countries can consider actions to mitigate the negative impacts 

of the hydropower development projects.   

 

With regard to the dimension of shared motivation of collaboration, the stakeholders 

express their belief that greater benefits can be derived when partner organizations work 

together rather than when they work alone.  As mentioned by a member of the private 

sector, “Let me say that cooperation comes from direct democracy. This is in the train of 

our brain. This is a very important thing.  Cooperation is never easy. Cooperation is 

something that has to be discussed, and we have to keep working on good cooperation.” 

 

With regard to capacity for joint action, a person representing the private sector comments: 

“One of your outcomes, actually, is to promote additional value in each sector--fisheries, 

energy, and agriculture. Experiences over the years in the Mekong as well as in other 

regions show that certain sectors can contribute to benefit each other.  There are trade-

offs that can be made since it is very difficult for all sectors to do things on their own.  I 

think that the MRC can play a role in working with member countries.” 

 

In conclusion, it is apparent that the respondents (stakeholders) agree moderately with the 

Mekong River Commission’s collaborative process.  They feel that the Mekong River 

Commission and stakeholders are engaged and that they share the motivation.  

Furthermore, there is a capacity for joint action.  The respondents’ agreement is consistent 

across the three dimensions.  Therefore, H1a was not accepted. 

 

4.3.2 Hypothesis 1b (H1b):  Five Dimensions of Collaboration 

H1b:  The 3 groups of stakeholders have different perceptions of the 5 dimensions of 

collaborative governance. 

 

When compared to the work of Ulibarri (2015) who has listed three dimensions of 

collaboration, the work of Thomson et al. (2014) has identified five distinct dimensions.  

The five dimensions consist of joint decision-making, administration, autonomy, 

mutuality, and trust (see Part 3B of the questionnaire in the Appendix).  As in the case of 
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the measuring instrument based on the work of Ulibarri (2015), each of the five dimensions 

contains a number of statements or items.  Unlike the Ulibarri scale which has 5-8 items 

for each dimension, the Thomson et al. (2014) scale has significantly fewer items.               

For example, the dimension of joint decision-making has only 2 measurement items, while 

autonomy and trust have 3 items each.  As discussed later in Chapter 5, while the two 

instruments are correlated, they do not exhibit the same results when correlated with the 

outcome variables.  One may have to speculate that the inconsistent results may have to do 

with the Thomson et al. (2014) scale being less stable.   

 

The respondents believe that collaboration exists across all five dimensions.  Similar to the 

results of the perceptions of the three dimensions of collaboration, the results for the five 

dimensions are generally in the mid-threes, with the exceptions of 3 items slightly touching 

the fourth category (strongly agree) of the scale (see Table 4.6).  Therefore, the respondents 

slightly agree with the statements in most cases.  The results here cannot be compared to 

the results of the Thomson et al. (2014) study because that study did not provide the mean 

values of the variables. 

 

Although the respondents, at most, slightly agree with most statements, there are a few 

exceptions that should be noted.  Regarding the dimension of collaborative administration, 

the respondents agree that there is an “understanding of one’s role as a member of 

administration” (mean 4.03).  Likewise, for the dimension of mutuality, the belief is that 

“the organization’s goals are achieved by working with partners” (mean 4.08).  For the 

dimension of trust, the same result is obtained because the respondents agree that “working 

together is worthwhile” (mean 4.05). 

 

Autonomy is the only one of the five dimensions of the Thomson et al. (2014) scale that 

stands apart from the others.  All 3 items of this dimension receive the lowest scores (means 

of 3.11, 3.21, and 3.29).  The respondents cannot quite agree whether collaboration 

interferes with their own mission, independence, and expectations.  At face value, 

autonomy and collaboration should be at odd with each other.  As discussed later in Chapter 
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5, the relationship may not be straightforward.  It is conceivable that one’s desire for 

autonomy may not necessarily prevent participation in collaboration. 

 

All the separate statements provide their own mean values based on the respondents’ 

ratings (see Table 4.7 and Figure 4.2).  On the other hand, the various statements of each 

dimension are combined and averaged to construct an overall score for that dimension.       

In addition, there is an overall index score of collaboration that is derived from all five 

dimensions.   

 

The scores from the private sector are consistently lower than the scores provided by the 

public sector and civil society organizations.  However, except for the dimension of 

administration of tasks and goals, the differences across the three groups are not 

statistically significant.    

 

Table 4.6 Descriptions of the 5 dimensions of collaboration 

Dimension Description M SD 

Joint Decision Making Opinions took seriously 

by partners 

3.50 .830 

 Brainstorming with 

partners to develop 

solutions 

3.89 .727 

Administration Understanding of one’s 

role as a member of the 

collaboration 

4.03 .636 

 Partners’ meetings 

enabling collaboration 

3.71 .732 

 Partners agreeing about 

goals of collaboration 

3.84 .718 

 Partners’ coordination 

of tasks 

3.74 .828 
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Dimension Description M SD 

Autonomy Collaboration hindering 

the organizational 

mission 

3.11 .831 

 Organization’s 

independence is 

affected by working 

with partners 

3.21 .963 

 Representative being 

torn between 

organization’s and 

collaboration’s 

expectations 

3.29 .835 

Mutuality Partners’ use of 

combined resources 

3.63 .883 

 Sharing of information 3.95 .837 

 Organization’s 

contribution being 

appreciated by partners 

 

3.87 .777 

 Organization’s goals are 

achieved by working 

with partners 

 

4.08 .712 

 Partners working 

through differences for 

win-win solutions 

3.92 .673 

Trust Partners’ 

representatives being 

trustworthy  

3.66 .582 
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Dimension Description M SD 

 Counting on partners to 

meet obligations 

3.61 .638 

 Working together being 

worthwhile 

4.05 .613 

 

Table 4.7 Perceptions of the 5 dimensions of collaboration 

Dimensions of 

Collaboration 

Types of stakeholders 

Public 

sector 

Private 

sector 

Civil 

society 

All groups 

M SD M SD M SD M SD F P 

Joint decision 

making 

3.91 .570 3.40 .652 3.41 .861 3.70 .703 2.430 .103 

Administration 4.01 .466 3.30 .779 3.70 .590 3.83 .587 3.849 .031* 

Autonomy 3.33 .591 2.53 .767 3.24 .732 3.20 .691 3.063 .059 

Mutuality 3.91 .591 3.68 .944 3.95 .420 3.89 .591 .362 .699 

Trust 3.83 .445 3.33 .236 3.85 .524 3.85 .524 2.720 .080 

Collaboration 

index 

3.82 .414 3.29 .542 3.68 .466 3.71 .467 2.847 .072 

*significant at .05 level 
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Figure 4.2 Perceptions of the 5 dimensions of collaboration 

 

 

As in the case of capacity for joint action as measured by Ulibarri (2015), joint decision 

making as measured by the instrument of Thomson et al. (2014) yields the same result.  

The three groups of stakeholders have the same view of the partners’ ability to work 

together to come up with a solution.  All groups believe that they could brainstorm with 

their partners and that their opinions are seriously considered.   

 

The Mekong River Commission has a number of bilateral projects that involve civil society 

organizations.  The 9th Regional Stakeholder Forum provided some financial support to 

participants representing such organizations.  The public sectors feel that they can work 

closely with the Mekong River Commission. Similarly, the Mekong River Commission 

sees the public sectors as the main partners or stakeholders of the Mekong River 

Commission.  As commented by the first specialist of the Mekong River Commission, 

“because a government is considered to be a key partner, the non-government sector 

should be considered along the same line.  There should be a mechanism that allows both 
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sides to work in parallel so that non-governmental partners could enter into the decision-

making process.”  

 

The second dimension of collaboration is administration, and it is the only one of the five 

dimensions that shows a significant difference in opinions among the three groups of 

stakeholders.  The administration has to do with partners’ roles, responsibilities, goals, 

meetings, and coordination.  The Mekong River Commission has worked closely with 

developers in developing hydropower projects.  The Mekong River Commission 

communicates with the member governments which in turn are in touch with developers.  

As in the case of the Luang Prabang hydropower project, there is significant coordination 

between the Mekong River Commission and the private sectors.  All three groups believe 

in the Mekong River Commission’s collaborative administration.  The Commission 

appears to perform reasonably well in terms of understanding members’ roles, arranging 

meetings, agreeing on goals, and coordinating tasks.  However, the extent of the agreement 

varies from group to group.  It is noteworthy but probably not surprising that the public 

sector (i.e., the Mekong River Commission) gives a high mark on the administrative 

process.  However, the private sectors and civil society organizations, while concurring, 

have significantly lower ratings. 

 

Autonomy is the focus of the third dimension.  Autonomy has to do with one’s loss of 

independence and one’s mission is hindered by the collaboration’s expectations.  As such, 

this particular dimension conflicts with the other four dimensions of collaboration.           

This component receives the lowest level of agreement, and the private sector, in particular, 

shows a degree of skepticism.  In general, all three groups basically neither agree nor agree 

with this dimension.  At first, it might appear that the relationship between autonomy and 

the collaborative process should be straightforward.  Upon closer examination, autonomy 

does not act as expected.  For some reason, autonomy does not appear to impede 

collaboration, at least not as much as expected.  Chapter 5 discusses how autonomy is 

related to the other collaborative factors and outcomes, and the results confirm the need to 

examine the dimension of autonomy in a different light. 
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The fourth dimension, mutuality, deals with how partners combine resources and share 

information.  It is a feeling of being appreciated.  It is the belief that partners can work 

through their differences and that working together will strengthen the operations while 

achieving one’s goals.  The three groups of stakeholders are in agreement.  As mentioned 

by a member of the Joint Committee of the Mekong River Commission, “as in the case of 

technical matter, if there is a communication from the CEO or the MRC to TNMC, there 

will be an appointment of specific committees or line agencies.  Depending on the subject 

matter, experts in the relevant field will be invited to a meeting to present their opinions.” 

 

The fifth and final dimension of collaboration is trust.  It is a matter of being able to trust 

partners and rely on them for meeting their obligations.  It is a matter of feeling that 

collaboration is worthwhile.  Again, the three groups of stakeholders are in agreement that 

it is worthwhile for partners to work together and that partners can be counted on to meet 

their obligations.  Therefore, the stakeholders believe that the Mekong River Commission 

has promoted trust. 

 

As for the overall collaboration score based on the combination of all five dimensions, the 

result basically confirms the results of the individual dimensions.  Except for the 

dimensions of administration of collaborative efforts, all three groups of stakeholders have 

the same views on the Mekong River Commission’s collaboration process.                         

The agreements apply to the dimensions of joint decision-making, autonomy, mutuality, 

and trust.  Therefore, H1b is not accepted. 

 

H1a and H1b yield basically the same conclusions.  Regardless of whether collaboration 

has three or five dimensions, there is a moderate but significant agreement across the 

groups of stakeholders that the Mekong River Commission engages in collaboration.            

In this regard, based on the perceptions of the stakeholders, the Mekong River Commission 

has achieved its goal of cooperation. 
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4.3.3 Hypothesis 2a (H2a):  Governance Principles 

There are eight governance principles of natural resource management (Lockwood et al., 

2010). Table 4.8 lists the eight principles as well as the components that make up each 

principle.   

 

The eight principles were evaluated twice, resulting in two sub-hypotheses.  First, the 

various groups of stakeholders were asked to indicate the value or appropriateness of these 

eight principles.  Then they were asked again to assess whether the Mekong River 

Commission adhered to these principles. 

 

Figure 4.3 Governance principles and conceptual definitions 

Legitimacy refers to (a) the validity of an organization’s authority to govern that may be 

(i) conferred by democratic statute; or (ii) earned through the acceptance by stakeholders 

of an organization’s authority to govern; (b) that power is devolved to the lowest level at 

which it can be effectively exercised, and (c) the integrity with which this authority is 

exercised. 

 

Transparency refers to (a) the visibility of decision-making processes; (b) the clarity with 

which the reasoning behind decisions is communicated; and (c) the ready availability of 

relevant information about governance and performance in an organization. 

 

Accountability refers to (a) the allocation and acceptance of responsibility for decisions 

and actions and (b) the demonstration of whether and how these responsibilities have been 

met. 

 

Inclusiveness refers to opportunities available for stakeholders to participate in and 

influence decision-making processes and actions.  Governance is regarded as inclusive 

when all those with a stake in governance processes can engage with them on a basis equal 

to that provided to all other stakeholders. 
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Fairness refers to (a) the respect and attention given to stakeholders’ views; (b) consistency 

and absence of personal bias in decision making; and (c) the consideration given to the 

distribution of costs and benefits of decisions. 

 

Integration refers to (a) the connection between, and coordination across, different 

governance levels; (b) the connection between, and coordination across, organizations at 

the same level of governance; and (c) the alignment of priorities, plans, and activities across 

governance organizations. 

 

Capability refers to the systems, plans, resources, skills, leadership, knowledge, and 

experiences that enable organizations, and the individuals who direct, manage, and work 

for them, to effectively deliver on their responsibilities. 

 

Adaptability refers to (a) the incorporation of new knowledge and learning into decision 

making and implementation; (b) anticipation and management of threats, opportunities, 

and associated risks; and (c) systematic reflection on individual, organizational, and system 

performance. 

Source: Lockwood et al. (2010) 

 

Hypothesis 2a states:  The 3 groups of stakeholders have different perceptions of the 

governance principles of natural resource management. 

 

It sounds simplistic to say that good governance is good governance.  Yet, this is indeed 

the case.  When a particular principle of governance is logical and reasonable, it is viewed 

as such and is endorsed by stakeholders.  Here, all three groups of stakeholders are uniform 

in their opinions of all eight governance principles (see Table 4.8 and Figure 4.4).                  

As shown by the average scores of all groups being above 4 on each of the 5-point scales, 

all groups give rather high marks (strong agreements) to all eight principles.  The evidence 

clearly and uniformly supports the notion that management of natural resources should be 

legitimate, transparent, accountable, inclusive, fair, integrative, capable, and adaptable.  

There is no question about what good governance as related to natural resource 
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management should be.  The acceptance of governance principles is not swayed by the 

affiliations of the stakeholders regardless of whether they are from the public sector, the 

private sector, or civil society organizations.  The favorable agreements on the eight 

governance principles, when broken down by group, stay essentially the same across all 

three groups of stakeholders.  All groups express the same view on the various governance 

aspects of natural resource management.  Since these principles elicit a uniform view 

across groups, H2a is not accepted.  It can thus be concluded that the evidence is in support 

of the governance framework proposed by Lockwood et al. (2010). The apparent 

universality of natural-resource-management governance principles is encouraging 

because these principles can be utilized to guide public policies. 

 

Table 4.8 Governance principles of natural resource management 

 

Governance 

principles 

Types of stakeholders 

Public 

sector 

Private 

sector 

Civil 

society 

All groups 

M SD M SD M SD M SD F P 

Legitimacy 4.27 .703 4.60 .548 4.45 .522 4.37 .633 .675 .516 

Transparency 4.59 .590 5.00 .000 4.73 .467 4.68 .525 1.309 .283 

Accountability 4.32 .716 4.60 .894 4.73 .467 4.47 .687 1.429 .253 

Inclusiveness 4.45 .596 4.60 .548 4.55 .522 4.50 .558 .182 .835 

Fairness 4.32 .780 4.40 .894 4.45 .688 4.37 .751 .120 .887 

Integration 4.14 .834 3.80 .837 4.36 .505 4.16 .754 .980 .385 

Capability 4.59 .503 4.80 .447 4.36 .505 4.55 .504 1.477 .242 

Adaptability 4.55 .510 4.80 .447 4.55 .522 4.58 .522 .548 .583 

Governance 

index  

4.40 .406 4.58 .259 4.52 .284 4.46 .357 2.847 .072 

*significant at .05 level 
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Figure 4.4 Perceptions of governance principles of natural resource management 

 

4.3.4 Hypothesis 2b (H2b):  Perceptions of the MRC's Practice of 

Governance Principles  

 

H2b states:  The 3 groups of stakeholders have different perceptions of the MRC's practice 

of the governance principles of natural resource management. 

  

Whereas H2a focuses on how the governance principles of natural resource management 

are viewed in general, H2b has a specific purpose of focusing on whether the Mekong 

River Commission is perceived to adhere to those principles.  The results provide a stark 

contrast between the two sub-hypotheses.  Parties may agree on what good governance is, 

but they do not necessarily have to agree that a particular organization practices it.  In this 

case, while all stakeholders (including the associates of the Mekong River Commission) 

believe in all eight principles of good governance, they do not quite agree on the extent 

that the Mekong River Commission adheres to all of these principles. 
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Of all eight principles of governance, all three groups of stakeholders basically agree rather 

strongly that the Mekong River Commission practices these governance principles.  

However, in spite of the agreements across the three groups of stakeholders, statistical 

analysis reveals that there are significant differences in the three groups’ opinions on half 

of the principles.  The stakeholders agree that the Mekong River Commission is legitimate, 

accountable, inclusive, and integrative.   

 

Yet the three groups differ significantly with regard to transparency, fairness, capability, 

and adaptability (see Table 4.9 and Figure 4.5).  Regarding transparency, one respondent 

mentions: “no clear procedure of PNPCA.  Many have commented that the MRC does not 

respect a feasibility study.  The technical review should focus on technical requirements in 

accordance with the MRC guidelines, host country, and international standards.  

Moreover, the monitoring system and database (include access) should be improved.” 

 

Regarding capability, stakeholders from the private sector want improvement.                       

As commented by one respondent, “the MRC should define clearly its role, stakeholder 

roles, and the basis and baseline of each crucial measurement.  Although the MRC has a 

great vision for Basin Development Strategy, it lacks the ability to implement these 

strategies. These might have occurred because of political power. In the end, the MRC has 

no governing right to support or stop the development in the Mekong River Basin.  It should 

remain that way. Governing rights belong to the countries. The MRC should remain as the 

voice of all stakeholders, and it should provide necessary suggestions for developers and 

governing countries for further improvements” 

 

In conclusion, in spite of some differences across groups, there is generally an agreement 

that the Mekong River Commission follows the guidance of governance principles.  

However, because the three groups clearly exhibit different perspectives on half of the 

governance principles, there is a gap between what good governance is in theory and 

practice.  One managerial implication is that the Mekong River Commission needs to make 

improvements in the areas of transparency, fairness, capability, and adaptability. 
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There is a pattern of divergent agreements.  For the four governance principles 

(transparency, fairness, capability, and adaptability) that exhibit divergence across groups, 

the public sector consistently gives the Mekong River Commission a high mark.                 

The private sector, for some reason, consistently gives the Mekong River Commission the 

lowest score.  While it is not unexpected that the public sector might give a state or semi-

state agency a favorable review and that the other two groups of stakeholders might give 

lower scores, it is unclear why the private sector is even less favorable than the group of 

civil society organizations.  This interesting pattern deserves further investigation. 

 

For the four principles that show no significant differences across the three groups of 

stakeholders, one repetitive pattern is noticeable.  Although statistically insignificant, the 

highest scores come from the public sector with regard to the belief that the Mekong River 

Commission is legitimate, accountable, inclusive, and integrative.  The Commission should 

thus recognize that there is a potential for a biased, self-congratulatory view within the 

organization. 
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Table 4.9 Perceptions of the MRC’s practice of governance principles 

MRC’s 

Practice of 

governance 

principles  

Types of stakeholders 

Public 

sector 

Private 

sector 

Civil 

society 

All groups 

M SD M SD M SD M SD F P 

Legitimacy 4.09 .750 3.20 1.643 3.55 1.036 3.82 1.010 2.291 .116 

Transparency 4.09 .868 3.00 1.414 3.27 .905 3.71 .905 4.274 .022* 

Accountability 3.86 .774 3.60 1.673 3.55 .820 3.74 .921 .488 .618 

Inclusiveness 4.14 .710 3.80 .837 3.55 .688 3.92 .749 2.555 .092 

Fairness 3.86 .774 2.40 .894 3.27 1.009 3.50 .980 6.419 .004* 

Integration 3.86 .710 3.20 .837 3.64 .809 3.71 .768 1.650 .207 

Capability 4.05 .722 2.60 1.140 3.73 .905 3.76 .943 6.135 .005* 

Adaptability 3.95 .575 2.80 1.304 3.82 .751 3.76 .820 4.943 .013* 

Overall 

governance 

index 

3.99 .520 3.08 .921 3.55 .690 3.74 .694 5.043 .012* 

*significant at .05 level 

 

Due to the mixed results, with four of the eight governance principles eliciting uniform 

opinions, H2b is partially accepted. 
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Figure 4.5 Perceptions of the MRC’s adherence to governance principles 

 

 

 

 4.3.5 Hypothesis 3a (H3a):  Perceptions of the MRC’s Effectiveness 

H3a states:  The 3 groups of stakeholders have different perceptions of the MRC's 

effectiveness. 

 

The OECD (2015) has described four principles of the effectiveness of water governance 

as well as four principles of efficiency.  The criteria for effectiveness are (1) clear role and 

responsibilities, (2) appropriate scales within basin governance systems, (3) policy 

coherence through cross-sectoral coordination, and (4) adaptability of authorities. 

 

The results show that the three groups of stakeholders moderately agree that the Mekong 

River Commission is effective.  The Mekong River Commission understands its roles and 

responsibilities.  According to the first director, “although the member countries have 

different political and economic conditions, the MRC should build capacity and capability 
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to gain more knowledge and to build common understanding so that the countries can 

move forward together.”   

 

Nevertheless, the views of the three groups of stakeholders differ significantly (see Table 

4.10 and Figure 4.6) with regard to the degree of the Mekong River Commission’s 

effectiveness.  The public sector consistently gives a higher mark on all four criteria of 

effectiveness, while the private sector consistently gives a much lower score on each of the 

four criteria.  Civil service organizations’ responses are somewhere in the middle.   

 

Once again, the divergent pattern across the three groups of stakeholders repeats itself.    

The highest mark for the Mekong River Commission’s effectiveness comes from the public 

sector, while the lowest mark comes from the private sector.  Could it be that there is some 

kind of conflict of interest between the public and private sectors?  The conflict, if present, 

is rather surprising because one normally would expect the private sector (developers and 

consultants) to work closely with the public sector with regard to a large dam project.  

There seems to be some underlying cause that irritates the private sector to some degree.  

Whatever it is, the Mekong River Commission needs to first identify it and then rectify it. 

 

Overall, H3a is accepted.  The three groups of stakeholders do not agree on the 

effectiveness of the Mekong River Commission.  While the three groups agree that the 

policy of the Mekong River Commission is coherent, they do not believe that the 

Commission is effective in terms of roles and responsibilities, scales within the basin 

systems, and the authorities’ adaptability.  The areas of disagreement pose challenges to 

the ability of the Commission to be effective in achieving its goals. 
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Table 4.10 Perceptions of the MRC’s effectiveness 

The MRC’s 

effectiveness 

Types of stakeholders 

Public 

sector 

Private 

sector 

Civil 

society 

All groups 

M SD M SD M SD M SD F P 

1. Roles and 

responsibilities 

4.00 .690 2.80 1.304 3.91 .701 3.82 .865 4.838 .014* 

2. Scales 

within basin 

systems 

3.86 .640 2.60 .548 3.45 1.128 3.58 .889 5.242 .010* 

3.Policy 

coherence 

3.91 .750 3.20 .837 3.64 1.286 3.74 .950 1.238 .302 

4.Adaptability 

of authorities 

3.86 .560 2.80 .837 3.73 1.191 3.68 .873 3.443 .043* 

Overall 

effectiveness 

score 

3.91 .532 2.85 .675 3.68 .949 3.70 .760 4.774 .015* 

*significant at .05 level 
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Figure 4.6 Perceptions of the MRC’s effectiveness 

 

 

4.3.6 Hypothesis 3b (H3b):  Perceptions of the MRC’s Efficiency 

H3b states:  The 3 groups of stakeholders have different perceptions of the MRC's 

efficiency. 

 

As previously explained, while effectiveness and efficiency often overlap, they are not the 

same thing.  An organization may be effective without being efficient or vice versa.           

The criteria for the efficiency of water governance are (1) timely and policy-relevant 

information, (2) efficient mobilization of financial resources, (3) implementation and 

enforcement of regulatory frameworks for a public interest, and (4) implementation of 

governance practices across authorities and stakeholders. 

 

The data show that the public sector moderately believes that the Mekong River 

Commission is efficient (see Table 4.11 and Figure 4.7).  The Mekong River Commission 

believes that it has been successful with regard to regulatory frameworks and 
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implementation of governance practices.  The group of civil society organizations is in 

agreement with the public sector.  The departure has to do with the private sector.  

Following the pattern of H2b and H3a, the results of H3b show that the private sector 

(private companies and development partners) shows some degree of skepticism of the 

Mekong River Commission’s efficiency.   

 

The Mekong River Commission appears to recognize its limitations.  The fourth specialist 

explains the situation.  “Under PNPCA, when a country proposes a water project or dam, 

the other member countries must study the proposal.  They can say yes, but they cannot say 

no.  Still, the initiating country cannot immediately proceed with the project.  It is obligated 

to listen to the other countries’ concerns and to lessen or mitigate the negative impacts.  

As a result, confusion gives way to clarity that encourages countries to understand and 

cooperate.” 

 

In conclusion, in spite of the groups of stakeholders being in general agreement with the 

four criteria of efficiency, the three groups of stakeholders hold varying views on three of 

those four criteria.  The only criterion that receives a uniform view is the implementation 

and enforcement of governance practices.  It is possible that the Mekong River 

Commission, by organizing and holding the national forums for the respondents, gives 

appearance of its desire to promote governance principles and practices. 

 

However, there is a pronounced lack of agreement across the groups on the dimensions of 

timely information, financial resources, and regulatory frameworks.  Apparently, there are 

perceptions that the Mekong River Commission does not provide timely information, that 

it does not possess adequate financial resources, and that the sound water management 

regulatory frameworks for public interest are debatable.  Therefore, H3b is accepted.  

Future research should delve into the reason why private companies and development 

partners are not as confident in the efficiency of the Mekong River Commission.                      

It is noteworthy that the private sector’s criticism of the Commission’s dissemination of 

information appears to be exactly the same criticism that comes from riparian residents. 
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Table 4.11 Perceptions of the MRC’s efficiency 

The MRC’s 

efficiency 

Types of stakeholders 

Public 

sector 

Private 

sector 

Civil 

society 

All groups 

M SD M SD M SD M SD F P 

Timely 

information 

3.82 .664 2.60 .894 3.91 .944 3.68 .873 5.589 .008* 

Financial 

resources 

3.77 .528 2.80 .447 3.36 1.120 3.53 .797 3.885 .030* 

Regulatory 

frameworks 

3.68 .640 2.40 .894 3.45 1.128 3.55 .950 6.336 .004* 

Implementation 

of governance 

practices 

3.86 .560 3.20 .447 3.55 1.036 3.68 .739 2.021 .148 

Overall 

efficiency index 

3.83 .446 2.75 .468 3.57 .949 3.61 .714 5.947 .006* 

*significant at .05 level 
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Figure 4.7 Perceptions of the MRC's efficiency 

 

4.3.7 Hypothesis 3c (H3c):  Perceptions of the MRC’s Other Outcomes 

H3c states:  The 3 groups of stakeholders have different perceptions of the MRC's 

outcomes. 

 

Beyond the effectiveness and efficiency, there are additional outcomes of collaboration 

(Thomson et al. 2014) that should be considered. The additional outcomes are: (1) 

achievement of expected outcomes, (2) quality of working relationships, (3) broadened 

views of issues, (4) increased interaction with partners, and (5) equalization of partners’ 

influence. 

 

The representatives of the MRC believe that the Mekong River Commission has done a 

reasonable job in achieving outcomes.  The first director notes: “Different hydropower 

projects have different developers.  Due to their competitive nature, they do not want to 

share their business plans, teams, and operation schemes with competitors.  This is one of 
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our greatest difficulties.  We believe that the various dams need to cooperate.  After all, in 

the case of cascade dams, a dam in the upper region has an impact on the dams midstream 

or downstream.”   

 

The Mekong River Commission is cognizant of the challenges and difficulties in improving 

the quality of working relationships.  As noted by the third member of the joint committee, 

“there are differences in geography and languages.  Although it is the same river running 

over 4000 kilometers, the geography varies.”  The first director comments: “Common 

words do not have common definitions.  The wet/dry season in terms of time frame varies 

from region to region.” 

 

In conclusion, the Mekong River Commission understands that it plays a role in improving 

the outcomes.  As mentioned by the first specialist, “to keep the trust, the MRC must 

provide a platform for information sharing, discussion, and negotiation.  Sustainable 

development, be in the form of impact or intervention, must be linked to social-economic 

conditions.  The MRC’s role in this regard needs to be improved.  Another representative 

of the Mekong River Commission suggests: “To broaden the views of the issues and also 

to increase interaction, a government is learning to be more transparent, to increase 

clarity, and to work with different groups of stakeholders.  As long as the local community 

and civil society express their interests, the government should consider all constructive 

suggestions.” 

 

On average, the numerical scores provided by the stakeholders are in the mid-threes.         

The data show that all three groups of stakeholders only mildly agree that the MRC has 

achieved the five expected outcomes.  This mild agreement exists across all groups on all 

five expected outcomes (see Tables 4.12 and Figure 4.8).  The ANOVA results show that 

there is no significant difference across the three groups. Unlike the perceptions of the 

Mekong River Commission’s effectiveness and efficiency which have a distinct variation 

across the group, H3c is not accepted.  In any case, the responses indicate that the Mekong 

River Commission will need to improve its performance on these other outcomes. 
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Still, it must be noted that, in spite of the three groups being in agreement in terms of the 

five specific outcomes, there are areas of concern.  The private sector gives high marks to 

the Mekong River Commission with regard to the quality of working relationships as well 

as broadened views of issues.  Yet the private sector also gives relatively low marks to the 

Commission regarding the achievement of outcomes, increased interaction, and partners’ 

equal influence.  The mixed feelings of the private sector need to be duly noted. 

 

Although the ANOVA results show no significant difference across groups in terms of the 

five specific outcomes, Figure 4.8 appears to portray some rather large differences between 

groups.  Conceivably, the lack of systematic differences between groups may have to do 

with the rather large standard deviation.  It is thus important to recognize the homogeneity 

(or heterogeneity) across groups as well as within groups.  While the three groups may end 

up agreeing with each other with regard to a particular outcome, it does not preclude the 

possibility that the members of each group may not be cohesive. 
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Table 4.12 Perceptions of the MRC’s other outcomes 

Other 

outcomes 

Types of stakeholders 

Public 

sector 

Private 

sector 

Civil 

society 

All groups 

M SD M SD M SD M SD F P 

Achievement 

of outcomes 

3.55 .671 3.00 .707 3.55 .820 3.47 .725 1.243 .301 

Quality of 

working 

relationships 

3.82 .501 3.80 .447 3.36 1.027 3.68 .702 1.677 .202 

Broadened 

views of 

issues 

3.68 .780 3.80 .837 3.55 .820 3.66 .781 .198 .821 

Increased 

interaction 

3.64 .658 2.80 1.304 3.55 .934 3.50 .862 2.049 .144 

Partners’ 

equal 

influence 

3.64 .658 3.00 .707 3.09 1.044 3.39 .823 2.449 .101 

Overall 

outcome 

score 

3.66 .525 3.28 .522 3.42 .797 3.54 .617 1.107 .342 

*significant at .05 level 
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Figure 4.8 Perceptions of the MRC’s other outcomes 

 

4.4 Conclusion 

The three groups of stakeholders (public sector, private sector, and civil society 

organizations) have voiced their opinions on the Mekong River Commission’s 

collaborative process and outcomes.  In addition, they have given their assessments of the 

governance principles of natural resource management. 

 

The three groups of stakeholders are essentially in agreement with regard to the Mekong 

River Commission’s collaborative efforts.  The groups are also in agreement in terms of 

good governance for natural resource management.  However, they differ with regard to 

whether the Mekong River Commission adheres to all the principles of natural resource 

management.  While the groups believe that the Mekong River Commission practices good 

governance for some of the principles, they show divergence for several other principles.   
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When it comes to the effectiveness and efficiency of the Mekong River Commission in 

performing its mission, the three groups of stakeholders differ in their perceptions.             

The public sector gives the Mekong River Commission a higher mark than the other groups 

do.  This result is not totally unexpected.  After all, the employment opportunities of the 

personnel of the public sector are dictated by the performance, whether real or perceived, 

of the Commission.  Confidence will be gained only if the sentiments of the public sector 

are confirmed by the private sector and civil society organizations.  At the present time, 

such confirmation is lacking. 

 

However, all three groups are in agreement with regard to their perceptions of the Mekong 

River Commission’s other outcomes.  While not statistically significant, there are some 

variations across the groups. 

 

Two instruments measure collaborative governance.  One instrument identifies three 

dimensions of collaboration, while another shows five dimensions.  In general, the three 

groups of stakeholders respond similarly to the two instruments.  It is thus logical to 

surmise that the two instruments are compatible in that they both measure collaboration.  

As a result, the two scales are substitutable.  However, the subsequent hypotheses discussed 

in Chapter 5 show inconsistent results when these two collaboration scales are correlated 

with other criteria.  Researchers thus need to be careful before treating the two instruments 

as being equivalent. 

 

All groups are essentially in agreement with regard to the Mekong River Commission’s 

collaborative efforts.  They all feel that the MRC has promoted collaborative governance.  

The groups are also in agreement in terms of good governance for natural resource 

management.  Therefore, the governance principles of natural resource management are 

well received across the various groups of stakeholders.  However, they differ with regard 

to whether the Mekong River Commission adheres to all the principles of natural resource 

management.  While the groups believe that the Mekong River Commission practices good 

governance for some of the principles, they show divergence for several other principles.  
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The Mekong River Commission should pay attention to the areas of divergence.  They need 

to be aware of the governance principles that they fall short of in the eye of public opinions. 

  

There are also agreements across the groups with regard to their perceptions of the Mekong 

River Commission’s other specific outcomes.  However, when it comes to the effectiveness 

and efficiency of the Mekong River Commission in performing its mission, the three 

groups of stakeholders differ in their perceptions.  The public sector gives the Mekong 

River Commission a higher mark than the other groups do.  The Mekong River 

Commission should thus be aware that its high marks from the public sector or itself may 

be exaggerated.  For the favorable ratings to be credible, the high scores need to come from 

outside groups.  More work needs to be done to gain confidence from the private sector 

and civil service organizations.  
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Chapter 5 Analysis and Results of Stakeholders’ Quantitative 

Data: Investigation of Association 

Where the waters do agree, it is quite wonderful the relief they give.  Jane Austen 

 

5.1 Introduction 

Except for the seventh research question that focuses on riparian residents’ verbal 

responses, the other six research questions are: (1) stakeholder perceptions of collaborative 

governance, (2) stakeholder perceptions of governance principles, (3) stakeholder 

perceptions of particular outcomes, (4) relationships between perceptions of collaboration 

and perceptions of governance principles, (5) relationships between perceptions of 

collaboration and particular outcomes, and (6) relationships between perceptions of 

governance principles and particular outcomes. Chapter 4 has already discussed the 

findings of the first three research questions.   

 

The present chapter covers the fourth, fifth, and sixth research questions (and the 

accompanying hypotheses).  The fourth research question investigates whether perceived 

collaboration and governance principles are related.  The fifth and sixth questions focus on 

the outcomes of collaboration and natural-resource-management governance principles.  

The aim is to assess whether perceived collaboration and governance principles are linked 

with the expected outcomes (efficiency, effectiveness, and other outcomes).  It is logical 

to assume that adherence to collaboration and governance principles should lead to the 

efficiency, effectiveness, and other desired outcomes of the decision-making process.   

 

Additionally, since there are two instruments designed specifically to measure 

collaborative governance, it makes sense to investigate whether they are complementary.  

If these two instruments show a high degree of correlation, either one can be substituted 

for another for future research. 
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5.2 Hypotheses 

Based on the last three research questions, the following hypotheses are proposed.  

Statistical analysis is performed to test whether there are relationships between or among 

the relevant variables specified in these hypotheses. 

 

H4:  There is a positive relationship between the 3 dimensions and 5 dimensions of 

collaborative governance. 

  

H5a: There is a positive relationship between the 3 dimensions of collaborative 

governance and the MRC's practice of the governance principles of natural resource 

management. 

H5b:  There is a positive relationship between the 5 dimensions of collaborative 

governance and the MRC's practice of the governance principles of natural resource 

management. 

 

H6a:  There is a positive relationship between the 3 dimensions of collaborative 

governance and the MRC's effectiveness. 

H6b:  There is a positive relationship between the 3 dimensions of collaborative 

governance and the MRC's efficiency. 

H6c:  There is a positive relationship between the 3 dimensions of collaborative 

governance and the MRC's outcomes. 

 

H7a:  There is a positive relationship between the 5 dimensions of collaborative 

governance and the MRC's effectiveness. 

H7b:  There is a positive relationship between the 5 dimensions of collaborative 

governance and the MRC's efficiency. 

H7c:  There is a positive relationship between the 5 dimensions of collaborative 

governance and the MRC's outcomes. 
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Statistically, a relationship between variables can be positive, negative, or neutral (none).  

A positive relationship exists when the two variables (e.g., variable X and variable Y) move 

together in the same direction (i.e., either up together or down together).  Income and 

education are usually positively related—more education, more income (or less education, 

lower-income).  A negative relationship exists when the variables move together but in the 

opposite directions (i.e., one variable going up while another one going down).                         

A good example of a negative relationship is price and demand. High price depresses 

demand.  On the other hand, when the price is lowered, demand should go up accordingly.  

Finally, there is a lack of relationship when the variables in question move randomly or 

independently on their own.  A person’s intelligence, for example, has no relationship with 

the person’s physical beauty. 

 

The hypotheses in question consider whether certain dimensions of perceived collaboration 

are related and also whether these dimensions are associated with the specified outcomes.  

Correlation analysis is performed to determine association.  Due to the fact that the data 

are not normally distributed, Pearson’s correlation is not appropriate.  Instead, Spearman’s 

correlation is chosen because it can be applied to data measured on any measurement scale 

and with any distribution. 

 

Other than the direction of the relationship, correlation analysis also reveals the strength of 

the relationship.  A correlation coefficient ranges from 0 (no correlation) to 1.0 (perfect 

correlation).  A higher coefficient means a stronger relationship.  To interpret the meaning 

of a coefficient, Akoglu (2018) provides guidelines to describe the strength of the 

relationship between the variables (see Table 5.1).  The table shows that the naming 

practices vary from one discipline to another (namely, in this case, psychology, politics, 

and medicine).  While the coefficient of 0.9 is deemed strong in psychology, it is viewed 

as very strong for the disciplines of politics and medicine.  For the coefficient of 0.7,           

the meaning varies from strong (psychology) and very strong (politics) to just moderate 

(medicine).  What is moderate in psychology may be interpreted as fair in medicine.       

What is weak in psychology may be either fair or poor in medicine.  Clearly, there is no 

absolute or hard-and-fast rule to interpret a coefficient, and researchers may want to adopt 
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a conservative approach by not over-representing the meaning.  One thing for certain,       

the meaning of a coefficient is not an either-or proposition.  It is a matter of degree.               

As the coefficient fluctuates slightly, the change indicates a little more (or less). 

 

Table 5.1 Interpretation of the Pearson's and Spearman's correlation coefficients 

Correlation 

Coefficient 

Dancey & Reidy 

(Psychology) 

Quinnipiac University 

(Politics) 

Chan YH 

(Medicine) 

1  Perfect Perfect Perfect 

0.9 Strong   Very Strong Very Strong 

0.8 Strong   Very Strong Very Strong 

0.7 Strong   Very Strong Moderate 

0.6 Moderate Strong Moderate 

0.5 Moderate Strong Fair 

0.4 Moderate Strong Fair 

0.3 Weak   Moderate  Fair 

0.2 Weak   Weak Poor 

0.1 Weak   Negligible Poor 

0 Zero None   None 

 

Source:  Adapted from Akoglu (2018, p.92).   

 

This research relies on the Quinnipiac University standard for the interpretation of 

correlative relations.  The interpretations are:  0.1-0.199 (negligible), 0.2-0.299 (weak), 

0.3-0.399 (moderate), 0.4-0.699 (strong), and 0.7 or higher (very strong).  Furthermore,   

an association is significant if the p-value is .05 or lower.  When the p-value is 0.02 or 

lower, the relationship is very significant. 

 

Social science researchers should never expect a perfect correlation.  A perfect correlation 

is akin to a person looking at himself or herself in a mirror.  The person and the mirror 

image represent a perfect correlation.  Of course, researchers do not look for a mirror 

image.  In almost all cases, it is probably much too optimistic for social scientists to expect 
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a very strong relationship.  Let’s say that a virus is infectious.  Whether that virus makes a 

person sick or not depends also on the person’s age, gender, health, and environment.  This 

rationale explains why a social-science researcher needs to bear in mind not to 

unreasonably anticipate a very high coefficient between two specific variables.  After all, 

the movement of any one variable may be influenced by a multitude of factors.  It is not 

logical to expect one particular variable alone to totally affect another variable.  At best,    

a moderate level of association between or among social or economic variables should be 

expected. 

 

The subsequent sections describe the results of each hypothesis (including sub-

hypotheses). The results are explained and analyzed in terms of their theoretical and policy-

making implications.   

 

5.2.1 Hypothesis 4 (H4):  Relationships between the 3 Dimensions and 5 

Dimensions of Collaboration 

H4 states:  There is a positive relationship between the 3 dimensions and 5 dimensions of 

collaborative governance. 

 

Research on collaborative governance must begin with the measurement of collaboration.  

This research utilizes two measuring instruments to measure the concept of collaboration.  

The Ulibarri (2015) instrument has 3 dimensions: principled engagement, shared 

motivation, and capacity for joint action.  As an alternative, the instrument proposed by 

Thomson et al. (2014) lists 5 dimensions:  joint decision making, administration, 

autonomy, mutuality, and trust.  It is desirable to investigate whether these two instruments 

are related and whether they are substitutable.  If so, either instrument can be used.  If not, 

it may mean that the two instruments do not measure the same thing.  Conceivably, at least 

one of them does not accurately measure collaboration. 

 

Table 5.2 shows correlations between the 3 dimensions (principled engagement, shared 

motivation, and capacity for joint action) and the 5 dimensions (joint decision making, 

administration, autonomy, mutuality, and trust) of collaborative governance.  Spearman’s 
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rank correlation is used to assess whether the two scales are related.  As discussed later, 

the results show that the relationships between and among the various aspects of 

collaboration are significant.   

 

Let’s consider how the various dimensions of the two instruments are related.  The first 

dimension Ulibarri’s collaboration scale is principled engagement, and it has to do with 

the various parties working together for common goals.  When correlated with the five 

dimensions of the collaboration scale developed by Thomson et al. (2014), as evidenced 

by the correlation coefficients, principled engagement is positively related to joint decision 

making (.562), joint administration (.507), autonomy (.541), and mutuality (.403).         

These relationships are strong.  In other words, when parties willingly engage each other, 

they strive for joint decision, joint administration of meetings and tasks, and mutual 

benefits.  Yet principled engagement, for some reason, does not lead to trust (.153). 

 

One unexpected and perplexing finding is derived from the autonomy dimension.  It raises 

theoretical and measurement issues.  Because several hypotheses involve autonomy,          

the unexpected result keeps recurring.  This particular dimension requires an in-depth 

discussion later. 

 

The second dimension of Ulibarri’s collaboration scale is shared motivation, and it has to 

do with the partners’ commitment and honesty.  When the parties have the same motivation 

(commitment and honesty), they strive for joint decisions (.641), joint administration of 

meetings and tasks (.647), mutual benefits (.655), and trust (.436).  While the results of 

positive relationships are derived as expected, it is mildly surprising that, except for the 

dimension of trust, the associations are strong and even almost approach the “very strong” 

level. 

 

The final dimension of Ulibarri’s collaboration scale is capacity for joint action, and it has 

to do with the process being managed neutrally and effectively.   This dimension of the 

Ulibarri (2015) scale is found to be associated with all five dimensions of the Thomson et 

al. (2014) scale.  In particular, as expected, capacity for joint action and joint decision 
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making are positively and strongly related (.573).  While the capacity for joint action and 

joint decision-making come from two separate instruments, both dimensions are actually 

the same thing.  Capacity for joint action is also significantly, positively, and strongly 

correlated with joint administration (.660), autonomy (.406), mutuality (.561), and trust 

(.383).  Of these pairs, the coefficient for trust and capacity for the joint action is the lowest 

but still borders on a strong association. 

 

Out of 15 correlations, only 2 are insignificant (i.e., principled engagement-trust and shared 

motivation-autonomy).  For some reason, engagement does not necessarily lead to trust 

(coefficient .153).  Apparently, it takes more than engagement to build trust.  Regarding 

why shared motivation and autonomy are unrelated (coefficient .204), it is conceivable 

that, while parties may share the same motivation, they still want to maintain their 

autonomy.  The behavior of the autonomy dimension appears not to be well understood in 

the literature. 

 

Overall, the correlation results are rather overwhelming that the Ulibarri (2015) and 

Thomson et al. (2014) instruments are quite related.  The three and five dimensions of the 

two instruments show significant and positive relationships.  All the other 13 correlations 

are positive and strong.  Therefore, Hypothesis 4 is accepted.   

 

For research purposes, the most important implication is that the two measuring 

instruments are compatible.  Either one of the two instruments should be able to reasonably 

capture the essence of collaboration.  Either instrument can be utilized as deemed 

appropriate.  However, this suggestion requires caution.  While the two instruments are 

highly correlated, they do not exhibit the same pattern when correlated with certain 

outcomes.  Further discussion can be found later. 
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Table 5.2 Correlations of the two instruments of collaboration 

   Joint 

Decision 

Making 

Administration Autonomy Mutuality Trust 

 Principled 

engagement 

 .562* .507* .541* .403* .153 

 Shared 

motivation 

 .641* .647* .204 .655* .436* 

 Capacity 

for joint 

action 

 .573* .660* .406* .561* .383* 

*significant at .05 level 

  

5.2.2 Hypothesis 5a (H5a):  Relationships between the 3 Dimensions of 

Collaboration and the 8 Governance Principles 

H5a states:  There is a positive relationship between the 3 dimensions of collaborative 

governance and MRC's practice of the governance principles of natural resource 

management. 

 

The heart of both collaborative governance and natural-resource-management governance 

principles is governance.  Governance is presumed to be a desirable and universal trait.       

It is a sound idea to determine whether collaborative governance will result in sound 

management of natural resources. 

 

As commented by one specialist of the Mekong River Commission, “stakeholders 

(including developers) who attended the MRC Stakeholder Forum have developed                

an understanding of the process and roles of the MRC in hydropower development.               

In the past, some stakeholders erroneously thought that the PNPCA process could stop 

hydropower projects. Now, they understand that the PNPCA process allows them to raise 
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concerns so that improvements to the hydropower projects can be made.                         

The understanding and participation have got better.” 

 

There is evidence to support the notion of shared motivation, the stakeholders express their 

belief that greater benefits can be derived when partner organizations work together rather 

than when they work alone.  A stakeholder from the private sector mentions: “Of course, 

the MRC alone will not be able to implement a development strategy which relies on 

different partners, especially at the national level. We need to develop further 

understanding of the mechanics of what will be the role of the national initiative plan.”     

A person representing a civil society organization expresses the desire to work with state 

agencies.  “We would like to join the MRC. We understand the priority of the Lao 

government or developing countries.”  

 

The results are unequivocal.  The parties that believe in principled engagement, shared 

motivation, and capacity for joint action also adhere to the eight natural-resource-

management governance principles.  To put it the other way, the stakeholders with the 

desire for collaborative governance feel that an organization in charge of natural resource 

management should be legitimate, transparent, accountable, inclusive, fair, integrative, 

capable, and adaptable.   

 

Out of 24 correlations, only the correlation between principled engagement and integration 

is not significant (see Table 5.3).  The stakeholders interviewed, while slightly believing 

in engagement and cooperation (see mean of 3.42 from Table 4.5), agree even more in an 

organization’s need to integrate activities across governance organizations (see mean 4.36 

from Table 4.8).  It is puzzling as to why the relationship between the two factors are not 

significant.  Still the relationship, although insignificant, is in the expected direction (i.e., 

positive).  There is also a possibility that the insignificant relationship may be due to error. 

 

Very clearly, the three dimensions are related to the eight governance principles.                 

The 24 relationships are significant, positive, and strong in most cases.  In particular, 

transparency is very strongly associated with shared motivation (coefficient .764) and 
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capacity for joint action (coefficient .692).  Hypothesis 5a is thus accepted.  It can be 

concluded that the three dimensions of collaboration and the eight governance principles 

go hand in hand.  When there is collaboration, there is also an observation of governance 

principles of natural resource management. 

 

Table 5.3 Correlations between the 3 dimensions of collaboration and the 8 

governance principles 
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 Principled 

Engagement 
 .383* .529* .564* .324* .505* .249 .349* .461* 

 Motivation  .498* .764* .532* .640* .592* .471* .590* .542* 

 Capacity for 

joint action 
 .457* .692* .659* .573* .684* .457* .515* .593* 

*significant at .05 level 

 

5.2.3 Hypothesis 5b (H5b):  Relationships between the 5 Dimensions of 

Collaboration and the 8 Governance Principles 

H5b states:  There is a positive relationship between the 5 dimensions of collaborative 

governance and MRC's practice of the governance principles of natural resource 

management. 

 

This sub-hypothesis 5b is an extension of the sub-hypothesis 5a.  It seeks to confirm or 

reconfirm the results of the sub-hypothesis 5a.  Previously, it has been shown that the three 

dimensions of Ulibarri’s collaboration scale are positively related to the eight governance 

principles of natural resource management.  It is thus logical to expect the same result 

between the Thomson et al. (2014) scale of collaboration and the eight governance 

principles of natural resource management.   

 

Table 5.4 shows the correlations between the 5 dimensions of collaboration and the 

Mekong River Commission’s practice of the 8 governance principles of natural resource 
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management.  Out of 40 correlations, 22 of them are significant.  Attention should be paid 

to joint decision-making, administration, and trust since they are positively and 

significantly related to virtually all 8 governance principles of natural resource 

management.  In contrast, mutuality, while being associated with the governance principles 

of transparency (coefficient .578) and accountability (coefficient .466), is not associated 

with the other 6 governance principles.   

 

The most striking part is that autonomy is correlated with none of the 8 governance 

principles.  This finding is not unreasonable.  After all, good governance calls for 

collaboration, while autonomy is the antithesis of collaboration.  Still autonomy warrants 

scrutiny, and it will be analyzed in-depth later. 

 

One person representing the civil society organizations mentions: “The rule of the MRC is 

accepted by government partners.”  Another person from the academia of the civil society 

organizations believes that there is equal opportunity for participation because “the MRC 

treats all participants equally.”  One public-sector stakeholder mentions that “the MRC 

has tried to play the roles of core facilitator, coordinator, and advisor” in its effort to be 

neutral.   

 

For civil society organizations, they feel that the MRC needs to work with local people or 

to include them in the MRC’s decision process.  “You can have community consultation, 

consultation with NGOs, villagers, academics.  This is a big issue because dam 

construction can hurt the livelihood of local people.”  Stakeholders from the civil society 

organizations feel that there is not enough inclusiveness.  “The MRC should invite more 

partners from NGOs.  An academic joint study should be done to collect data to be sent to 

the government for consideration.”  “Most importantly, collaboration with grassroots, 

organizations, and academia.” 

 

In conclusion, H5b is accepted with regard to joint decision making, administration, and 

trust.  However, H5b is rejected with regard to mutuality and autonomy.  The mixed results 

are confounding and disappointing.  It would have been comforting to find that both 
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collaboration scales are positively related to the natural-resource-management governance 

principles.  Instead, while H5a is clearly accepted, H5b shows mixed results.  In other 

words, some but not all aspects of collaborative governance are associated with natural-

resource-management governance principles.  The mixed results also cast some doubts on 

whether the two collaboration scales are indeed compatible and substitutable.                

Further research is therefore critical, and particular attention must be paid to the Thomson 

et al. (2014) scale of collaboration. 

 

Table 5.4 Correlations between the 5 dimensions of collaboration and the 8 

governance principles 

   
legitimacy transparency accountability inclusiveness fairness integration capability adaptability 

 Joint Decision 

Making 
 .241 .721* .546* .421* .510* .323* .314 .490* 

 Administration  .321* .663* .465* .509* .543* .430* .398* .512* 

 Autonomy  -.064 .188 .248 -.013 .309 .120 .184 .156 

 Mutuality  .286 .578* .466* .301 .284 .171 .223 .237 

 Trust  .279 .624* .319 .384* .535* .369* .391* .535* 

*significant at .05 level 

 

5.2.4 Hypothesis 6a (H6a):  Relationships between the 3 Dimensions of 

Collaboration and the MRC’s Effectiveness 

H6a states:  There is a positive relationship between the 3 dimensions of collaborative 

governance and the MRC's effectiveness. 

 

The last few hypotheses shine the light on outcomes.  Hypothesis 6a examines the link 

between collaboration and outcomes in terms of effectiveness.  There are four specific 

outcomes that serve as indicators for the Mekong River Commission’s effectiveness.  

These outcomes are clear roles and responsibilities, appropriate scales within basin 

systems, policy coherence, and authorities’ adaptability.  Table 5.5 shows the correlations 

between the 3 dimensions of collaboration and the 4 criteria of the Mekong River 

Commission’s effectiveness. 
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The Mekong River Commission appears to be aware of the necessity of policy coherence.  

As mentioned by one member of the joint committee, “the MRC needs to be more active 

by going beyond the routine.  Things have been changing rapidly because several dams 

operate in the Upper Mekong Basin as well as the Lower Mekong Basin.  The MRC must 

respond to the changes by incorporating cascade dams into the Basin Development Plan 

so as to take into account the quality and quantity of water.   

 

The correlation results are rather complex.  On the one hand, shared motivation is 

positively related to all 4 criteria of effectiveness, and the relationships are rather strong, 

with the coefficients ranging from .380 to .463.  It is thus encouraging to see that parties 

that share the same motivation believe that the outcomes in terms of effectiveness should 

follow.  On the other hand, principled engagement is related only to policy coherence but 

not to roles and responsibilities (coefficient .176), appropriate scales, and authorities’ 

adaptability (.259), and authorities’ adaptability (.160).  Similarly, capacity for the joint 

action is related to appropriate scales (.357) and policy coherence (.457) but not to roles 

(.258) and adaptability (.304).  Basically, collaboration is associated with some measures 

of effectiveness.  Because the significant relationships are found for only 7 of the 12 pairs 

(or slightly more than half), the results are quite mixed.  H6a is therefore partially accepted.  

It must then be concluded that collaborative measures (except for shared motivation) may 

not necessarily increase the organization’s effectiveness.  Policymakers must therefore 

wonder whether collaborative governance is a worthwhile endeavor. 
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Table 5.5 Correlations between the 3 dimensions of collaboration and the MRC’s 

effectiveness 

   

Clear roles and 

responsibilities 

 Appropriate 

scales within 

basin 

systems 

Policy 

coherence 

Authorities’ 

adaptability 

 Principled 

engagement 

 .176 .259 .415* .160 

 Shared 

motivation 

 .391* .463* .380* .417* 

 Capacity for 

joint action 

 .258 .357* .457* .304 

*significant at .05 level 

 

5.2.5 Relationships between the 3 Dimensions of Collaboration and the 

MRC’s Efficiency 

 

H6b states:  There is a positive relationship between the 3 dimensions of collaborative 

governance and the MRC's efficiency. 

 

Here, the analysis of the specific outcomes shifts from the Mekong River Commission’s 

effectiveness to its efficiency.  There are 4 types of efficiency:  timely data, financial 

resources, regulatory frameworks, and authorities’ adaptability. 

 

One interviewee mentions: “The MRC has to be really sensitive to what next year may 

bring.  What is the direction?  In the past, we could somewhat predict the future.  But this 

is not the case anymore.  The MRC, as an organization, has to identify its role in how to 

deal with the next big step for the Mekong basin.” 
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The second director adds: “The MRC has initiated the Sustainable Hydropower 

Development Strategy (SHDS) to support member countries.  It also supports the Prior 

Consultation (PC) process by creating a platform for member countries to discuss all 

aspects that ensure sustainable hydropower development so as to monitor and to minimize 

any negative impacts.”   

 

Table 5.6 shows the results of the correlations between the 3 dimensions of collaboration 

and the 4 criteria of efficiency.   With the exception of authorities’ adaptability, it is 

apparent that the 3 dimensions of Ulibarri’s collaboration scale are related to the Mekong 

River Commission’s perceived efficiency.  While authorities’ adaptability is associated 

with principled engagement (coefficient .339), its relationships with shared motivation 

(.304) and capacity for joint action (.172) are not significant.  There is no clear explanation 

for the lack of relationships.  When the participants have shared motivation as well as             

a capacity for joint action, one should expect the organization to be able to adapt 

accordingly. 

 

In spite of two insignificant relationships, collaborative governance essentially results in 

timely data, financial resources, and regulatory frameworks.  Out of these 10 significant 

relationships, 6 pairs show moderate strengths, while the other 4 pairs exhibit strong 

relationships.  Therefore, the overall findings offer reasonable confidence to largely accept 

H6b.  

 

The findings are significant in that they demonstrate that effectiveness and efficiency are 

two different concepts.  In the context of collaborative governance, collaboration increases 

the organization’s efficiency but not necessarily its effectiveness.  If the aim of the 

organization is to improve its efficiency, collaborative governance is useful.  For the 

organization to be effective in achieving its goals, it cannot rely solely or mainly on 

collaborative governance.  Some other factors are in play and need to be taken into account. 
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Table 5.6 Correlations between the 3 dimensions of collaboration and the MRC’s 

efficiency 

   Timely 

data 

Financial 

resources 

Regulatory 

frameworks 

Authorities’ 

adaptability 

 Principled 

engagement 

 .365* .473* .538* .339* 

 Shared 

motivation 

 .389* .372* .384* .304 

 Capacity for 

joint action 

 .497* .361* .416* .172 

*significant at .05 level (2 tailed) 

 

5.2.6 Hypothesis 6c (H6c):  Relationships between the 3 Dimensions of 

Collaboration and the MRC’s Other Outcomes 

H6c states:  There is a positive relationship between the 3 dimensions of collaborative 

governance and the MRC's other outcomes. 

 

This sub-hypothesis continues the investigation of how collaborative governance affects 

the Mekong River Commission’s other outcomes.  The other specific outcomes are 

achievement of outcomes, quality of working relationships, broadened views, increased 

interaction, and partners’ equal influence.  As elaborated by the third chief officer of the 

Mekong River Commission, “we tried consultation, but it was limited.  We were not good 

at optimizing stakeholder engagement.”  Now, via the PNCPA process, the Mekong River 

Commission has strived for improvement in engagement for hydropower projects.   

 

Table 5.7 shows that, with a few exceptions, the three dimensions of Ulibarri’s 

collaboration scale correlate with the perceptions of the Mekong River Commission’s other 

outcomes.  Out of 15 pairs, there are 4 instances of insignificant relationships.  The outcome 

with regard to increased interaction stands out because it is not associated with any of the 

3 collaborative dimensions.  The fact that increased interaction shows no correlation with 
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all 3 dimensions of collaboration is surprising.  The work of Thomson et al. (2014, p.108) 

may provide some explanations.  They have noted that “scholars and practitioners of 

collaboration processes and outcomes are complex, ambiguous, and dynamic.”  In addition, 

as they have acknowledged, “the five outcome measures are single indicators and have not 

been developed through the rigorous analysis that yielded the process measures” (Thomson 

et al. 2014, p. 114).  Because the single-item questions are used to measure the perceived 

outcomes, “the measurement error may be significant.”   

 

Overall, it can be concluded that collaboration improves the achievement of outcomes and 

quality of working relationships while broadening views and increasing interaction.              

In addition, collaboration helps the partners to achieve equal influence.  The relationships 

are significant, strong, and positive, meaning that collaboration generally produces the 

expected outcomes.  It can be concluded that collaboration may be instrumental in getting 

the organization to achieve its outcomes, improve working relationships, broaden views, 

and promote partners’ equal influence.  Collaborative governance is therefore serving a 

number of useful purposes.  Therefore, H6c is accepted. 

 

Table 5.7 Correlations between the 3 dimensions of collaboration and the MRC’s 

other outcomes 

   

Achievement 

of outcomes 

Quality of 

working 

relationships 

Broadened 

views 

Increased 

interaction 

Partners’ 

equal 

influence 

 Principled 

engagement 

 .418* .549* .279 .233 .455* 

 Shared 

motivation 

 .575* .441* .584* .270 .618* 

 Capacity 

for joint 

action 

 .483* .433* .385* .266 .516* 

*significant at .05 level 
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5.2.7 Hypothesis 7a (H7a):  Relationships between the 5 Dimensions of 

Collaboration and the MRC’s Effectiveness 

H7a states:  There is a positive relationship between the 5 dimensions of collaborative 

governance and MRC's effectiveness. 

 

The sub-hypotheses of Hypothesis 7 are a replication of Hypothesis 6.  The focus is once 

again on the MRC’s effectiveness, efficiency, and other specific outcomes.  The difference 

this time is that the Ulibarri (2015) scale is replaced by the Thomson et al. (2014) scale of 

collaboration.   

 

The stakeholders from the private sector like the Mekong River Commission to be more 

proactive as they are not completely satisfied with the works of the Mekong River 

Commission.  As commented by one interviewee, “My key recommendation regarding the 

Basin Development Strategy (BDS) is that the MRC should adopt a more proactive 

approach.  It will ensure the need to address trade-offs among countries and across               

a number of dimensions that are social, economic, and environmental.  It needs to consider 

issues of climate change and cooperation.”   

 

According to the second Chief Officer, willingness has a lot of issues.  “Data sharing is 

still limited for things like Procedures for Water Use Monitoring (PWUM) and Procedures 

for Maintenance of Flows on the Mainstream (PMFM).  It is up to the member countries 

to implement the procedures.  This is a big challenge for all four member countries.” 

 

Table 5.8 shows the correlations between the 5 dimensions of collaboration and the 4 

criteria of effectiveness.  The results are quite mixed.  Joint decision-making correlates 

rather strongly with all 4 criteria of effectiveness, with the correlation coefficients ranging 

from .362 to .510.  Collaborative administration also correlates moderately with three of 

the four criteria of effectiveness (with authorities’ adaptability being the exception).            

On the other hand, it is quite conspicuous that neither autonomy nor mutuality is related to 

the 4 criteria of effectiveness.  Overall, H7a is partially accepted and partially rejected, 

depending on the dimension of collaboration in question. 
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Both H6a and H7a focus on the Mekong River Commission’s effectiveness.  The only 

difference between these two sub hypotheses is that two different scales of collaboration 

are used.  When compared, the three dimensions of the Ulibarri (2015) scale provide               

a better fit in the sense that they generally are correlated with the Mekong River 

Commission’s four criteria of effectiveness.  For some reason, the Thomson et al. (2014) 

scale does not correlate as well with the Mekong River Commission’s effectiveness.  

Future research may find it necessary to address the divergent results of the two scales. 

 

Table 5.8 Correlations between the 5 dimensions of collaboration and the MRC’s 

effectiveness 

   Clear roles and 

responsibilities 

Appropriate 

scales  

Policy 

coherence 

Authorities’ 

adaptability 

 Joint Decision 

Making 

 .394* .485* .510* .362* 

 Administration  .350* .410* .375* .294 

 Autonomy  .078 .136 .196 -.054 

 Mutuality  .258 .198 .217 .105 

 Trust  .541* .331* .274 .301 

*significant at .05 level 

 

5.2.8 Hypothesis 7b (H7b):  Relationships between the 5 Dimensions of 

Collaboration and the MRC’s Efficiency 

H7b states:  There is a positive relationship between the 5 dimensions of collaborative 

governance and the MRC's efficiency. 

 

H6b and H7b focus on the Mekong River Commission’s efficiency (namely, timely data, 

financial resources, regulatory frameworks, and authorities’ adaptability).  As in the case 

of H6 and H7, the instrument in question this time has shifted from the Ulibarri (2015) 

scale to the Thomson et al. (2014) scale.   
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The second chief officer states: “I think the MRC works very well with the four-member 

countries, especially the National Mekong Committee (NMC) and Lao ministry,                       

in planning and monitoring of the basin. But for the activities to be sustainable in                  

the long run, we should involve more stakeholders, especially development organizations 

and academics. For other regions, we should consider an international organization with 

multiple partners working in water management such as Japan-Mekong, Korea-Mekong, 

alumni, and Lanchang Mekong Cooperation (LMC).  Working with stakeholders is very 

advantageous.  The river is transboundary, and it interests many partners.  From time to 

time, resources are limited.  We need to work together to secure resources to address many 

issues.”   

 

The second officer further mentions: “The role of our organization is collaboration.           

We do not have the right or authority to punish anyone for activities related to the Mekong 

River. The 1995 Mekong Agreement does not give us enforcement authority.                         

The Agreement is merely a willingness to cooperate.  We cannot tell the four-member 

countries what to do.  The countries must reach a consensus.  If just one country disagrees, 

the majority cannot move forward.” The third officer echoes the same sentiment:             

“The MRC does not have authority to force member countries to do or not to do something.  

All it can do is to give directions and advice on hydropower project development.”   

 

The results of H7a confirm the findings of H6a.  As previously mentioned, H6a could 

confirm only 7 of the 12 expected positive relationships.  For H7a, the results are not any 

better as only 9 of 20 expected positive relationships are found to be significant.               

Since both H6a and H7a show very mixed results, they are essentially rejected.  It must be 

concluded that collaborative efforts (whether 3 or 5 dimensions) do not greatly affect the 

organization’s effectiveness.  The organization must thus assess whether collaborative 

governance is a viable strategy. 

 

The Mekong River Commission strives to provide timely information, but it faces 

obstacles.  The second chief officer remarks: “I think the biggest challenge is inadequate 
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data for planning and designing sustainable hydropower projects that provide economic 

benefits while protecting fisheries, natural resources, and residents’ livelihood and social-

economic conditions.  The willingness of the member countries to share information is 

rather limited. We have difficulties in identifying positive and negative impacts.                     

As a result, a project tends to lack a good monitoring program.” 

 

The fourth specialist expresses a similar concern.  “As more dams are planned and 

constructed, the challenge is to coordinate the operations of these dams.                         

Without coordination, we will have a lot of conflicts among dam operators.  Due to          

water fluctuation, people will face problems with food security, livelihood, and income.  

Without information, countries cannot manage the problems.  The various parties should 

share information.  The role of the MRC is to ensure sharing of information and 

coordination of operations and to disseminate the information to the public.  The MRC 

strives to bring parties together for discussion and solution.” 

 

In contrast, the private sector appears to be quite skeptical of the Mekong River 

Commission’s efficiency.  Stakeholders from the private sector note the need for the MRC 

to improve funding activities.  “The MRC has lots and lots of funding from each member 

country, not counting funding and support from NGOs. However, how the funds are 

allocated is not transparent.”   

 

Table 5.9 shows the correlation between the 5 dimensions of collaboration and the 4 criteria 

of efficiency.  As found earlier, joint decision-making correlates strongly with all 4 criteria 

of effectiveness.  Once again, joint decision-making performs in a similar fashion as it 

correlates strongly with all 4 criteria of efficiency, with the coefficients ranging from .421 

to .507. In the case of collaborative administration, the pattern that occurs with 

effectiveness is repeated for efficiency, with moderate associations found for 3 of 4 criteria 

of efficiency.   
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Interestingly, mutuality shows correlation with neither the 4 criteria of effectiveness and 

nor the 4 criteria of efficiency.  As for trust, it is correlated with timely data but not the 

other 3 aspects of efficiency. 

 

Overall, the results are clear-cut for some dimensions but not for others.  Only half of the 

20 expected relationships could be confirmed, and H7b is partially accepted.  Based on the 

Thomson et al. (2014) scale of collaboration, the mixed results raise questions about 

whether collaborative governance produces efficiency.   

 

Table 5.9 Correlations between the 5 dimensions of collaboration and the MRC’s 

efficiency 

   Timely 

data 

Financial 

resources 

Regulatory 

frameworks 

Authorities’ 

adaptability 

 Joint Decision 

Making 

 .475* .507* .421* .430* 

 Administration  .463* .338* .324* .300 

 Autonomy  .249 .326* .401* .138 

 Mutuality  .230 .195 .116 .230 

 Trust  .468* .183 .181 .110 

*significant at .05 level 

 

5.2.9 Hypothesis 7c (H7c):  Correlations between the 5 Dimensions of 

Collaboration and the MRC’s Other Outcomes 

H7c states:  There is a positive relationship between the 5 dimensions of collaborative 

governance and MRC's outcomes. 

 

As elaborated by the first specialist of the Mekong River Commission, “government is 

learning to be transparent and to improve clarity when working with the various groups of 

stakeholders that represent their constituents.  Negative impacts can be mitigated.               
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As in the case of the Xayaburi dam, based on the inputs, there were some design changes 

to lessen the impacts on navigation and fisheries.”   

 

The first specialist explains: “We can bring developers to the table to talk about technical 

issues and their impacts on the upper and lower Mekong.  The MRC plays a role in 

facilitating information exchange.  By providing available information, the MRC makes 

the process more transparent and helps a member government to address the concerns 

raised.”  

 

The work of the Mekong River Commission is further complicated by the fact that               

the member countries do not possess equal power.  The fourth specialist points out the 

partners’ unequal influence.  “We cannot ignore China because China controls a great 

deal of water upstream.  We cannot ignore geopolitics.  Lao PDR, for example, is 

influenced by Vietnam.  Unless the parties have equal power, any forum or platform must 

recognize that a big country is going to exert more influence.” 

 

Table 5.10 shows correlations between the 5 dimensions of collaboration and the 

perceptions of the other 5 outcomes.  Some distinct patterns are visible.  Once again, joint 

decision-making and collaborative administration perform best in terms of their 

associations with the specific outcomes.  Joint decision-making clearly correlates with all 

five specific outcomes.  The relationships are strong, with the coefficients ranging from 

.439 (achievement of outcomes) to .584 (increased interaction). The dimension of 

collaborative administration also demonstrates the same behavior, with strong and positive 

relationships across all 5 specific outcomes, as evidenced by the coefficients that range 

from .397 to .604.  As for autonomy, mutuality, and trust, their relationships with the five 

specific outcomes are mixed.  It must then be concluded that H7c is confirmed for joint 

decision making and administration, but the other 3 dimensions (autonomy, mutuality, and 

trust) are supported to a certain extent.  Overall, based on the confirmation of 19 out of 25 

pairs, H7c is largely accepted. 
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In a way, the findings of H7c are congruent with the results of H6c.  For H6c, 11 of 15 

positive relationships are confirmed.  For H7c, 19 of 25 relationships are confirmed.  It can 

thus be concluded that collaborative efforts, while not necessarily resulting in greater 

effectiveness of the organization, enable the organization to achieve specific outcomes. 

 

Table 5.10 Correlations between the 5 dimensions of collaboration and other 

outcomes 

   

Achievement 

of outcomes 

Quality of 

working 

relationships 

Broadened 

view 

Increased 

interaction 

Partners’ 

equal 

influence 

 Joint Decision 

Making 

 .439* .473* .480* .584* .540* 

 Administration  .604* .472* .426* .397* .573* 

 Autonomy  .359* .324* .128 .121 .129 

 Mutuality  .489* .297 .554* .264 .400* 

 Trust  .445* .207 .389* .479* .568* 

*significant at .05 level 

 

5.3 Further Analysis and Discussion 

This chapter analyzes the quantitative data obtained from the various groups of 

stakeholders.  Unlike Chapter 4 that focuses on whether and how the groups might differ 

in their viewpoints, Chapter 5 shifts the attention to an investigation of association.                 

It investigates whether the two collaboration scales are compatible.  It further determines 

if these two scales are related to the natural-resource-management governance principles.  

Finally, the chapter looks into whether the two scales can be used to predict the outcomes 

in terms of the Mekong River Commission’s effectiveness, efficiency, and other outcomes. 

 

While the three hypotheses (and their sub-hypotheses) being investigated generally 

conform to the expected relationships, the degree of confirmation varies.  In particular, the 

three sub-hypotheses of the sixth hypothesis have varying results, ranging from “accepted” 

to “largely accepted” and “partially accepted.” 
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One particular dimension of the Thomson et al. (2014) scale is a cause for concern when 

compared to the other four dimensions as well as when compared to the Ulibarri (2015) 

scale. The Ulibarri (2015) scale consists of three components (principled engagement, 

shared motivation, and capacity for joint action) that resemble the positive traits of 

collaboration.  Likewise, the Thomson et al. (2014) scale has four of five components that 

address the positive aspects of collaboration.  Those four components are joint decision 

making, joint administration, mutuality, and trust.  The fifth component is autonomy.  

Clearly, autonomy is the opposite of collaboration.  A party that values autonomy is going 

to view collaboration as a hindrance to the achievement of its goals.   

 

At first, it may appear that the findings regarding autonomy are a result of an error 

somehow.  However, it does not appear to be the case.  Thomson et al. (2014, p. 108) 

encountered the same dilemma.  They predicted negative relationships between autonomy 

and five collaboration outcomes but ended up with one positive relationship and four 

insignificant relationships.  The positive relationship between autonomy perceived increase 

in partner interactions was unexpected.   

 

It is worthwhile for future research to take a closer look at the role that autonomy plays in 

the decision-making process.  Could it be that the construction of the measurement of 

autonomy is somehow defective?  On the other hand, there may be nothing wrong with     

the measurement.  In that case, it may be that autonomy does not necessarily interfere with 

collaboration and outcomes.  The complex role that autonomy plays requires careful 

consideration. 

 

5.4 Conclusion 

The study assesses two instruments that aim to measure perceived collaboration.                

One instrument, developed by Ulibarri (2015), consists of three distinct dimensions.  

Another instrument, developed by Thomson et al. (2014), has identified five dimensions.  

Since both instruments were developed to measure the same concept (i.e., collaboration), 

a high degree of correlation between the two instruments should bolster the confidence in 
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both instruments.  The data initially show that the two instruments are compatible, and both 

appear to succeed in measuring perceived collaboration.  However, additional data cast 

some doubt on whether the two instruments are indeed equivalent and substitutable.  

Further research is necessary to determine whether the three-dimension scale and the five-

dimension scale of collaboration are indeed equivalent.  While both scales are correlated, 

they show different results when correlated with particular outcomes.  These results imply 

that the two scales may not quite capture the same essence of collaborative governance.  

Caution is recommended. 

 

Neither the concept of collaboration nor the concept of governance principles is an end in 

itself.  Both serve as a means to an end in the sense that they are supposed to produce some 

desirable outcomes.  In this regard, it makes sense to investigate whether one or both are 

related to the specified outcomes. There are three sets of outcomes (efficiency, 

effectiveness, and others).  In general, some but not all of these outcomes appear to be 

related to collaboration on the one hand and governance principles on the other hand.  

Collaborative governance, while promoting the organization’s efficiency, does not 

necessarily increase the organization’s effectiveness. Still, collaborative governance 

appears to be useful for other specific outcomes. Whether collaborative efforts and 

adherence to governance principles have desirable impacts may be situation-specific.       

The desirable impacts are a function of the outcomes in question.  
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Chapter 6 Fieldwork:  Riparian Residents and Their 

Perspectives 

When the well’s dry, we know the worth of water.  Benjamin Franklin 

 

6.1 Introduction 

This chapter describes the fieldwork that was conducted between November 2019 and 

February 2020.  The purpose of the fieldwork is to gain a better understanding of an 

important group of stakeholders, namely riparian residents.  Toward this end, personal 

interviews were conducted with Thai and Lao residents living in close proximity to the 

Mekong River and the dams nearby.   

 

Before the data collection actually began, the researcher made some preparations to 

become familiar with the surroundings and communities.  A walk along the Mekong River 

made it possible to talk to Lao residents in Vientiane to gain insights.  The local residents 

being approached included residents who earned income from acquiring seaweed (kai), 

riverbank farmers, and riverside homeowners.  The interactions served as a pre-interview 

to formulate subsequent questions for the fieldwork.  In the process, the researcher had      

an opportunity to learn the Lao language. 

 

Supplemental data were gathered at three of Thailand’s national meetings.  The four Lower 

Mekong countries (Cambodia, Lao PDR, Thailand, and Vietnam) annually hold national 

meetings to discuss the work of the Mekong River Commission.  Each country’s national 

meeting employs its national language and focuses on its own national welfare and 

priorities.  The researcher attended three of Thailand’s national meetings that were 

organized by the Office of the National Water Resources in 2020.  The participants were 

representatives of the national and provincial governments, local communities, and 

stakeholders (Mekong social organizations, water users, agricultural workers, fishermen, 

and education institutions).   
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The national meetings had two objectives.  One objective was to disseminate information 

on the Luang Prabang hydropower project.  The other objective was to consider                    

the concerns of residents in eight provinces.  As such, each national meeting was designed 

to cater to a few provinces.  The first meeting attracted 175 attendees from the three 

provinces (Nong Kai, Bueng Kan, and Nakhon Phanom) that shared a common border with 

Lao.  The second meeting had 155 participants from the three provinces (Mukdahan, Ubon 

Ratchathani, and Amnat Charoen) whose areas touched the edge of the Mekong River.  

That last meeting focused on the provinces of Chiang Rai and Loei) and attracted 131 

people.  The national meetings welcomed comments from participants.  Those from           

the academic institutions tended to emphasize the technical aspects.  Members of the civil 

society organizations on the other hand generally echoed the economic and social concerns 

of local residents. 

 

The chapter elaborates the fieldwork procedure, sampling methods, criteria for selection of 

local residents, and interviewing process.  The chosen respondents were asked to offer their 

opinions on how their lives and livelihood were affected by a dam in the vicinity.              

They were questioned about the advantages and disadvantages of the dam and what they 

expected to happen in the future.  Additionally, they were asked whether they received 

necessary information on dam construction, and they were asked to specify the parties that 

provided (or should provide) such information.  Demographic information (e.g., age, 

gender, income, and occupation) was obtained. 

 

The mission of the Mekong River Commission is to develop the Mekong River for the 

mutual benefit of the member countries and their citizens.  The benefits of a dam as 

visualized and publicized by the governments may or may not be perceived as such by 

local communities.  Local residents provide first-hand information on how a dam affects 

the environment of the Mekong River and how the environmental change, in turn, alters 

their way of life—for better or for worse.  Their wealth of information can be used to judge 

whether their viewpoints and those of the governments are congruent.  Figure 6.1 is the 

map of the Lower Mekong River bordering Lao PDR and Thailand where the interviews 

took place. 



 173 
 

 

Figure 6.1 Map of the Lower Mekong River (Lao and Thailand) where the data 

were collected 

 

 

Source:  Use of Google Earth to identify the places where interviews of local residents 

took place 

 

The last part of the chapter is a critical analysis of the sentiments of local residents.            

The evaluation of their sentiments adheres to the framework of collaborative governance 

as well as natural-resource-management principles.   
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The data gathered for this study are stored at the research data depository of the University 

of Bath (https://doi.org/10.15125/BATH-01004).  The data are freely available.                

Other researchers or scholars are welcome to access the data depository for perusal,             

re-analysis, or application of other statistical techniques.  

 

6.2 Sampling Methods and Criteria 

Interviewees were chosen based on purpose and convenience.  Purposive sampling was 

initially employed to identify persons who met the objectives of the research.  

Subsequently, at the target locations, convenience sampling was used to approach                

the subjects who were available and willing to give their views.   

 

As explained by Boddy (2016), the required sample size in qualitative research is 

contextual and partially dependent upon the scientific paradigm under which investigation 

takes place.  In order to gain a representative picture of the whole population, qualitative 

research oriented toward positivism requires larger samples than in-depth qualitative 

research does.  When theoretical or data saturation occurs among a relatively homogeneous 

population, a sample of 12 for practical research may be deemed adequate.  In some cases, 

even a sample size as low as one may be justified.  For this study, qualitative data were 

obtained from 164 local residents, supplemented by data obtained from interviews with 13 

administrators and staff members of the Mekong River Commission.  Therefore, the total 

sample was sufficiently large and appropriate.  In addition, the quantitative data were 

obtained from 38 stakeholders who attended the 9th MRC Stakeholders Forum held in 

Vientiane. 

 

This chapter focuses on interviews conducted with 164 residents of the Mekong 

communities.  The main criteria utilized to select the participants are that they have been 

living in the areas of the Mekong River for more than ten years. Cronin and Hamlin (2012) 

note that the last ten years have witnessed a number of dam projects.  Similarly, Friend et 

al. (2009, p. 307) note: “Since early 2007 there has been a rapid acceleration in hydropower 

development in the Mekong Basin.”  With regard to proximity, the interviewees should 
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reside within 500 meters of the Lower Mekong Basin.  The defined distance allows them 

to be in a position to observe and experience the environmental and economic changes.   

 

Some participants did not live within the 500-meter perimeter but were still included, 

provided that they had jobs that contributed to the economy of the Lower Mekong Basin.  

These people include: (1) farmers, (2) fishermen (including those in aquaculture), (3) boat 

drivers and boat entrepreneurs, and (4) extractive workers (panning for gold).  In addition, 

jobs related to tourism are relevant. 

 

For a few interviewees who did not meet the residence or job criterion, they were chosen 

because they possessed useful information.  These people were the police authorities who 

worked at the Thailand-Lao border checkpoints and civil servants whose workplace was 

close to the Mekong River.   

 

6.3 Interview Procedure 

The interviewees were generally cooperative.  They consented to have the interview being 

voice recorded.  Subsequently, their verbal answers were transcribed, and the transcripts 

served as the permanent records of the interviews. 

 

The interviews were conducted in Thai.  For Thai respondents, the use of the native 

language is for an obvious reason.  The Lao people, they are generally fluent in the Thai 

language.  During the interviews, every now and then, a number of Lao interviewees 

referred to the Lao currency (i.e., kip).  From time to time, they used some Lao words or 

terminologies.  Upon inquiry, the researcher was able to ascertain the meanings of these 

words.  Therefore, language was not a hindrance. 

 

In general, interviews were conducted at the homes of local residents.  For some, interviews 

were done at their workplace.  These places were fishing and extractive areas, on boats, the 

fresh market, gardens, rice fields, potato farms, fish shops, and SMCE (Small and Micro-

Community Enterprise of fish processing).  More information was acquired when an 

interview was conducted at a resident’s home.  By necessity, an interview was shorter when 
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conducted at the workplace.  The interview sometimes ended abruptly (e.g., when a boat 

driver had a customer). 

 

The format of the semi-structured interview was employed.  Depending on the availability 

of the interviewees, an interview might take anywhere from 4 minutes to 44 minutes.          

On average, each interview took 12 minutes.  There were times when an interview was not 

so structured due to safety reasons.  On such occasions, improvisation was necessary for 

natural conversation. 

 

6.4 Demographics 

Table 6.1 provides a profile of the local residents.  Of the 164 residents interviewed,        

there are 111 males (68%) and 53 females (32%).  Since male interviewees account for 

almost two-thirds of the local respondents, it may thus appear that men are over-

represented in the sample.  Closer scrutiny does not show gender discrepancy to be                

an issue.  After all, the overall opinions are essentially consistent across the two genders.  

In addition, it is reasonable to expect that a member of a family offers opinions that reflect 

the family’s perspective. 

 

The average age is 58, with the youngest being 21 years old and the oldest being 81.       

About 14% (23 interviewees) did not reveal their age.  Given the average age of the 

respondents is 58, the communities being observed are certainly not young.  This fact 

warrants attention because the urban counterparts are generally younger and more 

educated.  The age differential may cause divergent opinions. 

 

The interviewees are long-time residents as evidenced by the average period of residency 

of 43 years.  The interviewee with the shortest residency period has lived in the area for   

10 years.  For the 81-year-old interviewee, he has been staying in the area all his life.          

As long-time residents who have been living there for more than four decades, these 

middle-aged respondents are well aware of the environmental and economic changes that 

have taken place.   
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In terms of occupation, about half of all interviewees engage in some form of agriculture 

(farming, gardening, and fishing).  Eighteen interviewees are civil employees working for 

the local state agencies.  The rest of the sample includes vendors, boat drivers, workers for 

hire, etc.  While 102 respondents (62%) have one job, the other 62 interviewees (38%) 

have more than one.  It is not uncommon for interviewees to have multiple jobs in order to 

make ends meet.  The second (or even third) job is necessary to supplement the family 

income.  Because fishermen can no longer afford to rely solely on fishing for their 

livelihood, most of them also accept labor jobs, while some engage in farming.  For those 

who live near the Mekong River, they may work as shopkeepers, weavers, water patrol 

officers, teachers, boat ticket collectors, monks, seaweed seekers (in season), sellers of 

forest mushrooms, operators of seafood restaurants, and resort owners.  Clearly, the natural 

resources of the Mekong River significantly sustain the livelihood of local residents.   

 

Table 6.1 Profile of local residents 

 

Gender Frequency (n) Percent (%) 

Male 111 68 

Female   53 32 

Total 164 100 

 

Age   

Max 81  

Min 21  

Average 52  

 

Length of residency   

Max 81  
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Min 10  

Average 43  

 

Country of citizenship Frequency (n) Percent (%) 

Lao PDR 76 46 

Thailand 88 54 

Total 164 100 

 

Districts Frequency (n) Percent (%) 

Lao PDR   

Champasak 38 23 

Luang Prabang 28 17 

Sainyabuli (Xayaburi) 7 4 

Vientiane 3 2 

Total 76 46 

Thailand   

Ubon Ratchathani 19 12 

Amnat Charoen 7 4 

Mukdahan 5 3 

Nakhon Phanom 6 4 

Loei  11 7 

Nong Khai 5 3 

Bueng Kan 12 7 
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Chiang Rai 23 14 

Total 88 54 

Total (Lao PDR and Thailand) 164 100 

 

Occupation Frequency (n) Percent (%) 

Agriculture (farming, gardening, 

and fishing) 

71 43 

Civil employees 18 11 

Others (vendors, boat drivers, 

workers for hire, etc.) 

75 46 

Total 164 100 

 

Income (per year) 

(at 1 pound = 40.16 baht) 

  

Max 12,450 pounds 

(500,000 baht) 

 

Min 249 pounds 

(10,000 baht) 

 

Average 2,549 pounds  

(102,361 baht) 

 

 

There are 88 Thais, while 76 represent Lao PDR.  The Lao citizens are from Champasak, 

Luang Prabang, Sainyabuli, and Vientiane, with the overwhelming majority living in 

Champasak and Luang Prabang.  For the Thais, they are residents of the provinces of Ubon 

Ratchatani, Amnat Charoen, Mukdahan, Nakhon Phanom, Loei, Nong Khai, Bueng Kan, 
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and Chiang Rai.  The Thai and Lao residents make it possible for comparative analysis.  

They represent multiple districts of the two countries.  These riparian citizens of the two 

countries are similar in terms of their occupations.  Most respondents engage in some form 

of agriculture (i.e., farming, gardening, and fishing), either primary or secondary. 

 

With regard to annual income, the average is 102,361 baht (or 2,549 pounds based on the 

exchange rate of 1-pound fetching 40.16 baht).  The income level covers a wide range, 

with the lowest being 249 pounds and the highest being 12,450 pounds.  Financially, the 

average income makes it clear that these respondents are not well off by any means.          

This point is important because the quantitative data discussed in Chapters 4 and 5 are 

gathered from respondents who are from different social-economic strata.  If the qualitative 

and quantitative data are divergent, the implications of social and economic factors must 

be given due diligence.  The final chapter, Chapter 7, takes these social and economic 

implications into account. 

 

6.5 Communication and Sources of Information 

It should be readily apparent to administrators and managers of profit-seeking and non-

profit organizations that, for their organizational goals to be attained, they need buy-in from 

all entities that have something at stake.  To get the stakeholders to buy in, the stakeholders 

must be aware of the issues, constraints, and possible solutions.  Such awareness is                  

a product of the dissemination of information, and communication is the key.                         

For communication to be effective, the message must reach the target audience.                 

This requirement may sound obvious, but it is not as easy as it sounds.  If the information 

is not sent, there is nothing to be received.  If the information is sent at the wrong place or 

time, it may never reach the intended destination.  If the information sent is not appealing, 

it may be ignored or discarded. 

 

Policymakers need to be aware of the kinds of information that are desired by the 

constituents.  The relevant information has to do with dam construction, relocation, and 

compensation.  About 73 percent of the interviewees indicate that they have received some 

information on the construction of a dam.  In particular, the information of interest has to 
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do with the pros and cons of a dam.  Many residents like to know the schedule of water 

release from a dam.  They wish for the lessening of the adverse impact of the dam on their 

livelihood.  A 49-year-old male public-health worker states: “It is important to provide 

information on water being released from the dam because of its impact on fishermen.     

The information is useful for their decision-making.  There should be a study of the positive 

and negative effects of the construction of a dam.  The Ministry of Natural Resources and 

Environment and local agencies should provide data.” (Case No. 7, Ubon Ratchathani, 

Thailand, 28 January 2020) 

 

At the three national meetings held in Thailand in 2020, comments were received from 

civil society organizations.  In general, these comments echo the concerns of local residents 

with regard to the lack of communication.  “Very limited information is given to residents.  

It is necessary to provide more information on lost opportunities due to climate change.”  

“The government claims that there is no damage, but citizens say the opposite.” “Water 

release affects fisheries and damages merchants’ stalls.  We need information about water 

released from China’s final dam to the Xayaburi dam.”   

 

When companies communicate with their customers, they rely on either advertising or 

personal selling (or both).  Delivery of an advertising message is usually made via mass 

media (TV, radio, newspaper, magazine, direct mail, out-of-home media such as billboards, 

the Internet, and others).  One big advantage of advertising is that the message can reach    

a large number of audiences at a relatively low cost.  A TV commercial, although expensive 

on the absolute basis, is very inexpensive on a relative basis.  While the cost of running a 

TV commercial is high, the relative cost (or cost per person) is low because the high fixed 

cost is spread over, say, one million viewers.  Therefore, the cost of communicating with 

each person may be only a few pennies.  One disadvantage of advertising is that the single 

message is aimed at perhaps millions of people, making it very difficult or impossible to 

adjust the message to make it more meaningful to a particular person. Therefore, 

advertising is very efficient but may not be so effective in persuading the audience to act 

in the desired manner. 
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Alternatively, a company, instead of utilizing mass media, may choose to employ personal 

selling.  In other words, the company relies on its salesforce to deliver the message.        

Each salesperson has a face-to-face or personal interaction with a potential customer.      

The message can be repeated, adjusted, or customized for each specific case.  As a result, 

due to its personal touch, the message has more persuasive power.  The biggest drawback 

of personal selling though is its high cost.  For a salesperson to make a contact to present 

the information, the cost and time of the salesperson are high and perhaps even prohibitive.  

Apparently, when compared to advertising, personal selling is much more effective but 

also much more expensive (less efficient). 

 

In the context of the management of the Mekong River, the governments and the Mekong 

River Commission can use either advertising or personal means to communicate with their 

riparian residents and other stakeholders.  Given the fact that most households now have 

television sets as well as radios, it is feasible to use these broadcast media to reach the 

target. Alternatively, or in conjunction with the media, the policymakers can send 

representatives to the local communities.  Unfortunately, based on the comments of the 

interviewees, neither method of communication is used much, if at all.  A 53-year-old 

rubber grower mentions: “I don’t receive any information from the state.  I only hear what 

people say.  I like to be informed of when the dam will open and close.”  (Case No. 52, 

Ubon Ratchathani, Thailand, 2 February 2020) 

 

The lack of information or communication is a common complaint.  The respondents 

however did not elaborate on what they thought were the reasons why the communication 

was missing.  Neither did they say what the remedy should be.  It is possible though to fill 

in the blank.  The miscommunication may be a matter of incompetence, contempt, or 

prejudice (or a combination).  States agencies may be negligent due to their incompetence.  

In their defense, while they might be partially or dimly aware of the need to relay 

information, they are preoccupied with other tasks.  It may be a matter of contempt based 

on the traditional top-down approach, and this approach does not take into account the 

sentiments of people at the lower or lowest level.  It may be a matter of prejudice based on 
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the belief that rural residents are uneducated and not sophisticated enough to understand 

and utilize the information. 

 

There is no excuse for incompetence, contempt, or prejudice, especially when the 

livelihoods of families are at stake.  Local communities need to be treated with respect.       

It is true that rural or riparian residents tend to be submissive.  They tend not to be vocal 

about their complaints.  Still, their acceptance and cooperation are necessary.  A public 

relations campaign does not need to be extravagant.  A rudimentary campaign should be 

institutionalized, and it should be an ordinary routine of state agencies. 

 

In the instances of the message being delivered, word of mouth is the most prevalent means 

of communication.  About 24 percent of the residents receive some information from state 

representatives (e.g., dam inspecting teams, province governors, seminars, and meetings).  

Clearly, unlike their counterparts in urban areas, riparian residents rely on different modes 

of communication.  They like the personal touch and are much more receptive to face-to-

face and two-way communication.   

 

To a lesser but still somewhat significant extent is the information disseminated by NGOs 

(e.g., the Chiang Khong group of Chiang Rai for Conservation).  On the one hand, this is 

an indication of the importance of personal contacts.  On the other hand, it raises the issue 

of trust.  Local residents appear to find information from civil society organizations to be 

trustworthy. 

  

The broadcast media (TV and radio) provide entertainment and news.  Once in a while,   

the news hour includes a snippet of news about the construction and operation of dams.  

Such information is likely to be the information from the perspective of the government.  

The influence of the Thai TV media needs to be noted because the Thai TV networks are 

much more advanced than those of the neighboring countries.  Lao citizens, for example, 

watch Thai programs more than those produced by their own country. 
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One thing for certain, riparian residents are not going to receive much information via the 

broadcast media.  The news programs must cram so much content (e.g., weather, sports, 

entertainment, etc.) into the designated time slot, and any news about dams can command 

only a few seconds at best.  Also, unlike the United States where local stations carry both 

national (network) and local news, the most popular and significant TV stations in 

Southeast Asia are national in scope and content.  It is thus unrealistic to expect national 

TV networks in Lao PDR, Cambodia, and Thailand to deliver necessary information about 

the dams to local residents of the Lower Mekong Basin.  Clearly, relevant information must 

be delivered at the local level.  

 

Finally, electronic media deserve some consideration.  The Internet and social media play 

a rather limited or negligible role in the dissemination of information.  On the other hand, 

as the rural areas become more developed technologically and economically, these media 

will receive greater attention, especially from the younger residents. 

 

Interestingly, some residents give the appearance of not trusting the state actors as the 

source of information. Instead, they prefer to receive information from NGOs and 

academic institutions.  A 54-year-old male gives this remark: “I like to receive the 

information from either NGOs or college students.  Their information is more 

trustworthy.”  Case No 3, Ubon Ratchathani, Thailand, 28 January 2020. 

 

Ironically, even state officials at times rely on non-state media for information.  A 53-year-

old village chief (also a grower of oranges, rambutan, and rubber), in spite of his position 

as the head of the village, does not appear to have received official information.  He states: 

“I got news about dam construction from a conservation group that wants to preserve the 

Mekong River. I also watch TV.”  (Case No. 152, Chiang Rai, Thailand, 21 February 2020) 

His younger brother, also the chief of another village, grows beans, corn, and roselle.          

He likewise relies on the same source of information.  “I got the information from                   

a conservation group that wants to preserve the Mekong River.  This group opposes the 

use of explosives to get rid of the rocks in the river.”  Case No. 153, Chiang Rai, Thailand, 

21 February 2020. 
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6.6 Perceptions of Dams in the Vicinity:  Common Themes 

The interviews touch upon a number of issues, ranging from water and dams to livelihood 

and quality of life.  Certain themes emerge and re-emerge.  These themes are interrelated.  

For the sake of clarity, three main themes are identified and discussed:  water conditions 

and changing landscape, migration from fishing to farming, and economic development, 

and an altered way of life. 

 

6.6.1 Water Conditions and Landscape 

Several interviewees link the dwindling supply of fish to water conditions.  In particular, 

they point out the appearance of water as well as the fluctuation of water.  Quite a few 

interviewees are struck by the appearance of water.  Water appears clear, and the color is 

rather green.  One male farmer mentions: “Water is so clear to the point that the bottom of 

the bank is visible.  Both flooding and drought occur.  I have to switch to farming due to    

a lack of fish.  I used to be able to sell 100 kilos of fish, but it is now difficult to get even     

2 kilos.”  (Case No. 40, Don Khong, Lao PDR, 1 February 2020) 

 

These are some of the remarks made by the residents: “the water is clear;” “the water is 

strangely green;” “water looks like seawater;” and “the watercolor is emerald.”  

Clearwater does not serve them well because fish do not welcome it.  A 73-year-old 

operator of a homestay business makes this remark: “This year, the water level has greatly 

dropped.  The water is clear.  Usually, the color of the water is Ovaltine (cocoa drink).”  

(Case No. 154, Chiang Rai, Thailand, 21 February 2020) A male fisherman and gardener 

comments: “I used to catch 4-5 kilos of fish.  Now 1-2 kilos are considered a lot.  Water is 

clear, and it makes it difficult to get fish.”  (Case No. 86, Luang Prabang, Lao PDR,                 

8 February 2020) 

 

The remarks made by residents may seem strange to outsiders.  Ordinary citizens of the 

world want clean and clear water, and they are worried about polluted water.  Yet riparian 

residents believe that clear water is a negative condition since fish prefer murky water.  
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Whether this belief is grounded in fact is another matter altogether.  Furthermore, when 

asked about the effects of the nearby dams on their lives, the respondents are almost 

unanimous in their belief that water quality has gotten worse.  The comments about clean 

water and worsening water quality are contradictory, and future research should address 

the apparent contradiction. 

 

There is indeed scientific evidence that supports the notion that sediments are related to 

fish and farming.  The Mekong River’s sediment is greater than that of the Amazon River.  

Sediments play an important role in fish bio-ecology because the fish species adapt to 

specific sediment characteristics (e.g., seasonal and inter-annual variations).  Fish nutrient 

and growth rely on the concentration and composition of sediments in the river.  Normally, 

the color of water in the Mekong River is a bit murky, but sediments can cause the color to 

change. The flourishing or dwindling of fish species is impacted by sediments.                

Some species are found in rocky or sandy habits, while some others are found in muddy 

habitats (Piman and Shrestha 2017, p. 31). Sediment functions as a major carrier and 

storage agent for nutrients such as phosphorus, nitrogen, and potassium.  Fertilization from 

sedimentation is important for agriculture production.  The lack of nutrients leads to the 

loss of primary productivity.  The development of large hydropower projects in the 

mainstream is linked to the decline in sediment transport which in turn exacts a heavy 

impact on nutrient transport (Piman and Shrestha 2017, p. 5). In addition, reduced sediment 

loads lead to the loss of agricultural land in inundated areas, river-bank gardens, and 

floodplains.  The poor farmers, in particular, bear the most adverse consequence.  

 

With regard to flooding, one-third of the respondents believe that things have worsened, 

while the others feel that the extent of the problem has remained the same.                     

Whether flooding has become worse or not, the fact remains that flooding is a common 

occurrence.  Drought, rather than a flood, is their bigger concern.  One thing is clear:  

residents blame both the floods and droughts on the dams.  They feel that the operators of 

the dams have too much control over the opening of a dam, thus affecting the timing and 

volume of water flow.  They also are not happy with the dams located in the upper part of 
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the Mekong River since those dams reduce the flow of the downstream water.  In their 

minds, China and Myanmar are the culprits for the cascading effects of the dams.   

 

The fluctuation of water flow is another matter of grave concern.  The respondents make it 

clear that they want predictable seasonal patterns.  A 53-year-old male, once relying on 

fishing, now uses his plot of land to grow longans.  He elaborates: “There has been a great 

deal of change.  Water used to be seasonal—it was dry during the dry season, and it was 

wet during the rainy season.  Now the water may rise and recede unpredictably.       

Villagers used to grow vegetables by the bank of the river.  They can no longer grow 

anything because the area may be flooded without warning.  I grew jicama, potatoes, 

watermelons, and cotton at the river bank but could not harvest any before the arrival of  

a flood.  The dam may have something to do with the water phenomenon.”  (Case No. 53, 

Ubon Ratchathani, Thailand, 2 February 2020) 

 

The residents want the flow of water to adhere to seasonable patterns so that they can plan 

their farming activities accordingly.  They practically say in unison that water rises and 

falls in a very unpredictable manner.  As a consequence, water flow is no longer a matter 

of nature.  A 53-year-old fisherman who also owns cattle remarks: “In the past, it did not 

take long to catch 4-10 kilos of fish.  Now it takes all day to get 4-5 kilos.  Water flow is no 

longer seasonal.  Water may rise in the morning and then recede in the evening.                     

No knowledge of the dam.  Because of the dam, making a living has become more difficult.”  

(Case No. 54, Ubon Ratchathani, Thailand, 2 February 2020) 

 

The volume of water does not appear to worsen local transportation of residents.  However, 

for a small minority (e.g., government employees and boat operators), they feel the impact 

of the lower level of water in the river.  In addition, they are inconvenienced by the 

necessity of having to get permission from the dam authorities before they are allowed to 

bring the boats past the dam area. 

 

The belief that dams affect water flow negatively is rather firm and prevalent.  A 57-year-

old farmer and fisherman states: “I used to catch 50-100 kilos of fish 5-6 years ago.           
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Now I get 10-20 kilos.  Sometimes, for 3-4 days, I got none.  The community has 20-30 

fishermen, but some no longer go out to fish.  In the past, there was a line of fishermen 

waiting to drop a fishnet.  Now there is no line.  If there are more dams, there will be no 

fish, and there will be no way to earn a living.”  Case No. 139, Bueng Kan, Thailand, 16 

February 2020 

 

It is important to note that many residents believe that the dams in the vicinity are the cause 

of their economic difficulties.  A 29-year-old male, working as a welcome official at Luang 

Prabang, Lao PDR, gives his observation.  “Fish used to be plentiful, and I could catch 10 

kilos.  Now, I may get 3-4 kilos when fish spawn.  It may have to do with the construction 

of Xayaburi dam.”  (Case No. 91, Luang Prabang, Lao PDR, 8 February 2020) A 30-year 

old female, while catching small shrimps, complains: “When the tide rose, I used to catch 

2-8 kilos and sold for 200 baht a kilo.  I used to fill 5-6 bags of shrimps.  It is now just one 

bag or 2 bags at most.  Water rises and recedes very quickly.  While there may be several 

causes, the dam has something to do with it.”  (Case No. 20, Champasak, Lao PDR,              

30 January 2020) 

 

The interviewees feel that the rise and fall of water are neither natural nor seasonal.       

Water rises and recedes quickly, unpredictably, and more frequently.  They complain about 

the water being clear and thus affecting the fish population. Since most of them earn their 

living from fishing, they voice their hardship.   

 

The dams have affected more than water conditions.  They have changed and permanently 

reshaped the landscape and river systems.  Inevitably, the changing landscape affects fish 

flows, unfortunately in a negative way.  Travel by water in the communities near the 

Xayaburi has risks due to a large volume of water.  Small boats passing the dam could 

capsize.  However, the problem is lessened since residents increasingly rely on land 

transportation. 

 

The changes in the landscape have an impact on water transportation.  Sand dunes have 

appeared.  The low level of water at certain spots is a hindrance to navigation.  A 51-year-
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old male employee of the agricultural union describes: “Now there are many sand dunes.  

We always have a tradition of long-tail boat race in September when the water level is 

high.  We may have to change the location this year to a deeper area.”  (Case No. 132, 

Bueng Kan, Thailand, 16 February 2020) A 53-year-old male seller of shuttle-boat tickets 

voices a similar concern. “The last 3-4 years have been quite dry.  Boats must make                

a detour.  It is dangerous.”  (Case No. 133, Bueng Kan, Thailand, 16 February 2020) 

 

The effects of the changing landscape go well beyond travel and transportation.  A 47-year-

old police officer manning the border checkpoint explains: “Things have changed a lot.  

Previously, the water rose and fell according to the seasons.  Fishermen used to observe 

and count rocks that were visible above water so as to determine their fishing methods.  

When there was plenty of water, they installed nets.  When the water volume was low, they 

set traps.  They can no longer do these things as they cannot figure out how water 

behaves.” (Case No. 66, Mukdahan, Thailand, 3 February 2020) A 28-year-old male works 

as a construction worker and also as a fisherman.  He states: “It’s rather risky to fish at the 

waterfall.  During the dry season, I need to climb down to cast a net.  It’s a hardship for 

fishermen.  It’s a risky way of living.  After the dam construction, the volume of water has 

been reduced by more than half.  There was a lot of fish 4-5 years ago, and trucks came to 

buy fish. There were many fishermen. Fish are now scarce.”  (Case No. 49, Khone 

Phapheng, Lao PDR, 2 February 2020) 

 

In sum, riparian residents and their communities have a number of beliefs about the dams, 

operators, and governments.  They believe that the dams have destructive effects on the 

landscape, water quality and conditions, the quantity and variety of the fish population, and 

unpredictable seasonality.  The Mekong River Commission and the member governments 

should conduct scientific studies to determine whether these beliefs are supported by 

evidence.  If such beliefs are not misguided, a campaign to dispel erroneous beliefs is 

necessary.  If these beliefs are proven to be true, actions must be taken to lessen the harmful 

effects of the dams. 
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6.6.2 From Fishing to Farming 

Since local residents rely on fish for food as well as their primary source of income, they 

are quite sensitive to environmental changes.  They echo the sentiment of each other by 

mentioning the drastic decline of the fish population.  There is a marked reduction of fish 

variety, and the quantity and size of fish caught have plunged.  In their views, a dam is one 

significant cause.  The dam has interfered with where and how fish release their eggs, thus 

altering the pattern of fish migration (e.g., from Cambodia to the area).  As explained by 

Winemiller et al. (2016), large dams reduce fish diversity.  They block movements that 

enable migratory species to complete their life cycles.  In particular, tropical river fisheries 

have many high-value species that migrate hundreds of kilometers in response to 

seasonable floods.  The Xayaburi and Don Sahong dams are large dams. 

 

A 50-year-old fisherman describes how the decline of the fish population brings about a 

devastating impact on daily life: “I used to catch 50-100 kilos of fish and receive 500 baht 

each time.  Now the whole month earns me 500 baht.  I get only enough fish for my own 

consumption.  It is a hardship.”  (Case No. 9, Ubon Ratchathani, Thailand, 28 January 

2020) A 50-year-old female echoes the same lament: “I have fished for 20 years.  Fishing 

was once a viable source of income, but it is no longer sustainable.  I used to catch 5-6 

kilos of fish.  Now I sometimes caught only one fish or even none.”  (Case No. 34, Don 

Khong, Lao PDR, 1 February 2020)   

 

While the dwindling population of fish is already devastating, other developments have 

aggravated the matter even more.  Many varieties of fish have completely disappeared.  

Large fish have become rare.  Fish that are caught are small, and the quantity has plunged.  

A male farmer talks about the changes: “This year, I could not find any fish.  In the past,   

I could catch 100 kilos of fish for sale.  Now, it is difficult to get 2 kilos.  Several kinds of 

fish are gone.” (Case No. 40, Don Khong, Lao PDR, 1 February 2020) The very same 

sentiment is repeated by a husband-and-wife team: “In the past, we bought almost a ton of 

fish from fishermen.  Now we get only 50, 100, or 200 kilos.  Last year was particularly 

bad.  The fish have become smaller, and the variety of fish has diminished.  The dam has 
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prevented fish from submerging.”  (Case No. 8, Ubon Ratchathani, Thailand, 28 January 

2020) 

 

Although not all respondents mentioned the dwindling of the fish population, it is quite 

visible that just about all of them and their families are adversely affected either directly or 

indirectly.  Perhaps, the biggest and direct threat has to do with their inability to catch fish 

to earn income.  Not only they are catching fewer fish, but they also have to spend 

considerably more time catching fewer fish.  Responding to the threat to their survival, 

fishermen have adopted varying tactics.  One common tactic requires many respondents to 

switch to farming either entirely or partially.  Quite a few respondents have to make up for 

the lost income from fishing by taking a second job.  They make themselves available for 

odd jobs.  Operators of fishing boats either leave their boats idle or greatly reduce their 

operation. 

 

Indirectly, the respondents are forced to drastically change their way of life.  Fish is a way 

of life not just economically but also culturally.  Unlike their urban counterparts who enjoy 

both meat and seafood, riparian residents look at fish as a staple food item.  Fish is what 

they consume daily.  Fish is what they have for breakfast, lunch, and dinner.  While milk 

is the main source of calcium for citizens of developed countries, fish is an important source 

of protein and calcium in developing countries.  As remarked by Jensen (2001), traditional 

fish products are the milk of Southeast Asia.   Baran and Baird (2003) explain that fisheries 

play a vital role in rural livelihoods.   

 

With the dwindling of fish, the number of fishing boats has also dwindled.  A 47-year-old 

male for general hire states: “There were 10-20 fishing boats, now there is only one 

operator.  The others have sold their boats and have accepted jobs to do rubber tapping.”  

(Case No. 157, Chiang Rai, Thailand, 21 February 2020) With the decline of the number 

of fishing boats, the remaining operators of fishing boats do not exactly have an easier 

time.  A 47-year-old police officer at the immigration checkpoint elaborates: “There were 

once some 200 fishing boats at the Mekong River.  Now there are fewer than 20 boats.  

These boat operators have to be quite diligent.  Because fish are no longer plentiful,            
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the price has jumped.  The price has risen from 100-120 baht per kilo to 350 baht within 

the past 10 years.” (Case No. 66, Mukdahan, Thailand, 3 February 2020) 

 

The Mekong is the river of friendship.  Thais can go to the Lao side of the river, and Laos 

likewise can go to the Thai side for fishing.  However, due to narcotics, patrol boats patrol 

the area.  Fishing boats must hoist a national flag for identification and inspection by 

authorities.  The decline of the fish population gives rise to unintended consequences.  

Obviously, residents can no longer rely on fisheries as a viable means to earn income.  

Operators of fishing boats, for example, make their boats available for dubious or illegal 

activities.  Some owners of fishing boats have been hired by criminals to carry drugs across 

the Mekong River.  One unfortunate development has led to something worse.   

 

The respondents lamented the demise of the fish population.  They talked both fondly and 

sadly about how things used to be. They described how fish used to be plentiful.                

This must be especially hard for the Thais.  In Thailand, people always proudly boast about 

the country’s bountiful resources by repeatedly giving this quote: “in water, there are fish; 

in the field, there is rice.” 

 

Seeing the writing on the wall, virtually all respondents have had to make a transition in 

one form or another.  None has expressed satisfaction in the transition.  Explaining how     

a dam has hurt his family’s food security and income, one 48-year-old fisherman 

elaborates: “Previously, I could fetch 5 kilos of fish.  Now it is only one kilo and sometimes 

none.  In the past, I could get a fish that weighed 5-6 kilos.  For the past few years, a fish 

weighs only 1-2 kilos.  I don’t want a dam to be constructed because it will hurt how people 

could make a living.  It is difficult to catch fish, and vegetables don’t grow well because of 

the river’s clear water.  Also, it has been difficult in the past few years because of drought.”  

His sentiment is unmistakable: “I don’t like the dam because it makes it much more difficult 

to make a living.”  His hardship makes it necessary for him to grow vegetables and corn 

while also working as a construction worker to supplement his income.  (Case No. 85, 

Luang Prabang, Lao PRD 8 February 2020) 
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Due to the scarcity of fish, a very large number of residents have to give up on fishing as  

a means to earn income.  They have been forced to switch to another job (farming, in 

particular) or to add a second job to earn or supplement their income.  One 64-year-old 

male, who has been living in the area for all his life, explains: “I used to fish.  With the 

dwindling of fish, I have switched to growing a variety of fruits and vegetables (mangoes, 

pomelos, peppers, and eggplants).  We don’t plant a lot.  Each household has only a plot 

or two of land.  After the completion of the dam, the soil does not look enriched.” (Case 

No. 10, Ubon Ratchathani, Thailand, 28 January 2020) 

 

A switch from fishing to farming by no means solves the residents’ problems.  In a way, it 

is akin to jumping from the frying pan into the fire.  Farming has its own set of problems 

due to its water dependency.  Farmers are at the mercy of rainfall.  Crops wilt when there 

is drought, and crops are wiped out when the area is flooded.  A 56-year-old woman makes 

her living by burning wood to make charcoal and by growing vegetables.  Her primary 

source of income used to be from fishing, but she was forced to switch due to the scarcity 

of fish.  This is her experience: “It’s difficult to get even one kilo of fish.  Sometimes, I have 

to buy fish to prepare food.  I have to grow vegetables.  When a flood came, it wiped out 

the vegetables before they could be harvested.” (Case No. 51, Ubon Ratchathani, Thailand, 

2 February 2020) 

 

Families grow rice for personal consumption and food security.  One 55-year-old female 

farmer grows tomatoes by the river bank to supplement her income.  Just like other 

neighbors, she is at the mercy of nature and man-made complications.  She describes her 

loss: “I invested and lost a lot of money last year.  When the water was low, I planted 

vegetables.  The water subsequently rose.  We could not guess the volume of water.              

We were greatly affected.  Now it is very difficult to find fish.  Sometimes, 4 or 5 days don’t 

even give us one kilo.  The fish that were caught are not enough for food.”  (Case No. 58, 

Ubon Ratchathani, Thailand, 3 February 2020) 

 

The riparian residents complain about the loss of their crops at the river bank when the 

bank becomes flooded.  They bear the consequence of drought or when a flood wipes out 
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their crops.  It is a loss of labor and income.  A 69-year-old farmer and grower of potatoes 

mentions: “The vegetables that I grew were lost because the area was flooded.  I got no 

compensation.  The state said that it had no money for compensation.”  (Case No. 100, 

Luang Prabang, Lao PDR, 9 February 2020) 

 

To a significant extent is the belief that dams have an adverse impact on farming.  

Households by the river bank tend to grow crops or vegetables, but they feel that the crops 

do not look as healthy and bountiful as in the past.  The residents believe that the dams 

have worsened water conditions in terms of both quantity and quality.  Whether this belief 

is well-founded or not, what matters is that this widespread belief exists. 

 

The effects of a hydropower dam and environmental changes are uneven.  As can be 

expected, drought and flash flooding have a greater impact on fishermen and shrimp 

catchers than those who have other kinds of jobs.  Compared to fishing, farming is less 

adversely affected by the dam.  Farmers are able to cope better by relying on rainfall and 

underground water.  In general, farmers feel that they are not seriously affected by the 

changes that have taken place in the Mekong River because they rely on rainfall and canal 

water.  If water for farming is inadequate, they use water pumps to pull water from the river 

for irrigation. 

 

In sum, the respondents are loud and clear about the dwindling of the fish population.        

They are essentially unanimous in their belief that the demise of the fish is caused by the 

dams.  The effects are devastating because fishing is their livelihood and way of life.       

Fish is also food.  The Mekong River Commission and the member states need to address 

this most important concern of the local communities. Because of the overwhelming 

agreements among the residents regarding the drastic decline of the fish population, it is 

safe to conclude that the dams and water flow have had negative effects.  Policies and 

strategies must be found to mitigate these effects and to invigorate the fish population. 
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6.6.3 Economic Development and Altered Way of Life 

Lao PDR is a mountainous, landlocked (land-linked) country bordering China, Myanmar, 

Cambodia, Thailand, and Vietnam.  This small country has 6.5 million people, with 68% 

of them still living in rural areas.  The UNDP classifies Laos as a least developed country.  

Having endured decades of civil war, Laos was ranked 138 out of 188 countries in the year 

2015 Human Development Report (UNDP 2016, p. 200).   

 

Pursuing a fast track out of poverty, Lao PDR proclaims itself to be the “Battery of Asia.”  

It is building dozens of dams at breakneck speed.  The goal is to sell energy to power-

hungry neighboring countries Vietnam, Cambodia, China, and especially Thailand.  

According to the Laos News Agency, there are 46 operating hydropower plants, with 

another 54 under construction (Mekong Eye 2017).  

  

The background information provides a pretext for the sentiments of citizens.  While many 

interviewees complain about the adverse effects of having to live with a dam, some appear 

to take into consideration the dam’s positive aspects.  Lao residents are inclined to 

acknowledge both the positive and negative effects.  While citizens of developed and 

developing economies take electricity for granted, hydropower dams that generate 

electricity are a matter of pride in Lao PDR.  Such dams give the appearance of progress 

and modernity, and they provide a more comfortable way of living.  At night, students can 

turn on the light to study.  Mothers can cook.  Family members can enjoy watching 

television.  To them, a little can go a long way.  With electricity and improved roads,          

life becomes more comfortable for residents.  A 50-year-old female grocery vendor states: 

“I’m glad to see the dam.  It makes life more comfortable.  There are roads.  The country 

can progress.”  (Case No. 97, Luang Prabang, Lao PDR, 9 February 2020) 

 

In particular, Lao residents readily acknowledge the role of a dam in generating electricity.  

The country has become an important exporter of energy, enabling it to be one of the 

fastest-growing economies in East Asia and the Pacific.  They even seem proud of having 

a dam that helps to improve the country’s economy.  The country has improved access to 

electricity, schools, and roads.  A husband-and-wife team that sells fish makes this remark: 
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“The dam is useful in generating electricity that is sold to Thailand.  However, it also 

creates flood as well as drought.  These negative effects are simply dismissed by the 

authorities.” (Case No. 8, Ubon Ratchathani, Thailand, 28 January 2020) 

 

Dams have their dark side.  One dam collapse in southern Laos left behind scores of deaths 

and missing persons.  Dam projects usually involve compulsory resettlement of hundreds 

of villages, and they permanently reshape the landscape and river systems.  To make way 

for hydropower plants and dams, villagers are routinely resettled. Resettlement 

compensation, more likely than not, is inadequate. 

 

Lao residents, perhaps somewhat grudgingly, admit the benefits and problems that 

accompany a dam in the vicinity.  Although residents generally perceive the dam in                 

a negative light, few residents acknowledge some benefits of the dam (e.g., generation of 

electricity).  They would like the dam to attract tourists so as to support the local economy.  

A 50-year-old male farmer mentions: “I’m glad that the dam produces electricity, but it 

damages the fish population.”  (Case No. 36, Don Khong, Lao PDR, 1 February 2020)       

A 53-year-old Lao farmer and vendor crosses the border to sell in Thailand.  He states: 

“It’s good to have a dam because it improves the country’s economy.  It’s the country’s 

asset.  However, people are the ones who get hurt.  I am concerned that the dam may 

collapse.  The construction budget was not transparent.” (Case No. 64, Ubon Ratchathani, 

Thailand, 2 February 2020) 

 

A 79-year-old monk mentions that the state provided information before the construction 

of the dam.  He recognizes the positive and negative aspects of the dam.  “It’s good that 

the dam produces revenue for the state.  The cost of electricity has been reduced by 50%.  

The downside is that residents had to relocate.  They lost their land and could no longer 

do farming.  They have to get hourly jobs and do work for hire.”  (Case No. 101, Luang 

Prabang, Lao PDR, 9 February 2020) 

 

Compared to Thais, probably due to the lower level of Lao’s economic development,        

Lao interviewees show a greater level of appreciation for the role of a dam in generating 
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electricity for economic development.  Nevertheless, they also hope that the adverse effects 

of the dam on their community will be lessened.  Some appear reluctant to criticize the dam 

because of possible repercussions.  Deep down inside, they do not like the idea of dam 

construction, but they feel that resistance is futile. 

 

The interviews conducted at Luang Prabang; Lao PDR give good insights on how local 

way of life has been altered.  One common complaint has to do with unpredictable seasons.  

Unlike North America and Europe that have four seasons, Southeast Asia has three 

seasons:  summer, rainy, and winter.  Obviously, rain is crucial for agriculture.  A 60-year-

old fisherman and farmer remarks: “The dam construction last year has exacted a heavy 

price.  Even small fish are hard to find.  I could catch 5-10 kilos 5 years ago; now I get just 

1-2 kilos.  Several years ago, it was dry during the dry season.  Now the dry season is not 

dry, but there is not a great deal of water during the wet season either.” (Case No. 92, 

Luang Prabang, Lao PDR, 9 February 2020) A male seller and fisherman states: “Every 

household fish either for food or for sale.  There are many changes.  The dunes are visible 

in the summer.  After the construction of the dam, water does not recede.  Seasons have 

disappeared.” (Case No. 90, Luang Prabang, Lao PDR, 8 February 2020) 

 

Another common complaint has to do with fish as income and food.  A female seller of 

grocery items who also does farming and fishing states: “In the past, fish were enough to 

be put aside for sale.  Now fish are only enough for our food.  Water was big but is now 

small.  Water volume is neither natural nor seasonal.” (Case No. 93, Luang Prabang, Lao 

PDR, 9 February 2020) A 60-year-old female grocer who also grows vegetables elaborates: 

“Fish are rare.  Recently, I don’t get to eat fish much.  Any fish caught are for food, and 

there is none for sale.  I am glad to hear about the dam construction.  It will provide 

convenience.  There will be roads.  The country will progress.”  (Case No. 97, Luang 

Prabang, Lao PDR, 9 February 2020) 

 

Dam construction has necessitated the relocation of a number of long-time residents.           

As previously mentioned, a typical resident stays in the area for some 43 years.  Residents, 

through good times and difficult times, are used to the local way of life and neighborhood.  
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Relocation means uprooting the family, and it is a traumatic experience for many residents, 

especially senior citizens.  On the other hand, relocated residents can expect a more modern 

environment that brings about creature comfort.  A 37-year-old female grocer used to 

reside at the rim of Mekong River but has been relocated to a community of some 60 

households 5 years ago.  She describes her experience: “It is good to have a temple and      

a market. The state provided a wood frame for a house, and the homeowner supplied 

cement for completion.  The state provided vehicles to move belongings.  If a person did 

not want a house, the state provided monetary compensation based on assessment.             

The state provided pigs, chickens, and two plants (lime and mango).” (Case No. 107, near 

Xayaburi dam, Lao PDR, 10 February 2020) 

 

It is an irony that the residents of the Lower Mekong River, once enjoying bountiful fish 

in the river, now have to rely on farm-raised fish for food.  A male seller of souvenirs (e.g., 

combs, spoons made of animal horns) describes the changes: “Things have changed a lot.  

The Chinese have fish ponds at Luang Prabang to raise popular kinds of fish that people 

like to eat.” (Case No. 78, Luang Prabang, Lao PDR, 8 February 2020) A 66-year-old 

female seller of grocery items talks about the hardship: “There was plenty of fish, but fish 

are now scarce.  The market has only farm-raised fish.  The dam greatly affects livelihood.  

Most people don’t have money.  They need to grow their own food.  Yet the water is dry.”  

(Case no. 76, Nong Kai, Thailand, 4 February 2020) 

 

Riparian residents have voiced their opinions on the effects of the hydropower dams on 

their lives and livelihood.  They are primarily concerned with food, income, and job 

security.  Job insecurity is a worrisome trend.  Health and facilities are of secondary 

concern.  Nowadays, residents rely on tap water and are thus not too concerned with how 

water affects their health conditions.  For the interviewees who are government employees 

(e.g., school teachers), they appear to be careful when answering questions.  

  

In spite of the impact of the dams on residents’ livelihoods, the dams do not appear to 

aggravate the physical and mental health of residents.  This unexpected finding appears to 

be illogical at first.  After all, it is reasonable to expect one’s physical and mental health to 
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suffer when livelihood and survival are threatened.  However, the contradictory response 

may not be so illogical.  Many respondents simply do not believe that a dam could cause 

physical illnesses.  In addition, Asian cultures discourage people from talking about mental 

illnesses or psychological problems.  In any case, it does not mean a complete lack of 

psychological concerns.  One elderly Lao villager is sad to have to relocate away from      

the Mekong River, and he is uncertain about how to cope with the new environment.              

A young woman from the same village, while understanding the need to vacate the land 

for the Luang Prabang dam, has both hope and fear.  She does not know much about the 

new village but hopes that it will provide school, electricity, water, employment, and              

a small hospital (which is not available in her current village). 

 

In sum, the dams are a crash of culture and economic development.  To local residents, fish 

is food, income, and way of life.  To the governments, dams are an economic lifeline to 

will modernize the countries.  Something will have to give.  For the time being, the local 

residents are on the giving end.  Their livelihood and consumption habits are being 

transformed, unwillingly and drastically.  Forced relocation brings about mental anguish.  

It is the responsibility of the government to alleviate the hardships. 

 

6.7 The MRC’s Collaborative Governance: Myth and Reality 

Literature on collaborative governance is abundant with benefits and praises.  A review by 

Gunton and Day (2003, p.12) of empirical evaluations shows “an impressive research 

record that provides a strong endorsement of the benefits of collaborative planning.”             

Is collaborative governance a myth or a reality?  Let’s consider the criticisms of the concept 

in general and the Mekong River Commission’s practice in particular.  Critics consider     

the Mekong River Commission to be insensitive to local realities, too technically oriented, 

and inadequately transparent to facilitate open discussion about developments plans, their 

impacts, and consequent trade-offs (see, e.g. (Bakker 1999, Fruth 2020, Hirsch 2006, 

Keskinen 2008, Keskinen et al. 2012, Sneddon and Fox 2007). There is doubt about            

the Mekong River Commission’s commitment to communicating with the riparian 

governments.  Public deliberation is more of an exception rather than a rule (Dore et al. 

2012).  Stakeholders in the Mekong River Basin rarely have an opportunity to voice their 
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opinions (MacQuarrie et al. 2008). For instance, the MRC did not recognise the knowledge 

of local people with regard to how a dam could adversely affect fishing productivity (Orr 

et al. 2012).   

 

Collaboration is founded on the principle of stakeholders being motivated to engage each 

other.  It does not work well when parties do not share the same motivation.  Collaboration 

does not mean much when participants do not have equal power.  There is a great divide 

between the haves and have nots.  Ironically, the haves has better access to the new 

governance mechanisms, resulting in the rich getting richer (Lemos and Agrawal 2006, 

Swyngedouw 2005).  Representation does not necessarily mean equal representation.    

Even NGOs that are supposed to represent rural citizens, some are more powerful than 

others.  At the other end, the have-nots struggle to be present and to have their voices heard.   

 

Critics of hydropower development, as a rule, are not treated with respect.  Often, their 

criticisms are dismissed as anecdotal evidence.  As such, these voices do not carry much 

weight.  However, this study provides qualitative data obtained from riparian residents who 

have much at stake.  It is unfortunate that their opinions are not in agreement with those of 

the member governments and the Mekong River Commission.  Much of the critics’ 

comments are in fact supported by the local residents’ sentiments.  The residents feel being 

uninformed and marginalized.  They feel voiceless and powerless.  

 

It appears that local residents’ beliefs are grounded somewhat in fact.  Their governments 

are often in a rush to implement a big project, and they brush aside concerns that hamper 

their large-scale infrastructure development (Meas 2018, p. 88).  The components of Ansell 

and Gash’s model of collaborative governance consists of: (1) starting conditions, (2) 

collaborative process, (3) institutional design, (4) facilitative leadership, and (5) outcomes.  

The component of institutional design is relevant to the analysis of local residents’ verbal 

narratives. This component, in turn, examines participatory inclusiveness, forum 

exclusiveness, clear ground rules, and process transparency.  The qualitative data cast some 

doubt on the model’s institutional design.  The Lao and Thai residents, while being affected 

the most by the presence of a dam, do not give an impression of being part of “participatory 
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inclusiveness.”  “Ground rules” are unclear, and process transparency seems opaque.     

Let’s consider the opinions of a 73-year-old operator of a homestay business mentions.     

He describes the situation: “I heard about dam construction from the Lao people, and the 

NGOs provide some data.  I would have liked more information.  There was no meeting to 

relay information.  They simply went ahead with the project.” (Case No. 154, Chiang Rai, 

Thailand, 21 February 2020) 

 

The model of Ansell and Gash expects the presence of clear ground rules and process 

transparency.  The Mekong River Commission has touted collaborative governance, but 

the Thai and Lao residents show no hint of their knowledge of the collaborative process.  

As an example, a male conservationist is quite critical of the dams and government actions 

(or inaction). “After the construction of 12 dams in the higher region of the Mekong River, 

water flow has fluctuated and does not follow seasons.  Things have worsened over the last 

20 years. Government actions are not keeping up with the environmental changes.  

Government officials give the impression that they listen.  Actually, it is nothing but talk.  

They move slowly.  As in the case of the strange color of water, there is no announcement.  

There is no academic discussion.  People must be able to participate.  Things should be 

bottom-up.” (Case No. 151, Chiang Rai, Thailand, 20 February 2020) 

 

When the residents’ qualitative data are judged in light of the governance principles of 

natural resource management, neither the governments nor the Mekong River Commission 

fares well.  “Transparency” is one of the eight governance principles of natural resource 

management.  This principle requires clear communication of the reasoning behind 

decisions as well as the ready availability of relevant information.  Local residents have 

expressed a desire to receive information from the local, regional, and national authorities.  

The governments and the Mekong River Commission fall short on this count.  The principle 

of legitimacy, on the other hand, requires the acceptance of stakeholders to validate              

an organization’s authority to govern.  The comments of a number of local residents reflect 

skepticism rather than acceptance.  One 38-year-old Lao female collects forest mushrooms 

in Lao and sells them in Thailand.  She feels helpless.  “I don’t like the dam.  But what can 

I do? The country has only one political party.” (Case No. 12, Ubon Ratchathani, Thailand, 
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30 January 2020) A 50-year-old male employee of the local health office complains:      

“The government should be more active in taking action because of the negative effects.  

Nothing is being done.  It is not sincere in preventing and resolving problems.”  (Case No. 

74, Nakhon Phanom, Thailand, 4 February 2020) 

 

In terms of communication, local residents feel that relevant information has not been 

provided to the local community. The state has not directly provided information.                        

The information is received via indirect channels (word of mouth, TV).  NGOs play a role 

in disseminating information to villagers or residents.  Thai residents get information from 

TV and conversation with people from Laos. While it is obvious that effective 

communication is the key to gain residents’ acceptance and cooperation, the dissemination 

of information is often haphazard.  Information is useless if it is not received by the right 

parties at the right place and at the right time.   

 

6.8 Conclusion 

This chapter provides qualitative data that shed light on stakeholders’ perceptions on the 

practice of collaborative governance, natural-resource-management principles, and 

perceived outcomes. The data represent the ideas of local residents as non-state 

stakeholders.  They are the ones most affected by the construction of a dam.  However, 

they may also be the ones whose inputs are most likely ignored or discounted.  While the 

qualitative data here are not sufficient to wholly answer these questions, the data 

nevertheless provide significant insights. 

 

The most prominent finding is probably how the riparian residents feel about fish 

availability.  The interviewees are overwhelmingly in agreement about the effect of the 

changing environment on the fish population.  They greatly feel the impact of the drastic 

dwindling of the fish population.  This unfortunate development has an immense impact 

on how they earn their living. The impact is further amplified because fish is a staple food 

item for their families.  It is clear that the residents believe that the dams are a contributing 

factor to their hardship. 
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Based on the qualitative data obtained from local residents, the Mekong River Commission 

has considerable work ahead.  It is a mistake to discount residents’ opinions due to their 

relatively low social-economic status.  It must be kept in mind that these are the people 

most affected by hydropower dams and plants.  It is pretty much irrelevant whether their 

beliefs are subjective.  In the grand scheme of things, perception may overshadow reality, 

and effective management of perceptions is a necessity. 

 

As explained by Gunton and Day (2003) the real question about collaborative governance 

“is not whether the weaknesses are more or less than alternative planning models.”             

The more appropriate issue is whether good design and management can mitigate the 

weaknesses of collaborative planning.  The Mekong River Commission should conduct 

studies to determine whether the dams indeed interfere with riparian residents’ livelihoods.  

If the dams indeed cause problems, these problems must be alleviated.  On the other hand, 

if the belief that links the dams to economic and social problems is erroneous,                        

the Commission needs to provide proper information that corrects the mistaken belief.         

In any case, regardless of whether the dams cause problems or not, the perceptions of the 

negative effects of the dams can be as damaging as (or even more than) reality.  It is unwise 

to ignore or dismiss such perceptions.  More effective communication is a necessity and 

not a luxury. 

 

The final chapter covers the implications of the findings described in Chapters 4-6.            

The limitations of the research are pointed out, and improvements for future research are 

offered.  The utilization of the findings for formulation and implementation of public policy 

is spelled out.  
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Chapter 7 Discussion, Conclusion, and Recommendations  

High and fine literature is wine, and mine is only water, but everybody likes water.   

Mark Twain 

 

7.1 Introduction 

Due to its size, ecosystems, and economic-social-cultural aspects, the Mekong River is one 

of the world’s important river systems. The Mekong River Basin is home to some                 

70 million people in six countries. Unlike Western economies where democracy and 

collaboration are a common and long-standing phenomenon, the six Asian countries in the 

region, while traditionally autocratic in nature, are moving in the direction of 

accommodation of the democratic process, albeit neither at the same pace nor to the same 

extent. These riparian governments are increasingly amenable to the philosophy of 

collaborative governance. Thus, the Mekong River Basin is a fertile ground for adding 

fresh knowledge related to collaborative governance and natural resource management. 

 

This final chapter first summarizes the results of the testing of the hypotheses.  It discusses 

the tests of significance that were performed as well as the more rigorous level of 

significance that should be utilized.  The discussion covers how the three groups of 

stakeholders view collaboration, governance principles, and particular outcomes.           

Their views are contrasted with those of riparian residents who have the most at stake.  

Further discussion includes the relationships among the various practices themselves as 

well as their relationships with the specific outcomes.  Based on the sentiments of 

stakeholders, the chapter provides theory implications and policy recommendations.         

The limitations of the present study are noted, and recommendations are given to guide 

future research. 

 

 

7.2 A Summary of Hypotheses and Findings 

Figure 7.1 lists the seven hypotheses that were tested, and it also provides the results of the 

tests.  The Figure provides a snapshot of the findings for quick reference. 
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The first three hypotheses compare the perceptions of the groups of stakeholders 

(government/public sector, private sector, and civil society organizations). The three 

comparisons focus on three distinct aspects: perceptions of collaborative governance, 

perceptions of governance principles of natural resource management, and perceptions of 

outcomes. The three groups of stakeholders are in agreement in their perceptions of 

collaboration and natural-resource-management governance principles.   

 

The first hypothesis studies the 3 dimensions and 5 dimensions of collaborative 

governance.  All three groups agree that the Mekong River Commission has engaged in 

collaborative governance, be it three or five dimensions.  The findings show that the 

responses to both 3 and 5 dimensions of collaboration do not vary across the three groups.  

The hypothesis is rejected because the perceptions stay the same across the groups.            

The rejection of the hypothesis confirms the expectation that the Commission’s efforts to 

facilitate collaboration would be favorably received. 

 

The second hypothesis studies the acceptance of the natural-resource-management 

governance principles.  This hypothesis is also rejected because the three groups clearly 

accept all eight governance principles of natural resource management.  The results are in 

line with expectations.  After all, effective management of natural resources should be 

pursued anywhere.  Any means or principles that promote responsible and sustainable 

natural resources are most likely to be welcomed.  Because the acceptance of the principles 

of natural resource management is similar across the three groups of stakeholders, this part 

of the hypothesis (H2a) is rejected.  However, when it comes to the perceptions of the 

MRC’s practice, the respondents do not completely agree on whether the MRC has 

satisfactorily adopted all of the eight governance principles.  As a result, this part of the 

hypothesis (H2b) is partially accepted. 

 

The third hypothesis emphasizes the various outcomes of collaborative governance 

(effectiveness, efficiency, and other outcomes).  The three groups of stakeholders hold 

different views with regard to the organization’s effectiveness and efficiency but similar 
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views with regard to the other outcomes.  Because the three groups of stakeholders are not 

uniform in their assessment of the performance of the Mekong River Commission, the part 

of the hypothesis focusing on the Commission’s effectiveness and efficiency (H3a and 

H3b) is accepted.  In a way, the results are not totally unexpected.  It is not realistic to 

expect stakeholders of varying interests to be uniform in their beliefs about the 

effectiveness and efficiency of a multinational commission.  As for the stakeholders’ 

expectations of the other specific outcomes (H3c), this part of the hypothesis is rejected.  

All groups assess the performance of the Mekong River Commission in the same way.   

 

Future research should investigate why the various groups of stakeholders disagree on 

some aspects of the Commission’s effectiveness and efficiency while also agreeing on 

some other outcomes.   

 

The remaining four hypotheses switch from group differences to relationships between 

variables.  The results of the fourth hypothesis show that the two competing instruments 

that measure collaboration are correlated, resulting in the hypothesis being accepted.    

There is a correlation between the two instruments that purportedly measure perceived 

collaboration. The Ulibarri (2015) scale consists of three dimensions (principled 

engagement, shared motivation, and capacity for joint action), while the Thomson et al. 

(2014) scale has five sets of items to measure joint decision making, collaborative 

administration, autonomy, mutuality, and trust. With the acceptance of the fourth 

hypothesis, it can be concluded that both scales appear to do what they are designed to do 

(i.e., measurement of collaborative governance). 

 

As conceived, collaborative governance aims to properly manage natural resources.          

The various aspects of collaboration should thus be related to the principles that govern the 

management of natural resources.  This is the essence of the fifth hypothesis.  The three 

dimensions of collaboration are related to acceptance of natural-resource-management 

governance principles, but the five dimensions of collaboration show less than full 

acceptance.  Overall, the fifth hypothesis is accepted.  When the organization promotes 

collaborative governance, it should also adhere to the universal principles of natural 
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resource management. When the parties believe in principled engagement, shared 

motivation, and capacity for joint action, they also adhere to the eight natural-resource-

management governance principles. The stakeholders engaging in collaborative 

governance believe that an organization in charge of natural resource management should 

be legitimate, transparent, accountable, inclusive, fair, integrative, capable, and adaptable.   

 

The final two hypotheses determine the link between collaboration and outcomes.      

Because collaborative governance is a means to an end, it is necessary to investigate 

whether collaborative efforts produce the desired outcomes.  Certainly, a certain action 

does not result only in a single outcome.  The relevant outcomes, as specified here, have to 

do with the MRC’s effectiveness, efficiency, and other specific performances.   

 

The sixth hypothesis focuses on whether the three dimensions of Ulibarri (2015)’s 

collaboration scale are related to these outcomes.  Depending on a particular outcome being 

scrutinized, the testing of the sixth hypothesis yields results that accept, largely accept, or 

partially accept the hypothesis.  Simply put, the outcomes of the expected outcomes are 

uneven. 

 

Finally, the seventh hypothesis duplicates the sixth hypothesis in terms of outcomes but 

switches to the five dimensions of the Thomson et al. (2014) scale of collaboration.            

The results obtained from this scale, when compared to the Ulibarri (2015) scale, are rather 

disappointing.  At best, the results only partially confirm the expected relationships. 

 

With the 3 and 5 dimensions of collaboration at one end and the outcomes in terms of 

effectiveness, efficiency, and other outcomes at the other end, the last two hypotheses are 

pretty much accepted. While the relationships between collaboration and outcomes are 

reasonably borne out, there are results that are not straightforward.  The two measures of 

collaboration, in turn, differ significantly from time to time when they are correlated with 

particular outcome variables (effectiveness, efficiency, and other outcomes).                        

The discrepancy in results thus raises the possibility that the two scales may not always 

measure the same thing (i.e., collaboration). 
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The subsequent sections cover the implications of the findings for theory, policy, and 

research.  

 

Figure 0.1 Results of hypothesis testing 

H1a:  The 3 groups of stakeholders have different perceptions of the 3 dimensions of 
collaborative governance.  Rejected 
 

H1b:  The 3 groups of stakeholders have different perceptions of the 5 dimensions of 
collaborative governance.  Rejected 
 

  
H2a:  The 3 groups of stakeholders have different perceptions of the governance 
principles of natural resource management.  Rejected 
 

H2b:  The 3 groups of stakeholders have different perceptions of the MRC's practice of 
the governance principles of natural resource management.  Partially accepted 
 

  
H3a:  The 3 groups of stakeholders have different perceptions of the MRC's 
effectiveness.  Accepted 
 

H3b:  The 3 groups of stakeholders have different perceptions of the MRC's efficiency.  
Accepted 
 

H3c:  The 3 groups of stakeholders have different perceptions of the MRC's outcomes.  
Rejected 
 
 

H4:  There is a positive relationship between the 3 dimensions and 5 dimensions of 
collaborative governance.  Accepted 
 
 

H5a:  There is a positive relationship between the 3 dimensions of collaborative 
governance and the MRC's practice of the governance principles of natural resource 
management.  Accepted 
 

H5b:  There is a positive relationship between the 5 dimensions of collaborative 
governance and the MRC's practice of the governance principles of natural resource 
management.  Partially accepted 
 

 
H6a:  There is a positive relationship between the 3 dimensions of collaborative 
governance and the MRC's effectiveness.  Partially accepted 
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H6b:  There is a positive relationship between the 3 dimensions of collaborative 
governance and the MRC's efficiency.  Largely accepted 
 
H6c:  There is a positive relationship between the 3 dimensions of collaborative 
governance and the MRC's outcomes.  Accepted 
 
 
H7a:  There is a positive relationship between the 5 dimensions of collaborative 
governance and the MRC's effectiveness.  Partially accepted 
 
H7b:  There is a positive relationship between the 5 dimensions of collaborative 
governance and the MRC's efficiency.  Partially accepted 
 
H7c:  There is a positive relationship between the 5 dimensions of collaborative 
governance and the MRC's outcomes.  Largely accepted 
 

7.3 Statistical Tests 

Chapter 4 and 5 utilize statistical tests to interpret the quantitative data.  For analysis, the 

data need to be coded, tabulated, and analyzed.  Words (answers) must be converted into 

numerical scores that will allow a test of significance to be performed.  After the 

assignment of scores to respondents’ answers, it is not adequate to merely report average 

scores (i.e., mean values) of the groups.  Neither is it adequate to simply state that the 

means of the three groups differ.  Without a doubt, the means of the three groups are most 

unlikely to be identical.  The real issue is whether the differences among the means may 

be minor.  In other words, the variations may be due to random fluctuations.  It is thus 

crucial to perform a test of significance (e.g., ANOVA, correlation analysis) to provide 

reasonable certainty that a particular finding is indeed significant in that there is an 

underlying cause that accounts for it. 

 

For the purpose of testing the first three hypotheses regarding differences among groups, 

ANOVA is used to determine whether the three groups of stakeholders hold the same view 

on collaboration, governance principles, and specific outcomes. For the last four 

hypotheses regarding the association of variables, correlation analysis is employed to 

determine whether collaboration, adherence to governance principles, and expected 

outcomes are related. 
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A word of caution regarding statistical testing is in order.  Each test sets the level of 

significance at .05 (or 95% confidence level), meaning that there is a 5% chance of arriving 

at an erroneous conclusion.  Given the fact that seven main hypotheses are additionally 

accompanied by a number of sub-hypotheses, it is necessary to acknowledge that the 

probability of having an erroneous conclusion somewhere along the way increases with 

each additional hypothesis. To put it the other way, as more hypotheses are tested,               

the greater chance of having an overall error emerges.  While the significance level of .05 

is set for each hypothesis, the overall chance of reaching a wrong conclusion at some point 

for one or more hypotheses is going to be much greater than 5%.   

 

In a single hypothesis test that sets the significance level at .05, there is a 5% chance of 

getting a statistically significant result even when actually no effect is present.  This is a 

Type I error or false positive.  Type I error further increases with multiple comparisons of 

groups that are set at .05 because the risk that one of those tests will generate a falsely 

significant result will be higher than 5%.  To maintain the .05 significance level so as to 

control the overall probability of a false significant result, the Bonferroni method can be 

utilized to reduce the risk of false positives. The correction, however, increases the 

probability of producing false negatives.   

 

Ultimately, researchers need to make a judgment call as to whether to be conservative in 

determining the results.  In order to reduce the chance of a type I error when multiple tests 

of significance are performed, a Bonferroni adjustment or correction is advisable.              

The method will assure that the overall significance level does not rise above .05.                

The adjustment involves dividing the level of significance by the number of tests.  When 

there are 16 tests as in this case, the adjusted significance level is set at 0.05/16 or 0.003.  

Therefore, the level to be considered should be .003 instead of .05.  When the usual tests 

(16 times over) are performed, the p-values are now compared to .003 for each test. 

 

Admittedly, Chapter 4 and 5 do not make use of a Bonferroni adjustment.  In defense, the 

significant results are largely intact in most cases regardless of whether the significance 
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level is set at .05 or .003.  Take Table 4.5 as an example.  None of the three dimensions of 

perceived collaboration is significant at the level of either .05 or .003.  In the case of Table 

4.7 related to the five dimensions of collaboration, the conclusions do not change for four 

of the five dimensions regardless of the level of significance.  Additionally, because the 

findings are essentially consistent across the board (i.e., all dimensions), the significant 

findings can be accepted with reasonable confidence.  Nevertheless, it warrants to have        

a second look to gauge whether a particular finding may change when the significance level 

is adjusted. 

 

For the purpose of statistical analysis, this study employs univariate and bivariate statistics 

(e.g., ANOVA, correlation).  In the case of ANOVA, only one variable is examined at          

a time, and the process is repeated for all other variables.  In the case of correlation analysis, 

only two variables are chosen to be analyzed at a time, thus necessitating repeating              

the process for all other pairs of variables. As discussed earlier, for every test of 

significance that is performed, there is a chance that an erroneous conclusion may be 

reached.  Although the chance of an error is small each time, the chance for an error to 

occur keeps increasing with each successive test.  A Bonferroni adjustment minimizes       

the chance of reaching an erroneous conclusion. In lieu of Bonferroni adjustment, 

multivariate techniques can be used.  For example, instead of performing many ANOVA 

tests, the analysis may instead employ discriminant analysis that analyzes all variables 

simultaneously.  Future research studies should be designed in such a way that allows         

the quantitative data to be subjected to multivariate analysis for hypothesis testing. 

  

7.4 Conceptual and Theoretical Implications 

Governance, as a theoretical concept as well as a public policy, has attracted and continues 

to attract a great deal of attention from academics, policymakers, civil society 

organizations, and others.  In Asia, traditionally, government leaders largely make public 

decisions without consulting or considering the other parties’ inputs.  Now, as witnessed 

by the rise of interaction with non-state and private actors participate in public-policy 

decisions, collaboration is no longer an alien idea. 
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 7.4.1 Collaboration Scales and Other Measuring Instruments 

While the work of Ansell and Gash (2008) provides a unified definition of the concept of 

collaborative governance, their ideas must be transformed into something that is concrete 

and measurable.  It is necessary to identify or create the measurement scales that measure 

the distinct dimensions of collaboration and governance. This research is able to 

demonstrate that perceptions of collaborative governance can be conceptualized, 

operationally defined, systematically measured, and statistically tested.   

 

In particular, two instruments are tested and assessed.  One collaboration scale, designed 

by Ulibarri (2015), has three dimensions (i.e., principled engagement, shared motivation, 

and capacity for joint action).  Another scale, developed by Thomson et al. (2014), has 

identified five dimensions (i.e., joint decision making, administration, autonomy, 

mutuality, and trust).  Both instruments exhibit a high degree of reliability, as evidenced 

by Cronbach’s alpha values.  In addition, the correlations of the various dimensions of       

the two instruments demonstrate convergent validity.  In other words, both instruments, 

while developed separately, appear to measure the same concept (i.e., collaboration).   

 

At first, it appears that future researchers should find comfort in knowing that both scales 

measure perceived collaboration.  However, it may be premature to conclude that the two 

instruments are truly comparable or compatible.  If they were truly equivalent, both should 

have correlated with specific outcomes in the same way.  The results show otherwise.  

There is thus a possibility that at least one of the two scales may not accurately measure 

collaborative governance.  Since the Ulibarri (2015) scale shows a good fit when correlated 

with governance principles and outcomes, there may be some inherent problems with the 

Thomson et al. (2014) scale for not yielding a number of expected results.  Each scale needs 

to be further studied regarding its validity.  

  

The work of Lockwood et al. (2010) has advanced the understanding of natural resource 

management by identifying governance principles that government leaders and 

policymakers should adhere to. A review of the literature does not show that the 

applicability of these principles has been empirically assessed.  This research fills in the 
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gap by successfully measuring the eight governance principles of natural resource 

management (in the context of water management). The quantitative data bolster                 

the applicability of the normative standard of governance principles.  In particular, the 

Ulibarri (2015) scale of collaboration clearly demonstrates that all three dimensions of the 

scale and all 8 governance principles are correlated for 23 of 24 expected relationships.  

The results are encouraging in two ways.  On the one hand, the evidence demonstrates the 

use of the instrument that measures the natural-resource-management governance 

principles.  On the other hand, a very clear link between the collaboration scale and the 

governance principles bodes well for the validity of the Ulibarri (2015) scale and the 

instrument measuring governance principles. 

 

7.4.2 A Means to an End:  In Search of Outcomes 

Public policy is a means to an end; it is not an end in itself.  Collaborative governance is 

useful only if it delivers desirable outcomes.  Past research has devoted primary attention 

to the process of collaboration in terms of development and implementation.            

Outcomes are largely or even totally ignored.  As concluded by Ansell and Gash (2008), 

very few studies actually evaluated governance outcomes. 

 

This research has made an effort to identify and measure the relevant outcomes.  

Specifically, it pays attention to the perceived efficiency and effectiveness of the 

collaboration process.  There is a scarcity of empirical research on the efficiency and 

effectiveness of collaborative governance. The various aspects of effectiveness and 

efficiency, as identified by the OECD (2015), are considered.  However, the evidence 

shows only a partial link between collaboration and the organization’s effectiveness and 

efficiency. The effects of collaborative governance are not as straightforward as 

anticipated.   

 

The study includes the other specific outcomes as determined by Thomson et al. (2014).  

The data from this study have specifically established a link between collaboration and 

specific outcomes.  Future studies need to incorporate these outcomes (or any other 

relevant outcomes) into the investigation.  It is necessary to identify the outcomes that are 
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affected by collaboration as well as those outcomes that are not related to collaborative 

efforts. 

 

It is necessary to note that the measures of perceived efficiency and perceived 

effectiveness, as constructed by the OECD (Akhmouch and Correia 2016), are multi-item 

indicators.  As such, the measures have gone through some rigorous processes.       

However, as pointed out by Thomson et al. themselves (2014, p. 114), their five outcome 

measures are single indicators that have not been developed through a rigorous process.  

These single-indicator measures may be prone to instability.  Therefore, these five outcome 

measures need to be utilized with caution, and further and careful development of the 

measures is warranted. 

 

7.4.3 Broadening the Scope of Knowledge 

Consistent with the positivist premises of research, knowledge should be generalized if it 

is to be applied broadly.  This research has added new insights by employing a new setting 

that broadens the scope of knowledge.  Given the fact that collaborative governance is           

a concept that originated in the Western world (North America, Australia, and Europe) 

(Margerum and Robinson 2015, p. 53), its applicability requires testing in the other parts 

of the world.  Knowledge is enhanced by a new setting (i.e., the Mekong River Basin of 

Southeast Asia).  It has been demonstrated that the idea of collaboration and governance 

principles is also applicable in Asia in general and Southeast Asia in particular, thus giving 

evidence of the universality of the concepts and principles.  Furthermore, past research 

focused on a single country.  As in the case of the Thomson et al. (2014) scale, the target 

population was the participants in the FERC (Federal Energy Regulatory Commission) 

processes in 12 states of the United States.  The Thomson et al. (2014) scale involved 

mailing questionnaires to organization directors who were members of local collaborations 

that were integral in the AmeriCorps national service program.  The present study employs 

the multi-country, multi-cultural perspective.  The four countries (Cambodia, Lao PDR, 

Thailand, and Vietnam) differ politically, economically, and culturally.  The data gathered 

from the diverse populations thus offer unique and useful perspectives. 
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7.4.4 Empirical Evidence:  Quantitative vs. Qualitative Narratives 

As explained by Punch and Oancea (2014, pp. 2-3), empirical research requires “direct, 

observable observation of the world” to test a hypothesis.  The data gained from direct 

experience or observation can be either qualitative or quantitative, depending on whether 

the data are in the form of numbers.  This study collects both qualitative and quantitative 

data based on direct and systematic observation of the behavior and perceptions of riparian 

residents and other stakeholders.  The data allow assessment of perceptions of collaborative 

governance, natural-resource-management governance principles, and the relevant 

outcomes. 

 

Qualitative research allows a researcher to add or incorporate his/her interpretation to 

understand the situation.  There is no tangible and objective assessment to perceive reality.  

The subjective manner of analysis is due to a multi-dimensional world of social realities 

consisting of disparate personal convictions and beliefs.  As a rule, qualitative researchers 

refrain from an exhaustive and standardized structure of interview data.  Instead, they 

involve large numbers of randomly selected data to deduce generalizable conclusions.         

In their defense, they argue that complex social relations created constraints that make it 

difficult to arrive at objectivity in a study.  They assert that mathematical models alone are 

impossible to anticipate human behavior that is a product of an abundance of factors.   

 

Chapter 6 analyzes the qualitative responses of the riparian residents. The personal 

interviews yielded the data are in the respondents’ own words.  This is useful because            

a fixed format (questionnaire) may not be able to anticipate all relevant dimensions.          

The rich data in their own words provide useful insights.  However, such qualitative data 

also pose a problem because respondents might use different words when they actually 

meant the same thing.  Conversely, they may use the same words when they think about 

different things.  As found by Ansell and Gash (2008, p. 549), their review of a large 

number of studies was overwhelming and difficult as they groped to find a common 

language of description and evaluation to “code” these studies. 
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Friend et al. (2009, p. 308), providing a critique of the narratives of hydropower 

development in the Mekong River Basin, state: “We have suggested that the assumptions 

and arguments embedded in these storylines can be challenged based upon empirical 

evidence.”  Based on the same rationale, empirical research is the basis for this research.  

The study is probably among the first few of their kind to test the impact of perceived 

collaboration by quantifying perceived efficiency and effectiveness of the collaborative 

practice and by using them as dependent variables. The primary data gathered from 

stakeholders and their perceptions are used as a proxy for the usefulness of collaborative 

governance.  It is also noteworthy that the study is likely among the very few that test the 

concepts in multi-national and multi-cultural settings.   

 

The empirical evidence supports the applicability of collaborative governance as well as 

natural-resource-management governance principles.  The research shows that the various 

concepts can be conceptually and operationally defined, thus making it possible to test 

hypotheses related to the applications of the concepts.  The findings indicate that adherence 

to collaboration and/or governance principles improves the results in terms of efficiency 

and effectiveness. Still, the improvements of results are uneven. In addition, while the 

findings hold across all three groups of stakeholders, state agencies are more positive than 

their non-state counterparts.  Theoretically, the relationships among collaboration, natural-

resource-management principles, and outcomes are not always straightforward.                  

The subtle relationships, dictated by context, require further confirmation. 

 

7.5 Research Implications 

This study has sought and found how collaboration and governance principles can assist 

policymakers in designing programs that benefit stakeholders of varying interests.           

Still, there are some limitations that need to be pointed out.  There are improvements that 

future research should consider. 

 

One limitation of this study is its reliance on stakeholder perceptions.  Respondents who 

are more satisfied with the collaboration process are likely to rate the success of the 

collaboration higher.  The potential bias needs to be taken into consideration.  It is 
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important to keep in mind that collaboration is not an equal-opportunity process.  Parties 

that have more power have better access to collaboration, and they are thus more likely to 

be satisfied.  The parties that have the most at stake though are local residents who tend to 

be at the lower end of the social scale, and their access to collaboration to voice their 

opinions is more limited. 

 

The results of this study show a potential effect of self-selection bias.  The stakeholders 

who attended the national meeting are very different from riparian residents who did not 

have an opportunity to attend the meeting.  Clearly, the qualitative data obtained from        

the local residents show that their opinions differ markedly from those who attended           

the national meeting.  The issues that are important to the local residents were not the issues 

discussed at the national meeting.  For future research, a survey needs to discuss the issues 

(e.g., dwindling fish population, altered way of life, etc.) deemed critical to the residents 

and their livelihood. 

 

This study shows that increased collaboration improves some outcomes of decision-

making.  However, the objective outcomes, especially long-term outcomes, may not be 

practical to measure.  Those outcomes are affected by numerous environmental and 

economic factors.  For the time being, stakeholder perceptions may suffice in deepening 

the understanding of the nuances of collaborative governance.  As noted by Gunton and 

Day (2003, p. 9), “unfortunately, empirical evaluation of collaborative planning is 

challenging because of the difficulty in comparing the performance of a control group of 

noncollaborative processes to collaborative processes.  The two processes do not exist side 

by side, and there are too many individual case study assessments.”   

 

Unlike medical research, research on collaborative governance does not render itself to      

an experimental design that can determine cause and effect.  The gold standard of medical 

research is a true experiment.  A true experimental design requires utilization of both 

control and experimental groups.  The subjects of the groups must be randomly assigned 

in order to assure that the groups are equivalent in all aspects except for the specific 

treatment (independent variable).  The purpose of random assignment is to eliminate          
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the selection bias by equally distributing extraneous factors to the groups being compared.  

The experimental group receives the treatment (e.g., real medication), while the control 

group receives a placebo.  With this kind of controlled experiment, the placebo effect can 

be ascertained.  By holding constant the effects of the confounding factors for both              

the experimental and control groups, it is thus possible to determine the cause and effect 

(i.e., whether the new drug is safe and effective).   

 

Researchers of collaborative governance need to be careful not to imply cause and effect.  

It is simply not possible to conduct an experiment that utilizes collaborative governance 

with one group while withholding it from another group.  It is not feasible either to assign 

subjects at random into the experimental and control groups.  As a result, it is not possible 

to designate collaborative governance as a causal factor.  The most that can be done is to 

conduct a survey to determine correlation or relationship, but the survey cannot determine 

a causal relationship.  The literature shows that several researchers inappropriately or 

mistakenly suggest causation.  Surveys and case studies are not capable of determining 

cause and effect.  It is thus misleading to state that collaborative governance is a causal 

factor.  Does collaboration lead to effective and efficient functioning, or is it the other way 

around?   

 

When discussing association, it is critical to make a clear distinction among coincidence, 

correlation, and causation.  Coincidence is not correlation, and correlation is not causation.  

Some variables happen to move together by accident even though they have nothing to do 

with each other. Conceivably, India’s birth rate and the United Kingdom’s GDP may 

appear to show a correlation over the years.  This correlation, however, is spurious because 

both variables are actually related to time, and their relationship is nothing but a mere 

coincidence.   

 

Even when the factors appear to be correlated, they actually may be influenced by                 

an external and common factor.  The increase in ice cream sales is accompanied by deaths 

from drowning, and frequency of forest fires (Akoglu 2018, p.91). One plausible 

explanation is that these incidents are the results of rising temperature.  In the summertime 
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when the temperature is high, people are likely to consume ice cream and go swimming.  

At the same time, the long hot summer and outdoor picnics and barbecues may spark              

a forest fire. 

 

When correlation is found, one cannot simply or arbitrarily designate one factor as a cause 

and another as an effect.  For example, health and income are related.  However, which 

one is a causal factor?  A person with good health can work more, harder, and better to 

earn more income.  On the other hand, a person with a good income is more likely to be 

able to afford good health care to stay healthy.  Likewise, collaboration and trust face         

the same issue.  A collaborative effort may lead to trust, but trust may make it possible to 

have collaboration.  Just like the relationship between chicken and egg, one cannot exist 

without another.  Yet it is not possible to determine which one comes first and which one 

is the effect. 

 

In the end, to infer a causal relationship in the context of collaborative governance,             

one cannot simply rely on qualitative data, quantitative data, and statistics.  Since social-

science research does not render itself a true experiment, causal relationships can only be 

established through theory.  The testing of the theory and its hypotheses, coupled with 

theoretical conceptualization, over time will allow confidence in establishing causation.  

This research has managed to provide data to clarify some aspects of collaboration and 

regional water governance.  More will have to be done. 

 

 7.6 The MRC:  Devil or Angel?   

Undeniably, the rapid pace of hydropower development of the Mekong Basin has eroded 

the integrity of the natural and social environments and is likely to worsen the livelihoods 

(food security and economic security) of many millions of Mekong inhabitants.  Is the 

MRC          a devil, or is it an angel?  Is it a hero or villain?  Is it a savior that protects the 

ecology of the Mekong River Basin, or is it a puppet of the four-member states that strive 

for economic benefits at all costs? 
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7.6.1 Flaws and Failures 

Deservingly or not, the MRC has received its fair share (and then some) of criticisms.   

Critics have questioned the reliability of the data disclosed by the MRC, especially when 

developers are the ones gathering the data on fluctuation of water level, effects on fisheries 

communities, etc. (Pearse-Smith 2012).  When research results are released, there is scarce 

information about the assumptions made. Because it is difficult to have independent 

verification of the results and interpretations, public debate and critique are stifled.          

Civil society organizations believe that the MRC has a tendency to overstate potential 

benefits of a development project while simultaneously understating the risks, especially 

at the local level.  In November 2007, a harsh letter signed by 201 civil society 

organizations and individuals accused the MRC of “extraordinary abdication of 

responsibility” for its failure to uphold the 1995 Mekong Agreement (Lee and Scurrah 

2009). 

 

International Rivers, a Mekong campaigner, severely criticizes the environmental impact 

assessment (EIA) report titled Environmental Impact Assessment for Xayaburi 

Hydroelectric Power Project in Lao PDR (Trandem 2011).  The organization’s review of 

the report concludes that the report is fatally flawed due to its failure to uphold international 

standards.  The environmental report was commissioned by a Thai dam developer, a sign 

of conflict of interest.  The report, in English only, was approved and released by                   

the government of Lao only one month prior to the decision to build the dam.           

According to international best practice, public involvement/consultation is a key factor in 

the process of assessing international environmental impact. The timing of public 

disclosure and the English language stifle public scrutiny as they effectively shield the 

report from the vast majority of the public, particularly those most affected by the 

development project.  International Rivers also notes that the report contains inherent 

flaws.  Key technical information is lacking.  The report considers only a downstream area 

of 10 kilometers without acknowledgment of its basin-wide impact.  Although the 

Xayaburi dam is the first in a cascade of 11 large dams planned for the Mekong’s lower 

mainstream, there is no consideration of the cumulative effects of these dams.  In particular, 
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the review criticizes the report’s failures to address these key issues--fisheries and aquatic 

resources, hydrology and water quality, sedimentation, and dam safety and earthquakes. 

 

7.6.2 The Xayaburi Incident 

At the MRC’s regional meeting (the Second MRC Summit and International Conference 

held in Ho Chi Minh City in 2014), Lamb (2017) used summit ethnography to study the 

multiscale tensions of transboundary environmental governance, with particular attention 

on the Xayaburi hydropower dam. The Xayaburi hydropower project involves a large dam 

built on the Mekong mainstream in Laos.  The project is funded by Thai banks, and the 

bulk of electricity is sold to Thailand.  Without the approval of Cambodia and Vietnam, 

the decision of Laos to go ahead with the construction has cast doubts on the MRC’s 

authority and accountability. 

 

While it is compulsory for MRC member countries to notify the MRC about any 

development plans with regional implications through the PNPCA (Procedures for 

Notification, Prior Consultation and Agreement), the MRC can neither force them to 

submit such a notification nor oppose their final decisions to proceed with a particular 

project (Suhardiman et al. 2015).  The Xayaburi dam in Laos is a case in point.  The MRC 

is not in a position to override national decisions or to resolve member countries’ internal 

struggles.  Laos, with tacit approval from Thailand but without concurrence of Cambodia 

and Vietnam, proceeded with the Xayaburi dam anyway.  Whether the MRC could have or 

should have done anything about it, the Xayaburi hydropower dam is nevertheless                   

a flashpoint that stains the MRC’s reputation.  Going forward, the question is how the MRC 

should play its advisory and coordination roles to try to prevent a recurrence of such 

incident. 

 

7.6.3 A Redemption 

The MRC, navigating in a politically charged environment, has wisely employed Strategic 

Environmental Assessment (SEA) as a tool to gain some degree of political freedom so as 

to open the discussion on dams to a wider public.  This environmental impact assessment 
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relies on scientific assessment to facilitate governance alliances at the national and regional 

levels while helping to democratize decision-making processes by conferring power to 

specific actors.  It makes it possible for environmental concerns to enter the decision-

making process and to potentially affect the outcomes (Suhardiman et al. 2015).   

 

The SEA, by design, took place without the responsible national agencies.  After all, the 

four-state members showed their disinterest by repeatedly postponing the SEA national 

consultation meetings.  The SEA alters the power dynamics in planning processes that are 

shaped by the MRC (as the institution conducting the SEA), international donor agencies, 

international experts as the SEA main authors, and the line ministries representing MRC 

member states (Levidow and Carr 2007).  Admittedly, the SEA, as a donor-funded project, 

does not oblige member countries to comply with findings and recommendations.                

To weaken these insurmountable obstacles, the MRC relies on international experts’ inputs 

and quickly disseminates the findings so as to prevent Laos from rejecting this “consultant 

report.”  If it were treated as an MRC product, the wider public is unlikely to ever be 

exposed to the SEA findings and recommendations. 

 

The SEA has conferred power to the MRC and has enabled the MRC to play a legitimate 

role in transboundary water governance.  By opening up alternative decision-making 

pathways (Bonifazi et al. 2011, Kornov 1997), the SEA noticeably transforms the decision-

making process from top-down, formal, statutory, sectoral-ministry authority to larger 

governance boundaries that bring in NGOs, environmental ministries, civil society groups, 

and international agencies (Allmedinger and Haughton 2010; Jordan 1999).  Still, the 

success is limited because SEA findings are not incorporated as an integral part of the prior 

consultation processes on the Xayaburi dam.  Clearly, the SEA may soften but cannot 

overcome national resistance.  No matter what, the SEA initiative should be commended 

for setting up a new regional standard for the other dams because it allows neighboring 

countries to exert diplomatic pressure on Laos.   

 

Books and movies from decades ago usually portray characters in black and white.  A hero 

is virtuous, and a villain is a pure evil.  Contemporary books and movies stress a shade of 



 223 
 

gray.  A hero may have a dark past, and a villain may still have some degree of conscience.  

This is a pragmatic way to characterize the MRC.  The Commission has flaws, but its intent 

and goals are laudable.  The next section discusses how the MRC should formulate policies 

to interact with the various groups of stakeholders. 

 

7.7 Policy Implications:  Stakeholders as Strategic Partners 

The Mekong River Commission has a number of difficulties.  One of them is that it has 

multiple bosses (member states).  Each government is going to pursue its best interests that 

do not necessarily coincide with the best interests of the ecology of the Mekong River and 

its residents.  In a way, the Mekong River Commission is like a paper tiger.  It can make 

rules and recommendations, but its policies can be ignored by the member states.  It is 

extremely unlikely that the Mekong River Commission will ever become a supranational 

authority since the governments will certainly refuse to cede sovereignty.  Each member 

state can exercise veto power by simply ignoring the Mekong River Commission’s rules.  

Perhaps, collaborative governance with the support of non-state stakeholders may allow 

the Mekong River Commission to gain clout to win concessions from the member 

governments. 

 

The MRC, as an intergovernmental organization governed by four countries, is not                  

a supranational organization with regulatory power (Lee and Scurrah 2009).  It cannot 

intervene in a development project in its own right.  Its authority is indirect and derived 

from public engagement and knowledge base.  Additionally, it must be recognized that the 

MRC is only one of a number of players that engage in a complex situation involving 

mainstream dams.  To be effective, the MRC must be able to engage in meaningful 

dialogue with varying actors.   

 

7.7.1 State Actors 

The MRC owes its existence to the four-state members (Cambodia, Lao PDR, Thailand, 

and Vietnam). Without the four governments, there is no Mekong River Commission.  

Although the 1995 Agreement essentially allows member states to make arbitrary 
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interpretations that serve their own national interests, the MRC does have some 

countervailing power.  The four state members are better off with the MRC than without 

it.  They need the MRC to provide cover for the legitimacy of their hydropower projects.  

  

Because the member states want to sideline the MRC from decision making, the MRC is 

forced to focus on less sensitive areas like data gathering and building capacity.            

Indeed, the Mekong River Commission has collected an impressive amount of data on the 

Mekong River Basin.  The MRC needs to use the value of such data to leverage its position.   

 

Potentially and in practice, the Mekong River Commission can benefit from the data that 

provide a view of the perspectives of the groups of stakeholders.  It is essential to learn 

whether the views of the Commission and the other stakeholders are congruent.                 

How the Commission views its role and performance may or may not be shared by the 

others. By taking into consideration the views of the non-state stakeholders,                         

the Commission can evaluate its existing practice to determine the form and extent of 

collaboration that will be needed so that the efficiency and effectiveness of water 

management can be achieved.  If successful, this model of collaborative governance can 

serve as a blueprint for the management of natural resources at both the national and 

international levels.  Policies for future investment and development can be devised. 

 

In interacting with the states, the MRC needs to be diplomatic but firm.  It needs to tell the 

story as it sees it.  Undoubtedly, for policymakers to implement collaborative governance 

as well the governance principles of natural resource management, they themselves need 

to be persuaded and convinced of the value of the implementation.  This study has shown 

that some successful outcomes are related to stakeholders’ perceptions of the collaborative 

efforts.  Still, the link between perceived collaboration and some other outcomes fails to 

materialize.  Policymakers need to find means to establish the missing link. 

 

One important finding is that state representatives rate the MRC’s performance more 

favorably than non-state entities.  More investigation is required to determine why state 

agencies and non-state stakeholders diverge on their opinions of the accomplishments of 
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the MRC’s collaboration program. Is it a matter of the government ignoring its 

shortcomings?  Is it a matter of the government overstating its own accomplishments (as 

government agencies are prone to do)?  It is understandable as to why state agencies 

trumpet the concept of collaboration.  It is good for public relations because it appears to 

promote transparency and modernity.  The sincerity of the efforts though is another matter.  

Is it a matter of communication or miscommunication that causes the MRC’s performance 

to receive a lower rating from outside stakeholders?  If so, an appropriate communication 

strategy must be devised.   

 

As for developers, the practice of using a developer to conduct an environmental study is 

akin to having a fox in the henhouse.  It is a conflict of interest that does not inspire public 

confidence.  Neither the government agencies nor the MRC should continue the practice 

that permits a construction company to conduct an environmental study to gather 

predetermined results to support an infrastructure project.  While developers should be 

permitted to voice their opinions, they should not be in a position to study the impacts of 

their own construction projects.  An objective, unbiased study of the environmental 

impacts, while taking time in the beginning, will provide credible results that lessen the 

objections and resistance to the construction.   

 

Finally, it is necessary to critically evaluate the role that China plays in the management of 

the Mekong River.  Perhaps, by design, China is not a state member of the MRC because 

membership may constrain it from taking unilateral actions.  As noted in the editorial of 

Bangkok Post on August 20, 2021, China has developed more than two dozen dams along 

the upper stretch of the Mekong River while giving scant attention to the cascading effects 

on riparian residents in the Lower Mekong Basin.  To engage China, it is important to have 

strength in number, and the MRC and its state actors should speak with one voice.                  

In addition, the United States understands that the Mekong River is a new environmental 

battleground over water-sharing issues, and it has created the Mekong-U.S. Partnership in 

2020.  This Partnership should provide the MRC with some degree of leverage when it 

establishes a dialogue with China. 
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7.7.2 Civil Society Organizations 

Critics have criticized the international forums organized by the MRC because the invited 

speakers and keynote speakers lack diversity and regional voices.  Civil society actors are 

not invited to speak, and riparian residents are absent.  Representation (more accurately, 

the lack of it) is an issue.  Some critics believe that the MRC’s invitations of participants 

at international conferences reflect its interest in funding cycles and development partners 

rather than being accountable to the residents of the Basin (Lamb 2017).  The MRC, not 

funded through the member countries themselves, depends on international and regional 

donors to fund both its major initiatives and day-to-day operations. 

 

Perhaps, in response to the criticisms, the 9th Regional Stakeholder Forum, held in Luang 

Prabang in 2020, was open and free of charge.  The Forum was attended by 105 participants 

representing developers and hydropower-related companies, NGOs, research institutions, 

civil society, media, as well as the MRC’s MCs, Development Partners, and Dialogue 

Partners.  The MRC offered travel support for local NGO and community representatives 

to support fuller participation of the under-represented groups. 

 

Public hearing is the only avenue for public involvement.  In reality, such public hearings 

are more of public consultations because a panel is there simply to listen rather than to 

make a decision.  These hearings take place at the operational level of planning and thus 

limit the issues that can be raised.  To make the matter worse, it appears that the decision 

to proceed with a project has already been made.  These factors hardly inspire public 

confidence.  More outreach is necessary. 

 

7.7.3 Riparian Residents:  Real People, Real Issues 

The Water Security Dialogue focuses on the impacts of hydro-power dams on the ecology 

of the Mekong River.  The event took place on August 19-20, 2021 in Laos.  It is both          

a step forward and a step backward.  On the positive side, the Water Security Dialogue was 

co-hosted by the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) and the Mekong River 

Commission.  The participation of ASEAN signals the importance of the Mekong River.  
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On the negative side, the August 20, 2021 editorial of the Bangkok Post criticizes the event 

as not being inclusive since it was attended by officials via an online communications 

platform.  As such, it essentially excluded members of local communities, civil society 

organizations, and NGOs. Without the participation of the local communities,                       

the important event may be viewed as nothing but a talk show. 

 

It is important to observe that the qualitative data obtained from riparian residents 

significantly depart from the quantitative data obtained from stakeholders who attended the 

national forums organized by the Mekong River Commission.  The forum attendees are 

much better educated and significantly younger.  While the attendees from the civil society 

organizations may speak on behalf of riparian residents, the cold hard fact is that they are 

not riparian residents. While the forum attendees from all stakeholder groups 

(government/public sector, private sector, and civil society organizations) are generally 

positive about the efforts of the Mekong River Commission, the riparian residents and their 

local communities do not display the same kind of enthusiasm and confidence.          

Actually, the local residents are rather critical of the Commission and the member 

governments.  Clearly, the forum attendees do not fully capture the sentiments of hardships 

encountered by the local communities. 

 

7.8 Final Words 

Very few studies have evaluated whether collaborative governance is more effective than 

adversarial or managerial governance in terms of outcomes.  Systematic comparisons were 

rarely and explicitly made.  Most studies attempted to understand the conditions under 

which stakeholders acted collaboratively (i.e., whether they engaged in good-faith 

negotiation, whether they pursued mutual gains, whether they achieved consensus, whether 

they were satisfied with the process, etc.).  According to McGuire (2006), “many studies, 

perhaps wrongly in some cases, equate the presence of collaboration with the success of     

a program without adequate empirical verification.”  To put it the other way, many studies 

in the collaborative governance literature focus on the process (or steps) of developing 

collaboration and governance, but the existence and/or implementation of the process is 

not the equivalent of policy or management outcomes.   
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Collaboration and governance are multi-dimensional concepts.  Understandably, there are 

difficulties in measuring the objective outcomes which are a product of conflicting factors.  

It is thus prudent to keep in mind that the positive effects of collaborative governance are 

specific to particular indicators of effectiveness and efficiency.  In addition, the effects vary 

from one specified outcome to another. 

 

This study has provided empirical evidence that shows that collaboration and governance 

principles are associated with some perceived outcomes.  However, the relationships 

appear to be influenced in part by which one of the collaboration scales is chosen.               

The relationships also depend on which outcomes are specified.  Overall, the data illustrate 

the robustness of the model of collaborative governance and natural-resource-management 

governance principles.  The findings have added to the understanding of the process.  

Normative principles can serve as a platform for developing mechanisms to monitor and 

evaluate government practices and societal well-being.   

 

This research enhances the collaboration model by focusing on an organization                    

(the Mekong River Commission) that satisfies the conditions that constitute collaborative 

governance. The present study explores the practice of collaborative governance in            

the context of environmental management.  It is meant to add another piece of evidence in 

the search for social policies that offer optimal benefits for all. 

 

The Mekong is “one of the few large river basins yet to be irreversibly modified by large-

scale infrastructure” (Sarkkula et al. 2009, p. 227), and it is the last remaining river to still 

flow freely through five nations.  Hydropower development on the Mekong mainstream 

has been poorly received by a number of parties that are concerned with the negative 

impacts on the ecosystem and riparian residents’ livelihoods (Molle et al. 2009).                       

If all proposed mainstream dams are built, they are likely to harm capture fisheries and 

livelihoods of millions of local residents (Baird 2009, Baran et al. 2006). 
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The modern world is complex—politically, economically, socially, culturally, and 

ecologically.  Climate change adds to the complications.  In the case of the Mekong River 

Basin, should way of life stand in the way of hydropower and economic progress?  Should 

natural habitat and inhabitants matter?  Undoubtedly, it should not have to be a zero-sum 

game that results in a winner and a loser.  For water governance, sustainable alternatives 

must be sought and found.  While some policy mistakes are bound to happen, it is critical 

to avoid grave mistakes with the Mekong Basin which is the lifeblood of many millions of 

people for centuries (Blake 2001, p. 5).  The Mekong fishery is the “world’s largest 

freshwater fishery” (ICEM 2010a, p. 95).  Policymakers must delicately balance the pursuit 

of economic growth with the conservation of natural resources (Rix 2003). The MRC needs 

to consider sustainable alternatives to the proposed hydropower projects. 

 

In spite of the transboundary impacts (or because of them), the member countries have 

made it known that they do not want the Mekong River Commission to be involved in 

every decision regarding the development of the basin. They want to limit the 

Commission’s involvement in sovereign decisions.  It will be a dereliction of duty though 

for the MRC to stand idly by.  The MRC has the potential to find a new path to address key 

tensions between cross-border growth and sustainable development, with an enhanced 

focus on basin-wide governance and less focus on sovereign right.  It is necessary to devise 

a strategy that makes it feasible for the MRC to politically maneuver to present                       

the viewpoints of all parties.  The SEA initiative is a step in that direction. 

 

Collaborative governance, while academic in nature, has surfaced in practice.  State actors 

explicitly proclaim their welcome of inputs from non-state actors, while non-state actors 

have become more vocal in voicing their opinions and demanding participation.  It is not 

too late for state and non-state stakeholders to take steps to advance economic progress 

without sacrificing riparian residents’ livelihood and way of life. 

 

This research has advanced the theoretical foundations of collaboration and governance in 

significant ways.  First, with regard to methodological contributions, the study has 

demonstrated both conceptualization and operationalization of stakeholder perceptions.  
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Two alternative measures of collaboration are used and contrasted.  Measurement tools are 

devised to measure collaborative governance, adherence to principles of natural resource 

management, and the outcomes in terms of effectiveness, efficiency, and other specific 

outcomes.  Therefore, the relevant theoretical concepts are captured empirically so that 

they can be employed in practice in the context of regional water governance.                        

Such conceptualization and operationalization will be useful in guiding future research in 

this area. 

 

Second, instead of treating collaborative governance in isolation, the study links it to 

principles of natural resource management.  These concepts are then linked to the specified 

outcomes.  The linkages, when confirmed, strengthen the theoretical foundations.  This is 

conceivably the first time that the perceptions of the various groups of stakeholders are 

quantitatively contrasted and then statistically associated with outcomes (effectiveness and 

efficiency). 

 

Third, this survey of the three groups of stakeholders and their perceptions has provided 

rich data to construct the degree of collaborative efforts and their degree of acceptance of 

governance principles.  Although the work of Lockwood et al. (2010) has advanced the 

understanding of natural resource management, their set of governance principles does not 

appear to have been measured and tested.  This study has demonstrated acceptance of the 

governance principles by both state and non-state entities.  The quantitative data yield 

robust empirical results of the stakeholders’ perceptions of the practice of collaborative 

governance in Southeast Asia.  The data provide evidence that these principles are global 

rather than unique to a particular culture.  However, the findings in terms of outcomes, 

while in the expected directions, are not straightforward.  Further scrutiny is necessary.   

 

Fourth, the irony is that this research is among the first of its kind to empirically test              

the applicability of collaborative governance and natural resource management.                  

The non-Western setting of this study may necessitate a re-examination of the concepts in 

the Western environment where the concepts originate.  There is practically no study in the 

Western world that quantitatively determines whether the outcomes can be realized as 
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conceptualized.  In other words, the present study of the Western theory is not a replication 

of Western studies because such studies do not exist.  The Western setting is thus necessary 

and desirable so as to assess whether the subtle and unexpected relationships found here 

are repeated. 

 

As enunciated by the MRC (2019c), for a Duty of Result to be a worthwhile goal, the Result 

has to be SMART (specific, measurable, assignable, realistic, and time-related). 

Unfortunately, the MRC can only do what it is empowered to do by the member countries.  

Specifically, the Commission is not empowered to enforce compliance to the objectives 

and principles nor to instruct the member countries. The Commission does not have           

the power to undertake any action like monitoring or implementing any program without 

the member country’s consent.  Nevertheless, the Mekong River Commission can call on 

the member countries to implement certain measures that will help them realize                     

the objectives and principles.  Given the inherent difficulties, the Commission faces 

enormous challenges.  Still, a better understanding of the various groups of stakeholders 

may allow the Commission to build a stronger case to convince the member countries to 

accept the Commission’s recommendations.  Cultivating positive relationships with the 

local residents can yield two significant benefits.  One benefit is that understanding and 

empathy provide a better likelihood of gaining cooperation from the local communities.  

Another benefit is that the cooperation and support from the local communities afford the 

Commission better leverage when taking its recommendations to the member 

governments. 

 

An organization exists to serve its constituents, and its policy should be aligned with          

the stakeholders’ interests. The OECD’s motto “Better Policies for Better Lives” should be 

the goal everywhere. Natural resource management is a complex environmental problem 

that all governments must face.  Effective governance requires the support of central and 

local state institutions and non-state stakeholders.  A public policy is more likely to succeed 

with collaboration and good governance than without.  
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Appendix i: Map:  Mekong Mainstream Dams 
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Appendix ii: Questionnaire for Participants who Attended the 9th MRC Regional 

Stakeholder Forum 

 

 

 Department of Politics, Languages, and International Studies 

University of Bath 

Questionnaire 

This questionnaire is part of my Ph.D. research on ‘Collaborative Governance and 

Governance Principles of Natural Resource Management: Water Management in the 

Lower Mekong Basin.’ The research aims to study the roles of the MRC in hydropower 

development planning on the mainstream Lower Mekong River Basin through the 

perspectives of stakeholders.  

 

The results of the research will contribute to academia fulfilling the concepts of 

collaborative governance and principles of natural resources management. In terms of 

policy recommendations, I hope to give some recommendations based on all perspectives 

from various stakeholders towards hydropower development planning which can result in 

better collaboration and sustainable hydropower projects in the long run.    

 

All information gathered is confidential and will be used only for research. The identity of 

the respondents will not be revealed to anyone. Nobody will be able to identify you or use 

the information against you. 

Patchara Jaturakomol, For further information please contact me via email: 

 pj318@bath.ac.uk 

                                                       Thank you very much for participating in my research 

When you finish doing the questionnaire, feel free to receive a small soap as a gift at the 

reception desk of the forum. 
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Part 1: Personal data 

1. Sex    male   Female 

2. Age    years old 

3. Educational Level 

 Primary School    Secondary School 

    Bachelor’s Degree   Master’s Degree or Higher 

    

4. Organization   MRCS   

 National Mekong Committee  

 Governments  

 Local communities 

 Development partners (Donors) 

 Consultants 

 Media 

 NGOs 

 Private sectors (Developers/hydropower-related 

companies) 

 Academia (Universities/Research institutions) 

 Others (please specify) 

…………………………………………… 

5. Country   Cambodia   China  Lao PDR 

 Myanmar   Thailand  Vietnam 

 Other countries (Please specify) 

………………………………. 

6. How many times have you attended the MRC events? 

………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………… 
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Part 2: MRC Roles on Hydropower Planning 

Part 2A: Good governance possesses certain principles or attributes.  We like to hear 

your opinions on whether the following attributes constitute good governance.  

 

No Statement  

  1 2 3 4 5 

  strongly 

disagree 

disagree neither 

disagree 

nor 

agree 

agree strongly 

agree 

1 An organization’s authority 

to govern needs to be 

legitimate. 

     

2 An organization’s decision-

making process needs to be 

transparent. 

     

3 An organization needs to be 

accountable for its decisions. 

     

4 An organization’s decision-

making needs to be inclusive 

by offering opportunities for 

stakeholders to participate. 

     

5 An organization needs to be 

fair and free of bias. 

     

6 An organization needs to 

integrate activities across 

governance organizations. 

     

7 An organization needs to be 

capable of delivering its 

responsibilities. 
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No Statement  

  1 2 3 4 5 

  strongly 

disagree 

disagree neither 

disagree 

nor 

agree 

agree strongly 

agree 

8 An organization needs to be 

able to adapt to new 

knowledge, risks, 

opportunities, or 

performance. 

     

 

Part 2B: In addition, we also like to hear your opinions on the MRC.  

No Statement  

  1 2 3 4 5 

  strongly 

disagree 

disagree neither 

disagree 

nor 

agree 

agree strongly 

agree 

1 The MRC’s authority to 

govern is legitimate. 

     

2 The MRC’s decision-making 

process is transparent. 

     

3 The MRC is accountable for 

its decisions. 

     

4 The MRC’s decision-making 

is inclusive by offering 

opportunities for 

stakeholders to participate. 

     

5 The MRC is fair and free of 

bias. 
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No Statement  

  1 2 3 4 5 

  strongly 

disagree 

disagree neither 

disagree 

nor 

agree 

agree strongly 

agree 

6 The MRC integrates 

activities across governance 

organizations. 

     

7 The MRC is capable of 

delivering its responsibilities. 

     

8 The MRC is able to adapt to 

new knowledge, risks, 

opportunities, or 

performance. 

     

 

 

Part 2C: Please rate the degree to which the MRC adheres to the following 

principles of water governance  

No Statement Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 A great extent 

   

  1 2 3 4 5 

Enhancing the effectiveness of water governance 

1 Clearly allocate and distinct roles and 

responsibilities for water policymaking, 

policy implementation, operational 

management and regulation, and foster 

coordination across these responsible 

authorities. 
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No Statement Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 A great extent 

   

  1 2 3 4 5 

2 Manage water at the appropriate 

scale(s) within integrated basin 

governance systems to reflect local 

conditions, and foster coordination 

between the different scales. 

     

3 Encourage policy coherence through 

effective cross-sectoral coordination, 

especially between policies for water 

and the environment, health, energy, 

agriculture, industry, spatial planning, 

and land use. 

     

4 Adapt the level of capacity of 

responsible authorities to the 

complexity of water challenges to be 

met, and to the set of competencies 

required to carry out their duties. 

     

Enhancing the efficiency of water governance 

5 Produce, update, and share timely, 

consistent, comparable, and policy-

relevant water and water-related data 

and information, and use it to guide, 

assess and improve water policy. 

     

6 Ensure that governance arrangements 

help mobilise water finance and 

allocate financial resources in an 

efficient, transparent, and timely 

manner 
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No Statement Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 A great extent 

   

  1 2 3 4 5 

7 Ensure that sound water management 

regulatory frameworks are effectively 

implemented and enforced in pursuit of 

the public interest. 

     

8 Promote the adoption and 

implementation of innovative water 

governance practices across responsible 

authorities, levels of government and 

relevant stakeholders. 

     

 

Part 3: Measuring Perceiving Collaborative Process on Hydropower Planning 

Part 3A: Please rate the collaborative process on hydropower planning by MRC 

No Statement  

  1 2 3 4 5 

  strongly 

disagree 

disagree neither 

disagree 

nor 

agree 

agree strongly 

agree 

Principled Engagement  

1 All parties with a significant 

interest in the issues and 

outcome were involved 

throughout the process. 

     

2 Participants agreed about the 

goals of the participation. 

     

3 Participants sought solutions 

that met common needs. 
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No Statement  

  1 2 3 4 5 

  strongly 

disagree 

disagree neither 

disagree 

nor 

agree 

agree strongly 

agree 

4 Participants worked together 

to identify information needs. 

     

5 Participants worked together 

cooperatively. 

     

Shared Motivation 

6 I felt that what I brought to 

the participation was 

appreciated and respected by 

other participants 

     

7 I achieved my goals better by 

working with other 

participants than working 

alone. 

     

8 The decision process 

hindered my organization 

from meeting its own 

mission. 

     

9 The decision process 

operated on the principle of 

mutual respect. 

     

10 Other participants took my 

opinion seriously in the 

course of the discussions. 

     

11 Participants were committed 

to the process. 
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No Statement  

  1 2 3 4 5 

  strongly 

disagree 

disagree neither 

disagree 

nor 

agree 

agree strongly 

agree 

12 Other participants were 

honest and sincere. 

     

13 Other participants were 

trustworthy. 

     

Capacity for Joint Action 

14 All participants had access to 

relevant information. 

     

15 The process operated 

according to mutually 

agreed-upon ground rules. 

     

16 The process was managed in 

a neutral manner. 

     

17 The process provided equal 

opportunity for participation 

of all parties. 

     

18 The process was managed 

effectively. 

     

19 I understood the information 

used in the process. 

     

20 All participants accepted the 

validity of the information 

used in the process. 
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Part 3B: Please rate the collaborative process on hydropower planning by MRC 

No Statement  

  1 2 3 4 5 

  strongly 

disagree 

disagree neither 

disagree 

nor 

agree 

agree strongly 

agree 

Joint Decision Making 

1 Partner organizations take 

your organization’s opinions 

seriously when decisions are 

made about the collaboration. 

     

2 Your organization 

brainstorms with partner 

organizations to develop 

solutions to mission-related 

problems facing the 

collaboration. 

     

Administration 

3 You, as a representative of 

your organization in the 

collaboration, understand 

your organization’s roles and 

responsibilities as a member 

of the collaboration. 

     

4 Partner organization 

meetings accomplish what is 

necessary for the 

collaboration to function 

well. 
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No Statement  

  1 2 3 4 5 

  strongly 

disagree 

disagree neither 

disagree 

nor 

agree 

agree strongly 

agree 

5 Partner organizations 

(including your organization) 

agree about the goals of the 

collaboration. 

     

6 Your organization’s tasks are 

well coordinated with those 

of partner organizations. 

     

Autonomy 

7 The collaboration hinders 

your organization from 

meeting its own 

organizational mission. 

     

8 Your organization’s 

independence is affected by 

having to work with partner 

organizations on activities 

related to the collaboration. 

     

9 You, as a representative of 

your organization, feel pulled 

between trying to meet both 

your organization’s and the 

collaboration’s expectations. 

     

Mutuality 

10 Partner organizations 

(including your organization) 
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No Statement  

  1 2 3 4 5 

  strongly 

disagree 

disagree neither 

disagree 

nor 

agree 

agree strongly 

agree 

have combined and used 

each other’s resources so all 

partners benefit from 

collaborating. 

11 Your organization shares 

information with partner 

organizations that will 

strengthen their operations 

and programs. 

     

12 You feel that what your 

organization brings to the 

collaboration is appreciated 

and respected by partner 

organizations. 

     

13 Your organization achieves 

its own goals better by 

working with partner 

organizations than working 

alone. 

     

14 Partner organizations 

(including your organization) 

work through differences to 

arrive at win-win solutions. 
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No Statement  

  1 2 3 4 5 

  strongly 

disagree 

disagree neither 

disagree 

nor 

agree 

agree strongly 

agree 

Trust 

15 The people who represent 

partner organizations in the 

collaboration are trustworthy. 

     

16 My organization can count 

on each partner organization 

to meet its obligations to the 

collaboration. 

     

17 Your organization feels it 

worthwhile to stay and work 

with partner organizations 

rather than leave the 

collaboration. 

     

 

 

Part 4: Measuring Perceiving Collaboration Outcome 

Please give a score for MRC outcomes on hydropower planning. 

No Statement Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 A great extent 

  1 2 3 4 5 

1 Overall, how effective is this 

collaboration in achieving its 

expected purpose and outcomes? 

     

2 Overall, how would you rate the 

quality of working relationships that 

have developed between your 
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No Statement Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 A great extent 

  1 2 3 4 5 

organization and partner 

organizations as a result of this 

collaboration? 

3 Overall, to what extent has your 

organization’s view of the 

issue(s)/problem(s) that brought the 

collaboration together broadened as a 

result of listening to partner 

organizations’ views? 

     

4 Overall, to what extent has your 

organization increased its interaction 

with partner organizations (like 

increased referrals and/or service 

contracts, joint program 

development) as a result of the 

collaboration? 

     

5 Overall, to what extent has the 

collaboration helped to make partner 

organizations’ influence on each 

other more equal? 

     

 

Part 5:  Evaluation of the MRC 

What the MRC does well and what needs improvement? 

………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………… 
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Appendix iii: Semi-structured Interview for MRC Staff and JC Representatives 

 

 

 

 

Department of Politics, Languages, and International Studies 

University of Bath 

 

Semi-structured Interview  

 

This semi-structured interview is part of my Ph.D. research on “Collaborative Governance 

and Governance Principles of Natural Resource Management: Water Management in the 

Lower Mekong Basin”. The research aims to study the roles of the MRC in hydropower 

development planning on the mainstream Lower Mekong River Basin through the 

perspectives of stakeholders.  

 

The results of the research will contribute to academia to fulfilling the concepts of 

collaborative governance and principles of natural resources management. In terms of 

policy recommendations, I hope to give some recommendations based on all perspectives 

from various stakeholders towards hydropower development planning which can result in 

better collaboration and sustainable hydropower projects in the long run.    
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Interviewee’s information 

Interview number  Name  
Sex  Age  
Educational level  Occupation/Position  
Country  Interviewer  
Date interview  Duration of interview  

 

Statement of confidentiality: All information gathered is confidential and will be used only 

for research. The identity of the respondents will not be revealed to anyone. Nobody will 

be able to identify you or use the information against you. 

 

 

Part 1: Questions on experience 

. 

1. Could you explain more about your roles and responsibilities to collaborate with 

internal and external organizations regarding hydropower development planning? 

 

Part 2: Questions on water management in the Lower Mekong Basin in terms of 

hydropower project developments. 

1. What do you think about the role of the MRC in the planning of hydropower 

projects?  

2. What have you seen since the first mainstream hydropower project planning 

(Xayaburi dam) until the current hydropower project planning (Luang Prabang)? 

What has been changed? (1) Xayaburi 2) Don Sahong 3) Pak Beng 4) Pak Lay 5) 

Luang Prabang) 

3. In your opinion, what are the challenges of hydropower project planning in the 

Lower Mekong River Basin, and which is the most challenging? 

4. What barriers do you think to influence the implementation of the 1995 agreement 

or procedures related to hydropower planning? 
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Part 3: Questions on further collaborative governance to achieve sustainable 

development hydropower project planning 

  

1. Could you suggest how the MRC should work to reach sustainable development? 

2. What are the important factors/actions to achieve sustainable hydropower project 

planning? 

 

Part 4: Questions on collaborative governance 

1. Could you explain what you think about the MRC collaboration with 

stakeholders?  

2. How do you rate the performance or promise of your organization in hydropower 

planning? Could you please clarify and give examples? 

 

No Statement Scales 

very 

poor 

poor average good Very 

good 

1 Implement agreement, procedures 

according to mandate 

     

2 Reduce impacts (such as disaster, 

water hazards, flood, and 

drought) of hydropower projects 

of economy  

     

3 Engage public participation 

(among users or stakeholders) 

     

4 Help to facilitate linkage between 

regional planning and national 

planning 

     

5 Share data and information among 

stakeholders 

     

6 Support learning among 

stakeholders 
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No Statement Scales 

very 

poor 

poor average good Very 

good 

7 Facilitate procedures for 

sustainable water use 

     

8 Achieve policy outcomes      

 

3. What is your opinion on the benefits and difficulties of engaging stakeholders? 
 

4. What improvements do you think would be beneficial to work together among 

stakeholders in the process of hydropower planning? 

………………………………… 

N.B. Operation definition: Collaborative governance means the way that the MRC working 

together with other stakeholders in hydropower project planning in efforts according to the 

manner of trust-building, public engagement, commitment to the process, and shared 

understanding in the decision-making process to aim outcomes mutually benefits among 

stakeholders in terms of efficient (ex. 1) information: reliable, coordinated, transparency 

well 2) financing: wide evaluating costs and benefits, supporting the sustainable project in 

the long run 3) regulatory or procedure framework: clear, easy to understand, transparent 

and 4) innovative governance: supporting the balancing of science and policy, lesson learn 

from successful hydropower project planning, supporting social learning and consensus 

building) and effectiveness (ex. 1) capacity: identifying gaps from finance, risks, data 

collection, monitoring, and promoting sharing knowledge and developing solutions              

2) Policy coherence: promoting coordination among stakeholders from cross 

sectors/issues, providing incentives and regulations to mitigate conflicts 3) appropriate 

scales within basin systems:  promoting mitigate strategy in national and local level, 

enhancing riparian countries to cooperate to solve transboundary impacts 4) clear roles and 

responsibilities ). 
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Appendix iv: Semi-structured Interview for Local Residents in Lao PDR and 

Thailand 

 

 

 

 

Department of Politics, Languages, and International Studies 

University of Bath 

 

Semi-structured Interview for Local residents in Lao PDR and 

Thailand 

Part of a research project on “Collaborative Governance and Governance Principles of 

Natural Resource Management: Water Management in the Lower Mekong Basin”. 

January 2020 

Interviewee’s information 

Interview number  Name  
Sex  Age  
Location  Occupation  
Country  Interviewer  
Date interview  Duration of interview  

 

Statement of confidentiality: This interview is part of a research project on “Collaborative 

Governance and Governance Principles of Natural Resource Management: Water 

Management in the Lower Mekong Basin” All information gathered is confidential and 

will be used only for research. The identity of the respondents will not be revealed to 

anyone. Nobody will be able to identify you or use the information against you. 
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Section 1: General information 

How long have you been in this area? 

 

Section 2: Effects from hydropower projects  

1. What has been the Mekong River changed? In which way/degree 

a. The flow of the river (fluctuation of water/level of water) 

b. Quality of water 

c. Flood  

d. Drought 

e. Commuting 

f. Fisheries 

 

2. What do you think the hydropower project change your way of life? In which way? 

Or do you feel of these things change after hydropower operation 

a. Impacts  

i. Food (ex. fish, access to water) 

ii. Income 

iii. Health  

iv. Employment 

v. Way of life (ex. Temples, schools, hospitals, and commuting by 

boats) 

  

3. Did you know information about the hydropower project before it was built? 

4. If not, go to section 3 

5. If yes, who you receive that information from? could you explain what kind of 

information you receive? (and then go to section 3 number 2) 

 

Section 3: In which way to improve or mitigate effects from hydropower projects.  

1. Would you like to receive information before the dam-building? What kind of 

information do you want to receive from hydropower projects? 
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2. What do you expect from the results from hydropower projects? 

3. Do you want to participate in the planning of hydropower projects? In which way? 

4. Which organizations that you need they come to engage you to participate in 

planning hydropower projects?  
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Appendix v: A Translated Version of Thai Language of Semi-structured Interview 

for Local Residents in Lao PDR and Thailand 

 

 

 

Department of Politics, Languages, and International Studies 

University of Bath 

 

              แบบสัมภาษณ์ผู้อาศัยบริเวณริมฝั่งโขงบริเวณพรมแดนไทยลาว 

 

การสัมภาษณ์น้ีเป็นส่วนหน่ึงของการเก็บขอ้มูลเชิงคุณภาพ  ในงานวิจยัเร่ืองความร่วมมือแบบธรรมาภิบาล และหลกัการ

บริหารจดัการทรัพยากรธรรมชาติ: การพฒันาเข่ือนในแม่นํ้าสายหลกัในแม่นํ้าโขงตอนล่าง  

 

งานวิจยัน้ี เป็นส่วนหน่ึงของการศึกษาในระดบัปริญญาเอกสาขาการเมือง ภาษาศาสตร์ และความสัมพนัธ์ระหว่างประเทศ 

มหาวิทยาลยับาธ ณ ประเทศสหราชอาณาจกัร ของขา้พเจา้ นางสาว พชัรา จตุรโกมล  โดยขา้พเจา้ไดรั้บการสนบัสนุนทุนการศึกษาจาก

รัฐบาลไทย ภายใตทุ้นของสาํนกังานคณะกรรมการการศึกษา  สังกดัมหาวิทยาลยัเกษตรศาสตร์ 

 

ผลท่ีคาดว่าจะได้รับจากการวิจัยคร้ังน้ี ข้าพเจ้าหวงัว่าจะเป็นประโยชน์ในทางวิชาการเพื่อต่อยอดแนวความคิดด้าน               

ความร่วมมือแบบธรรมมาภิบาล และแนวคิดการจดัการทรัพยากรธรรมชาติ นอกจากน้ีในเชิงนโยบาย ขา้พเจา้คาดหวงัว่างานวิจยัขา้พเจา้

จะไดรั้บมุมมองจากผูมี้ส่วนไดส่้วนเสียท่ีทาํงานร่วมกนัในโครงการพฒันาเข่ือน ซ่ึงมีคณะกรรมการลุ่มแม่นํ้าโขง เป็นหน่วยงานหลกัและ

หน่วยงานกลางในการประสานงานวางแผนพฒันาเข่ือน เพื่อลดผลกระทบขา้มพรมแดน และสร้างประโยชน์สูงสุดให้กบัผูมี้ส่วนไดแ้ละ

ส่วนเสีย ซ่ึงเป็นกลุ่มท่ีมีความเปราะบาง เพราะพ่ึงพาทรัพยากรนํ้าในลุ่มแม่นํ้าโขงตอนล่าง 

 

ขา้พเจา้จะเก็บขอ้มูลของท่านเป็นความลบั ไม่มีการระบุตวัตนแต่อย่างใด และขา้พเจา้จะใชข้อ้มูลจากท่านเพื่อประโยชน์ใน  

การวิจยัเท่านั้น 
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ลําดับท่ี  ช่ือ  

เพศ  อาย ุ  

สถานภาพ  อาชีพ  

รายได้ท่าน 

(ต่อเดือน) 

 รายได้ครัวเรือนท่าน 

(ต่อเดือน) 

 

จังหวดั  ประเทศ  

วนัท่ีสัมภาษณ์  ระยะเวลาสัมภาษณ์  

 

ส่วนท่ี 1: ขอ้มูลทัว่ไป 

 คุณพกัอยูใ่นบริเวณน้ีเป็นระยะเวลาก่ีปี 

 

 ก่อนท่ีจะพกัท่ีบริเวณน้ี คุณพกัท่ีไหน  

 

ส่วนท่ี 2:ผลกระทบต่อการสร้างเข่ือน 

1. ท่ีผา่นมา (ในช่วง 10 ปี)  คุณคิดวา่มีการเปล่ียนแปลงอะไรในแม่นํ้าแม่โขงบา้ง การเปล่ียนแปลงนั้นคุณคิดวา่ดีข้ึนหรือแยล่ง  

ประเด็นการเปล่ียนแปลง ดีขึน้ แย่ลง เฉย  ๆ ท่านเห็นอะไร เพราะอะไร 

1) ระดบัการข้ึนลงของแม่นํ้าโขง     

2) คุณภาพของแม่นํ้าโขง 

(กล่ิน/ความใส/อุณหภูมิ)  

    

3) ภาวะนํ้าท่วม     

4) ภาวะนํ้าแลง้     

5) การเดินทาง     

6) การประมง     

7) การเกษตรกรรม (การปลูกพืช)     

8) การเดินเรือ     

9) อ่ืน ๆ เช่น ผลกระทบต่ออาชีพ     
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ประเด็นการเปล่ียนแปลง ดีขึน้ แย่ลง เฉย  ๆ ท่านเห็นอะไร เพราะอะไร 

10) ภาพรวมท่านคิดวา่การเปล่ียนแปลง

อะไรท่ีท่านสังเกตวา่มีการเปล่ียนแปลง

ท่ีมากท่ีสุด 

    

 

2. คุณคิดว่าในอนาคต ประมาณ 5 ปีขา้งหนา้ แม่นํ้ าโขงจะเป็นอยา่งไรในมุมมองของท่าน (1) มีการเปล่ียนไปในทางท่ีดีข้ึน หรือ                

(2) มีการเปล่ียนแปลงไปในทางแยล่ง หรือ (3)  เหมือนเดิมไม่มีการเปล่ียนแปลง  เพราะอะไรท่านจึงมีความคิดเห็นดงักล่าว 

 

3. คุณคิดวา่การสร้างเข่ือนในลุ่มแม่นํ้ าโขงส่งผลต่อชีวิตคุณหรือไม่ อยา่งไรบา้ง 

 

ประเด็น ส่งผล ไม่ส่งผล อย่างไรบ้าง 

1)  ผลกระทบต่ออาหารการกิน  

และการเขา้ถึงนํ้า 

   

2)ผลกระทบต่อรายได ้    

3) ผลกระทบต่อการจา้งงาน    

4) ผลกระทบต่อสุขภาพ    

5)ผลกระทบต่อ ส่ิงอาํนวยความสะดวก 

เช่น วดั โรงเรียน โรงพยาบาล    และ 

การเดินทาง 

   

6) อ่ืน ๆ     

 

4. คุณรับทราบขอ้มูลการสร้างเข่ือนในลุ่มแม่นํ้ าโขง  ก่อนท่ีจะมีการสร้างเข่ือนในลุ่มแม่นํ้ าโขงในบริเวณท่ีท่านอาศยัหรือทาํงาน

หรือไม่ 

5. ถา้ไม่ไดรั้บขอ้มูลโครงการการสร้างเข่ือนในลุ่มแม่นํ้าโขง  ท่านสามารถขา้มไปทาํส่วนท่ี 3 

6. ถา้ไดรั้บขอ้มูลการสร้างเข่ือนในลุ่มแม่นํ้าโขง  คุณไดรั้บขอ้มูลจากใคร  และขอ้มูลอะไรบา้งท่ีคุณไดรั้บ 
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ส่วนท่ี 3:ความคดิเห็นต่อการปรับปรุงหรือการลดผลกระทบจากโครงการพฒันาเขื่อนในลุ่มแม่นํ้าโขง 

1. คุณตอ้งการไดรั้บขอ้มูลก่อนการสร้างเข่ือนหรือไม่ จากใคร และขอ้มูลอะไรจากโครงการเข่ือน ท่ีคุณอยากจะไดรั้บ 

2. คุณอยากมีส่วนร่ามต่อโครงการการพฒันาเข่ือนหรือไม่ ในรูปแบบไหน 

3. คุณคาดหวงัต่อโครงการพฒันาเข่ือนอยา่งไรบา้ง  

4. คุณอยากใหใ้ครเขา้มาช่วยคุณ ใหคุ้ณมีส่วนร่วมในโครงการพฒันาเข่ือน  
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Appendix vi- Interview List of MRC Staff and JC Representatives: Dates and 

Locations 

 

Case Position Location Date 
1 Representative of JC Luang Prabang, Lao PDR 06.02.2020 
2 Representative of JC Luang Prabang, Lao PDR 06.02.2020 
3 Representative of JC Luang Prabang, Lao PDR 06.02.2020 
4 Director Luang Prabang, Lao PDR 06.02.2020 
5 Director Vientiane, Lao PDR 13.02.2020 
6 Chief Officer Luang Prabang, Lao PDR 06.02.2020 
7 Chief Officer Vientiane, Lao PDR 13.02.2020 
8 Chief Officer Vientiane, Lao PDR 13.02.2020 
9 Specialist Vientiane, Lao PDR 12.02.2020 
10 Specialist Vientiane, Lao PDR 12.02.2020 
11 Specialist Vientiane, Lao PDR 13.02.2020 
12 Specialist Vientiane, Lao PDR 14.02.2020 
13 CEO Vientiane, Lao PDR 14.02.2020 
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Appendix vii- Interview List of Local Residents in Lao PDR and Thailand: Dates 

and Locations 

 

Case Location Date 
Sub Province or Village Province Country 

1 ตาํบลนาแวง อาํเภอเขมราฐ Ubon 
Ratchatani 

Thailand 28.01.2020 

2 เทศบาลบา้นด่าน อาํเภอโขงเจียม Ubon 
Ratchatani 

Thailand 29.01.2020 

3 ตาํบลบา้นด่าน อาํเภอโขงเจียม Ubon 
Ratchatani 

Thailand 29.01.2020 

4 ตาํบลบา้นด่าน อาํเภอโขงเจียม Ubon 
Ratchatani 

Thailand 29.01.2020 

5 ตาํบลบา้นด่าน อาํเภอโขงเจียม Ubon 
Ratchatani 

Thailand 29.01.2020 

6 ตาํบลบา้นด่าน อาํเภอโขงเจียม Ubon 
Ratchatani 

Thailand 29.01.2020 

7 ตาํบลโขงเจียม อาํเภอโขงเจียม Ubon 
Ratchatani 

Thailand 29.01.2020 

8 ตาํบลโขงเจียม อาํเภอโขงเจียม Ubon 
Ratchatani 

Thailand 29.01.2020 

9 ตาํบลโขงเจียม อาํเภอโขงเจียม Ubon 
Ratchatani 

Thailand 29.01.2020 

10 ตาํบลบโขงเจียม อาํเภอโขงเจียม Ubon 
Ratchatani 

Thailand 29.01.2020 

11 ตาํบลโขงเจียม อาํเภอโขงเจียม Ubon 
Ratchatani 

Thailand 30.01.2020 

12 ตาํบลโขงเจียม อาํเภอโขงเจียม Ubon 
Ratchatani 

Thailand 30.01.2020 

13 บา้นโพนทอง Champasak Lao PDR 30.01.2020 

14 บา้นโพนทอง Champasak Lao PDR 30.01.2020 

15 บา้นโพนทอง Champasak Lao PDR 30.01.2020 

16 บา้นโพนทอง Champasak Lao PDR 30.01.2020 

17 ระหวา่งทางบา้นโพนทองขา้มไปปากเซ Champasak Lao PDR 30.01.2020 

18 ระหวา่งทางบา้นโพนทองขา้มไปปากเซ Champasak Lao PDR 30.01.2020 

19 ระหวา่งทางบา้นโพนทองขา้มไปปากเซ Champasak Lao PDR 30.01.2020 

20 ระหวา่งทางบา้นโพนทองขา้มไปปากเซ Champasak Lao PDR 30.01.2020 

21 ปากเซ Champasak Lao PDR 31.01.2020 

22 ปากเซ Champasak Lao PDR 31.01.2020 

23 ปากเซ Champasak Lao PDR 31.01.2020 

24 ปากเซ Champasak Lao PDR 31.01.2020 
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25 ปากเซ Champasak Lao PDR 31.01.2020 

26 ปากเซ Champasak Lao PDR 31.01.2020 

27 ปากเซ Champasak Lao PDR 31.01.2020 

28 ปากเซ Champasak Lao PDR 31.01.2020 

29 ปากเซ Champasak Lao PDR 31.01.2020 

30 บา้นพะแพว้ Champasak Lao PDR 31.01.2020 

31 บา้นท่าโพธ์ิ Champasak Lao PDR 31.01.2020 

32 บา้นท่าโพธ์ิ Champasak Lao PDR 31.01.2020 

33 ดอนโขง เมืองโขง Champasak Lao PDR 01.02.2020 

34 ดอนโขง เมืองโขง Champasak Lao PDR 01.02.2020 

35 ดอนโขง เมืองโขง Champasak Lao PDR 01.02.2020 

36 ดอนโขง เมืองโขง Champasak Lao PDR 01.02.2020 

37 ดอนโขง เมืองโขง Champasak Lao PDR 01.02.2020 

38 ดอนโขง เมืองโขง Champasak Lao PDR 01.02.2020 

39 ดอนโขง เมืองโขง Champasak Lao PDR 01.02.2020 

40 ดอนโขง เมืองโขง Champasak Lao PDR 01.02.2020 

41 ดอนโขง เมืองโขง Champasak Lao PDR 01.02.2020 

42 ดอนโขง เมืองโขง Champasak Lao PDR 01.02.2020 

43 ดอนโขง เมืองโขง Champasak Lao PDR 01.02.2020 

44 ดอนโขง เมืองโขง Champasak Lao PDR 01.02.2020 

45 ดอนโขง เมืองโขง Champasak Lao PDR 01.02.2020 

46 ดอนโขง เมืองโขง Champasak Lao PDR 01.02.2020 

47 ดอนโขง เมืองโขง Champasak Lao PDR 01.02.2020 

48 ดอนโขง เมืองโขง Champasak Lao PDR 01.02.2020 

49 เมืองโขง Champasak Lao PDR 02.02.2020 

50 เมืองโขง Champasak Lao PDR 02.02.2020 

51 ตาํบลหว้ยไผ ่อาํเภอโขงเจียม Ubon 
Ratchatani 

Thailand 02.02.2020 

52 ตาํบลหว้ยไผ ่อาํเภอโขงเจียม Ubon 
Ratchatani 

Thailand 02.02.2020 

53 ตาํบลหว้ยไผ ่อาํเภอโขงเจียม Ubon 
Ratchatani 

Thailand 02.02.2020 

54 ตาํบลหว้ยไผ ่อาํเภอโขงเจียม Ubon 
Ratchatani 

Thailand 02.02.2020 

55 ตาํบลเขมราฐ อาํเภอเขมราฐ Ubon 
Ratchatani 

Thailand 03.02.2020 

56 ตาํบลเขมราฐ อาํเภอเขมราฐ Ubon 
Ratchatani 

Thailand 03.02.2020 
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57 ตาํบลเขมราฐ อาํเภอเขมราฐ Ubon 
Ratchatani 

Thailand 03.02.2020 

58 ตาํบลโคกสาร อาํเภอชานุมาน Amnat 
Charoen 

Thailand 03.02.2020 

59 ตาํบลชานุมาน อาํเภอชานุมาน Amnat 
Charoen 

Thailand 03.02.2020 

60 ตาํบลชานุมาน อาํเภอชานุมาน Amnat 
Charoen 

Thailand 03.02.2020 

61 ตาํบลชานุมาน อาํเภอชานุมาน Amnat 
Charoen 

Thailand 03.02.2020 

62 ตาํบลชานุมาน อาํเภอชานุมาน Amnat 
Charoen 

Thailand 03.02.2020 

63 ตาํบลชานุมาน อาํเภอชานุมาน Amnat 
Charoen 

Thailand 03.02.2020 

64 ตาํบลชานุมาน อาํเภอชานุมาน Amnat 
Charoen 

Thailand 03.02.2020 

65 ตาํบลโพธ์ิไทร อาํเภอดอนตาล Mukdaharn Thailand 03.02.2020 

66 ตาํบลดอนตาล อาํเภอดอนตาล Mukdaharn Thailand 03.02.2020 

67 อาํเภอเมือง Mukdaharn Thailand 03.02.2020 

68 อาํเภอเมือง Mukdaharn Thailand 03.02.2020 

69 อาํเภอเมือง Mukdaharn Thailand 03.02.2020 

70 ตาํบลพระธาตุพนม  
อาํเภอพระธาตุพนม 

Nakhon 
Phanom 

Thailand 04.02.2020 

71 ตาํบลพระกาฬทุ่ง  
อาํเภอพระธาตุพนม 

Nakhon 
Phanom 

Thailand 04.02.2020 

72 ตาํบลในเมือง อาํเภอเมือง Nakhon 
Phanom 

Thailand 04.02.2020 

73 ตาํบลในเมือง อาํเภอเมือง Nakhon 
Phanom 

Thailand 04.02.2020 

74 ตาํบลท่าอุเทน อาํเภอท่าอุเทน Nakhon 
Phanom 

Thailand 04.02.2020 

75 ตาํบลท่าจาํปา อาํเภอท่าอุเทน Nakhon 
Phanom 

Thailand 04.02.2020 

76 ตาํบลวดัหลวง อาํเภอโพนพิสัย Nong Khai Thailand 04.02.2020 

77 ตาํบลจุมพล อาํเภอโพนพิสัย Nong Khai Thailand 04.02.2020 

78 ในเมืองหลวงพระบาง Luang 
Prabang 

Lao PDR 08.02.2020 

79 ในเมืองหลวงพระบาง Luang 
Prabang 

Lao PDR 08.02.2020 

80 ในเมืองหลวงพระบาง Luang 
Prabang 

Lao PDR 08.02.2020 
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81 ในเมืองหลวงพระบาง Luang 
Prabang 

Lao PDR 08.02.2020 

82 นอกเมืองหลวงพระบาง Luang 
Prabang 

Lao PDR 08.02.2020 

83 นอกเมืองหลวงพระบาง Luang 
Prabang 

Lao PDR 08.02.2020 

84 นอกเมืองหลวงพระบาง Luang 
Prabang 

Lao PDR 08.02.2020 

85 นอกเมืองหลวงพระบาง Luang 
Prabang 

Lao PDR 08.02.2020 

86 นอกเมืองหลวงพระบาง Luang 
Prabang 

Lao PDR 08.02.2020 

87 ปากอู Luang 
Prabang 

Lao PDR 08.02.2020 

88 ปากอู Luang 
Prabang 

Lao PDR 08.02.2020 

89 ปากอู Luang 
Prabang 

Lao PDR 08.02.2020 

90 ปากอู Luang 
Prabang 

Lao PDR 08.02.2020 

91 ปากอู Luang 
Prabang 

Lao PDR 08.02.2020 

92 ปากอู Luang 
Prabang 

Lao PDR 08.02.2020 

93 ปากอู Luang 
Prabang 

Lao PDR 09.02.2020 

94 ปากอู Luang 
Prabang 

Lao PDR 09.02.2020 

95 ปากอู Luang 
Prabang 

Lao PDR 09.02.2020 

96 ปากอู Luang 
Prabang 

Lao PDR 09.02.2020 

97 ปากอู Luang 
Prabang 

Lao PDR 09.02.2020 

98 ปากอู Luang 
Prabang 

Lao PDR 09.02.2020 

99 นอกเมืองหลวงพระบาง Luang 
Prabang 

Lao PDR 09.02.2020 

100 นอกเมืองหลวงพระบาง Luang 
Prabang 

Lao PDR 09.02.2020 

101 นอกเมืองหลวงพระบาง Luang 
Prabang 

Lao PDR 09.02.2020 

102 นอกเมืองหลวงพระบาง Luang 
Prabang 

Lao PDR 09.02.2020 
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103 นอกเมืองหลวงพระบาง Luang 
Prabang 

Lao PDR 09.02.2020 

104 นอกเมืองหลวงพระบาง Luang 
Prabang 

Lao PDR 09.02.2020 

105 นอกเมืองหลวงพระบาง Luang 
Prabang 

Lao PDR 09.02.2020 

106 เมืองนาน Xayaburi Lao PDR 10.02.2020 

107 เมืองนาน Xayaburi Lao PDR 10.02.2020 

108 ใกลเ้ข่ือนไซยะบุรี Xayaburi Lao PDR 10.02.2020 

109 ใกลเ้ข่ือนไซยะบุรี Xayaburi Lao PDR 10.02.2020 

110 ใกลเ้ข่ือนไซยะบุรี Xayaburi Lao PDR 10.02.2020 

111 ใกลเ้ข่ือนไซยะบุรี Xayaburi Lao PDR 10.02.2020 

112 ใกลเ้ข่ือนไซยะบุรี Xayaburi Lao PDR 10.02.2020 

113 ตาํบลปากตม อาํเภอเชียงคาน Loei Thailand 11.02.2020 

114 ตาํบลปากตม อาํเภอเชียงคาน Loei Thailand 11.02.2020 

115 ตาํบลปากตม อาํเภอเชียงคาน Loei Thailand 11.02.2020 

116 อาํเภอเชียงคาน Loei Thailand 11.02.2020 

117 อาํเภอเชียงคาน Loei Thailand 11.02.2020 

118 อาํเภอเชียงคาน Loei Thailand 11.02.2020 

119 ตาํบลบุฮม อาํเภอเชียงคาน Loei Thailand 11.02.2020 

120 ตาํบลบุฮม อาํเภอเชียงคาน Loei Thailand 11.02.2020 

121 ตาํบลปากชม อาํเภอปากชม Loei Thailand 11.02.2020 

122 ตาํบลหว้ยพิชยั อาํเภอปากชม Loei Thailand 11.02.2020 

123 ตาํบลหาดคมัภีร์ อาํเภอปากชม Loei Thailand 11.02.2020 

124 ในเมืองเวียงจนัทร์ Vientiane Lao PDR 14.02.2020 

125 ในเมืองเวียงจนัทร์ Vientiane Lao PDR 14.02.2020 

126 ในเมืองเวียงจนัทร์ Vientiane Lao PDR 14.02.2020 

127 อาํเภอเมือง Nong Khai Thailand 15.02.2020 

128 อาํเภอโพนพิสัย Nong Khai Thailand 15.02.2020 

129 อาํเภอโพนพิสัย Nong Khai Thailand 15.02.2020 

130 ตาํบลนากั้ง อาํเภอปากคาด Buengkan Thailand 15.02.2020 

131 ตาํบลวิศิษฐ ์อาํเภอเมือง Buengkan Thailand 15.02.2020 

132 อาํเภอเมือง Buengkan Thailand 16.02.2020 

133 อาํเภอเมือง Buengkan Thailand 16.02.2020 

134 ตาํบลบึงกาฬ อาํเภอเมือง Buengkan Thailand 16.02.2020 

135 ตาํบลชยัพร อาํเภอเมือง Buengkan Thailand 16.02.2020 

136 อาํเภอบุง้คลา้ Buengkan Thailand 16.02.2020 
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137 ตาํบลหนองด่ิน อาํเภอบุง้คลา้ Buengkan Thailand 16.02.2020 

138 ตาํบลโคกกวา้ง อาํเภอบุง้คลา้ Buengkan Thailand 16.02.2020 

139 ตาํบลท่าดอกคาํ อาํเภอบึงโขงหลง Buengkan Thailand 16.02.2020 

140 ตาํบลดงบงั อาํเภอบึงโขงหลง Buengkan Thailand 16.02.2020 

141 อาํเภอบึงโขงหลง Buengkan Thailand 16.02.2020 

142 ตาํบลหล่ายง่าว อาํเภอเวียงแก่น Chiang Rai Thailand 19.02.2020 

143 ตาํบลหล่ายง่าว อาํเภอเวียงแก่น Chiang Rai Thailand 19.02.2020 

144 ตาํบลม่วงยาย อาํเภอเวียงแก่น Chiang Rai Thailand 19.02.2020 

145 ตาํบลม่วงยาย อาํเภอเวียงแก่น Chiang Rai Thailand 19.02.2020 

146 ตาํบลม่วงยาย อาํเภอเวียงแก่น Chiang Rai Thailand 19.02.2020 

147 ตาํบลเวียง อาํเภอเชียงของ Chiang Rai Thailand 20.02.2020 

148 ตาํบลเวียง อาํเภอเชียงของ Chiang Rai Thailand 20.02.2020 

149 ตาํบลเวียง อาํเภอเชียงของ Chiang Rai Thailand 20.02.2020 

150 ตาํบลเวียง อาํเภอเชียงของ Chiang Rai Thailand 20.02.2020 

151 อาํเภอเชียงของ Chiang Rai Thailand 20.02.2020 

152 ตาํบลริมโขง อาํเภอเชียงของ Chiang Rai Thailand 21.02.2020 

153 ตาํบลริมโขง อาํเภอเชียงของ Chiang Rai Thailand 21.02.2020 

154 ตาํบลริมโขง อาํเภอเชียงของ Chiang Rai Thailand 21.02.2020 

155 ตาํบลริมโขง อาํเภอเชียงของ Chiang Rai Thailand 21.02.2020 

156 ตาํบลริมโขง อาํเภอเชียงของ Chiang Rai Thailand 21.02.2020 

157 ตาํบลริมโขง อาํเภอเชียงของ Chiang Rai Thailand 21.02.2020 

158 ตาํบลริมโขง อาํเภอเชียงของ Chiang Rai Thailand 21.02.2020 

159 ตาํบลริมโขง อาํเภอเชียงของ Chiang Rai Thailand 21.02.2020 

160 ตาํบลแม่เงิน อาํเภอเชียงแสน Chiang Rai Thailand 21.02.2020 

161 ตาํบลเวียง อาํเภอเชียงแสน Chiang Rai Thailand 22.02.2020 

162 อาํเภอเชียงแสน Chiang Rai Thailand 22.02.2020 

163 ตาํบลบา้นแซว  
อาํเภอเชียงแสน 

Chiang Rai Thailand 22.02.2020 

164 อาํเภอเชียงแสน Chiang Rai Thailand 22.02.2020 

 

 

 

 




