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Water Allocations

Water allocations are primary means by which water regulators address water shortage 
issues, however these allocations differ in a number of ways, one of which being the amount 
of information that reaches the regulated person.

Limited Information – Though allocations are often based on considerable information (water 
levels, weather forecasts, etc.), the public, as in many other policy situations, is frequently not 
motivated to seek it out.  Compliance with these decisions must therefore be influenced by 
considerations other than the allocation itself.

Increased Information – Some of the public however, is motivated to seek out and critically 
assess the available information about water allocations which must occasionally be made in 
contradiction to previously available data that showed sufficient water, on the basis of other 
considerations (e.g., interstate compacts).  In these cases, users who seek out information about the 
allocation may believe it to be consistent or inconsistent with the data or positive or negative for 
them, as compared to others, and therefore be more or less likely to comply.

Trust Conceptualizations

The literature discussing compliance has identified a number of trust constructs which have 
identified or postulated relationships with compliance.
  
Dispositional Trust – Trait propensity to trust individuals across situations (e.g., Kramer, 1999); 
measured as the participant’s beliefs regarding the motivations of “most people.”

Institutional Confidence – A cognitive and affective state of positive or negative expectations 
about a focal institution (Hamm, PytlikZillig, Tomkins, Herian, Bornstein & Neeley , 2011); 
measured as the participant’s perception of the institution.

Procedural Fairness – A perception regarding the fairness of the procedures used by an institution 
(e.g., Thibaut & Walker, 1975); measured as the whether the participant believed he or she has 
voice and would be treated with dignity and respect by a decision maker who was impartial.

Results

Limited Information Allocation

–Participants who were more likely to comply were more likely to report higher dispositional trust, R = .27, p < .05.
–Participants who were more likely to comply were more likely to report higher confidence in the regulator, R = .51, p <.001.

–Procedural fairness was not related to projected compliance with this allocation, R = .16, p > .05 

–The multivariate effect of dispositional trust on projected compliance was fully mediated by confidence in the water 
regulator (see figure at left for parameter estimates), t = 1.96, p < .05

Increased Information Allocation

−Dispositional trust was not related to projected compliance with this allocation, R = .17, p > .05.

−Allocation valence was not related to compliance with this allocation, F = 1.83, p > .1.

−Participants who were more likely to comply were more likely to report higher confidence in the regulator, 
R = .30, p < .01. 
−Participants who were more likely to comply were more likely to expect more procedurally fair interactions with the 
regulator,. R = .32, p < .01.

−Participants who saw the consistent allocation were significantly more likely to indicate that they would comply, F = 4.22, 
p < .05.
−The main effects model was significant and accounted for 14% of the variance in the criterion, F = 4.75, p < .01.
−The interactions model (including the interactions of procedural fairness and institutional confidence with allocation 
consistency) accounted for significantly more variance in the criterion, F change = 5.84, p < .01, (see figure at right for 
standardized parameter estimates).

−When the allocation was consistent institutional confidence had a significant positive relationship with projected 
compliance, β = .35, p < .05, while procedural fairness had a negative effect, β = -.57, p < .01.

−Conversely, when the allocation was inconsistent with the data, institutional confidence had a significant negative 
relationship with projected compliance, β = -.44, p < .05, while procedural fairness had a significant positive relationship, 
β = .60, p < .01.

Participants (86 university students)…
1.Read an online scenario asking them to assume the role of irrigating farmers
2.Were presented with data about water levels in their area
3.Completed measures of dispositional trust, institutional confidence, and procedural 

fairness
4.Read about a limited information water allocation which included no specific 

information about the allocation
5.Completed a measure of projected compliance
6.Read about the increased information allocation which included specific information 

about the water being allocated to the participant, comparing it to the previously 
presented data about water levels and allocations to neighboring  watersheds such that 
it was either consistent or inconsistent with the previous data (allocation consistency) 
and positive or negative for the participant as compared to neighboring watersheds 
(allocation valence)

7.Completed a second measure of projected compliance

Discussion

The current study sought to understand the influences of a number of 
conceptualizations of trust on compliance with different kinds of water allocations.

Method

Though the study was somewhat preliminary (due to the use of students to approximate farmers), it does shed some light on the potential relationships of the measured conceptualizations of trust and two kinds of water allocation.
When participants know little about the allocation, their decision to comply was positively influenced by their institutional confidence and dispositional trust, and the effect of dispositional trust was fully mediated by institutional confidence.

When the participants know more about the allocation, the consistency of the allocation to other data previously presented to the participants, their institutional confidence, and procedural fairness evaluations became important.
The effects of procedural fairness and institutional confidence are influenced by the consistency of the allocation such that procedural justice has a positive effect in inconsistent allocations and institutional confidence has a positive effect when the allocation is consistent.


