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Text S1. List of Documents Used for Coding the DPs.
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Table S1. Coding values.

Current Situation After Policy Changes

Coder Coder Coder Coder Coder Coder Coder Coder

1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
DP 1A User boundaries 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.8
DP 1B Resource boundaries 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
DP 2A Congruence local conditions 0.6 0.6 0.8 0.8 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
DP 2B Appropriation and provision 1 1 1 0.8 0.6 0.6 0.4 0.6
DP 3 Collective-choice arrangements 0.8 0.8 0.8 1 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6
DP 4A Monitoring users 1 1 0.8 0.8 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.6
DP 4B Monitoring the resource 1 1 0.8 0.8 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4
DP 5 Graduated sanctions 1 1 1 1 0.4 0.4 0.2 0.4
DP 6 Conflict-resolution mechanisms =~ 0.8 0.8 0.6 0.8 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
DP 7 Rights to organize 1 1 1 1 0.4 0.4 0.2 0.4
DP 8 Nested enterprises 1 1 0.8 1 0.8 0.8 0.4 0.8
Table S2. Interrater reliability with Krippendorff alpha.
Current Situation After Policy Change
Krippendorff alpha coefficient 0.4903704 0.8294497
Standard Error/Subjects 0.1288917 0.09464457
P-value/Subjects 0.003460126 5.252282e-06
Percent agreement 0.8815427 0.9644628
Percent chance agreement 0.767562 0.7916322

Data clearly show that the agreement between coders is higher for the situation after policy change
(from 0.490 to 0.829), but in both cases the percentage of agreement is higher than the percentage of
chance agreement (p-value < 0.05).



