CASE DATABASE
Purpose of database
This database provides a collective repository for collaborative governance case studies from around
the world. The mission of the repository is to foster rich but systematic medium and large-N analysis of
the conditions, processes, and outcomes of collaborative governance. Researchers who contribute a case

to the database may use the entire dataset for their own research purposes. Moreover, contributed cases
will be cited by other researchers in their analyses.

Key definitions and scope conditions

e All types of collaborative governance cases from all policy domains are welcome: Cases may involve
only government entities, only non-government entities, or a mix of the two. Cases may represent
successes or failures or something in between.

e Definition of collaboration: When two or more actors aim to constructively manage their differences in
order to produce joint solutions to common challenges.

¢ Definition of governance: The arrangements and processes through which interdependent but
operationally autonomous actors aim to formulate and achieve common goals through collective
decision making.

¢ Definition of collaborative governance: A collective decision-making process based on more or less
institutionalized interactions between two or more actors that aims to establish common ground for joint
problem solving and value creation.

e Definition of a case: A set of actors collaborating on a shared issue over a specified time period within a
given geographical space. The database allows contributors to chart the evolution of a collaboration over
time. However, if the set of actors, the focal issue, or the geographical scope change drastically, the data
may also be entered as separate but related cases.

Instructions to contributors

The survey consists of eight thematic sections, each starting with a series of closed questions and ending
with an open text question that allows you to add your qualitative insights. Please provide as much information
as you feel confident in providing on the basis of your knowledge of the case.. You can select ‘Don’t Know’ if
you do not have the answer. A confidence measure at the end of each section asks you to make a self-
assessment of your level of confidence in the validity and reliability of the data you have entered. The survey
takes about four hours to complete one case.

Before your survey is accepted into the database, a peer researcher will review your case description to make
sure it is clear and consistent. You will also be asked to check at least one case submitted by a fellow
contributor. Please contact the database editors at s.c.douglas@uu.nl to discuss any queries you may have
about the database and about potential case contributions.

Content of survey
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1. General case information

1. Please provide a unigue name for the case you are describing.
Local Network for Combating llliterarcy (City A, The Netherlands)

2. Please provide your name, institutional affiliation, and email address.

Case author(s) Scott Doualas, Esther Leferink, Marie-Jeanne Schiffelers
Institution / University Utrecht University School of Governance
Email address first author s.c.doualas@uu.nl

3. Please specify the start and termination date of this collaboration.
Start of collaboration End of collaboration
September 2015 Ongoing Ongoing

4. Please specify the period of the collaboration covered by your research data. Note: This is not
about when you collected the data, but what period your data covers.
Start of period observed End of period observed
September 2018 December 2018

5. Please specify the type of data collection methods you used.

Methods Used
Documents O
Interviews O

Observations Social

network data

Surveys O
Other, namely:

6. Please provide up to three weblinks to published reports, articles, or books that document this
case (e.g. a peer-reviewed article or an evaluation report).

Not available yet.

7. At which jurisdictional level did the collaboration occur? Choose more than one if necessary.

Level of collaboration Start of period Middle of period End of period
observed observed observed

Local o O 0

Regional

National

International (across borders)
Supranational (UN, EU, etc.)
Multi-level (collaboration between levels)

8. In which country or region was the case situated? Pick more than one if necessary
Europe Select Netherlands Select Select



2. Main case characteristics

9. What was the policy domain of the case? Choose more than one if required.

LIAgriculture LI1Environment & Climate []Social/Employment Policy
[ICulture/Leisure OlInfrastructure & Planning [JTechnology & Transport
LIEconomy & Trade [1Public Health (1 Other, namely .............
[-]1Education [JSecurity & Public Safety

10. To what extent was the collaboration driven by any of the following ambitions? (1 = not at all an
ambition, 5 = this was the core ambition)
Ambitions of collaboration Start of period Middle of period End of period Don’t
observed observed observed know
1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45

oo ot e o O OO 0000 OO0 O
bevelop a reguiatory fiamework fora - M OOO00 BOOO0
s oo ometees. oM IOM OO OOMO0 OO®OO
inorease efficency by lowering costs of. Y1 MM (OO0 OROO00
oot mamentone o2 OO OO OOOO OO0
Hiftorent sonstitente - PPertamene RO OO O=O00 O&O00
S eonte ooy 000 IOOOO OOOO
e s cakenoders "M OO0 0 MOOOOD ROOOO
S OOO000 00000 Ooood

11. To what extent did the collaboration aim to include any of the following forms of collaborative
governance? (1 = not at all an aim, 5 = this was the core aim)
Purpose of collaboration Start of period Middle of period End of period Don’t
observed observed observed know
1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45

policies, senvices,or requiation. 111000 OOE00 OO0 O
policies, services, o requiation - 1100 OOE00 OOC00 O
dver senvices, or rovide reguiaton 111100 OOOEI0 OOOEO O
evaluate mpact of olides, senises, or 11010 OBOO0 OMOOO O

regulation
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12. How confident do you feel the answers you provided to the questions in this section are valid,
reliable, and rooted in data and observation?

Mostly confident

13. Please describe in max. 600 words the (a) societal challenges and organizational issues the
collaboration sought to address, (b) the stated ambitions and desired outputs and outcomes, (c)
how these challenges, issues and ambitions evolved during the period observed.

In 2014, the national program 'Language for Life', initiated by the non-profit Reading & Writing
Foundation and funded by the Dutch Ministery of Education, Culture and Science, started to
support municipalities, public-sector organizations, educators, and volunteers to participate in a
local network combating functional illiteracy. The goal of this national program is twofold. First, it
aims to address the problem of illiteracy in the local community (e.g., the problem size but also
the impact it has on peoples' lives). Secondly, it encourages local stakeholders (e.g., aldermen,
policymakers, civil servants, librarians, teachers, and volunteers) to work together in a network
that attempts to combat illiteracy.

This case study is situated in City A, a city with over 100.000 inhabitants, governed by a coalition
government of multiple parties. The local network observed is one of the 35 networks involved in
the national program 'Language for Life'. The main goal of the local organizations involved is to
fight functional illiteracy among two different groups: Native Dutch speakers who never gain the
literacy skills at school, immigrants who do not command Dutch language skills.

The stated ambitions are:

- to increase the coordination of the collaborative fight against illiteracy, in which the alderman
(education, youth and health) of the municipality should take a leading role;

- to improve the guidance and training of illiterate people within the local community.

- to combat illiteracy in the local community.

The period observed covers just a few months (September 2018 - December 2018). The
interviews were more of a snapshot of the collaboration at that point in time than a full review of
its evolution over time.



3. Starting conditions

14. To what extent did the configuration of actors that made up the core of the collaborative process
have a pre-history of mutual engagement? (1 = Very little history, 5 = Very extensive history)
Score Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5

O O &8 O 0 0O

15. To what extent was there trust between core participants at the start of the collaboration? (1 =
Very low trust 5 = Very high trust)
Score Don’t know
oDo00do o
16. How was the collaboration first initiated? Please select one option.
Externally directed by law or authority

17. To what extent did the participants have more or less equal levels of resources, (e.g. knowledge,
influence, skills) to bring to the collaborative process? (1 = Highly unequal, 5 = Highly equal)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Nt N I N e

18. To what extent were there incentives to collaborate for the participants, e.g. financial gain or
increased influence? (1 = Very little incentives, 5 = Very strong incentives)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

N I s Y I I B O

19. To what extent did the participants feel mutually dependent on each other for fulfilling their
ambitions? (1 = Very low sense of interdependence, 5 = Very high sense of interdependence)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2

D000 0D0D0DE 00000 O

20. How confident do you feel the answers you provided to the questions in this section are valid,
reliable, and rooted in data and observation?

Reasonably confident



21. Please describe in max. 600 words the (a) the prehistory and past interactions of participants, (b)
how the collaboration was initiated, (c) the sense of interdependence between participants and
the incentives to collaborate, (d) any significant changes over time in the period observed.

Before 2015, there were local initiatives around illiteracy, bringing together some of these parties.
The local community college received national funding for literacy classes. After 2015, the local
government was given control of these funds, deciding to dedicate 75% of the money to formal
courses at the community college and 25% to informal courses by other local partners, such as
the library or volunteer organizations.

The local government used the new legal funding power to coordinate and streamline the
collaboration. The respondents indicated that they experienced a lack of coordination previously,
although they do not rate the coordination very highly at the time of the interviews either.

In this specific case, the following organizations are involved in the fight against illiteracy:

- the local government of City A (both the political and administrative sides of the organization);
- the library, incl. 300 volunteers;

- the social service center

- the regional community college

- the foundation Reading & Writing (in Dutch: Stichting Lezen & Schrijven, L&S);

- the employee insurance authority (in Dutch: Uitvoeringsinstituut Werknemersverzekeringen,
UWV).

On the whole, these partners also rely on each to other to identify illiterate people (often by social
service providers), offer formal training (community college), and informal support (library,
volunteers). In practice, financial resources seem to be the main incentive to collaborate

The work of the library, social service center and municipality is closely intertwined due to the
local government setting the budgets for the services of these two organizations. The
municipality invites tenders for educational programs for both the Dutch native speakers and
non-native speakers. One of the most important providers of these programs is the regional
community college. The municipality of City A selected the specific community college to
organize language courses for illiterate people within its local community and pays for the
educational services provided. The role of the employee insurance agency was relatively active,
with a particular employee working hard to make her colleagues aware of the role of illiteracy in
unemployment.

There were no significant changes over time in the period observed.



4. Institutional design

22. How many (institutional/group) actors were involved in the collaborative process?
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know

6-10 6-10 6-10 []

23. What different types of actors took part in the collaboration. Please select the backgrounds of
the different participants.

Background of participants Start of period Middle of period End of period Don’t
observed observed observed know
Political organizations / politicians =] o] | O
Public organizations / civil servants ] 2] 2] ]
Private, for-profit organizations O O | |
Private, non-profit organizations 2] o] 5] [l
Citizens / informal citizen groups Il O O O

24. To what extent were the procedural ground rules for the collaboration clearly explicated by and
for the participants? (1 = Very little articulation of ground rules, 5 = Very detailed articulation)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
e O 0O0ddi«8D>OdO00b:04d:-&Doddod O
25. To what extent were the procedural ground rules observed and applied? (1 = Very rarely applied,
5 = Almost always applied ground rules)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

O 0O0O000I80O0000DO00 »O

26. To what extent was the collaboration inclusive? (1 = Very few of the relevant and affected actors
included, 5 = Almost all of the relevant and affected actors included)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
O O O OO0 0O M 0O0000IM O O
27. To what extent were the decision-making processes in the key collaborative forums

transparent? (1 = Rarely clear to participants how decisions were taken, 5 = Almost always clear)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
N I I Y O A
28. How confident do you feel the answers you provided to the questions in this section are valid,

reliable, and rooted in data and observation?
Mostly confident



29. Please describe in max 600 words (a) the ground rules of the collaboration, (b) the inclusiveness
of the collaborative forum(s), (c) the transparency of decision making within the collaborative
forum(s), (d) any significant changes in the institutional architecture of collaboration over time

We observed little to no ground rules of collaboration. There were some formal agreements
between various stakeholders (i.e., municipality-library; municipality-social service center;
municipality-local college). We did find some informal and implicit rules, such as that the employee

insurance authority aimed to refer all clients who struggled with reading and writing to the local
services.

Several of the organizations involved stated in interviews that they felt the ground rules of
collaboration were missing. There were formal, bilateral funding contracts between the municipality
and the respective parties, but little to no rules governing the multilateral collaboration as a whole.

In the period observed, there were no significant changes in the institutional architecture of
collaboration.



5. Leadership

30. Characterize the locus of leadership roles in the collaborative process
Locus of leadership Start of period Middle of period  End of period Don’t
observed observed observed know
One lead actor
A few lead actors O O O
Shared collective among all actors

31. What were the backgrounds of those exercising leadership? Choose more than one if

necessary.
Background of participants Start of period Middle of period End of period Don’t
observed observed observed know
Political organizations / politicians o O O
Public organizations / civil servants 0 o O
Private, for-profit organizations
Private non-profit organizations O O O

Citizens / informal citizen groups

32. To what extent was the leadership effective in convening / bringing together the relevant and
affected actors (1 = Highly ineffective, 5 = Highly effective)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

A X s It I % I I A B

33. To what extent was the leadership effective in guarding the focus and integrity of the
collaborative process intended in this case? (1 = Highly ineffective, 5 = Highly effective)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4

OO0 0EO0D000E OO0 0O

34. To what extent was the leadership effective in resolving or mitigating conflicts between actors?
(1 = Highly ineffective, 5 = Highly effective)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
O OO 0000000200000 @
35. To what extent was the leadership effective in creating and realizing concrete opportunities for
creative problem-solving resolving? (1 = Highly ineffective, 5 = Highly effective)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

O d0ddobdD0doibsdoinbono O

36. How confident do you feel the answers you provided to the questions in this section are valid,
reliable, and rooted in data and observation?
Reasonably confident



37. Please describe in max. 600 words the (a) the form and style of leadership within the
collaboration, (b) the dynamics and impact of leadership on the collaborative process
(c) changes in the leadership dynamics in the period observed.

The leadership role within the collaboration was not well defined. The stakeholders involved took
action on the various part for which they were responsible (see also question 31), but none of them
took the overall leadership role. This gap caused unclarity about shared goals and intended results.

The representatives of the municipality stated that they did not take the coordinating role in this
collaboration, because they felt that other organizations (i.e., the library, the social service center
and the community college) had to have some 'ownership' on this policy domain too. They feared
that otherwise the municipality would be the only stakeholder to be held responsible for the combat
of illiteracy within the local community. The other stakeholders, however, asked for more
coordination and argued that the municipality was the organization designated to do so.

The stakeholders reported that the lack of leadership caused unclarity about the collaborative
process and the shared goals and outcomes they were working on. One stakeholder developed a
new approach on how to reach out to the target group (i.e., organizing fun activities and dinners for
them), but most of them did not come up with new ideas on how to solve this societal problem.

There were no changes in the leadership dynamics in the period observed. However, the

leadership role was discussed in the focus group and it turned out that stakeholders expected the
municipality to take the lead in coordinating the collaborative process.

10



6. Collaborative process

38. To what extent did the participants engage in face-to-face dialogue through holding regular
meetings with good attendance? (1 = Very infrequently, 5 = Very frequently)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
O O O 0O0O00I~-DOO0O00O0O0IMO00 O
39. To what extent was the collaborative process concentrated in a single forum/arena/group? (1 =
Very low concentration; 5 = Very high centralization in a single forum/arena/group)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
O O0O00IMd0>0O0000- 0 0-»O0:070 O
40. To what extent did the participants in the collaborative process invest in joint fact finding? (1 =
Very little investment, 5 = Very high investment)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
LI O O 0O0OIMOO0O0Od0OTIM3dO0O0O0+0O 0O
41. To what extent did the participants in the collaborative process invest in knowledge sharing? (1
= Very little investment, 5 = Very high investments)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
LI OO 0O0O¢MOOO0OIFM OO O O []
42. To what extent did the collaborative process focus on the alignment of interests and values

among all actors? (1 = Very weak focus, 5 = Very strong focus)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
o O 0O 00000 0I0C8DO0O00 0O
43. To what extent did the collaborative process focus on joint problem-solving (e.g. joint problem
framing, co-designing solutions)? (1 = Very weak focus, 5 = Very strong focus)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
OO0 O0O00000001MK-IDO00 0O
44. To what extent did the collaborative process explicitly focus on producing tangible intermediate
outputs (quick wins)? (1 = Very weak focus, 5 = Very strong focus)

Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
4

1 2 3 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
O 0000006 d0000°:6 O+d0m80 4
45. To what extent did the collaborative process explicitly focus on producing tangible strategic

outcomes? (1 = Very weak focus, 5 = Very strong focus)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
O O O0O0O0O°OO00-:8DO00 O
46. How confident do you feel the answers you provided to the questions in this section are valid,

reliable, and rooted in data and observation?
Mostly confident
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47. Please describe in max. 600 words (a) the collaborative process in terms of how the actors
interacted with each other, (b) how they formulated and achieve shared outcomes, (c) how the
process changed over the period observed.

The interviews showed that the various stakeholders that are active in combating illiteracy know
about each other. Representatives of the organizations involved meet infrequently, partly due to
the lack of an overall steering committee. Some of the stakeholders had experience with such a
committee in a neighboring municipality and they were really enthusiastic about this.

Nothing much was said about joint fact finding or knowledge sharing (see also questions 40 and
41). However, what was mentioned are the so-called 'language ambassadors', which are
persons who improved their reading and writing skills and now share their personal experiences
with others. These ambassadors are frequently invited by the foundation Reading & Writing and
the municipality to talk about their success stories.

No shared outcomes were explicitly formulated. Therefore, it was hard to indicate for the
stakeholders whether objectives were achieved. Some of the respondents stated that they would
like to formulate some shared goals and outcomes, because they expected that this will help
them to convince other potential stakeholders to be involved in the fight against illiteracy as well.
Others, however, argued that it is by definition hard to indicate the impact of reducing the
number of illiterate people within the local community. In their opinion, it is almost impossible to
conduct a pretest and a post-test to measure the outcomes of illiteracy policies.

The process did not change over the period observed.

12



7. Accountabilit

48. To what extent were explicit joint goals articulated through statements of intent, memoranda,
strategic plans, etc.? (1 = Very little explication of goals; 5 = Very highly explicated goals)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

o O 0O 0O0OMOO0O0O0O-CDODO0O-dOd o

49. How were the joint goals operationalized? (1 = Very little operationalization of goals, 5 = Very
highly operationalized goals)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
LI O 0O 0O0OIMO0O0O0OT- M MOO0OO-O o O
50. To what extent was there active monitoring of goal attainment? (1 = Very little monitoring of goal
achievement, 5 = Very active monitoring of goal achievement)
Start of period observed Middle of period observed End of period observed Don’t know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

O &0 oo0b 0000 «dbbfn O

51. To what extent did the participants render account of the collaboration to the following actors?
(1 = Very little account-giving, 5 = Very active account-giving)

Actors Start of period Middle of period End of period Don’t
observed observed observed know
1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45 1 2 3 4 5

Elected politicians 000000 O000d00 O
Oversight bodies (e.g. auditors,courts) [(J I OO0 O O OO O0OO0OMMOOO O
Civil society organizations C] O OO0 00 00 0000 [0 00 O

Affected and/or concerned citizens L0000 MO000MO000 O

52. To what extent did the following external actors have influence over collaboration (1 = Very little
influence, 5 = Very large influence)

Actors Start of period Middle of period End of period Don'’t
observed observed observed know
1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45

Elected politicians OO0d0O00O0O0dOO0O0MdOO O

OO OO 00O 0 OO0 OO
Oversight bodies (e.g. auditors,courts) [« ] (1 1 O O LN OO OO MM OOO O O

O O [ O 00 O 01 1 0 0O 00 01 C

OMO000MdOOO0OO0OMOOO

Civil society organizations
Affected and/or concerned citizens

53. How confident do you feel the answers you provided to the questions in this section are valid,
reliable, and rooted in data and observation?

Mostly confident
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54. Please describe in max. 600 words (a) how the goals of the collaboration were formulated and
monitored, (b) how participants, elected officials, oversight bodies, and citizens held the
collaboration to account, (c) how these dynamics changed over the period observed.

There were no shared goals articulated through statements of intent, memoranda or strategic
plans. Thus, the goals of the collaboration were neither formulated nor monitored extensively.
The alderman and civil servant responsible commented that most performance reporting looked
more like 'school trip reports’', only commenting that everything was going well and smoothly.

The library and the social service center also had to provide accounts (i.e., financial accounting)
to the municipality. The municipality, and more specifically the alderman of Education, Youth and
Social Work, were held accountable for policies and spending by the city council. The community
college had to prove that it provided the educational programs that the municipality paid for.
Furthermore, the programs of the community college needed to fulfill the quality standards of the
Dutch Education Inspectorate, which can be categorized as an 'oversight body', although the
illiteracy program would form only a small part of the Inspectorate's remit (see also question 51).

Three different kind of stakeholders had a monitoring influence on the collaboration: First, the
alderman played an important part through allocating and monitoring the financial resources
available. Secondly, the project manager of the foundation Reading & Writing monitored and
intervened in the collaborative process on the combat of illiteracy, although she did not have an
explicit mandate to do so. The main goal of this person was to make the local community aware
of this societal problem and to promote collaborative action on solving this problem. The
Foundation did publish yearly reviews of the illiterarcy rates across the country per municipality.
Thirdly, the voluntary organizations involved also influenced the policy. Finally, there were a few
spokespeople of formerly illiterate citizens - called language ambassadors- who were frequently
asked to comment on the plans.

These dynamics did not change over the period observed.

14



8. Outputs and outcomes of collaboration

55. To what extent did the collaboration produce the following outputs or outcomes? (1 = Very low,
5 = Very high). Note: This question mirrors the ambitions formulated in question 10.

Produced outputs and outcomes

Start of period Middle of period End of period Don’t
observed observed observed know

1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45

Develop a plan or policy for a shared
problem or societal issue

e odonuoegdog

Develop a regulatory framework for a
policy domain or industry

OO eEooon

Create innovative solutions in existing
policies, programs, practices

oot

Increase efficiency by lowering costs or
boosting benefits

Moo not

Increase effectiveness by increasing
impact of interventions

OO odeapoodenon

Increase legitimacy and support among
different constituents

OO odeapoodenon

Organize crisis and emergency
planning, response and/or recovery

OO oooot

Create holding environment to contain
conflict among stakeholders

OO oooot

Other, namely:

0000040000

OO obodooonoodn

56. To what extent did the collaboration use any of the following forms of collaborative governance?
(1 = Very low extent, 5 = Very high extent) NB: This question mirrors question 11.

Realized collaboration

Start of period Middle of period End of period Don’t
observed observed observed know

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 45 1 2 3 4 5

Co-initiation: Jointly identify required
policies, services, or regulations

OO0dO00o0:ROooooaoo U

Co-develop: Jointly create and arrange
policies, services, or regulation

OohdoodeEdoduo«[ono O

Co-production: Implement policies,
deliver services, or provide regulations

00000000 O0ooo«nO O

Co-assessment: Jointly monitor and
evaluate impact of policies, services, or
regulations

LObdoddoodeaoodn o
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57. To what extent did the collaboration produce innovations, such as novel solutions, systems, and
processes? (1 = Very little innovation, 5 = Very highly innovative).

Type of innovation Start of period Middle of period End of period Don’t

observed observed observed know

1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45

gie;vnetg)gr:jo_\grtpr)]r;dsucts or services for NMEO0O000ROO000BO00 ]

Develop novel production processes for OO0 00M0O000MO00 0

producing products or services

Novel ways of coordinating between OO0 00M0O000MO00 O

roles and/or services of participants

58. To what extent did the collaboration create outcomes beyond its stated aims? (1 = Very little
outcomes going beyond stated aims, 5 = Very high degree of outcomes beyond stated aims)
Type of innovation Start of period Middle of period End of period Don’t
observed observed observed know

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 45 1 2 3 4 5

Built support and legitimacy for |:| I:l I:I El |:| |:| |:| E| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |Z| |:| []

investing in future collaborations

Built joint operational capacity for |:| E| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| E| |:| |:| |:| |:| E| |:| |:| []

solving future problems and challenges

Created positive unintended societal (0000000000000 n0n1 =1

consequences

Created negative unintended societal 10000000000 n

consequences

59. To what extent did the collaboration achieve support among the different constituents of the
collaboration? (1 = Very little support, 5 = Very extensive support)

Constituents Start of period Middle of period End of period Don’t
observed observed observed know
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Participants in the collaboration OO0 00000000003080 O
Elected politicians OO OE O OO0 OO0 0 O O
Oversight bodies (e.g. auditors,courts)y 1 O O 0 0 0O O OO OOOOO @
Civil society organizations 00000000000 M>O O
Affected and/or concerned citizens OO0 00O0OdO0O0O0MO00O g

60. How confident do you feel the answers you provided to the gquestions in this section are valid,
reliable, and rooted in data and observation?
Reasonably confident
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61. Please describe in max. 600 words (a) the output of the collaboration in terms of results
produced by the collaborative governance process, (b) the outcomes in terms of the impact on
problem solving, goal achievement and legitimacy, taking into account any unintended
consequences, (c) the changes to collective outputs and social outcomes over time.

The output of the collaboration in terms of results produced by the collaborative governance
process is difficult to determine. It turned out that there was no clear goal setting, and therefore it
is impossible to measure whether the targets has been met in terms of outputs. Furthermore,
there was no monitoring of the output of the collaborative governance process.

The respondents could not provide a clear overview of the impact the collaboration had on
problem solving, goal achievement and legitimacy so far. Again, there was no clear goal setting
nor monitoring of the outcomes of the collaborative governance process. Partners did comment
on the success of the collaboration in the interviews and we also asked them to rate various
performance aspects of the collaboration on a 1-5 scale, providing some information. This shows
that partners were reasonably satisfied (average was 3.4 out of 5) with the number of people
reached, although struggling to reach native Dutch speakers alongside the successes in reaching
non-native Dutch speakers. The partners also marked a relatively high support among partners
for the approach, but little legitimacy and support beyond those immediately involved.

We did not found any changes to collective outputs over the period observed.
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- the employee insurance authority (in Dutch: Uitvoeringsinstituut Werknemersverzekeringen, UWV).
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The work of the library, social service center and municipality is closely intertwined due to the local government setting the budgets for the services of these two organizations. The municipality invites tenders for educational programs for both the Dutch native speakers and non-native speakers. One of the most important providers of these programs is the regional community college. The municipality of City A selected the specific community college to organize language courses for illiterate people within its local community and pays for the educational services provided. The role of the employee insurance agency was relatively active, with a particular employee working hard to make her colleagues aware of the role of illiteracy in unemployment.

There were no significant changes over time in the period observed.
	Q29: We observed  little to no ground rules of collaboration. There were some formal agreements between various stakeholders (i.e., municipality-library; municipality-social service center; municipality-local college). We did find some informal and implicit rules, such as that the employee insurance authority aimed to refer all clients who struggled with reading and writing to the local services.

Several of the organizations involved stated in interviews that they felt the ground rules of collaboration were missing. There were formal, bilateral funding contracts between the municipality and the respective parties, but little to no rules governing the multilateral collaboration as a whole.

In the period observed, there were no significant changes in the institutional architecture of collaboration.
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	Q61: The output of the collaboration in terms of results produced by the collaborative governance process is difficult to determine. It turned out that there was no clear goal setting, and therefore it is impossible to measure whether the targets has been met in terms of outputs. Furthermore, there was no monitoring of the output of the collaborative governance process. 

The respondents could not provide a clear overview of the impact the collaboration had on problem solving, goal achievement and legitimacy so far. Again, there was no clear goal setting  nor monitoring of the outcomes of the collaborative governance process. Partners did comment on the success of the collaboration in the interviews and we also asked them to rate various performance aspects of the collaboration on a 1-5 scale, providing some information. This shows that partners were reasonably satisfied (average was 3.4 out of 5) with the number of people reached, although struggling to reach native Dutch speakers alongside the successes in reaching non-native Dutch speakers. The partners also marked a relatively high support among partners  for the approach, but little legitimacy and support beyond those immediately involved.

We did not found any changes to collective outputs over the period observed.
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