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.
The "Neighborhood Renewal Program", City of Stockholm

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

Case author(s) Nils Hertting
Institution / University Institute for Housing and Urban Research
Email address first author Uppsala University

3. Please specify the start and termination date of this collaboration.
Start of collaboration End of collaboration
July 2003 December 2006

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
July 2003 December 2006

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

Methods Used
Documents o
Interviews O
Observations Social O
network data O
Surveys

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).

"Understanding Participatory Governance: An Analysis of Participants' Motives", American Review of Public Administration, 47:5 (p. 538-549).
(With Per Gustafsson) (https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/pdf/10.1177/0275074015626298)
"Utvardering av Stadsdelsfornyelsen. Slutrapport" (Evaluation of The Neighborhood Renewal Program: Final Report) (http://uu.diva-portal.org/

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 Sweden 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
[-1Culture/Leisure OlInfrastructure & Planning [JTechnology & Transport
LIEconomy & Trade [1Public Health [1 Other, namely segregation
[1Education [-1Security & 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
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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. - 111100 OOO®O OOOEO O
policies, services, o equiation - 110 OO0 0000 O
dlver senvices, or rovide reguiaton L 1IE110] OO0 OOEOO O
evaluate mpact of polides senises, or L1100 OO0 0 OOROO O
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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.

Over the past few decades, problems related to spatial, ethnic, and socio-economic segregation
have surfaced on the Swedish political agenda. A range of national and local policy initiatives
have been launched to counter these problems, including area-based participatory modes of
governance and bottom-up participation. In the capital of Stockholm, a number of such
participatory initiatives have been implemented in the city’s most deprived neighborhoods. The
case reported here is one example. It was called "The Neighborhood Renewal Program" (in
Swedish Stadsdelsférnyelsen), and it was carried out in nine administrative districts in Stockholm
that were, and still is, characterized by poverty, low election turnout, and—for most districts—a
high proportion of residents with a non-Swedish background. The "Neighborhood Renewal
Program" was carried out within the overall substantive frame of "integration/segregation policy"
but perhaps more important was the ambition to fuel the development of new methods and
processes for inclusive and holistic modes of neighborhood governance (see below).

The substantive ambition(s) was to initiate a long-term development toward social inclusion,
increased sustainable growth and economic development in the outer city, and to reduce the
differences between different parts of the city regarding levels of employment and education,
health, safety and well-being, as well as access to service, culture and leisure activities.
Moreover, a stated procedural or institutional ambition was to increase the "opportunities for
citizens to really participate in local policy processes and about the ability of the local political
system to achieve real collaboration between different sectors and levels. . . " (City of Stockholm,
2003, pp. 12 and 54, our translation).

It is quite obvious that the fundamental problem of spatial city segregation is not handled through
neighborhood level efforts, however broad, holistic or innovative they may be. Such solutions
need to be implemented at higher levels of scale. This was also clear for central policy makers
and program initiators in this case. Hence, the ambitions were rather framed as institutional or
procedural and should be understood within its context. A repeated catch-word at the time was
to move "from project to process”, referring to the need for more sustainable and less symbolic
engagement with the problems of "poor" neighborhoods. Though this stated aim were able to
mobilize engagement among professionals and citizens it also produced frustration and
disappointment over time. The ambition to establish sustainable structures for more collaborative
neighborhood governance in this form came to an end with the election of a new political majority
in town hall. In a sense, the "Neighborhood Renewal Program™ became just another
collaborative project in the history of the suburbs concerned.



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 0o o 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
OC 000 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

N s N 0 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 s T T 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

OO0 00D00O0O000E 00 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.

In the capital of Stockholm, there is a long history of collaborative and participatory initiatives in
deprived neighborhoods. In most of the nine administrative districts in Stockholm included in
"The Neighborhood Renewal Program", both the inhabitants and the local institutional actors
involved had experiences of similar attempts before. While we cannot assure that there is pre-
history of collaboration among the specific individuals participating, this certainly true for
institutional actors and many of the civil society associations involved.

When the Stockholm "Neighborhood Renewal Program™ was presented and introduced, there
was an emerging narrative about "project tiredness" and the symbolic "Christmas gift"-character
of this kind of collaborative governance experiments. Hence, though many participants argued
they had gained from previous collaboration, it was also related to frustration over limited
outcomes and unclear processes.

Though the operative processes and actions in most cases actually build on already existing
collaborative infrastructures, the up-scaling in terms of policy ambitions and financial support was
a political initiative from the local government executive board of Stockholm. Hence, new and
more intensive forms of neighborhood collaboration were facilitated through financial as well as
institutional assistance carried by and through central level politicians and senior civil servants
within the Stockholm city administration.

Although the central level architects of the program pictured a situation of intense and
widespread inter-dependencies among planners, social workers, school staff, housing managers,
local business, civil society and local inhabitants, etc., the perceptions of operative inter-
dependencies differed between different actors and actor constellations within the case.

Sinse the "collaboration groups” and more operative "working groups" were based on voluntary
self-selection we may assume that the participating actors shared a feeling of interdependency in
relation to the wealth and safety of their community in general (in the collaboration groups) or the
more specific issue handled (in working groups). Though they were facilitated and seeded,
collaboration was basically interdependency-driven.

At the same time the public owned housing companies were obliged to take part in the program
through formal directives. Hence, the executive committee did not trust the housing companies to
share its perception of inter-dependencies as incitements for self-organized collaboration. In fact
it seems fair to say their local collaboration with other professionals, i.e. social workers, teachers,
etc., was limited. Locally, the collaboration between the municipality owned housing companies
and local inhabitants were largely carried out in "parallel" to the collaboration between other
welfare providers and citizen groups.

At the operative level some actors learned a new understanding of local inter-dependencies over
time. However, it would not be correct to call this "significant changes". The tendency for "parallel

mrann~n~! Af AAllAlkAvAatiAan hAahiiaAan hAatiAlnAa AAarannAaniAan AnA nmAvA AAaAaTAl mvAfAanAiAnAlAa AliAaA~AA+ A~



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 [E] [c] [c] 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
O 0O0dndi«8OdO00b0.40°0iEM0d00 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

OO0 O0d0O00OICOd0O0O0dIEDODO 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 OO0 0 O30 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
00000040 °0h0O004d00d.d«Cond O
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?
Highly 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

The organizational basis for the neighborhood renewal program were (a) neighborhood level
"collaboration groups" and (b) issue-specific "working groups" where civil servants from different
departments and citizens could deliberate, share knowledge, define problems, develop, and to and
to some extant prioritize between, policy solutions. For each of the nine neighborhoods included in
the "Neighborhood Renewal Program" there were one collaboration group were more general
visions for the neighborhoods were developed and suggestions from the more issue-specific
working group discussed and, if agreed upon, suggested for the politicians in the local
neighborhood council.

Four characteristics of the ground rules are especially important: (1) It was a neighborhood-based
program, with regard both to its organizational design and its objectives, as opposed to more
general or sector-based programs. (2) Local citizens as well as civil servants were self-selected
into the collaboration and working groups. (3) It required repeated participation in working groups,
as opposed to attendance at individual meetings. (4) It was designed to collectively formulate,
discuss, and prioritize local development agendas and to have an influence on local decisions
concerning the use of public resources, as opposed to participation on a purely advisory or
consultative basis.

Though there were civil administrators facilitating the meetings, both the collaboration and working
groups were in principle "open"”. Although there was a broad participation at the aggregate level of
the program, at the operative level of the working groups, the participation was more narrow, often
lacking the broad inter-sectional collaboration aimed for.

There was no lack of information about the opportunities for collaboration in the concerned
neighborhoods. Local officials informed the general public outwards as well as the different
branches of the local public administration inwards. However, the more detailed procedures and
mandates were more obscure. In interviews, different role holders explained the same organization
and procedure very differently, both with reference to the decision rules within the collaboration
process, and to the link between the collaborative efforts and the more traditional and vertical
structures of representative democracy.

A core conclusion of the case study was that central level political leadership failed to
institutionalize the collaborative processes. It seems the symbolic value of "collaboration” made
everyone commit themselves at the design level, without ambition to think through the more
operative implications of collaboration and participation, and when, where and how to switch
between different governance logics within the local regime. Instead a "strategy of ambiguity"
concerning these rules was de facto implemented.

In some local contexts, where the "Neighborhood ReProgram was carried out, the initial broad

mobilization of different collaborating partners and citizens created a need to "tighten up" the
atriictiire of enllahnratinn effarte Rather than cimnlv facilitatina an infrastriictiire for mare nrnanic



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 0

A few lead actors 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 0

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

AN I e Y I 1 B 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

D000 0EO0D0BO0000 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 O O O0O00:0C8~O0:M8O00 O
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 ooddgobbfbodoibsdoonono 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?
Hiahly 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.

Collaborative leadership was carried out on three levels: at the central level (Town Hall), at a local
strategic level; and at a local operative level. The aim to establish new and/or revitalize old
collaborative structures in the nine city districts was a political initiative from the, at the time Social
Democratic, political majority in Town Hall. After the initialization, however, the leadership at the
central level were primarily carried out by a smaller group of senior civil servants. There was also a
governing body of the heads from a number of different sectoral departments and municipality
owned housing companies. However, this body did not conduct any active leadership but rather
followed the collaborative activities at distance. How to design and establish the more specific
collaborative structures were left to political and administrative actors at the district level to decide.

At the district level, politicians within the neighborhood councils were somewhat more active in
strategic decisions. Again, however, civil servants at the local level ("local development
coordinators") were crucial in this phase. Their local knowledge of previous experiences of
collaborative neighborhood governance had substantial impact on the design of the local
institutional arrangements and procedures in a particular district. Also when the local collaborative
arrangements were established, in more operative phases of collaboration, the "local neighborhood
coordinators" had an important role as facilitators.

In some local contexts, there were irritation among activists that the operative leadership was too
rigid and not sensitive enough to the unequal opportunities for taking part in collaboration, between
professionals and well-established civil organizations on the one hand, and other groups on the
other. In general, the "local development coordinators" had an important role in linking, adjusting
and re-framing local initiatives so they would fit into the overall umbrella of the "Neighborhood
Renewal Program".

A key ingredient of the leadership strategy of the program was the use of economic carrots.
Collaborative development of new modes of local problems-solving was stimulated through the
promise of project budgets if the initial ideas got accepted by local stakeholders and were in line
with the centrally stated meta-goals of the program.

As mentioned above, political leadership at the central level was quite weak and indirect. In the end
of the program it was not capable to protect the collaborative infrastructures built up and induced
with activities. With the election 2006, a new majority took over in Stockholm and the program was
ended. The new majority did not reject neighborhood renewal through collaborative governance as
such but rather the distributed, organic and fragmented form they argued the Stockholm
Neighborhood Renewal Program was.

Leadership dynamics also include the "tightening up" strategy after the initial phase of broad
mobilization described above.

c) See above.

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 & 0O0O0083300 00O 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
O O &b O0O0O0O0O0OIMO0?00TIMO:0 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
O 0O 0O C8d0O0000-:0 0000 0 M 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 oeEbOd0-d0:0-dT°ilE >00:0°n0a0n0.:RamO-4dg O
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
O O0Oo0o0Cd0O00O00dd0dOdo0obo«da O
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
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
OO0 0000- 0-00O0O000T¢ L 8d-DOa0O 0O
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 0 0ddfd0odoiEa>ddndorsdOod 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 collaborating participants met face-to-face in broader neighborhood-level "collaboration
groups" and more functional and issue-specific "working groups”. In general we concluded that
the "working groups" were not arenas for confrontation between different articulated proposals.
Given the nature of the policy problem(s) addressed and wide range of types of actors, conflicts
were remarkably unusual. Although it sometimes happened, prioritization between articulated
alternative policy proposals was not what these processes were primarily about. A key
conclusion of the study was also that institutional design and collaborative leadership effectively
kept political prioritization within traditional bodies of representative democracy.

The deliberative quality of the interactions within the collaboration was also limited. The larger
"coordination groups" were not capable to host "reasoning together”, while the smaller "working
groups" in practice did not allow the multiple experiences and perspectives required for
constructive communication with the "other side".

In practice, the interaction between collaborating participants were more functional, pragmatic
and problem-solving oriented. Hence, according a survey with 389 participants in three out of
nine districts in the program (243 inhabitants and 146 professionals), about 80 percent found the
dialogues "open and unbiased" and "focused and goal-oriented" at the same time. And in terms
of individual motives guiding the interactions, we found three groups of participants: "Common
good" motives reflected a general desire to contribute to local development, and professional
competence indicated participation on a more detached professional basis, whereas self-interest
was a combination of improving one’s own political efficacy and giving voice to one’s own group.
It is illustrative that the overall evaluation of the program was highest in the first group.

Rules for decision-making in the program was somewhat obscure. Within the operative and more
project-specific working groups, 70 percent of the participants answered that had been involved
in "decision-making". Formally, however, these decisions were suggestions for the politicians of
the neighborhood councils. In the vast majority of the cases, the neighborhood councils followed
the suggestions of the working groups and financed specific development projects but in the end
only few of the projects were turned into regular policy decisions.

In some neighborhoods new coordination mechanisms were introduced to handle what was
perceived as a large and fragmented set of too narrow collaborative initiatives. Hence, the
processes were "steered up” so that projects related to housing, social security, education, etc.
were linked to each-other. In that sense, the interactions became less spontaneous and bottom-
up driven after some time.

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

o0 did d0Od M>odnd 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
O O &d0O0000- C-:0000-:0 800 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 000 oobbfbdf0bfbdifd o 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 Od0o0daO0000d000 080 O
Oversight bodies (e.g. auditors,courts) ] I O O O LN OO 0O O MOOOO O
Civil society organizations IO OO0 00O OO0 0[]0

Affected and/or concerned citizens OO0 O0O00MO0O00O 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 OO000OdOdO0O0O0O00O00O00FM O

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

O] [ 00 C1 00 O 01 00 1 01 0O 0 01 C

LOOOOO0OOO0MOO0MMO0OO

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?

Highly 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.

The formulation of central strategic goals of the Stockholm "Neighborhood Renewal Program"
was formulated in through traditional Swedish decision-making procedures, including a referral
procedure with all relevant city departments and municipality owned housing companies involved
before majority decision in the city assembly.

The program was monitored financially by controllers of the executive committee of the city as
well as an external evaluation conducted by a university.

Elected officials and senior civil servants of the relevant departments and housing companies of
the city at the central level were regularly informed about the development of the program, but
took no active role as meta-governors after the the initial establishment of the program.

Appointed politicians at the neighborhood level were much more actively following the operative
work in the collaboration process. Some of the politicians of the neighborhood councils wanted
to take part directly in collaboration but this was regarded inappropriate by the civil servants
coordinating the program, at the local as well as the central levels of the city.

The "local development coordinators” within the city administration controlled both that the
processes and the suggested projects were in line with the overall and general aims of the
program. At the final stage, when participants had developed a proposal, local politicians were
able to approve or not. The participants were accountable to each other within the collaborative
process and to local program-leaders that followed and guided the collaboration so it would be in
line with the overall agenda and be approved be the neighborhood council politicians.

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

oMb deE g

Develop a regulatory framework for a
policy domain or industry

OO0 ooosn

Create innovative solutions in existing
policies, programs, practices

OO oddsn

Increase efficiency by lowering costs or
boosting benefits

oot

Increase effectiveness by increasing
impact of interventions

OO0 oddsn

Increase legitimacy and support among
different constituents

oD odenon

Organize crisis and emergency
planning, response and/or recovery

OO oooot

Create holding environment to contain
conflict among stakeholders

OO0 oddes g

Other, namely:

O0O000dodn

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

00O O0ooROooodo U

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

ol uooeno 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

O odn 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 NMEO0O00000RO0O000FC ]

Develop novel production processes for 000000 O00MDOO00 M

producing products or services

Novel ways of coordinating between OO0000O00000o0noooOonoO 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 |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| @

investing in future collaborations

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

solving future problems and challenges

Created positive unintended societal (0000000000000 n0n1 =1

consequences

Created negative unintended societal LI OO0 00RO 000 0

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 OO 000MO0MO00 O
Elected politicians OO O E OO0 OO OO0 O
Oversight bodies (e.g. auditors,courts) L1 O O 0 0 MO OO O MMOOOO O
Civil society organizations 00000000000 M>O O
Affected and/or concerned citizens OdO00dO0O0O0 00O o0«O d

60. 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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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 program produced about two hundred different projects over three years, involving av very
large number of individual and institutional actors. Some outputs were innovative solutions and
methods that could be implemented in the regular public administration. Others became short
projects and test beds that did not survived. Only a few projects led to approved policy changes.

The case study had as main focus the organization problem of the program rather than specific
outputs or even less long-term outcomes.

The case study research did not cover outcomes. However, the fact that the infrastructure of this
collaborative effort was canceled with the new majority it seems unlikely that any substantive
outcomes were achieved. In terms of local knowledge about how to carry out this type of efforts,
however, it was probably more successful.
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It is quite obvious that the fundamental problem of spatial city segregation is not handled through neighborhood level efforts, however broad, holistic or innovative they may be. Such solutions need to be implemented at higher levels of scale. This was also clear for central policy makers and program initiators in this case. Hence, the ambitions were rather framed as institutional or procedural and should be understood within its context. A repeated catch-word at the time was to move "from project to process", referring to the need for more sustainable and less symbolic engagement with the problems of "poor" neighborhoods. Though this stated aim were able to mobilize engagement among professionals and citizens it also produced frustration and disappointment over time. The ambition to establish sustainable structures for more collaborative neighborhood governance in this form came to an end with the election of a new political majority in town hall. In a sense, the "Neighborhood Renewal Program" became just another collaborative project in the history of the suburbs concerned.

	Q21: In the capital of Stockholm, there is a long history of collaborative and participatory initiatives in deprived neighborhoods. In most of the nine administrative districts in Stockholm included in "The Neighborhood Renewal Program", both the inhabitants and the local institutional actors involved had experiences of similar attempts before. While we cannot assure that there is pre-history of collaboration among the specific individuals participating, this certainly true for institutional actors and many of the civil society associations involved. 

When the Stockholm "Neighborhood Renewal Program" was presented and introduced, there was an emerging narrative about "project tiredness" and the symbolic "Christmas gift"-character of this kind of collaborative governance experiments. Hence, though many participants argued they had gained from previous collaboration, it was also related to frustration over limited outcomes and unclear processes.

Though the operative processes and actions in most cases actually build on already existing collaborative infrastructures, the up-scaling in terms of policy ambitions and financial support was a political initiative from the local government executive board of Stockholm. Hence, new and more intensive forms of neighborhood  collaboration were facilitated through financial as well as institutional assistance carried by and through central level politicians and senior civil servants within the Stockholm city administration. 

Although the central level architects of the program pictured a situation of intense and widespread inter-dependencies among planners, social workers, school staff, housing managers, local business, civil society and local inhabitants, etc., the perceptions of operative inter-dependencies differed between different actors and actor constellations within the case.  

Sinse the "collaboration groups" and more operative "working groups" were based on voluntary self-selection we may assume that the participating actors shared a feeling of interdependency in relation to the wealth and safety of their community in general (in the collaboration groups) or the more specific issue handled (in working groups). Though they were facilitated and seeded, collaboration was basically interdependency-driven.

At the same time the public owned housing companies were obliged to take part in the program through formal directives. Hence, the executive committee did not trust the housing companies to share its perception of inter-dependencies as incitements for self-organized collaboration. In fact it seems fair to say their local collaboration with other professionals, i.e. social workers, teachers, etc., was limited. Locally, the collaboration between the municipality owned housing companies and local inhabitants were largely carried out in "parallel" to the collaboration between other welfare providers and citizen groups. 

At the operative level some actors learned a new understanding of local inter-dependencies over time. However, it would not be correct to call this "significant changes". The tendency for "parallel process" of collaboration between housing companies and more social professionals suggests some strategically induced interdependencies were never operatively experienced.
	Q29: The organizational basis for the neighborhood renewal program were (a) neighborhood level "collaboration groups" and (b) issue-specific "working groups" where civil servants from different departments and citizens could deliberate, share knowledge, define problems, develop, and to and to some extant prioritize between, policy solutions. For each of the nine neighborhoods included in the "Neighborhood Renewal Program" there were one collaboration group were more general visions for the neighborhoods were developed and suggestions from the more issue-specific working group discussed and, if agreed upon, suggested for the politicians in the local neighborhood council. 

Four characteristics of the ground rules are especially important: (1) It was a neighborhood-based program, with regard both to its organizational design and its objectives, as opposed to more general or sector-based programs. (2) Local citizens as well as civil servants were self-selected into the collaboration and working groups. (3) It required repeated participation in working groups, as opposed to attendance at individual meetings. (4) It was designed to collectively formulate, discuss, and prioritize local development agendas and to have an influence on local decisions concerning the use of public resources, as opposed to participation on a purely advisory or consultative basis.

Though there were civil administrators facilitating the meetings, both the collaboration and working groups were in principle "open". Although there was a broad participation at the aggregate level of the program, at the operative level of the working groups, the participation was more narrow, often lacking the broad inter-sectional collaboration aimed for.

There was no lack of information about the opportunities for collaboration in the concerned neighborhoods. Local officials informed the general public outwards as well as the different branches of the local public administration inwards. However, the more detailed procedures and mandates were more obscure. In interviews, different role holders explained the same organization and procedure very differently, both with reference to the decision rules within the collaboration process, and to the link between the collaborative efforts and the more traditional and vertical structures of representative democracy.

A core conclusion of the case study was that central level political leadership failed to institutionalize the collaborative processes. It seems the symbolic value of "collaboration" made everyone commit themselves at the design level, without  ambition to think through the more operative implications of collaboration and participation, and when, where and how to switch between different governance logics within the local regime. Instead a "strategy of ambiguity" concerning these rules was de facto implemented.

In some local contexts, where the "Neighborhood ReProgram was carried out, the initial broad mobilization of different collaborating partners and citizens created a need to "tighten up" the structure of collaboration efforts. Rather than simply facilitating an infrastructure for more organic bottom up initiatives new positions and structures for coordination were introduced.
	Q37: Collaborative leadership was carried out on three levels: at the central level (Town Hall), at a local strategic level; and at a local operative level. The aim to establish new and/or revitalize old collaborative structures in the nine city districts was a political initiative from the, at the time Social Democratic, political majority in Town Hall. After the initialization, however, the leadership at the central level were primarily carried out by a smaller group of senior civil servants. There was also a governing body of the heads from a number of different sectoral departments and municipality owned housing companies. However, this body did not conduct any active leadership but rather followed the collaborative activities at distance. How to design and establish the more specific collaborative structures were left to political and administrative actors at the district level to decide. 

At the district level, politicians within the neighborhood councils were somewhat more active in strategic decisions. Again, however, civil servants at the local level ("local development coordinators") were crucial in this phase. Their local knowledge of previous experiences of collaborative neighborhood governance had substantial impact on the design of the local institutional arrangements and procedures in a particular district. Also when the local collaborative arrangements were established, in more operative phases of collaboration, the "local neighborhood coordinators" had an important role as facilitators. 

In some local contexts, there were irritation among activists that the operative leadership was too rigid and not sensitive enough to the unequal opportunities for  taking part in collaboration, between professionals and well-established civil organizations on the one hand, and other groups on the other. In general, the "local development coordinators" had an important role in linking, adjusting and re-framing local initiatives so they would fit into the overall umbrella of the "Neighborhood Renewal Program". 

A key ingredient of the leadership strategy of the program was the use of economic carrots. Collaborative development of new modes of local problems-solving was stimulated through the promise of project budgets if the initial ideas got accepted by local stakeholders and were in line with the centrally stated meta-goals of the program.

As mentioned above, political leadership at the central level was quite weak and indirect. In the end of the program it was not capable to protect the collaborative infrastructures built up and induced with activities. With the election 2006, a new majority took over in Stockholm and the program was ended. The new majority did not reject neighborhood renewal through collaborative governance as such but rather the distributed, organic and fragmented form they argued the Stockholm Neighborhood Renewal Program was.

Leadership dynamics also include the "tightening up" strategy after the initial phase of broad mobilization described above.

c) See above.
	Q47: The collaborating participants met face-to-face in broader neighborhood-level "collaboration groups" and more functional and issue-specific "working groups". In general we concluded that the "working groups" were not arenas for confrontation between different articulated proposals. Given the nature of the policy problem(s) addressed and wide range of types of actors, conflicts were remarkably unusual. Although it sometimes happened, prioritization between articulated alternative policy proposals was not what these processes were primarily about. A key conclusion of the study was also that institutional design and collaborative leadership effectively kept  political prioritization within traditional bodies of representative democracy. 

The deliberative quality of the interactions within the collaboration was also limited. The larger "coordination groups" were not capable to host "reasoning together", while the smaller "working groups" in practice did not allow the multiple experiences and perspectives required for constructive communication with the "other side".

In practice, the interaction between collaborating participants were more functional, pragmatic and problem-solving oriented. Hence, according a survey with 389 participants in three out of nine districts in the program (243 inhabitants and 146 professionals), about 80 percent found the dialogues "open and unbiased" and "focused and goal-oriented" at the same time. And in terms of individual motives guiding the interactions, we found three groups of participants: "Common good" motives reflected a general desire to contribute to local development, and professional competence indicated participation on a more detached professional basis, whereas self-interest was a combination of improving one’s own political efficacy and giving voice to one’s own group. It is illustrative that the overall evaluation of the program was highest in the first group.  

Rules for decision-making in the program was somewhat obscure. Within the operative and more project-specific working groups, 70 percent of the participants answered that had been involved in "decision-making". Formally, however, these decisions were suggestions for the politicians of the neighborhood councils. In the vast majority of the cases, the neighborhood councils followed the suggestions of the working groups and financed specific development projects but in the end only few of the projects were turned into regular policy decisions.

In some neighborhoods new coordination mechanisms were introduced to handle what was perceived as a large and fragmented set of too narrow collaborative initiatives. Hence, the processes were "steered up" so that projects related to housing, social security, education, etc. were linked to each-other. In that sense, the interactions became less spontaneous and bottom-up driven after some time.
	Q54: The formulation of central strategic goals of the Stockholm "Neighborhood Renewal Program" was formulated in through traditional Swedish decision-making procedures, including a referral procedure with all relevant city departments and municipality owned housing companies involved before majority decision in the city assembly. 

The program was monitored financially by controllers of the executive committee of the city as well as an external evaluation conducted by a university.

Elected officials and senior civil servants of the relevant departments and housing companies of the city at the central level were regularly informed about the development of the program, but took no active role as meta-governors after the the initial establishment of the program. 

Appointed politicians at the neighborhood level were much more actively following the operative work in the collaboration process. Some of the politicians of the neighborhood councils wanted to take part directly in collaboration but this was regarded inappropriate by the civil servants coordinating the program, at the local as well as the central levels of the city.

The "local development coordinators" within the city administration controlled both that the processes and the suggested projects were in line with the overall and general aims of the program. At the final stage, when participants had developed a proposal, local politicians were able to approve or not. The participants were accountable to each other within the collaborative process and to local program-leaders that followed and guided the collaboration so it would be in line with the overall agenda and be approved be the neighborhood council politicians.


	Q61: The program produced about two hundred different projects over three years, involving av very large number of individual and institutional actors. Some outputs were innovative solutions and methods that could be implemented in the regular public administration. Others became short projects and test beds that did not survived. Only a few projects led to approved policy changes. 

The case study had as main focus the organization problem of the program rather than specific outputs or even less long-term outcomes.

The case study research did not cover outcomes. However, the fact that the infrastructure of this collaborative effort was canceled with the new majority it seems unlikely that any substantive outcomes were achieved. In terms of local knowledge about how to carry out this type of efforts, however, it was probably more successful. 
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