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.

o 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

1. General case iNfOrMALION ............uuuuuueiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e eaeaaeesaaasasnnnsssnnnssnsnsnnnnnnnnnns 2
2. Main case CharaCteriStiCS ........uuuii it a e e 3
3. StArtiNg CONAILIONS ...ttt e e e e e e r e e e e e e e e 1
N | 0153 (1 U1 (ToT g = e [T o o PO 7
5. LEAAEISNID e 9
6. Collaborative PrOCESS .......cciiiiiiieeeiee e 11
7. ACCOUNTADIIILY .o 13
8. Outputs and outcomes of collaboration ................oooeviiiiiiiiiiiiee 15


mailto:s.c.douglas@uu.nl

1. General case information

1. Please provide a unique name for the case you are describing.
Usual Suspects (Fight Against Organized Crime, Human Trafficking)

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

Case author(s) Sanderiiin Cels, Jorrit de Jond, Martiin Groenleer, Esther Leferink
Institution / University Harvard University, Harvard University, Tilburg University, Utrecht U
Email address first author M.L.P.Groenleer@uvt.nl

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

January 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

January 2015 June 2016

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

Methods Used
Documents O
Interviews O

Observations Social

network data

Surveys

Other, namely: 1 CISVISIUIL PIuyialll

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).

Cels, S., De Jong, J., Groenleer, M.L.P. (2017). CASE: Telkens weer dezelfde koppies. In Cels, S., De
Jong, J., Groenleer, M L.P. (Eds.). Gezocht: Pioniers. Strategische samenwerking in de strijd tegen

AnAdAarmiinAanAA ArirninAalitAll fan OO 1NQN NAn LAaa~a N - DAanrm hactinralziindA

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

Regional

National

International (across borders)
Supranational (UN, EU, etc.)
Multi-level (collaboration between levels) o O 0

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



2. Main case characteristics

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

[]Agriculture [JEnvironment & Climate [J1Social/Employment Policy
[ICulture/Leisure ClInfrastructure & Planning [JTechnology & Transport
LIEconomy & Trade [1Public Health (1 Other, namely .............
[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 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

o s e ol O OO OO0OO OO0 O
Develop areguiatoy famevork fora - (OO0 KOOOO OO0
Soicis. Broarams. amotees. S IO OO ODOOORF OOOOR
inorease effidency by lowering costs or. Gy MM OO0 ROO0O00
et miavertione | "e®e - OO0 OOOMO OOOMO
diftoront constioena - peotamens MR OOOEO OOORO
S e eonte smiaevey 1000 IOOOO OOOO
e s ke MM OO0 0 MOOOOD ROOOO
SR Y o o o o o o

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

Cotston ety eerty enies (00 ORO00 0D000 O
Coderdop bty ceste e arance. ()] Q000 ODO00 O
Coprodvcter Insenenpoees, (00 DOEO0 0OE00 O
Cogsessnent by nokerend | (OO0 0000 0000 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.

(a) Societal challenges and organizational issues

The main societal challenge is to stop internationally operating gangs that traffic, smuggle and
exploit children (Cels et al., 2017, p.99). These gangs recruit children from poor families in
South-East Europe and incorporate them into their ‘families’. The rules of these families are:

1. The outside world is hostile;

2. There is nothing to expect from the police or social service organizations;
3. Stealing is a good thing to do; and,

4. You can only trust your family (Idem, p.100).

The gangs forced innocent children to beg and steal at central spots in various European cities,
for example at train stations and market squares (Idem, p.100). This case is located in
Amsterdam and Barcelona, but the collaborative partners acknowledged that the problem is
much bigger. The partners knew that the gangs were also operating in Brussels, Rotterdam and
Vienna. The flexibility of the gangs made it challenging for the collaborative partners to get a grip
on the situation (Idem, p.103).

In contrast to the gangs, the public-sector organizations (i.e., local and national police and public
prosecution service) that were involved in this project were less flexible. The various partners
experienced that it was difficult to get support (i.e., extra capacity) from their supervisors for this
project, which was seen as the main organizational issue (Idem, p.103).

(b) The stated ambitions and desired outputs and outcomes
The collaborative partners stated three ambitions:

1. Reframing the problem: the main problem is not the stealing and begging children, but the
internationally operating gangs that force them to do so. In other words, the crime fighters should
not focus on mobile banditry, but on human trafficking and smuggling and the related criminal
exploitation of children (Idem, p.101);

2. Gaining insights into the nature and scope of the problem: the collaborative partners had no
idea about the modus operandi of the gangs and therefore aimed to get insights into the nature
and size of the problem (i.e., how many gangs and children are involved in these practices; and,
how do they operate) (Idem, p.102);

3. Developing a problem-oriented approach: the collaborative partners worked together in an
unconventional manner (i.e., collaboration between various public-sector organizations) and
therefore had to develop a new, problem-oriented approach to tackle the societal problem they
faced (Idem, p.103).

(PN Hnw thaca crhallannace icciinae and amhitinne avnhiad diirina tha narind nhean/ad

4



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 OO0 O

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
00000 o
16. How was the collaboration first initiated? Please select one option.
Self-initiated by participants

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 Ny % o N

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 3 4

D000 000E000080 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.

(a) The prehistory and past interactions of participants

The original case description (Cels et al., 2017, pp.99-106) did not provide any information on the
prehistory and past interactions of participants. However, what does become clear is that they
met each other at a meeting of the Expertise Center on Human Trafficking and Smuggling in
January 2015 (ldem, p.101).

(b) How the collaboration was initiated

The national public prosecutor on human trafficking and people smuggling announced his idea to
start a collective fight against gangs that traffic and smuggle children and force them to do
criminal acts. This announcement was made at a meeting of the Expertise Center on Human
Trafficking and Smuggling in January 2015. Directly afterwards, a policeman (local police, focus:
region Amsterdam) and a chief of the police (national police, focus: division alien identification
and human trafficking) joint the project. A few months later, another chief of the police (national
police, focus: division human trafficking and smuggling) also became part of the team (Idem,
p.101). Thus, in total four public professionals and their respective organizations were involved in
the collaboration.

(c) The sense of interdependence between participants and the incentives to collaborate

The original case description (Cels et al., 2017, pp.99-106) provides little information about this
issue. However, it seems that the participants to some extent felt a sense of interdependence, for
they were willing to collaborate. Together, they, for example, held presentations and briefings to
inform other public professionals about their collaborative project (Idem, p.101).

References

Cels, S., De Jong, J., Groenleer, M.L.P. (2017). CASE: Telkens weer dezelfde koppies. In Cels,
S., De Jong, J., Groenleer, M.L.P. (Eds.). Gezocht: Pioniers. Strategische samenwerking in de
strijd tegen ondermijnende criminaliteit (pp.99-106). Den Haag, NL: Boom bestuurskunde.



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

1-5 1-5 1-5 []

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 O
Public organizations / civil servants [E] o] o] |
Private, for-profit organizations O O | |
Private, non-profit organizations ] 2] 2] J
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
O 0O00+0:00-:@-D0O0n0:0nHdonoiEEMOdnd 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 0O &80 O00O000O¢:C0O0O0d0OTIRDO 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 0O0O000M»0000I MO0 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
O« 00000¢IM0O04000 30O 0 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?
Reasonably 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 collaborative forum started with just four participants, namely a public prosecutor, a policeman
and two chiefs of the national police (focus: alien identification & human trafficking; and, human
trafficking & smuggling) (see also 21b). Through them, their respective (public) organizations
responsible for criminal investigations and prosecutions were involved. One of the respondents
said: “We had a small but highly motivated team” (Idem, p.101).

Thereatfter, the collaborative partners contacted other stakeholders in the field (e.g., the Salvation
Army, the Municipality of Amsterdam, a local care center, the Administration of Criminal Justice and
Protection of Juveniles, the Repatriation and Departure Service, the Ministry of Safety and Justice,
the Municipality of Amsterdam) that could help them to provide housing and needed care for the
children. These stakeholders held regular meetings (i.e., once every two months) to inform each
other about the process and the progress of the collaborative project (Idem, p.104).

The significant change in the institutional architecture of the collaboration is the number of public
and non-governmental organizations involved. As written before, the project started with four
collaborative partners (e.g., police and public prosecution service), but gained support from other
professionals operating in other public and not-for-profit domains (e.g., local government, social
work and youth care) later on (see also 29b). This support was an important factor in the success
of the international action that was undertaken by the police and the public prosecution service (see
also 61a).

References

Cels, S., De Jong, J., Groenleer, M.L.P. (2017). CASE: Telkens weer dezelfde koppies. In Cels, S.,
De Jong, J., Groenleer, M.L.P. (Eds.). Gezocht: Pioniers. Strategische samenwerking in de strijd
tegen ondermijnende criminaliteit (pp.99-106). Den Haag, NL: Boom bestuurskunde.



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 o

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

Public organizations / civil servants o o O
Private, for-profit organizations

Private non-profit organizations

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 X st Iy s I Y I 6 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

D0 L0 D000 00 R0 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 0000004002000 00 @
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

OO0 ddobbifbdoibdtdM Do 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.
(a) The form and style of leadership within the collaboration
The original case description (Cels et al., 2017, pp.99-106) did not provide any information on the
form and style of leadership within the collaboration. The national public prosecutor that initiated the
collaboration played an important role during the process in bringing together others, and keeping
them motivated.

(b) The dynamics and impact of leadership on the collaborative process
The original case description (Cels et al., 2017, pp.99-106) did not provide any information on the
dynamics and impact of leadership on the collaborative process.

(c) Changes in the leadership dynamics in the period observed
The original case description (Cels et al., 2017, pp.99-106) did not provide any information on the
changes in the leadership dynamics in the period observed.

References

Cels, S., De Jong, J., Groenleer, M.L.P. (2017). CASE: Telkens weer dezelfde koppies. In Cels, S.,
De Jong, J., Groenleer, M.L.P. (Eds.). Gezocht: Pioniers. Strategische samenwerking in de strijd
tegen ondermijnende criminaliteit (pp.99-106). Den Haag, NL: Boom bestuurskunde.
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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 O 0O4dibiobofdoddr«DBbon0OogndTI.dDOod 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
OO0 0O0O0O000040T-0MM~DOO0OTIMO-O 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
OO0 000000TI0E00000F8O3O 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
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
4

1 2 3 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
O 000 O0O0000TI »0O0+0O00 R O
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 0OCdOd000- 02000000000 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.

(a) The collaborative process in terms of how the actors interacted with each other
The original case description (Cels et al., 2017, pp.99-106) did not provide any information on
the interaction of the actors.

(b) How they formulated and achieved shared outcomes

The original case description (Cels et al., 2017, pp.99-106) did not provide much information on
how the collaborative partners formulated and achieved shared outcomes. However, what is
known is that they did formulate three desired shared outcomes, namely (1) reframing the
problem; (2) gaining insights into the nature and size of the problem; and (3) developing a
problem-oriented approach (Idem, pp.101-103). Furthermore, it seems that the partners (to some
extent) achieved these outcomes. First, they created awareness among various stakeholders of
the miserable situation of the children (i.e., reframing the problem). Second, they conducted
research on the nature and scope of the problem (i.e., gaining insights). And finally, they carried
out a successful international operation in which they traced an internationally operating gang,
arrested two of its leaders and saved several children that were involved in these criminal
practices (i.e., developing a problem-oriented approach) (Idem, pp.101-103).

(c) How the process changed over the period observed

In line with the desired outcomes (see 47b), the collaborative process can be divided into three
different steps. First, the initiator had to gain support for the project and therefore had to reframe
the problem (Idem, p.101). Second, after gaining some support, the collaborative partners had to
obtain insights into the phenomenon and therefore conducted two studies on the nature and
scope of the problem (Idem, p.102). Thirdly, the collaborative partners and its stakeholders
carried out an international operation to realize a first quick win (Idem, p.103).

References

Cels, S., De Jong, J., Groenleer, M.L.P. (2017). CASE: Telkens weer dezelfde koppies. In Cels,
S., De Jong, J., Groenleer, M.L.P. (Eds.). Gezocht: Pioniers. Strategische samenwerking in de
strijd tegen ondermijnende criminaliteit (pp.99-106). Den Haag, NL: Boom bestuurskunde.
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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

oo ddoboodobooodd ©

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 g 4 5
O 0Oo«dibdodtdMDbfOd>-dd:e«DOod 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 oddoobbbf0of0bdgbfn 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 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Elected politicians OO0 NO0O000dO0000 O
Oversight bodies (e.g. auditors,courts) [l (I O O O LN OO 0O O O0OMMOOO O
Civil society organizations OO0 O0O0OO OO OO

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

Elected politicians OO0 0O0MO000O0000 O

Oversight bodies (e.g. auditors, courts) [«] (1 [ 11 LI OO OO0 O OO O
I A A O
LOOOOMNOO0O0O0OMOOO

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?

Reasonably 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.

(a) How the goals of the collaboration were formulated and monitored

As mentioned before, the collaboration formulated three desired outcomes (or goals) right from
the start. These were (1) reframing the problem; (2) gaining insights in the nature and scope of
the problem; and (3) developing a problem-oriented approach (see also 13b and 47b). Nothing
was mentioned about the monitoring of the goals of the collaboration (Cels et al., 2017,
pp.99-106).

(b) How the participants, elected officials, oversight bodies, and citizens held the collaboration to
account

The original case description (Cels et al., 2017, pp.99-106) did not provide any information on
how the participants, elected officials, oversight bodies and citizens held the collaboration to
account.

(c) How these dynamics changed over the period observed

Interestingly, the number of stakeholders involved increased over the period observed. One may
expect that this did change the dynamics, but nothing was explicitly mentioned about this in the
original case description (Cels et al., 2017, pp.99-106).

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

orobiem or societal ssee . JO0O0BO00000O0000RD
Develop a regulatory framework for a AOO0O00ROO000000O0RDO

policy domain or industry

Create innovative solutions in existing

policies, programs, practices D D D El D D D D El D D D D El D
Increase efficiency by lowering costs or AOO000O0RO0O0O00O0RO000

boosting benefits

Increase effectiveness by increasing |:| |:| E| |:| |:| |:| |:| E| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |Z| |:|

impact of interventions

Increase legitimacy and support among |:| |:| E' |:| |:| |:| |:| E| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |Z| |:|

different constituents

Organize crisis and emergency IO O0N00rE 0000

planning, response and/or recovery

Create holding environment to contain

conflict among stakeholders El D D D D El D D D D El D D D D
AT, TETEF oo oooodnoddon

0000040000

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 45

polices, senvices, orequistions. . B0 000EO0000O000 O
Co-develop: Jointly create and arrange OO0 000ROO00O0RO0O0 O

policies, services, or regulation

Co-production: Implement policies,

deliver services, or provide regulations D D El D D D D El D D D D El D D D
Co-assessment: Jointly monitor and

evaluate impact of policies, services, or D D El D D D D El D D D D D El D D

regulations
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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 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

giee\/r](-:ttlsgnndogglrtafgucts or services for MOO000ROO000RO000 ]

Develop novel production processes for E| |:| |:| |:| |:| |Z| |:| |:| |:| |:| E| |:| |:| D D D

producing products or services

Novel ways of coordinating between
roles and/or services of participants D D D El D D D D El D D D D El D L]

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 45 1 2 3 45 1 2 3 4 5

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

investing in future collaborations

Built joint operational capacity for |:| |:| El |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |Z| |:| |:| |:| E| |:| |:| E]

solving future problems and challenges

Created positive unintended societal PO RMO0O000 0 OO00

consequences

Created negative unintended societal El |:| D |:| D E| |:| |:| |:| |:| |:| |Z| |:| |:| |:| |:|

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 000MO000EOd O
Elected politicians OO0 OO0 0E 000 O
Oversight bodies (e.g. auditors,courts) L1 O O 0 0 0N OO O OOMMNOO O
Civil society organizations 000D ddfEf O
Affected and/or concerned citizens OO0 edOb0odooodoOoogno o

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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Gebruiker
Notitie
Fout in het programma: als je 'don't know' bij 'negative unintended societal consequences' aanvinkt, gebeurt dat automatisch ook bij 'joint operational capacity'.


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.

(a) The output of the collaboration in terms of results produced by the collaborative governance
process

The main output of the collaboration in terms of results produced by the collaborative governance
process was the joint operation in Barcelona. Because of the insights that were gained about the
gangs and their modus operandi and the support that was gained from various stakeholders for
the international operation, the collaborative partners were able to trace a gang, arrest two of its
leaders and save several innocent children (Cels et al., 2017, p.99). This quick win received
national media attention and was seen as a first success of the collaborative process (Idem,
pp.105).

(b) The outcomes in terms of the impact on problem solving, goal achievement and legitimacy,
taking into account any unintended consequences

The collaborative partners acknowledged that it is difficult to determine what the impact of this
joint operation was in terms of the impact on problem solving, goal achievement and legitimacy.
They had their first success (see also 61a), but they still had no grip on the internationally
operating gangs (Idem, p.100). This may have the effect of displacing the problem rather than
resolving it (Idem, p.106). Moreover, in spite of these short term successes, it remained difficult
to obtain additional operational capacity to further develop the approach and extend the
collaboration

(c) The changes to collective outputs and social outcomes over time

The main changes to the collective outputs and social outcomes over time were related to the
desired outputs and outcomes (see also 13b):

1. Reframing of the problem: the collaborative partners succeeded in reframing the problem (i.e.,
shift from mobile banditry to human trafficking and smuggling) (Idem, p.99);

2. Gaining insights into the nature and scope of the problem: the collaborative partners
succeeded in conducting research on the nature and scope of the problem (i.e., two reports, one
on the socioeconomic conditions of the criminal families, and one on child exploitation) (Idem,
p.102);

3. Developing a problem-oriented approach: the collaborative partners succeed in developing
and operationalizing a problem-oriented approach (i.e., joint operation in Barcelona) (Idem,
p.105).

References
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S., De Jong, J., Groenleer, M.L.P. (Eds.). Gezocht: Pioniers. Strategische samenwerking in de
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	Q13: (a) Societal challenges and organizational issues
The main societal challenge is to stop internationally operating gangs that traffic, smuggle and exploit children (Cels et al., 2017, p.99). These gangs recruit children from poor families in South-East Europe and incorporate them into their ‘families’. The rules of these families are: 

1. The outside world is hostile;
2. There is nothing to expect from the police or social service organizations;
3. Stealing is a good thing to do; and,
4. You can only trust your family (Idem, p.100).

The gangs forced innocent children to beg and steal at central spots in various European cities, for example at train stations and market squares (Idem, p.100). This case is located in Amsterdam and Barcelona, but the collaborative partners acknowledged that the problem is much bigger. The partners knew that the gangs were also operating in Brussels, Rotterdam and Vienna. The flexibility of the gangs made it challenging for the collaborative partners to get a grip on the situation (Idem, p.103).

In contrast to the gangs, the public-sector organizations (i.e., local and national police and public prosecution service) that were involved in this project were less flexible. The various partners experienced that it was difficult to get support (i.e., extra capacity) from their supervisors for this project, which was seen as the main organizational issue (Idem, p.103).

(b) The stated ambitions and desired outputs and outcomes
The collaborative partners stated three ambitions:

1. Reframing the problem: the main problem is not the stealing and begging children, but the internationally operating gangs that force them to do so. In other words, the crime fighters should not focus on mobile banditry, but on human trafficking and smuggling and the related criminal exploitation of children (Idem, p.101);

2. Gaining insights into the nature and scope of the problem: the collaborative partners had no idea about the modus operandi of the gangs and therefore aimed to get insights into the nature and size of the problem (i.e., how many gangs and children are involved in these practices; and, how do they operate) (Idem, p.102);

3. Developing a problem-oriented approach: the collaborative partners worked together in an unconventional manner (i.e., collaboration between various public-sector organizations) and therefore had to develop a new, problem-oriented approach to tackle the societal problem they faced (Idem, p.103).

(c) How these challenges, issues and ambitions evolved during the period observed
The societal challenge, organizational issue and stated ambitions did not evolve during the period observed (Cels et al., 2017, pp.99-106). 
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	Q21: (a) The prehistory and past interactions of participants
The original case description (Cels et al., 2017, pp.99-106) did not provide any information on the prehistory and past interactions of participants. However, what does become clear is that they met each other at a meeting of the Expertise Center on Human Trafficking and Smuggling in January 2015 (Idem, p.101). 

(b) How the collaboration was initiated
The national public prosecutor on human trafficking and people smuggling announced his idea to start a collective fight against gangs that traffic and smuggle children and force them to do criminal acts. This announcement was made at a meeting of the Expertise Center on Human Trafficking and Smuggling in January 2015. Directly afterwards, a policeman (local police, focus: region Amsterdam) and a chief of the police (national police, focus: division alien identification and human trafficking) joint the project. A few months later, another chief of the police (national police, focus: division human trafficking and smuggling) also became part of the team (Idem, p.101). Thus, in total four public professionals and their respective organizations were involved in the collaboration.

(c) The sense of interdependence between participants and the incentives to collaborate
The original case description (Cels et al., 2017, pp.99-106) provides little information about this issue. However, it seems that the participants to some extent felt a sense of interdependence, for they were willing to collaborate. Together, they, for example, held presentations and briefings to inform other public professionals about their collaborative project (Idem, p.101).
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	Q29: The collaborative forum started with just four participants, namely a public prosecutor, a policeman and two chiefs of the national police (focus: alien identification & human trafficking; and, human trafficking & smuggling) (see also 21b). Through them, their respective (public) organizations responsible for criminal investigations and prosecutions were involved. One of the respondents said: “We had a small but highly motivated team” (Idem, p.101). 

Thereafter, the collaborative partners contacted other stakeholders in the field (e.g., the Salvation Army, the Municipality of Amsterdam, a local care center, the Administration of Criminal Justice and Protection of Juveniles, the Repatriation and Departure Service, the Ministry of Safety and Justice, the Municipality of Amsterdam) that could help them to provide housing and needed care for the children. These stakeholders held regular meetings (i.e., once every two months) to inform each other about the process and the progress of the collaborative project (Idem, p.104).

The significant change in the institutional architecture of the collaboration is the number of public and non-governmental organizations involved. As written before, the project started with four collaborative partners (e.g., police and public prosecution service), but gained support from other professionals operating in other public and not-for-profit domains (e.g., local government, social work and youth care) later on (see also 29b). This support was an important factor in the success of the international action that was undertaken by the police and the public prosecution service (see also 61a).   
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	Q37: (a) The form and style of leadership within the collaboration
The original case description (Cels et al., 2017, pp.99-106) did not provide any information on the form and style of leadership within the collaboration. The national public prosecutor that initiated the collaboration played an important role during the process in bringing together others, and keeping them motivated. 

 (b) The dynamics and impact of leadership on the collaborative process
The original case description (Cels et al., 2017, pp.99-106) did not provide any information on the dynamics and impact of leadership on the collaborative process. 

(c) Changes in the leadership dynamics in the period observed
The original case description (Cels et al., 2017, pp.99-106) did not provide any information on the changes in the leadership dynamics in the period observed.
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	Q47: (a) The collaborative process in terms of how the actors interacted with each other
The original case description (Cels et al., 2017, pp.99-106) did not provide any information on the interaction of the actors.

(b) How they formulated and achieved shared outcomes
The original case description (Cels et al., 2017, pp.99-106) did not provide much information on how the collaborative partners formulated and achieved shared outcomes. However, what is known is that they did formulate three desired shared outcomes, namely (1) reframing the problem; (2) gaining insights into the nature and size of the problem; and (3) developing a problem-oriented approach (Idem, pp.101-103). Furthermore, it seems that the partners (to some extent) achieved these outcomes. First, they created awareness among various stakeholders of the miserable situation of the children (i.e., reframing the problem). Second, they conducted research on the nature and scope of the problem (i.e., gaining insights). And finally, they carried out a successful international operation in which they traced an internationally operating gang, arrested two of its leaders and saved several children that were involved in these criminal practices (i.e., developing a problem-oriented approach) (Idem, pp.101-103).

(c) How the process changed over the period observed
In line with the desired outcomes (see 47b), the collaborative process can be divided into three different steps. First, the initiator had to gain support for the project and therefore had to reframe the problem (Idem, p.101). Second, after gaining some support, the collaborative partners had to obtain insights into the phenomenon and therefore conducted two studies on the nature and scope of the problem (Idem, p.102). Thirdly, the collaborative partners and its stakeholders carried out an international operation to realize a first quick win (Idem, p.103). 
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	Q54: (a) How the goals of the collaboration were formulated and monitored
As mentioned before, the collaboration formulated three desired outcomes (or goals) right from the start. These were (1) reframing the problem; (2) gaining insights in the nature and scope of the problem; and (3) developing a problem-oriented approach (see also 13b and 47b). Nothing was mentioned about the monitoring of the goals of the collaboration (Cels et al., 2017, pp.99-106).

(b) How the participants, elected officials, oversight bodies, and citizens held the collaboration to account
The original case description (Cels et al., 2017, pp.99-106) did not provide any information on how the participants, elected officials, oversight bodies and citizens held the collaboration to account.

(c) How these dynamics changed over the period observed
Interestingly, the number of stakeholders involved increased over the period observed. One may expect that this did change the dynamics, but nothing was explicitly mentioned about this in the original case description (Cels et al., 2017, pp.99-106).
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	Q61: (a) The output of the collaboration in terms of results produced by the collaborative governance process
The main output of the collaboration in terms of results produced by the collaborative governance process was the joint operation in Barcelona. Because of the insights that were gained about the gangs and their modus operandi and the support that was gained from various stakeholders for the international operation, the collaborative partners were able to trace a gang, arrest two of its leaders and save several innocent children (Cels et al., 2017, p.99). This quick win received national media attention and was seen as a first success of the collaborative process (Idem, pp.105).

 (b) The outcomes in terms of the impact on problem solving, goal achievement and legitimacy, taking into account any unintended consequences
The collaborative partners acknowledged that it is difficult to determine what the impact of this joint operation was in terms of the impact on problem solving, goal achievement and legitimacy. They had their first success (see also 61a), but they still had no grip on the internationally operating gangs (Idem, p.100). This may have the effect of displacing the problem rather than resolving it (Idem, p.106). Moreover, in spite of these short term successes, it remained difficult to obtain additional operational capacity to further develop the approach and extend the collaboration

(c) The changes to collective outputs and social outcomes over time
The main changes to the collective outputs and social outcomes over time were related to the desired outputs and outcomes (see also 13b):
1. Reframing of the problem: the collaborative partners succeeded in reframing the problem (i.e., shift from mobile banditry to human trafficking and smuggling) (Idem, p.99);
2. Gaining insights into the nature and scope of the problem: the collaborative partners succeeded in conducting research on the nature and scope of the problem (i.e., two reports, one on the socioeconomic conditions of the criminal families, and one on child exploitation) (Idem, p.102); 
3. Developing a problem-oriented approach: the collaborative partners succeed in developing and operationalizing a problem-oriented approach (i.e., joint operation in Barcelona) (Idem, p.105).
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