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COLLABORATIVE GOVERNANCE 
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 

• 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.

• 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.

• 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.  
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1. General case information

1. Please provide a unique name for the case you are describing.

2. Please provide your name, institutional affiliation, and email address.
Case author(s)

Institution / University
Email address first author

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

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

5. Please specify the type of data collection methods you used.
Methods Used
Documents 
Interviews 
Observations Social 
network data 
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).

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

observed 
Middle of period 

observed 
End of period 

observed 

Local 
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
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2. Main case characteristics

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

□Agriculture

□Culture/Leisure

□Economy & Trade

□Education

□Environment & Climate

□Infrastructure & Planning

□Public Health

□Security & Public Safety

□Social/Employment Policy

□Technology & Transport

□ Other, namely …………. 

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 
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 

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

Develop a regulatory framework for a 
policy domain or industry 

Create innovative solutions in existing 
policies, programs, practices  

Increase efficiency by lowering costs or 
boosting benefits 

Increase effectiveness by increasing 
impact of interventions  

Increase legitimacy and support among 
different constituents 

Organize crisis and emergency 
planning, response and/or recovery 

Create holding environment to contain 
conflict among stakeholders  

Other, namely: 

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 
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 

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

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

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

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

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.
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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 

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 

1 2 3 4 5 

16. How was the collaboration first initiated? Please select one option.

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 

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 

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 5 

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?



6 
 

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. 
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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 

    

 
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 

observed 
Middle of period 

observed 
End of period  

observed 
Don’t 
know 

Political organizations / politicians     
Public organizations / civil servants     
Private, for-profit organizations     
Private, non-profit organizations     
Citizens / informal citizen groups     
 
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  

 
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  

 
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  

 
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  

 
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? 
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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 
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5. Leadership 

30. Characterize the locus of leadership roles in the collaborative process 
Locus of leadership Start of period 

observed 
Middle of period 

observed 
End of period 

observed 
Don’t 
know 

One lead actor 
A few lead actors 
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 

observed 
Middle of period 

observed 
End of period  

observed 
Don’t 
know 

Political organizations / politicians     
Public organizations / civil servants     
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  

 
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 5  

 
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  

 
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  

 
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? 
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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. 
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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  

 

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  

 

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  

 

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  

 

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  

 

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  

 

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  

 

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  

 

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? 
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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. 
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7. Accountability 

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  

 
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  

 
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  

 
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 

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  

Elected politicians     

Oversight bodies (e.g. auditors, courts)     

Civil society organizations     

Affected and/or concerned citizens     
 
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 

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  

Elected politicians     

Oversight bodies (e.g. auditors, courts)     

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? 
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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. 
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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 
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  

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

    

Develop a regulatory framework for a 
policy domain or industry 

    

Create innovative solutions in existing 
policies, programs, practices  

    

Increase efficiency by lowering costs or 
boosting benefits 

    

Increase effectiveness by increasing 
impact of interventions  

    

Increase legitimacy and support among 
different constituents 

    

Organize crisis and emergency 
planning, response and/or recovery 

    

Create holding environment to contain 
conflict among stakeholders  

    

Other, namely: 
 

    

 
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 

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  

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

Develop novel products or services for 
clients and partners 

    

Develop novel production processes for 
producing products or services 

    

Novel ways of coordinating between 
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 

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  

Built support and legitimacy for 
investing in future collaborations 

    

Built joint operational capacity for 
solving future problems and challenges 

    

Created positive unintended societal 
consequences 

    

Created negative unintended societal 
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 

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  

Participants in the collaboration     

Elected politicians     

Oversight bodies (e.g. auditors, courts)     

Civil society organizations     

Affected and/or concerned citizens     
 

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? 
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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. 
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(a) societal challenges and organizational issues

- The lack of public and political awareness of human trafficking as an urgent yet persistent societal problem, also or perhaps especially so in the Netherlands;
- The limited cooperation within government and between public-sector and private-sector organizations in the fight against this problem;
- The dominant focus on repressive action and enforcement of criminal law as solutions to the problem;
- The difficulty to measure real successes in the fight against human trafficking, beyond arrests, court cases, sentences etc.;
- The lack of appropriate skills among public prosecutors to innovate in the fight against human trafficking.

(b) stated ambitions and desired outputs and outcomes

- Changing public perception about human trafficking in order to garner political support;
- Realizing collaboration among public-sector organizations and engaging private-sector organizations to collectively fight against human trafficking;
- Balancing the effort to prosecute perpetrators with efforts to protect victims and prevent human trafficking, especially under resource constraints;
- Measuring successes in novel ways;
- Equipping the new generation of public prosecutors with the skills to operate innovatively in an increasingly complex law enforcement environment.

(c) evolution of challenges, issues and ambitions during the period observed

Challenges, issues and ambitions evolved over time, throughout the three cases. At the start of the period discussed in the case study, the focus was primarily on creating awareness for human trafficking as an urgent, yet persistent societal problem and increasing public and political support for the fight against this problem. Thereafter, the public prosecutors focused on bringing together the public and private partners that could help them to investigate and prosecute perpetrators of human trafficking, and, beyond that, to jointly develop an approach that was more preventative. This also raised issues around measuring effects (Waardenburg et al. 2018) and, more broadly, with regard to public problem solving and the collaborative process (Waardenburg et al., forthcoming). 
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	Q21: (a) the prehistory and past interactions of participants

The three public prosecutors had been working with each other before as part of their regular jobs. Other potential participants were invited to join the collective crime fight, among others during a meeting in which one of them, a chief public prosecutor, presented shocking photos and stories about human trafficking in the Netherlands to high-level representatives of various Dutch law enforcement authorities (Groenleer & De Jong, 2013, p.4). Relevant private-sector partners (i.e., hotels, landlords, physicians, abortion clinics) were approached per case. 

(b) how the collaboration was initiated

After the publication of a U.S. Department of State’s (2005) Trafficking in Persons Report, which showed that the Netherlands could do much more in fighting human trafficking, especially for its 25,000 commercial sex workers, of whom an estimated 50 to 80 percent were trafficking victims, the protagonists posed the question: why had their efforts to tackle this problem been so inadequate (Groenleer & De Jong, 2013, p.3)? This set in motion the three consecutive cases described in the case study.

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

Right from the start, the initiators found that a host of public and private parties, either consciously or unconsciously, facilitate human trafficking (Ibid, p.3). They therefore aimed at developing a novel, integrated approach in which there would be close cooperation with both public-sector and private-sector parties (Ibid, p.4). A key incentive for these parties to collaborate was the media attention that was generated to put the human trafficking problem on the public and political agenda (Ibid, p.4). This was an effective incentive, as none of the public and private parties wanted to be seen as an enabler of human trafficking. 

(d) any significant changes over time in the period observed

The interaction between the three public prosecutors did not significantly change over time, apart from changes in their own positions (one of them became the chief of the Public Prosecution Service). At all periods observed the Dutch Public Prosecution Service took the lead in the collaboration with other parties. The prosecutors invited other public-sector and private-sector parties to join the team if they thought that it was necessary to do so. As a result, the composition of the collaboration varied per case. 

Groenleer, M.L.P., De Jong, J. (2013). Wanted: Partners. The Challenges of Pioneering a Novel Approach to Fighting Human Trafficking in the Netherlands. Discussion Case for the U.S.-Netherlands Dialogue on Human Trafficking (report). Retrieved from: https://repository.tudelft.nl/islandora/object/uuid:d241cef6-25dd-4c12-a456-6e042ca02fa3?collection=research 
	Q29: (a) The ground rules of the collaboration

The following ground rules can be derived from the three follow-up cases:
- Potential public and private partners need to be relevant, able and willing to fight against human trafficking;
- All partners that are involved in the operational action need to support the action that the collaboration is going to undertake (and otherwise the action plan needs to be rediscussed, see Irina.com case) (Groenleer & De Jong, 2013, p.2);
- All partners that are involved in the operational action share knowledge and expertise with each other (Idem, p.4);
- Both repressive and preventative repertoires need to be represented in the collaboration (Idem, p.3);
- Media attention is attracted to gain public and political support for the actions;

(b) The inclusiveness of the collaborative forum(s)

Little information is given about the inclusiveness of the collaborative forum(s). It seems that the public and private partners relevant to the problem definition were included in the operations that are discussed in the case study. However, for the second case (i.e., Irina.com), it turned out that some important private partners (i.e., international hotel groups) were not included at the outset, but agreed on a partnership later on (Idem, pp.6-7).

(c) The transparency of decision making within the collaborative forum(s)

Few insights are provided into the transparency of the decision making within the collaborative forum(s). However, in the second case (i.e., Irina.com case) it seemed that something went wrong in the decision-making process, because one of the main public partners (i.e., police) threatened to withdraw their support just a few hours before the launch of an action (Idem, p.2). The reason for the police to react in this way is that they did not know whether this problem, illegal hotel prostitution, was a real problem at all; whether this was an appropriate role for them to take; how the public would respond to this action; and how the media would influence the future relationships between the police and the hotels (Idem, p.2). This example shows that some fundamental dilemmas were not tackled during the decision-making process.

(d) Any significant changes in the institutional architecture of collaboration over time

The institutional architecture of the collaboration did not significantly change over time. In all three cases there was a so-called ‘on-the-fly collaboration’, which means that the groups were temporary, fluid and diffuse and that various partners connected because of a shared interest. The reason for the public and private partners to join the collaboration was because of their shared interest in the fight against human trafficking.
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	Q37: (a) The form and style of leadership within the collaboration

Not so much is written about the form and style of leadership within the collaboration in the case study of Groenleer & De Jong (2013). However, it seems that the three leading figures of the Dutch Public Prosecution Service acted as the (informal) leaders of the collective fight against organized crime. For the second case, it is mentioned that there were ‘lengthy’ discussions between onee of the public prosecutors and the leader of the police team (Idem, p.5). We therefore suppose that in this case there was a shared leadership role between these two persons.

(b) The dynamics and impact of leadership on the collaborative process
Too little information is provided to describe the dynamics and impact of leadership on the collaborative process.

(c) The changes in the leadership dynamics in the period observed
There was no real change 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 collaborative process differed per case. 

- Sneep case: in this case there was an operational cooperation between the Dutch Public Prosecution Service and the investigation partners. According to these partners, they did not know exactly what their new roles entailed and therefore quickly returned to old ways of working. Besides, the partners felt that the collaboration caused a lot of fuss and that they were held responsible to clean up the mess (Groenleer & De Jong, 2013, p.4). In short, in this process there was some room for improvement in the interaction between the various actors.
- Irina.com case: in this case there was an intense interaction between the leader of the public prosecution team and the leader of the police team. These two persons had weekly meetings and during these appointments they shared thoughts on their ambitions and actions (Idem, pp.5-6). After the operation, some international hotels and the Dutch Hotel and Restaurant Association joined the collaboration. Together, they developed an instructional video and organized a symposium on illegal hotel prostitution (Idem, p.7).
- Philippine sailors case: in this case one public prosecutor took the lead and contacted several relevant public partners about the human trafficking issue that was under investigation. As a result, the Water Police, the Dutch Embassy in Manila, the Social Security Agency and the Dutch Immigration and Naturalization Service were involved in the operation (Idem, p.8). In contrast to the hotel sector, the inland shipping sector has not become a partner of the law enforcement(Idem, p.9).

(b) How they formulated and achieved shared outcomes
Too little information was given to find out how the desired outcomes were formulated. About the achieved shared outcomes, the following can be found:

- Sneep case: a joint operation led to the first arrests and six defendants were eventually found guilty of human trafficking, receiving sentences varying from eight months to eight years. Besides, there was quite some media attention for these arrests and therefore the issue entered the political agenda in a number of major Dutch cities (Idem, p.4).
- Irina.com case: a joint ‘naming and shaming’ operation led to a text message to all phone numbers that contacted Irina.com and to three-day during action in several hotels with actresses and pseudo-clients who sent signals of illegal prostitution (Idem, p.6). This action caused a lot of media attention.
- Philippine sailors case: the collaboration led to an unannounced inspection of a large number of ships, but no exploited Philippine sailors were found. Again, journalists were informed about this operation, but they arrived at the very beginning which hindered the policemen from doing their job. Despite the fact that there we no enslaved seamen found, an employment agency faced charges. 

(c) How the process changed over the period observed
The changes in the collaborative process differed per case.

- Sneep case: the process did not change so much over time.
- Irina.com case: the hotel sector joined the collaboration after the three-day during action.
- Philippine Sailors case: the process did not change so much over time.
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	Q54: (a) How the goals of the collaboration were formulated and monitored

Too little information is given about how the goals of the collaboration were formulated. However, as stated at 13b (stated ambitions) and at 29a (ground rules), there were some shared ideas about where the teams aimed for and on what rules their acting was based. Then, about the monitoring of the goals, there was briefly mentioned that in the first case (i.e., Sneep case) team members evaluated the collaboration and their new roles (Groenleer & De Jong, 2013, p.4). For the Irina.com case, it turned out that the operation was both successful (i.e., less signs of illegal hotel prostitution) and unsuccessful (i.e., the prostitution probably continued, but now in other places – such as holiday resorts – and in other European countries – such as Germany and the UK) (Idem, p.7). Ultimately, for the Philippine sailors case, the signals of exploitation dropped, but there was no sense of urgency created within the shipping sector (Idem, p.9).

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

Due to the media attention that was generated, both elected officials and citizens were informed about the crime fighting operations (Idem, p.3). This also enabled the collaboration to render account to public and private partners for their actions and operations.

(c) How these dynamics changed over the period observed

Unknown.
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	Q61: (a) The output of the collaboration in terms of results produced by the collaborative governance process 

In all three cases, the collaborative governance processes took the stated ambitions (13b) as a starting point and developed operations around them.

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

The operations had a positive impact on problem solving and goal achievement, but also had unintended effects. One of the public prosecutors admitted that the signs of illegal hotel prostitution perhaps had subsided, but sexual exploitation continued. And the number of Philippine sailors being trafficked into the Netherlands may have decreased, but there are signs that sailors have gone to other countries instead, perhaps to be exploited there (Groenleer & De Jong, 2013, p.10). 

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

Seven years after the start (2005-2011), the following results were realized. First, the public and political awareness of the human trafficking problem has increased. This problem is not solely related to sexual exploitation, but also to other forms of modern slavery (e.g., sailors, au pairs, agricultural workers) (Ibid, p.9). Second, the novel, integrated approach has been institutionalized in a National Task Force on Human Trafficking in 2008. In this Task Force a variety of public partners work together in the fight against human trafficking practices (Ibid, p.9). Third, the number of reported victims has increased, and the number of prosecutions has remained constant. In both cases, it is unknown whether this is the result of the operations as described above (Ibid, p.9). Ultimately, the Dutch Public Prosecution Service has learned a lot about the victims, perpetrators and enablers of trafficking, and about collaborations with public and private partners and the role of media (p.10).
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