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Panel 1: Behavioral public administration 
By Rosanna Nagtegaal (Universiteit Utrecht), Marija Aleksovska (Universiteit Utrecht), 
Robin Bouwman (Universiteit Utrecht) and Peter Kruyen (Radboud Universiteit) 

Various scholars have called to integrate psychological research within the study of public 
administration (e.g. Simon, 1947; Downs, 1976). Recently, an increasing number of scholars use 
psychological insights and methods to understand key public administration challenges 
(Grimmelikhuijsen, Jilke, Leth Olsen, & Tummers, 2017). The upcoming stream of literature that 
could be considered behavioral public administration (BPA) is growing steadily.  

Theoretically, public administration scholars have increasingly start to borrow and extend theories 
from the field of psychology and micro-economics. Some examples are published in the inaugural 
issue of the ‘Journal of Behavioral Public Administration. Taxpayers can, for instance, be ‘nudged’ 
by simplification of the documentation of tax reminders (John & Blume, 2018) and organizational 
attachment of employees who feel influential is unchanged, or even reinforced, in response to 
negative reputation signals (Gilad, Ben-Nun Bloom, & Assouline, 2018).  

Methodologically, public administration scholars have recognized the potential of experiments as 
an advancement of the methodological tool-kit of public administration (Bouwman & 
Grimmelikhuijsen, 2016; James, Jilke, & Ryzin 2017; Margetts, 2011). Most importantly, 
experimental research enables systematic research of causation. This panel welcome papers which 
use such designs. Moreover, we are also open to other methodological innovations such as diary 
studies, critical incident analysis, text mining and even functional magnetic reasoning imaging 
(fMRI) to increase understanding of the relationship between psychology and public 
administration.  

This panel focuses on the use of psychological insights within the field of public administration. 
This includes attitudes and judgments of citizens, the behavior of citizens and public servants 
and the interaction of public sector actors at micro level. Therefore, the central question we pose 
is:  

How can we understand the attitudes and behavior of individual citizens, civil servants, and 
elected officials in the public domain?  

We invite two types of submissions: regular full papers and research design papers.  
The latter are shorter papers that only consist of introduction, theory and methods. This way 
researchers are encouraged to receive feedback early in the research process, at a time where 
changes in the design are still possible and useful.  

In this panel, we welcome:  
- Papers that focus on psychological theories within the realm of public sector organizations  
- Papers that employ sophisticated methods using the experimental logic of enquiry and other 
techniques of measurement  
- Papers that focus on the discrepancy between (self) reported and actual behavior within the 
realm of public sector organizations  
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- Papers that test the validity of macro-level public administration theories with micro-level 
(individual) data 
- Papers that investigate the effects of choice architecture, organizational structure and practices 
on behavior in the public sector  
- Papers that develop and test psychometrically sound measurement-instruments, conduct meta-
analyses or study the effects of experimental interventions.  

In terms of topics, we – for instance - welcome papers that focus on:  
- Citizen-state interactions  
- Judgment and decision-making in public organizations  
- Citizen satisfaction and trust in government  
- The interpretation of performance information by citizens/public managers  
- The effects of administrative reforms on citizens/public employees  
- The use of behavioral science by and on public officials (for instance through nudges) 
- Psychology of and pressures on public employees  

This panel is related to the Public Management sub-theme of the NIG research program. 
Specifically, our panel is linked to the knowledge goal of Public Management in Professional 
Organizations as this panel aims to attract papers that study interactions with and attitudes towards 
actions of public organizations. Moreover, this panel is loosely connected to the Evaluation of 
impacts of public management reforms as reforms often have impacts at the individual level: 
public servants and citizens.  
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Panel 2: Ethics and Public Policy

Conveners: 

Toon Kerkhoff (UL), Institute of Public Administration, Faculty of Governance and Global 
Affairs, Turfmarkt 99, 2511 DP The Hague. Tel.: +31 (0)70 800 9484. E: 
a.d.n.kerkhoff@fgga.leidenuniv.nl 

Andrei Poama (UL), Institute of Public Administration, Faculty of Governance and Global 
Affairs, Turfmarkt 99, 2511 DP The Hague. Tel.: +31 (0)70 8009065, E: 
a.poama@fgga.leidenuniv.nl

Patrick Overeem (VU Amsterdam), Faculty of Social Sciences,  Political Science and Public 
Administration, Main Building VU, 2E-72, De Boelelaan 1101, 1081 HV Amsterdam, E: 
p.overeem@vu.nl

The panel: topics and focus 

Individual transgressions as well as structural wrongs in politics, policy, and public 
administration have led to much continuous attention for the moral quality of 
governance. Current normative ethical theory on the quality of government and 
governance for example focuses on such topics as (anti-)corruption, integrity, public 
value(s), the normative foundations of government, ethical decision-making or moral 
disagreement in controversial policy areas. Ethical questions on what is right or wrong 
behavior and policy are among the most salient and important issues in current political 
science and public administration. Under the heading of the Ethics and Public Policy 
(broadly construed) we therefore invite papers that fall within the following three 
specific topic areas:  

1. Ethics of public policy. Papers can discuss ethics concerning the normative
foundations of particular governance systems: e.g., what should be the moral
principles underlying criminal justice systems, health care systems, educational
systems, etcetera in liberal democracies? How should we think about the scope
and limits of state responsibilities in such areas?
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2. Corruption, anti-corruption and integrity in governance. Papers can address
conceptual difficulties but also the actual functioning and management of
integrity and anti-corruption on an international, national, organizational and
individual level.

3. Political theory related to ‘good governance’. Papers can cover the study and/or
use of concepts such as justice, legitimacy, and power by linking normative
theory (i.e. a reflection on political-administrative values) to positive theory (i.e.
the study of how values can be achieved by institutions) and the intellectual
history of political thought from ancient times to the present.

Within the focus of the panel a variety of approaches is welcome: papers can be mono-, 
or multi-disciplinary and can be purely meant to serve methodological, theoretical, 
philosophical and/or empirical functions. Papers can be quantitative, qualitative or both. 

Fit with NIG research themes 
The approach and content of this panel fit well with all four NIG research themes. This is 
unsurprising, as the moral quality of governance is a theme that permeates most, if not 
all, of PA scholarship. However, there is a particular fit with theme 3 and, only 
somewhat less directly, theme 1. We clearly fit within theme 3 (Political institutions and 
democracy) considering research on political institutions and democracy, including 
themes such as representation, legitimacy, and integrity. And we fit within theme 1 
(Multi-level governance and Europe) considering research on accountability and 
transparency in multi-level governance settings, such as the legitimacy of EU and nation 
state relations, anti-corruption efforts of EU, OECD or the UN, or the legitimacy of and 
trust in supranational institutions and legislation. 



Panel 3: Critical and interpretive public administration. 
Applying and reflecting on CIPA research 

On behalf of the NIG Colloquium Critical and Interpretive Public Administration. 

Mark van Ostaijen1, Joram Feitsma2, Lars Dorren3, Willem Trommel4 

Aim and theme 
The aim of this panel is to discuss critical and/or interpretive studies in public administration 
research in an approach-focused setting. Often, researchers employing critical or interpretative 
methods are one of their kind in the panels they visit, as these are often organized by topic 
rather than approach. By explicitly focusing on critical and interpretive approaches, this panel 
provides a space of reflection for critical and interpretative PA scholars. 

Critical public administration or political science primarily aims to make theoretical 
contributions. It is a reflective and normative approach that explicitly scrutinizes and questions 
the hegemonic paradigms and (implicit) values that inform both theory and practice of public 
administration (Burawoy, 2005; Bovens, 2016; Karré et al. 2017). It is a branch of public 
administration that aims to speak ‘truth to power’ by drawing on critical thinking as articulated 
by sociologists (Trommel, 2018). 

Interpretive approaches to public administration focus on ‘the meanings of policies, on 
the values, feelings and/or beliefs which they express, and on the processes by which those 
meanings are communicated to and “read” by various audiences’ (Yanow, 1996, pp. 8-9). 
Interpretive studies tend to be strongly grounded in fieldwork, with scholars studying the 
different levels of administrative, political, or organizational life up close and personal. They 
zoom in on daily practices, routines and interactions of diverse actors – whether that be 
representatives, public managers, policy makers, frontline workers, citizens on the receiving 
end – typically zooming in on the sense-making, framing or storytelling they engage in  
(Rhodes et al, 2007; Yanow, 1996; Yanow, 2000; Van Hulst & Yanow, 2016; Rhodes, 2011).  

Critical and interpretive research in public administration encompass a wide array of 
research and researchers. To some, they go hand in hand. Others portray themselves as engaging 
in one, but not necessarily the other. Nonetheless, critical and interpretive scholars may find 
each other in a shared ambition to explore, at a fundamental level, the way in which actors 
‘construct the world through acting on beliefs they also construct’ (Bevir & Rhodes, 2010, p. 
73). It is this critical or reflexive stance towards knowledge production that both strands of 
research share. Both problematize the idea of the objectively knowable (Wagenaar & Cook, 
2011). 

This panel is part of the NIG Colloquium Critical and Interpretive Public Administration. This 
colloquium was established in 2019 and aims to ‘further develop and improve interpretive and 
critical approaches in terms of content, method and output and more firmly establish them 
within the landscape of public administration research.’ This panel is one of the platforms to 
give substance to that ambition.  

1 Tilburg University, Tilburg School of Governance, m.vanostaijen@tilburguniversity.edu  
2 Utrecht University, Utrecht University School of Governance, J.N.P.Feitsma@uu.nl  
3 University of Antwerp, Research group Politics & Public Governance, lars.dorren@uantwerpen.be 
4 Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam, Department of Public Administration & Political Science, w.a.trommel@vu.nl 

https://www.utwente.nl/en/nig/research/colloquia/colloquiadetails/nig-colloquium-critical-and-interpretive-public-administration/#research-agenda-outline-background
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Contributions 
This panel welcomes two types of contributions: applied contributions and reflexive 
contributions. Applied contributions explicitly apply a critical or interpretive approach. 
Examples could be a discourse analysis of climate policy, an ethnographic study of information 
use in policy processes, or a reflection of government practice through the lens of Habermas’ 
theories on democratic processes.  

Reflexive contributions question what doing ‘interpretive’ or ‘critical’ public 
administration research means or should mean. What kinds of questions, discussions and 
diagnoses suit these types of studies? What differentiates them from other research approaches? 
How do they relate to one another, and how do or should they relate to the practice they are 
being applied to? 

We also welcome papers that combine both angles, in other words, which include an 
applied study and by its application reflect on its reflexive or critical potential for the field of 
PA. It is at this intersection that we aim to continue the collective conversation (e.g. see Van 
Putten & Trommel, 2018) about the value of CIPA research and bring the NIG/PA community 
further. 
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Panel 4: Governance challenges in multi-level, multi-actor collaborations 
Administrators, citizens, NGOs, firms, knowledge institutes and other stakeholders face increasingly 
complex governance challenges (Koppenjan & Klijn, 2004; 2015). Pressing contemporary issues off 
climate change, energy transitions, circular economies, transformation of agriculture, food production 
& nature conservation, water management, crime fighting, housing market accessibility and healthcare 
affordability are only some examples. Such challenges touch upon economic, social and 
environmental tensions, thereby exceeding the problem solving capacity of the state alone (Lodge & 
Wegrich, 2014). Moreover, they are persistent: there is no single problem definition or solution due to 
ever changing technological, social and economic contexts (Voß & Kemp, 2015; Head and Alford, 
2013). 

While the scope, domain and scale of such challenges may vary, solutions largely depend on joint and 
interdisciplinary action from multiple actors. Governmental actors that are typically involved may be 
situated in different layers of government ranging from local to international (Hooghe & Marks, 2016). 
Some challenges are tackled at a regional level, for instance when they require tailor-made 
approaches based on local knowledge (De Leeuw & Groenleer, 2018), whereas other issues 
transcend national borders and hence require international attention. The task of tackling complex 
challenges cannot be appointed to a specific governmental level, however. Consequently, 
responsibilities are shared by a variety of stakeholders, including non-state and non-professional 
actors (Thomann et al., 2018).   

A wide variety of actors including citizens, civil society, private firms and others have taken up 
initiatives themselves to fill in for policy gaps governments are unable to fill. As such, there is now a 
shared recognition that public value is inherently co-created not only by government, but also by other 
sectors, organizations and actors, often in collaborative partnership (Crosby et al., 2017; Bryson et al., 
2017; Page et al., 2015; Vangen et al., 2015; Waardenburg et al, 2019). 

As challenges are not clustered within single organizational boundaries but in multi-level, multi-actor 
(collaborative) and multi-sectoral contexts (Head and Alford, 2013) instead, awareness of such 
contexts is growing. In public administration, collaborations in different shapes and combinations are 
widely recognized for their potential in addressing complex challenges. How to achieve alignment in 
actions across levels, actors and sectors is by no means straightforward, however. Therefore, the 
mechanisms and principles that make multi-level, multi-actor governance work in practice remain an 
important area of research. Specifically, governance challenges that rise from multi-level and multi-
actor collaborations need to be studied more systematically in order to advance both theory and 
practice.  

Since the multiplicity of problem perspectives typically present in multi-level and multi-actor 
collaborations adds complexity to defining problem definitions and solutions, the coordination of 
actions, resources and stakeholders introduces substantive challenges for administrators. The aim of 
this panel is to gather researchers that focus on understanding processes of multi-level, multi-actor 
governance and the challenges that it brings along for those involved in these processes. 

Papers that aim to bridge science-policy practice-society by drawing lessons for policymakers and/or 
developing a more systematic (comparative) perspective on multi-level, multi-actor governance 
approaches and challenges between policy domains, organizations, countries and intergovernmental 
initiatives are especially welcome.  

Other possible topics include (though not exhaustive): 



• Multi-level, multi-actor governance arrangements in response to complex challenges in
practice and their contribution to the advancement of PA theory

• How multi-level, multi-actor governance arrangements achieve public value through co-
creation, reduce social complexity and contribute to policy innovation

• The role of non-state stakeholders such as citizens or civil society organizations in creating
new governance arrangements to tackle complex challenges

• Implications for the role of government in multi-level, multi-actor governance settings
• Implications for research: epistemological and ontological considerations, methodological

innovations, and role/position of research institutes and researchers (boundary workers,
securing independency, and authority of science)

Panel organizers: 

• Prof. dr. Martijn Groenleer (TiU), head of the Politics and Public Administration section and
director of the Tilburg Center for Regional Law and Governance (TiREG),
M.L.P.Groenleer@uvt.nl

• Dr. Femke Verwest (PBL), senior researcher, Deputy Head of the Department Nature and
Rural Areas, femke.verwest@pbl.nl

• Arlette van den Berg, MSc (TiU/PBL), PhD student, A.vdnBerg@uvt.nl
• Andrea Frankowski, MSc (TiU/NSOB), PhD student, a.f.s.frankowski@tilburguniversity.edu

Address Tilburg University:  
Tilburg Institute of Governance 
PO Box 90153 
room RP 106 
5000 LE Tilburg 

Address Planbureau voor de Leefomgeving (PBL): 
Postbus 30314 
2500 GH Den Haag 

Address Nederlandse School voor Openbaar Bestuur: 
Lange Voorhout 17 
2514 EB Den Haag 
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Panel 5: EUROPEAN SECURITY IN AN ERA OF TURMOIL 

PANEL ORGANIZERS 
Dr. Michal Onderco, Erasmus University Rotterdam (onderco@essb.eur.nl) 

Prof. Dr. Wolfgang Wagner, Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam (w.m.wagner@vu.nl) 

WHY THIS PANEL NOW 
In 2019, European security is facing challenges not seen since the end of the Cold War. Externally, the 

Atlantic Alliance has been rocked by the United States, Russia in the east is resurgent, and the instability 

to the South threatens to upend internal stability of European countries. Internally, the populist 

movements challenge the accepted status quo, and European countries start asking hard (and 

expensive) questions about the future of European defense. Questions which seemed dormant suddenly 

reappear – both more practical (whether about the future of nuclear deterrence in Europe, the role of 

norm promotion in the neighborhood, or what position to adopt towards the different crises in the 

Middle East); as well as more philosophical (what sort of power does Europe want/need to be? How 

should it ensure it has all the resources it needs? What other powers does it need?). 

For more than a decade, scholars have been engaged in the study of security in, of, and around Europe. 

New advances improved our understanding of how societal actors, such as political parties or non-

governmental organizations, influence security in Europe. Scholars have expanded our understanding of 

what actually security entails, and how security of one set of actors creates insecurity for another set of 

actors. We learnt a lot about the processes by which decisions are made, contested, and reinterpreted. 

This panel seeks to bring these insights together, but also move towards a creation of a more unified 

research agenda of studying security in Europe today.  

WHAT KIND OF PAPERS WE SEEK 
This panel seeks to attract papers which use innovative theoretical, methodological, or empirical lenses 

to study security in Europe today. We welcome papers which study actors, processes, attitudes, 

outcomes or consequences of particular policies as well as their impact on third parties. We are keen on 

having papers studying the so-called “hard security” questions, related to military, but also papers which 

take broader conceptualizations of security and focus on humanitarian action or development 

assistance. We also welcome papers focusing on third parties’ policies towards Europe. Papers aiming at 

speaking to policy audiences are particularly welcome.  

mailto:onderco@essb.eur.nl
mailto:w.m.wagner@vu.nl
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LINKAGE TO NIG SUB-THEMES 
The panel is linked to three NIG sub-themes: “Multi-level governance and Europe”, “Multi-actor 

governance in complexity” and “Political Institutions and Democracy”. 

The panel speaks to the first theme, because the governance of security in Europe inherently involved 

actors from multiple levels. Sub-national, national, and supra-national actors interact in deliberating, 

deciding, and enforcing decisions. By its interest in policy formulation and evolution, the paper speaks 

directly to the core topics of this theme. The panel is also interested in the impact of EU institutions on 

actors within and beyond the EU, as well as on the relations between different actors.  

The panel speaks to the second theme, as it is interested in the role of governance and democratic 

accountability in multi-actor networks which create and enforce policies. We are interested in how 

actors coordinate and manage their relations, and what role do non-state actors play in making and 

executing policies. 

Last but not least, our panel is relevant for the third theme, because it studies the issues of 

representation, legitimacy and integrity, by looking at the role of political parties, political institutions 

and representativeness in thinking and deciding about security.  



Panel 6: Algorithmic Governance 

Panel Chairs: Albert Meijer (UU) / Bram Klievink (LU) / Sarah Giest (LU) 

Introduction 

Artificial intelligence (AI) - a set of defined steps structured to process instructions/data to 
produce an output (Kitchin 2017) - plays a growing role in the public sector. Algorithms are 
being used to support judges, check taxes, identify risks, support policy-making, allocate and 
plan police capacity, etc. The promise of AI is an effective, efficient and more responsive 
public sector as well as bringing reliability and objectivity to uncertain policy procedures. As 
algorithms become embedded within public organizations, its use raises a set of questions 
that are yet to be fully addressed academically. Some of these questions have an evaluative 
character – does AI really make the public sector more effective? – while other questions have 
a more theoretical nature – how does the role of the street-level bureaucrat change with the 
use of AI? Some authors argue that AI radically alters the nature of the public sector and leads 
to algorithmic governance, based on its transformative and disruptive character (e.g. Beer, 
2009; Musiani, 2013). Specifically in the context of automating decisions however, others 
point towards the limitations of AI linked to a discussion around a lack of accountability and 
clarity how decisions are made (e.g. Diakopoulos 2013). This AI ‘black boxing’ includes 
applications in nudging behavior and structuring preferences in a certain way as well as 
identifying, sorting and classifying people. This panel aims to broadly explore and investigate 
the role, use and effects of AI in the public sector. 

Aims of the panel 

The panel is open to empirical papers but also for more normative and reflective ‘thought 
pieces’. We aim to engage in an academic debate on AI-related innovations, their 
opportunities, challenges and effects in a public governance context to assess to what extent 
they really are transformative. 

Topics include but are not limited to: 
- AI applications in the public sector 
- AI and policy monitoring and analytics 
- Smart cities 
- Organizational consequences of AI in government  
- Big data analytics for policy making 
- Digital innovations and innovation management in the public sector 
- Public values in relationship to AI 
- Public sector information management 
- AI implementation cases and strategies 
- Regulatory issues related to AI 
- The politics of algorithms, including the emergence of new professionals 
- The dynamics of ‘networked’ decision-making in relationship to AI 
- The impact of AI on democratic values and the governance thereof  
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Panel 7: Going East in the European Union: why are democratic and 
administrative governance reforms important? 

This panel provides a space to explore the factors affecting the effectiveness  and sustainability of the 
democratization process and public administration reforms in Central and Eastern Europe (CEE) as well 
as in the EU’s neighbors as part of the European Neighbourhood Policy during the past decades. It aims 
specifically at investigating the impact of the EU on the New Member States (NMS), and disentangle the 
mechanisms governing the influence of the EU on the countries included in the European Neighborhood 
Policy. Whereas enlargement is generally seen as the EU’s most effective and successful foreign policy 
for the promotion of democracy, the Union’s efforts to impact on political reforms in the neighborhood 
through the European Neighborhood Policy (ENP) and Eastern Partnership (EaP) have yielded mixed 
effects to date.  

The goal of this panel is manifold. First, we aim to explore what kind of consequences the recent political 
developments have on (i) the ability and legitimacy of external - and especially European - forces in driving 
administrative reforms (e.g., Lippert, Umbach and Wessels 2001, Schimmelfennig and Sedelmaier, 2005) 
and (ii) the effectiveness of the mechanisms through which political and administrative reforms can be 
stimulated by external actors (e.g. Lavenex 2008, Lavenex and Schimmelfennig 2009, Raik 2006) and/or 
governmentality structures (Walters 2012). At the same time, we aim to investigate (iii) the impact of 
recent political and economic crises on domestic actors and structures, such as bureaucratic politics, 
institutional constraints or legacies of the communist regime in Eastern Europe and its Neighbourhood 
(e.g. Grzymala-Busse 2007, Eymeri-Douzans and Pierre, 2011); and (iv) to assess the legal governance tools 
that are at the EU’s disposal to influence administrative reforms in its neighborhood. 

Democratization and administrative reforms developed in an interplay of actions between domestic 
(political actors, civil society, citizens) and international (EU, World Bank, OECD, and UN). Reform, 
restructuring, change are all difficult processes which have an extended impact upon societies, 
governments and citizens alike.  The turbulence of the broad socio-economic context raises more issues 
regarding the development and sustainability of democratization and administrative reforms. This Panel 
aims to provide a context facilitating the reflection upon the enablers and disablers of sustainable political 
and administrative reform. The contributions will draw on a mix of methodologies, including qualitative 
and quantitative analysis, focus groups, discourse analysis, and legal analysis. Contributions may offer 
country-specific or cross-country, issue-based or comparative empirical assessments.  

The panel contributes significantly to the NIG’s central theme of ‘Multi-level Governance and Europe’. 
Democratisation and public sector reform in CEE and ENP partner states addresses fundamental changes 
in the relationship between citizens and the institutions governing the public sphere of these countries. 
It is therefore essential to explore the effectiveness with which the EU has managed the political reform 
process in CEE -for instance in comparison to ENP partners- to gain a better understanding of how and 
why reforms in some countries are being implemented better and faster than in others. Assessing the 
available policy and legal instruments and tools will allow us to say something more about what we can 
actually expect of the EU. In addition, the effectiveness with which democratisation and public sector 
reforms take place directly impacts on individual citizens. For Benita Ferrero-Waldner, former European 
Commissioner for External Relations and European Neighbourhood Policy, the ENP signifies not only the 



‘latest addition to our democratization toolbox’ to ‘encourage the spirit of democracy’ via strengthening 
the rule of law, democracy and respect for human rights’ (Ferrero-Waldner, 2006a: 1) but also ‘human 
security – putting individuals at the heart of security concerns’ (Ferrero-Waldner, 2007: 3).  

The panel also contributes to the theme of ‘Public management’, by focussing  on the EU’s efforts to 
promote public sector reforms in CEE and ENP partner countries. The EU has made ‘good governance’ a 
leading principle in its efforts to promote political reforms in Central and Eastern Europe. The 
administrations in CEE, however, face a significant challenges adopting and developing the EU’s rules for 
high quality public management. By focusing on the different mechanisms through which these rules can 
be transferred, negotiated,  and implemented, this panel will also highlights new approaches to achieve 
high quality of public management in CEE and ENP countries, such as hybrid solutions and reciprocal 
learning. 

Panel organisers: 

Dr. Giselle Bosse 
Maastricht University 
Department of Political Science 
Grote Gracht 90-92, 6211 SZ Maastricht 
P.O. Box 616, 6200 MD Maastricht 
T +31 4338 83670     F +31 43 3884917 
E-mail: g.bosse@maastrichtuniversity.nl 

Dr. Veronica Junjan 
Faculty of Behavioral, Management and Social 
Sciences 
University of Twente 
PO Box 217 
7500 AE Enschede 
The Netherlands 
T +31 53 489 2616 F +31 53 489 2159 
 E-mail: v.junjan@utwente.nl 
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Panel 8: Governance, politics and implementation in local welfare and health 
policies  

Babs Broekema – Erasmus University Rotterdam (broekema@essb.eur.nl) 

Bas Denters – University of Twente (s.a.h.denters@utwente.nl) 

Menno Fenger – Erasmus University Rotterdam (fenger@essb.eur.nl) 

In the last decade, the institutional and administrative organization of European welfare states have 
changed considerably (see Hemerijck, 2013). These changes have been driven by economic, 
ideological, and administrative trends. Economically, the 2008-2014 financial and economic crisis has 
put strains on the budgets of all European countries. This has led to a new wave of austerity 
measures in European welfare states (Taylor Gooby, 2014; Ellison, 2014). Ideologically, self-reliance 
instead of government-dependency has become a new standard in welfare and health policies 
(Morgen, 2001; Nalbandian, 2005). Administratively, the neo-liberal, New Public Management 
(NPM) agenda is replaced by the New Public Governance (NPG) agenda. This focuses on increasing 
the quality of service delivery through client-centered integration, and coproduction between users, 
volunteers and paid employees (Alford 2009 Brandsen et al. 2018; Dunleavy et al, 2006; Rhodes, 
1996, Osborne, 2006; Koppenjan, 2012).  

These developments together imply a shift from centralized, curative policies based on government 
support towards local policies and programs, that are demand-driven, oriented at prevention and 
based on  self-reliance and community initiatives (see OECD, 2015; Kazepov, 2008; Andreotti et al., 
2012). This panel focuses on the reality of the governance, politics and implementation of integrated 
welfare and health services  on the local or regional level. For this panel, we invite papers that 
analyze the current state of the decentralized welfare state in the Netherlands or other European 
countries. Specifically, we are interested in papers that deal with:  

1. A street-level perspective on social and health services.
Since the 1980s, the assessment of the needs of individuals, which is conditional to most welfare-, 
health-care and labour-market services, has become increasingly strict. A combination of financial 
incentives, strict rules and result-oriented management was meant to increase the control of the 
assessment processes, with limiting access to services as ultimate goal (see for instance Morgen, 
2001; Nalbandian, 2005; Cochrane, 2010). Some authors claim that this has led to minimalizing the 
agency and discretionary power of street-level workers. Clark (2005) even speaks of the 
deprofessionalization of care work.  
With the emergence of local welfare systems, a restoration of professionalism appears to take place. 
Social and health care workers are expected to assess clients’ needs and capacities from an 
integrated perspective: health, housing, work, financial situation, social relations and overall well-
being. They should develop tailor-made solutions, tuned at the unique constellation of clients’ 
characteristics. This requires the use of professional values and judgments, but still in the context of 
resources that are becoming increasingly limited (Jansen et al., 2010; see also Oldenhof, 2015). 
Questions that may be addressed in the papers are:  

• Which challenges and dilemmas do care workers experience in their work?
• What strategies do they develop to overcome these dilemmas?
• Which conditions, competences and resources are required to adequately perform the tasks

of individual assessments and delivery in local welfare systems?
• What are the effects of new approached aimed at relying more on self-reliance of users and

prevention in social and health policies?



• How do the requirements of self-reliance and self-sufficiency affect professional judgments
of street-level bureaucrats?

2. A governance perspective on local welfare systems
In local social and health policies, the collaboration of a wide variety of service providers is 
mandatory for successful service delivery. In the case of the recent decentralizations in the 
Netherlands, policy makers also expect large efficiency gains through better collaboration and 
innovations in care networks. However, network theory has taught us that collaboration is not a 
default: organizational interests and cultural differences prevail over socially desirable outcomes 
(Klijn and Koppenjan, 2015). This will probably even more the case in the area of local welfare 
systems. In this area, political and administrative leaders increasingly need to become network 
managers, with a great role for private economic actors on the one hand and for parts of civil society 
on the other (Swyndegouw, 2005; Sørensen and Torfing, 2009).    
However, the transformation of the welfare state not only involves the external management but 
also the internal management. A new role for professionals (see theme 1) also requires a new role 
for organizational leaders. Literature on organizational change in the public sector learns us that 
success of large scale reforms – such as the introduction of new public governance systems – is 
certainly not guaranteed (Fernandez & Rainey, 2006).  Papers may focus on the following issues:  

• What challenges and dilemmas do local leaders experience in crafting effective, efficient
networks that are responsive to the needs of service users?

• What strategies do these leaders develop to overcome these challenges and dilemmas?
• How is leadership behavior of political and administrative leaders related to the

performance of the local welfare system?

3. A political perspective on local welfare systems
According to Skelcher et al. (2005), local governance arrangements embody a tension between two 
principles: effective democratic guidance and control to assure the public interest is served and 
effective program delivery to increase community welfare. There are at least two potential 
democratic deficits in local welfare systems. The first occurs because in local welfare systems local, 
regional, and national actors collaborate. In these multi-level arrangements, democratic 
participation and accountability tend to be weak (see for instance Bekkers et al., 2007; Skelcher, 
2005). The second potential democratic deficit occurs in partnerships between public, private and 
non-profit organizations, where political participation and accountability are often indirect 
(Sørensen, 2005).  
Simultaneously, local welfare systems are usually very recognizable, close to citizens, more open and 
transparent than large, national bureaucracies that implement social services. Therefore, local 
welfare systems may also give rise to new or improved forms of political participation and 
accountability. Therefore, papers may touch upon the following issues:  

• How are political participation, the representation of the interests of recipients of welfare
and heath care and accountability organized in a variety of local welfare settings?

• How can these arrangements be assessed in terms of democratic legitimacy?
• Which challenges and best practices can be identified for political participation and

accountability in local welfare systems?
• How does the transformation to local welfare and health-care systems affect solidarity and

social cohesion in local communities?



Panel 9: Multilevel local democracy  

Marcel Boogers – University of Twente (m.j.g.j.a.boogers@utwente.nl) 

Hans Vollaard – Utrecht University (j.p.vollaard@uu.nl) 

Local government essentially has a multi-actor and multi-level character. More than other 
government levels, present-day local government is embedded in governance networks at regional, 
national and EU levels. Political decisions are being made in governance networks of local 
governments, neighborhood organizations, local businesses, universities, pressure groups, national 
departments, EU agencies, and so forth.  

The organization and functioning of these multilevel local governance networks is the core theme of 
this panel, with a special focus on the democratic anchorage of these networks. We welcome papers 
on multilevel governance, regional policymaking, the local implementation of devolved national 
policies and EU law, local power networks, and democratic innovations at local and regional levels.  

Although the government-governance turn has become mainstream in public administration and 
political science, the democratic implications of multi-actor and multi-level governance do not 
receive much attention in either of these disciplines. Public administration and political science tend 
to focus more on the structure and functioning of governance networks, largely neglecting questions 
about democratic responsiveness, control and accountability in these networks. At the same time, 
there is a lively debate about democratic innovations, especially among political scientists. The 
empirical and theoretical work in this field concentrates on participatory and deliberative 
alternatives to representative democracy, not taking into account the democratic problems that are 
involved with decision-making in governance networks. 

This double blind spot for democratic governance applies as well for the study of local government, 
local governance and local politics. This is remarkable, because local government essentially has a 
multi-actor and multi-level character. More than other government levels, present-day local 
government is embedded in governance networks at regional, national and EU levels.  Political 
decisions are being made in governance networks of local governments, neighborhood 
organizations, local businesses, universities, pressure groups, national departments, EU agencies, 
and so forth.  
The focus of this panel will be on understanding multilevel local democracy, which includes local 
implementation of devolved national policies and EU law and the democratic functioning of local 
governance and regional policymaking. 
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Panel 10: Crisis Governance: taking on the grand challenges 

The purpose of this track is to bring together cutting-edge papers on the topic of crisis governance. 
Crisis governance is a complex process that has many facets. In its basic form crisis governance 
is about reducing the impact of a negative, intolerable event. As a crisis forms a threat to the basic 
structures or the fundamental values and norms of a system, crisis governance requires making 
vital decisions under time pressure in highly uncertain circumstances (Rosenthal et al., 1989). It 
entails ad-hoc organizing, directing and forging cooperation, enabling workarounds, but also taking 
symbolic measures that provide direction and guidance (Boin et al., 2013).  

Traditionally, concepts like sensemaking, (Weick, 1993), decision-making (Klein, 1993), 
coordination (Comfort, 2007), meaning-making (Rosenthal et al., 2001), and accountability 
(Kuipers & ‘t Hart, 2014) have been central in the study of crisis governance (Hällgren et al., 2018). 
Recently, important developments have been noted pertaining to the shape of a crisis, such as the 
transboundary crisis (Boin, 2018), institutional crisis (Schmidt et al., 2017; cf. Boin and ‘t Hart 
2000), and in its underlying dynamic, such as the role of fragmentation (Wolbers et al., 2018). The 
crisis governance debate has widened its scope from unravelling sudden onset crisis or disasters 
to studying trans-boundary, institutional, enduring and creeping crisis.  

The field has also been informed by other emergent topics associated, for instance, with disaster 
risk reduction in multi-level governance settings, and with societal resilience. Societal resilience 
addresses the capacity of a social system to proactively adapt to and recover from crises that are 
perceived within the system to fall outside the range of normal and expected disturbances 
(Comfort, Boin & Demchak, 2010). To invest in resilience means to recognize and where possible 
increase the ability of social entities to absorb the impacts of external and internal system shocks 
without losing the ability to function, and failing that, adapt, and recover from those shocks 
(Tierney, 2014). The resilience perspective implies crisis governance must be organized in a multi-
stakeholder and networked environment rather than in a traditional top-down manner, which 
highlights the importance of transboundary crisis governance (Ansell & Gash, 2008). This is 
challenging, because recently European crisis governance - in the wake of crises such as the 
refugee crisis, MH-17, terrorism, and forest fires - show that governance occurs at different levels 
and involves multiple institutions, organizations and interest groups. 

Despite the growing attention for crisis governance and resilience (Kuipers & Welsh, 2017; 
Hällgren et al., 2018), we still face a number of methodological, theoretical, and conceptual 
challenges.  

• First, a methodological issue is that crisis governance is often studied as a unique event
through single case studies, which makes it difficult to compare across cases (Roux-Dufort,
2007). This withholds us from overcoming hindsight bias, which occurs when studies focus
predominantly on tracing back the cause of failure in a crisis. Indeed, much of our
knowledge is based on the (historical) reconstruction of crisis governance. We could
develop a more systematic understanding of the similarities and differences across cases.
Therefore, we call for papers that provide comparative analyses and use in-depth or real-
time data on crisis governance processes, despite of its positive or negative outcome.

• Second, a key theoretical issue in transboundary crisis governance is the nature and
consequence of different types of boundaries that need to be bridged at different
governance levels (e.g. regional, national, EU, UN). Are the transboundary crisis
governance processes of different nature at different levels, and can we discern different
strategies of transboundary crisis governance?



• Third, an important conceptual issue is that we lack an encompassing model to explain the
effectiveness of crisis governance. Contextual factors seem to have a large role in
explaining whether crisis response is effective or not, but can we develop a more generic
model that theorizes when crisis governance is effective?

We would like to challenge our fellow academics to advance our knowledge of crisis governance, 
and call on you to bring forth your own ideas in empirical or conceptual papers on crisis governance 
that address these challenges and stimulate our discussion.  

Organizers and track chairs 
Kees Boersma (Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam: f.k.boersma@vu.nl), Jori Kalkman (Nederlandse 
Defensie Academie NLDA), Jeroen Wolbers (Leiden University Crisis Research Center, CRC), 
Sanneke Kuipers (Leiden University Crisis Research Center, CRC).   

Supporting network 
Joachim Koops (Leiden University Crisis Research Center, CRC), Wout Broekema (Leiden 
University Crisis Research Center, CRC), Myriame Bollen (Nederlandse Defensie Academie 
NLDA), Bas Rietjens (Nederlandse Defensie Academie NLDA), Eric-Hans Kramer (Nederlandse 
Defensie Academie NLDA), Arjen Schmidt (Ministerie Justitie en Veiligheid). The track 
organizers have close ties to practitioners working in crisis management organizations. The 
ambitions is to have them involved in the track. 
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Panel session NIG research colloquium on ‘Energy and climate governance’. 

Panel 11: Policy and Governance studies perspectives on the Dutch energy transition in the 
light of the new Climate Agreement. 

Co-chairs: dr. Thomas Hoppe (T.Hoppe@tudelft.nl) and dr. Frans Coenen 
(f.h.j.m.coenen@utwente.nl) 

Conference: NIG Annual work conference, 7-8 November 2019. Amsterdam 

Proposal for panel session: 

On the 10th of July the Social Economic Council of the Netherlands (SER) announced the main 
concepts of the Climate Agreement, which must be finished by the end of this year. Clear 
commitments have already been made on a number of subjects. The plans need detailing in most 
areas, but the direction is clear. Typically, for the Netherlands when facing major challenges, the 
Climate agreement process has used the consensus-based ‘polder model’. Authorities, companies 
and interest groups are meeting at five so-called ‘climate tables’ to try to reach agreements that will 
result in at least a 49% reduction in CO2 emissions by 2030. The underlying aim is compliance with 
the Paris Climate Agreement, in other words a maximum 2-degree temperature increase compared 
to 1990, and preferably just 1.5 degrees. The five tables are: Electricity, Built Environment, Industry, 
Agriculture & Land Use, and Mobility. 

With the increasing challenges that climate change mitigation and energy transition are facing, 
energy policy and climate policy strategies and instruments are becoming ever more relevant1. The 
discipline of policy studies offers relevant concepts and empirical conclusions to enrich 
multidisciplinary energy research. This is particularly the case for the commitments, concepts, 
processes and outcome of the climate agreement. 

The panel welcomes papers from the body of knowledge on the human dimensions of climate 
change, with a particular disciplinary focus on policy and governance studies, which either can 
contribute to insights about the processes of developing climate plans or contribute knowledge to 
the improvement or detailing of governance and policymaking processes in the climate agreement 
process. We particularly welcome empirical papers. This might also be cross comparative studies or 
studies on other countries that provide lessons for the energy transition processes steered by the 
Climate Agreement. In addition, papers are welcome that address just one of the policy fields within 
the five tables, papers addressing social innovation in the energy transition2, and papers addressing 
(governance of) regional energy transition, and community energy initiatives3.  

1. Hoppe, T., Coenen, F., & van den Berg, M. (2016). Illustrating the use of concepts from the
discipline of policy studies in energy research: An explorative literature review. Energy
research & social science, 21, 12-32.

2. Hoppe, T.; De Vries, G. Social Innovation and the Energy Transition. Sustainability 2019, 11,
141. 

3. Warbroek, B.; Hoppe, T.; Coenen, F.; Bressers, H. The Role of Intermediaries in Supporting
Local Low-Carbon Energy Initiatives. Sustainability 2018, 10, 2450. 
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