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Abstract 

Innovation and especially social innovation is a ‘magic concept’ that during the last years has been 

embraced as a promising reform strategy for the public sector. It is argued that it is important for social 

innovation that it is being co-created with citizens. However, to date there are no overviews on co-

creation during innovation, which systematically analyze the literature concerning the forms, 

antecedents and effects of co-creation. This paper therefore conducted a systematic review to retrieve 

studies on co-creation. It also included related literature on co-production. 49 peer-reviewed articles in 

the period from 1987-2013 were included. In general, most studies employ a qualitative case study 

approach. Quantitative studies are scare. Most studies have been conducted in the healthcare or 

education sector. The review further reveals that in the level of citizen involvement is often rather low; 

citizens are only acting as co-implementer, not designers or initiators. Considering the factors 

influencing co-creation, we found that an administrative culture of fear and risk-aversion and not 

accepting citizens as partners are strong barriers. While factors influencing co-creation where often 

studied, there seems to be much less research on the outcomes or objectives of co-creation. Co-creation 

is often also seen as a value in itself. We conclude by summarizing the results and providing a future 

research agenda for thoroughly studying co-creation during public innovation. 
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1 Introduction 

Social innovation and co-creation are ‘magic concepts’ that during the last years have been embraced as 

new modernization or reform strategy for the public sector (Pollitt & Hupe, 2011). For instance, 

President Obama founded a Social Innovation Fund. This fund is a policy program of the Corporation for 

National and Community Service (CNCS), which combines public and private resources to grow 

promising community-based solutions that have evidence of results in any of three priority areas: 

economic opportunity, healthy futures, and youth development. The idea behind this fund is stated in a 

speech that Obama gave on June the 30th, 2009: “Solutions to America's challenges are being developed 

every day at the grass roots -- and government shouldn't be supplanting those efforts, it should be 

supporting those efforts” 1. The British prime-minister Cameron incorporated social innovation as well in 

his view on the so-called ‘Big Society’. In this manifest, dated 2010, he tried to reframe the role of 

government, thereby embracing the idea of social entrepreneurship. The purpose is to give local 

communities more power and to encourage people to play an active role in these communities. The 

assumption is that these communities set up co-operations, charities, mutual and other social 

enterprises to deal with the local and concrete needs that citizens encounter.2 Last but not least also the 

European Commission has embraced social innovation as a relevant topic on the reform agenda. Social 

innovation is “about new ideas that work to address unmet needs. We simply describe it as innovations 

that are both social in their ends and in their means”3.  

Social innovation is, thus, perceived as an inspiring concept because it stimulates people, 

politicians and policy makers to explore and implement new ideas about the way how a society deals 

with challenges that are vital for the functioning for this society as a political community; like the 

growing ageing of the population, the budgetary crises, the quality of our educational system or the 

regeneration of socially and economically deprived cities and regions (Mulgan, 2007). However, social 

innovation is a vague and fuzzy concept which is hard to operationalize. Not only it is difficult to define 

what an innovation is, - especially in relation to the concept “change”- , it is also difficult to understand 

the meaning of the adjective ‘social’. In doing so, the risk might be that social innovation is everything….. 

and nothing at once. 

Important in the concept of innovation is that it deliberately seeks the active participation of 

citizens and grass roots organizations in order to produce social outcomes that really matter. 

Participation is seen as a way of securing that citizen needs are really addressed in the innovations to be 

explored. Hence, social innovation is seen as a process of co-creation, as the outcome of a process of 

participatory governance. According to the European Commission (2011:30) “social innovation mobilizes 

each citizen to become an active part of the innovation process”. But, if citizen participation is 

considered as a necessary condition, what do we know not about the conditions under which citizens 

are prepared to embark on this ‘social innovation journey’ (cf. Van de Ven et al.,2008)?  

                                                           
1
 http://www.whitehouse.gov/administration/eop/sicp/initiatives/social-innovation-fund  

2
 ^ http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2010/apr/14/david-cameron-big-society-conservatives 14-Apr-

2010 
3
 http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/innovation/policy/social-innovation/index_en.htm  

http://www.whitehouse.gov/administration/eop/sicp/initiatives/social-innovation-fund
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Big_Society#cite_ref-3
http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2010/apr/14/david-cameron-big-society-conservatives
http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/innovation/policy/social-innovation/index_en.htm
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Based hereon, in this paper our central question is: What are relevant drivers and barriers for 

citizens to participate in social innovations in the public sector that are based on the idea of co-creation, 

and what are relevant outcomes?  This research question is comprised of three subquestions: 

 

1. What is the object of co-creation with citizens, in which domains can and what are relevant 

forms? 

2. What are critical factors that influence the way in which citizens co-create in the public sector? 

3. What are outcomes of co-creation processes with citizens? 

 

Analyzing this is relevant as it refers to the representation and participation of rather ‘weak interests’ in 

public innovation processes which also influence the effectiveness and legitimacy of social innovation as 

a reform strategy. Citizen participation as such is not new and has a long tradition of study in public 

administration, but is interesting to see that it is linked to other goals. Therefore it gets another 

connotation. Given the empirical, but scattered knowledge we have gained so far, questions can be 

asked regarding the plausibility of this assumption. In order to assess drivers and barriers that influence 

the way in which and to what extend citizens actually engage in social innovation, we will conduct a 

systematic review of the relevant literature. In this paper we will focus on the role of citizens in the co-

creation/co-production in public innovation, public service delivery and policy development. 4 

The article is structured as follows. Section 2 describes a theoretical background on social 

innovation. Section 3 focuses on the methods of conducting the systematic review, such as search 

strategy and the eligibility criteria for selecting studies. Section 4 describes the results of the systematic 

review. As an outcome of this review we present a theoretical framework which helps us to understand 

the conditions under which co-creation with citizens in social innovation occurs, in order to produce 

social innovation outcomes that are considered as being able to meet the needs of citizens. 

However, addressing the nature of our systematic literature review and the outcomes of this 

review, we will discuss some relevant concepts, because they provide the necessary background that is 

needed to understand the notion of the noun ‘ innovation’ and the adjective ‘ social’. 

 

2 Social innovation and co-creation: some relevant backgrounds 

2.1 Background on innovation 

Innovation can refer to different forms, thereby looking at the outcomes of an innovation. For instance, 

in the literature a distinction is made between market and product innovations, process innovations, 

technological innovations, management and organizational innovations, governance innovations, 

conceptual and institutional innovations (Schumpeter, 1942; McDaniel, 2002; Mulgan and Albury, 2003; 

Fagerberg et al, 2004; Moore and Hartley, 2008; Windrum, 2008). An innovation itself has been mostly 

defined as “an idea, practice or object that is perceived as new that is brought into implementation” 

                                                           
4
 In this specific paper we only focus on co-creation in public innovation and on co-production in the public sector. We intend to extent our 

review to other domains in which citizen participation plays a role, thereby focusing our review on ‘public participation’, ‘interactive 
governance and policy making and ‘community participation’. 
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(Rogers, 2003, p. 12; Moore & Hartley, 2008, p.4; Fagersberg et al., 2005). However, one of the founding 

fathers of modern innovation theory, Joseph Schumpeter (1942), argued that, when studying 

innovations, the emphasis should be put on the process of innovation and the ability to understand how 

and why innovations occur (Fagersberg, et al. 2005). Schumpeter defined innovation as a process of 

creative destruction in which ‘new combinations of existing resources’ are achieved. In his view, 

innovation cannot be separated from entrepreneurship. They are two sides of the same coin. He defines 

entrepreneurship as ‘Die Durchsetzung neuer Kombinationen’. In other words, as the will and ability to 

achieve new combinations that have to compete with established combinations. Hence, innovation 

requires change and the willingness to learn. Important in this learning process is how to deal with 

uncertainty. It is argued that one simply, when pursuing an innovation, does not know what of the 

possible options is the best to pursue, what is the chance that the innovative option being pursued will 

be the most successful one . This implies that risks have to be taken (Fagersberg, et al. 2005). Moreover 

it is important to make a distinction between change and innovation, because change is not always an 

innovation (Lundvall et al., 1992; Rashmanm & Hartley; 2002; Downe, Hartley & Rashman, 2004; 

Korteland & Bekkers, 2008). The important factor is how radical the innovation is; what the level of 

‘newness’ is in terms of creating a discontinuity with past practices (Osborne & Brown, 2005). A 

distinction can be made between a) incremental innovations, which can be defined as minor changes in 

existing services and processes, b) radical innovations, which fundamentally change the existing ways of 

organizing or delivering services as well as the production of fundamentally new products and services 

and c) systematic or transformative innovations, which are defined as major transformations that 

emerge, for instance, from the introduction of new technologies (like the steam engine or the internet) 

(Mulgan & Albery, 2003; Osborne & Brown, 2005).  

Furthermore, this learning process does not stand alone. Innovation is not something that can 

be attributed to capacities and capabilities of a specific person (the entrepreneur as Schumpeter 

presumed), or a systematic process of research and development that is been institutionalized in 

laboratory or a R & D department (like Drucker, 1985 assumed). Modern innovation theory emphasizes 

the rather open character of this learning process (Chesbrough, 2003, 2006; Von Hippel, 1976, 2005, 

2007). The study of current innovation practices show that innovation processes require the ability and 

willingness of the relevant actors – like citizens - to cooperate and to link and share ideas, knowledge 

and experience beyond traditional organizational borders, as well as to exchange vital resources such as 

staff. It refers to the free and interactive exchanges of knowledge, information and experiences, in 

which new ideas and concepts are discussed in intra- and inter-organizational networks (Chesbrough, 

2003, 2006; Von Hippel, 1976, 2005, 2007). Moreover, it requires the existence of an open culture and a 

safe context in which ‘trial and error’, ‘reflection’ and ‘learning’ can take place without one being 

penalized for making ‘mistakes’ or not realizing immediate results. Hence, it is important to have safe 

places for incubating and prototyping in order to learn (Albury, 2005). However, this open innovation 

process is an embedded process, which takes place in specific local and institutional context (Bekkers et 

al, 2011). This implies that it is important to recognize the specific environment in which innovation 

processes take place. This is why Castells (1996:3) mentions ‘innovation milieus’. As a result the 

processes and outcomes of innovation are rather contingent (Walker, 2008). That is why it can be 
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argued that innovation processes should be studied from an ecological perspective (Bekkers & 

Homburg, 2007; Bason, 2010; Osborne & Brown, 2011).  

2.2 Background on social innovation 

Perhaps social innovation is even a more fuzzier concept than innovation. Looking at the literature 

which dominated by rather ‘grey’ innovation policy advisory reports and applied research memoranda 

(Mulgan, 2007; Goldenberg et al, 2009; Howalt & Schwarz, 2009) we can argue that social innovation 

refers to three elements. All these elements refer to the social aspect of an innovation but in different 

ways: 

 Social innovation particularly stresses to produce sustainable outcomes that are relevant for 

society or specific groups in society. When looking at these outcomes it is not only important 

that they ‘work’ (in terms of efficiency and effectiveness) but that they are also appropriate in 

terms of really being able to address the specific needs, wishes and challenges with which 

society or specific groups in society are wrestling (in terms of appropriateness and 

responsiveness). Sustainable implies that social innovations tries to produce outcomes that have 

long lasting outcomes.  

 Social innovation also stresses that the innovation fundamentally changes relationships between 

stakeholders. In doing so, a process of ‘roundaboutness’ (Majone,1998:97) or ‘institutional 

conversion’ (Thelen 2002:224) is being aimed for. The way in which stakeholders relate to each 

other, how they interact with each other, how they collaborate with each other is radically 

changed. Social innovation tries to act as a ‘game changer’, breaking through ‘path 

dependencies’. Through social innovation, it is argued that the governance capacity of a society 

order to deal with new pressing demands and challenges is being enhanced, because the game 

is being changed (European Commission, 2011:33). 

 Next to this, the social innovation concept emphasizes that these outcomes are not by definition 

related to science and technology driven innovations. It is important to look beyond 

technological innovations (Howalt & Schwarz, 2011:18). In doing so they contribute to a process 

of social change. 

2.3 Co-creation in private sector innovation 

The involvement of end-users in the design and development of goods and services is acknowledged in 

the private sector. The idea is that user-centered innovation processes may imply great advantages, 

compared to the manufacturer-centric innovation development. Instead of relying on manufacturers, 

users can have great influence to the direction and character of the innovation. Next to that individual 

users and manufacturers may benefit from the resources, shared by the other actors (Von Hippel, 2009).  

 This potency was recognized in the private sector by Prahalad & Ramaswamy (2000). To them 

co-creation is a more far-reaching concept than just setting up a dialogue. Customers are no longer 

prepared to accept prefabricated services and products by companies. Customers wish to create 

themselves (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2000; p. 81). They explain the far-reaching character of the 
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concept by comparing it to customization. Customization is, to their perspective, the attempt of the 

manufacturer to meet the customers’ needs as best as possible. Customers can then customize the 

products to their preferences (for instance business cards). But when customer co-create, than the 

production becomes personalized. They are not just free to choose from a menu, designed by the 

producer, but are able to design, shape and specify the product by themselves. Companies must create 

the opportunities then, for customers to decide to what extent they would like to be involved and to 

experiment. 

Co-creation does not stand on its own, but it can also be understood in relation to two 

simultaneous trends. Firstly, corporations were challenged to produce their goods more and more 

efficiently, thereby looking for opportunities to create efficiency gains outside the borders of the own 

organization (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2000; 2002). Secondly, due to the communication possibilities of 

the Internet, consumers have the possibility to engage themselves in dialogues with manufacturers and 

other consumers. An important aspect is that the consumers can learn about the business independent 

from the corporations. Therefore customers become not only an important source of information or a 

valuable asset in product development, they become also a source of competence. (Prahalad & 

Ramaswamy, 2000; 2002). 

Vargo & Lusch (2004) approached the concept of co-creation slightly different. They focus on 

the role of the consumer as a ‘co-creator’ of value. In marketing, traditionally a ‘goods centred view’ 

prevailed: value is added to products in the production process and this value is articulated in the 

exchange of a good (consumer buys the product) (Vargo & Lusch, 2006). However, during the last years 

we see the emergence of ‘a service-dominant’ view, in which the consumer becomes a partner. Learning 

from customers and being adaptive to their individual and dynamic needs is the main purpose (2004, p. 

6). Value is then defined by and co-created with the consumer which leads to two forms of participation. 

Either the customers (or other partners) are involved in the co-design of a new product and/or they are 

involved in the co-production of the good (Vargo & Lusch, 2006:5). In doing so customers are considered 

as being an endogenous part of the design and production process. As a result research has shown that 

the level of co-creation affects the customer satisfaction with the service company, customer loyalty and 

service expenditures (Grisseman & Stokburger-Sauer 2012: 1489). Chathota et al. (2012) has shown the 

competitive advantages for companies if they move toward a co-creative philosophy, while Barrutia and 

Echebarria (2012) emphasize benefits like reducing costs, knowledge and resources of working together 

with customers.  

 The idea of co-creation in social innovations in the public domain seems to be borrowed from 

the private sector innovation literature and practice. While at the same time the public sector has a 

specific history, starting in especially the 1990’s, with involving citizens in policy making and service 

delivery processes. Hence, it is interesting to see if the theory and practice of co-creation in social 

innovations can benefit from the knowledge that is gained. In order to explore this knowledge base, we 

therefore conduct a systematic review on co-creation/co-production within the public domain.  
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3 Research Strategy: conducting a systematic review 

3.1 Choosing for a systematic review 

In order to analyze the literature on co-creation during innovation processes, a systematic review has 

been conducted. A systematic review compromises several explicit and reproducible steps, such as 

identifying all likely relevant publications, selecting eligible studies, assessing the quality of the studies, 

extracting data from eligible and high quality studies and synthesizing the results (Liberati et al., 2009). It 

differs from a more traditional overview (or narrative review) as it is a replicable and transparent 

process (Trenfield et al. 2003). When reporting this systematic review, we will adhere as much as 

possible to the widely used ‘Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses’ (The 

PRISMA Statement), which ensures transparent and complete reporting (Moher et al., 2009; Liberati et 

al., 2009). 

3.2 Study and report eligibility 

Before conducting the systematic review, eligibility criteria were specified. PRISMA distinguishes 

between study eligibility and report eligibility criteria (Liberati et al., 2009). Study eligibility criteria 

include for instance the type of participants (citizens, public managers, NGOs etc.) and the study design, 

such as a survey or a case study. Report eligibility criteria include among else the language in which the 

report is written, the date of publication, and which type of reports are being included (journal articles, 

dissertations, congress papers, etcetera). Each record was assessed based on these eligibility criteria.  

Study eligibility criteria 

 Type of studies – Studies should deal with co-creation/co-production of citizens during the 

design or implementation of public service delivery processes. The public sector was defined 

broadly as “those parts of the economy that are either in state ownership or under contract to 

the state, plus those parts that are regulated and/or subsidized in the public interest” (Flynn, 

2007:2). More specifically, the study should minimally focus on either the drivers and barriers of 

co-creation (RQ1), the forms, objects and domains of co-creation (RQ2) or the outcomes of co-

creation (RQ3). 

 Type of participants – The participants in the co-creation process should minimally be citizens – 

or their representatives – and civil servants.  

 Study design – Only empirical studies were eligible, as we are interested in the empirical 

evidence on co-creation during innovation. All types of designs are included (questionnaire, case 

study, experiment).  

Report eligibility criteria 

 Language – Only reports written in English were taken into account. For systematic reviews, it is 

common to only select studies written in English, given the practical difficulties of translation 

and the replicability of the review (Wilson et al., 2003). 

 Publication status – We only included international peer-reviewed journal articles in our sample. 
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 Year of publication – Reports were retrieved which were published between 1988 and 2013. 

1988 is chosen as this is the publication date of the seminal work of Von Hippel, on which much 

of the research on innovation builds. 2012 is chosen given that it is the final complete year 

before conducting the systematic review. 

3.3 Search strategy 

In order to locate studies, a number of strategies were used. First, studies in electronic databases were 

searched (1987-2013). This search was applied to Scopus. The last search was run on 21-03-2013. Topics 

that were used in searching the databases included [citizens], [social innovation], [co-creation], [co-

production], [public sector] and [value-creation]. After searching for the studies, the studies were 

assessed based on eligibility. The studies were screened based on title and abstract and – when needed 

– by reading the full text.  

3.4 Study selection 

We analyzed two bodies of knowledge: co-creation and co-production. In this article we are looking for 

relevant influential factors for co-creation in public sector innovation. However, we also analyzed the 

literature on co-production in the public sector. This in line of the argument of Lusch & Vargo (2004) 

who described co-creation and co-production as two sides of the same coin. Following that notion, some 

authors see the both concepts as interchangeable. Other articles define co-creation as such that there is 

no difference with co-production (see also section 4.2). Hence, the literature on co-production may 

learn us important lessons with regard to co-creation as well. 

We used Scopus to identify the articles which matches our eligible criteria. Since one of our eligible 

criteria is peer reviewed articles, we need to avoid a mix-up with ‘grey’ literature. Therefore, Scopus is 

more suitable than for instance Google Scholar5. For co-creation our search resulted in 486 hits. For co-

production this resulted in 1504 hits. Of these 1990 studies, 163 (33 on co-production, 130 on co-

production) were selected for closer examination. The full text of these 163 was examined in more 

detail. 104 studies were discarded since close examination showed that they did not fit our eligible 

criteria. Ultimately fifteen studies on co-creation were included in the review on co-creation and 44 

studies on co-production. This resulted in a review on 59 articles (15 on co-creation, 44 on co-

production, see flow diagram).  

  

                                                           
5
 Our intent is to expand our search to other databases as well, such as ISI web of science, later on. 
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Figure 1 Flow-diagram for the  search strategy 
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4 Results of the review 

4.1 Results: study characteristics 

In presenting the results we will follow the three review questions that were formulated in the previous 

section. However, before we go into the results we will address a number of characteristics of the 

studies that we found.  

 Table 1 shows that the diversity in journals where empirical research on co-creation and co-

production has been published. It can be concluded that that co-creation/co-production is a topic which 

is widely studied in various academic disciplines. However, since most journals are selected only once 

and since the journal which has published the most on co-creation/co-production, delivered only six 

results, we can state that the topic is not extensively studied in any policy domain/academic discipline. 
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Journal n  Reference 

International Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit 

Organizations 

6 Bovaird & Loeffler (2012); Brandsen & Helderman, (2012); 

Meijer (2012); Pestoff, (2012); Vamstad, (2012); Verschuere 

et al. (2012)  

Environmental Science & Policy 4 Maielloa et al. (2013); Edelenbos et al. (2011); Lorraine 

Whitmarsh et al. (2009); Corburn, (2007)  

Public Management Review 4 Groeneveld (2008); Brandsen,& Pestoff (2006); Pestoff 

(2006) 

International Journal of Service Management 2 Diaz-Mendez & Gummesson (2012); Elg et al. (2012)  

Managing Service Quality 2 Gebaurer, et al. (2010); Gill, et al.(2011) 

Australian Journal of Public Administration 2 Ryan(2012); Alford (1998) 

Annals of Public and Cooperative Economics 2 Pestoff (2009); Vaillancourt (2009)  

Appetite 1 Cairns (2013) 

European Management Journal 1 Briscoe et al. (2012)  

International Journal of Electronic Government Research 1 Kokkinakos et al. (2012)  

Asian Social Science 1 Bowden & D'Allessandro (2011)  

VINE 1 Wise, et al.(2012) 

Journal of Collaborative Computing 1 Baumer, et al. (2011) 

European Journal of Information Systems 1 Feller, et al. (2010)  

Journal of Marketing Management 1 Kerrigan & Graham (2010) 

International Journal of Services Technology and 

Management 

1 Fuglsang (2008) 

Innovative Higher Education 1 McNall et al. (2008) 

Ljetopis socijalnog rada 1 Mešl (2010) 

Britisch Journal of Learning disabilities 1 Roberts, et al.(2012 [1]) 

Journal of Applied Research in Intellectual Disabilities 1 Roberts et al. (2012[2]) 

Criminology & Criminal Justice 1 Carr (2012)  

British Journal of Social Work 1 Evans et al. (2012) 

Qualitative Health Research 1 Gillard et al. (2012) 

TQM Journal 1 Cassio & Magno (2011)  

Social Studies of Science 1 Cornwell & Campbell (2011) 

East Asia an International Quarterly 1 Foljanty-Jost, G. (2011) 

Health & Place 1 Nimegeer et al. (2011)  

World Hospitals and Health Services: the Official Journal 

of the International Hospital Federation 

1 Sharma, et al. (2011) 

International Journal of Environmental & Science 

Education 

1 Pouliot (2009) 

Local Government Studies 1 De Vries (2008) 

Environment and Urbanization 1 Mitlin (2008) 

Human Relations 1 Hyde & Davies (2004) 

Social Science and Medicine 1 Li (2004) 

Patient Education and Counseling 1 Trummer et al. (2006)  

Journal of Leisure Research 1 Glover (2002) 

Canadian Journal of Development Studies 1 Karim-Aly et al. (2003) 
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Journal n  Reference 

Journal of Policy Analysis and Management 1 O'Rourke & Macey (2003) 

Journal of Community & Applied Social Psychology 1 Kingfisher (1998) 

Police studies: International Review of Police 

Development 

1 Reisig & Giacomazzi (1998) 

Table 1 Diversity in journals on co-creation and co-production 

 Next to the journals, we also analyzed the research methods which the studies employed. Most 

authors conducted a single-case study (28), studying one organization or practice. Within this category a 

number of different research techniques are used, such as database analysis, documents analysis, 

interviews with relevant stakeholders or participation and observation research. Next to this, 20 studies 

employed a multiple case-study design. We found eight examples of studies which have a ‘most- similar-

case- study design’ (e.g. Andrews & Brewera, 2013; De Vries, 2008; Li, 2004; O’Rourke and Macey, 

2003). Seven studies were based on case comparison between different cases (most-different-cases 

design) (e.g. Karim-Aly, 2003; Pestoff, 2012; Bovaird & Loeffler, 2012; Edelenbos et al. 2011). 

 The (multiple) case study methods seems to be the most popular research method. We found 

only eight articles which a quantitative method (mostly surveys) (e.g. Maielloa et al., 2013; Varmstad, 

2012; Cassio & Magno, 2011; De Vries, 2008; Glover, 2002; Reisig & Giacomazzi, 1998; Bowden & 

D'Allessandro, 2011; McNall et al., 2008). On the one hand this seems understandable given the 

importance that in the innovation literature is attached to study innovations in their specific local 

contexts. The case studies show that characteristics of the specific context play an important role in 

explaining the co-creation/co-production dynamics that takes place. On the other hand, the dominance 

of the case study method seems to limits the degree in which we can draw general conclusions 

regarding the influence of specific drivers and barriers as well as relevant outcomes. A possible danger 

of this dominant approach could be that all the explanations that are found are always ‘contingent’, and 

thus local ones, which prevents us to look for more general factors and more local factors that should be 

taken into consideration.  

4.2 Objects, domains and forms of co-creation 

Research question 1 focuses on the object of co-creation with citizens, its domains and its forms. 

However, before this is discussed, we must analyze the definitions co-creation and co-production used. 

As can be seen from Table 2 and 3, the authors vary in their definition of co-creation or co-production. 

Some authors did not present a specific definition of co-creation. First, in some studies the subject of co-

creation with citizens, is not the main study object. Some authors present the topic of co-creation 

merely as an explaining factor to understand policy effectiveness (e.g. Cairns, 2013) and not how policy 

affects co-creation with citizens. Second, the absence of a definition is caused by the way the study is 

conducted. Most authors choose a theoretical perspective, related to Vargo & Lusch (2004) or Ostrom 

(1978) in order to examine co-creation/co-production. Furthermore, some studies tried to assess co-

creation from a more practical perspective. Then a specific definition was not given.  
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Definition of co-creation n Reference 

value creation with consumer at multiple points in 

the production process 

6 Briscoe et al. (2012); Diaz-Mendez (2012); Bowden & 

D'Allessandro (2011); Kerrigan & Graham (2010); Wise 

et al. (2012); Fuglsang (2008) 

Consumer as active agent 4 Cairns (2013); Gebauer et al. (2010); Gill et al. (2011); 

Mesi (2010) 

Co-creation by shared resources 2 Elg et al. (2012); Feller et al. (2010) 

No definition 2 Kokkinakos et al. (2012); McNall et al. (2008) 

collaboration with other partners 1 Baumer et al. (2011) 

Table 2 Diversity in definition on public co-creation 
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Definition of Co-production Number of 

Articles 

Reference 

rearranging (sustainable) relations between 

government and citizens and distribution of 

power 

9 Maielloa et al. (2013); Roberts et al. (2012 [1]); Roberts 

et al. (2012[2]); Ryan (2012); Varmstad (2012); Evans et 

al. (2012); De Vries (2008); Joshi & Moore (2004); Reisig 

& Giacomaazi (1998) 

introducing users in the production of 

knowledge 

6 Cornwell & Campbell (2011); Edelenbos et al. (2011); 

Poulliot (2009); Corburn (2007); Mitlin (2008); Karim-

Aly et al. (2003) 

partnership between institution and the 

community/users/patients 

6 Glynos & Speed (2013); Meijer (2012); Carr (2012); 

Sharma et al. (2011); Li (2004); Alford (1998) 

both the customer and the firm’s contact 

employee interact and participate jointly in the 

production and delivery of a good or service  

4 Leone et al. (2012); Pestoff (2012); Gillard et al. (2012); 

Groeneveld (2008) 

active participation during the various stages of 

the production process  

3 Cassio & Magno (2011); Vaillancourt (2009); Trummer 

et al. (2006) 

joint responsibility of public professionals and 

citizens in public service delivery 

2 De Witte & Greys (2013); O'Rourke & Macey (2003) 

The public sector and citizens making better use 

of each other’s assets and resources to achieve 

better outcomes or improved efficiency 

2 Bovaird & Loeffler (2012); Pestoff (2006) 

citizens produce their own services at least in 

part 

1 Brandsen & Pestoff (2006 

service users as co-producers of service oriented 

culture 

1 Hyde & Davies (2004) 

giving citizens the necessary authority to 

determine the course of actions 

1 Glover (2002) 

Co-production may be defined as the mutual 

evolution of social activities with knowledge and 

discourse 

1 Forsyth (2001) 

no definition 1 Andrews & Brewera (2013)  

Table 3 Diversity in definition on public co-production 

The definitions of co-creation and co-production show some similarity. First of all, in both bodies of 

literature the accents lies on the active involvement of citizens in public service delivery. For co-creation 

several authors aimed at the changing role of the consumer from a ‘passive consumer to an ‘active 

agent’ (e.g. Cairns et al. 2013; Gebeauer et al. 2010). In the co-production literature we see some 

variation/specification of this new role of the consumer. Some authors aim at the ‘active participation of 

consumers during the various stages of the production process’ (e.g. Cassio & Magno 2011; Vaillancourt, 

2009) and others define co-production as the ‘partnership between institution and the 

community/users or patients’ (e.g. Glynos & Speed, 2013; Sharma et al. 2011, Alford 1998) and the ‘joint 

responsibility of public professionals and citizens in public service delivery’ (e.g. De Witte & Greys 2013; 

O’Rourke & Macey, 2013). Second, in the co-creation literature, we found two contributions which 

stressed the ‘sharing of resources’ as defining element for co-creation with citizens (Elg et al. 2012; 

Feller et al. 2010). On co-production (Bovaird & Loeffler 2012; Pestoff, 2006), two studies used the same 
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definition. Furthermore, the sharing of resources was primarily found in relation to co-production of 

knowledge (e.g. Cornwell & Campbell 2011; Mitlin, 2008; Corburn, 2007). In knowledge co-production 

the assumption is that ‘lay-men’ possess valuable knowledge which can contribute to the quality of 

public services. Therefore public institutions should use this resource. 

However, we can also identify some important differences between the two bodies of 

knowledge. In the literature on co-creation almost half of the contributions co-creation is defined as 

value co-creation. The notion of value is absent in the co-production literature. In the co-production 

literature we see that the emphasis is primarily put on the rearrangement of the relationships between 

government and citizens, that become more horizontal in terms of a partnership that is being created. 

This also leads to distribution of responsibilities. At the same time it could be argued that this 

rearrangement is the results of an active involvement of citizens. 

We can conclude that, to a large extent, authors within the both bodies of knowledge consider 

the concepts of co-creation and co-production as interchangeable or at least subsequent to each other. 

We can therefore now – at times – analyze them simultaneously.  

 We can now analyze the domains in which co-creation takes place. In Table 1 it was shown that 

the research on co-creation and co-production in the public sector seems to be rather widespread. This 

conclusion is strengthened when we analyze the sectors where the studies have been conducted, shown 

in Table 4. It seems that co-creation and co-production are studied in many different policy domains. In 

some articles, the authors examined multiple policy sectors in their analysis. Therefore the total number 

of studied policy sectors in slightly higher than the number of studies. Peculiar is a relatively larger 

number of studies within health care and education. This could be related to the fact that health care 

contains a variety of sub-sectors in itself, such as elderly care, youth care, palliative care and 

psychosocial care. The same goes for education. Some studies were dedicated to pre-education, others 

on elementary education and some on higher education. Furthermore, in a number of studies were 

dedicated to a level of administration (central government or municipality) and not to a specific type of 

services. Hence, the conclusion is that co-creation and co-production is a practice that can be found in 

numerous policy sectors, although the dominance of health care and education shows that it is 

particularly popular in ‘soft’ policy sectors. This may be explained by the more direct relation between 

citizens and public officials than for instance in water management. 
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Policy Sector N 

Public Health 22 

Education 10 

Environmental Policy 6 

Public Safety 4 

Municipal Service 4 

Central Governmental Services 3 

Media, Public Transport, Rural Policy, Housing, Unemployement 

Support, Multiple sectors All 2 (8 times) 

Participatory Budgetting, Public Library, Water Management, 

Sport Facilities, Research, Postal Services All 1 (6 times) 

Total  67 

Table 4 Diversity of policy sectors 

The following table presents the different forms of co-creation/co-production that came across during 

our systematic review. We distinguished three different levels of participation: Level 1 involves the 

citizen just as an co-implementer of the public service which as such has already been defined by 

government, level 2 approaches the citizen as co-designer of how the product or service should be 

delivered and level 3 represents the citizen as initiator and the government as supporting (or frustrating) 

actor. In analyzing these different levels of participation we make a distinction between co-creation and 

co-production. We expected that in the co-creation literature the emphasis would be put on the citizen 

as co-designer, while in the co-production the literature the emphasis might be put on the role of the 

citizen as co-implementer (or co-producer).  

Level n Reference 

1. Citizen as a co-

implementer 

7 Briscoe et al. (2012); Diaz-Medez (2012); Elg et al. (2012); 

Bowden & D'Allessandro (2011); Feller et al. (2012); 

Gebauer et al. (2010); McNall et al. (2008) 

2. Citizen as a co-designer 5 Wise et al. (2012); Feller et al. (2012); Gebauer et al. 

(2010); Fuglsang (2008); Mesi (2010) 

3. Citizen as an initiatior 3 Cairns (2013); Baurner et al. (2011); Kerrigan & Graham 

(2010) 

No specific level 1 Gill et al. (2011) 

Table 5 Form of co-creation 
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Level n Reference 

1. Citizen as a co-

implementer 

28 Andrews & Brewera (2013); DeWitte & Geys (2013); Glynos & Speed (2013); 

Maielloa et al. (2012); Bovaird & Loeffler (2012); Meijer (2012); Pestoff (2012); Ryan 

(2012); Carr (2012); Evans et al. (2012); Gillard et al. (2012); Cornwell & Campbell 

(2011); Edelenbos et al. (2011); Folyante-Jost (2011); Groeneveld (2008); Pestoff 

(2009); whitmarsh et al. (2009); Brandsen & Pestoff (2009); Corburn (2007); De 

Vries (2008); Mitlin (2008); Pestoff (2006); Joshi & Moore (2004); Li (2004); 

Trummer et al. (2006); Karim-Aly (2003); Alford (1998); Forsyth (2001); Kingfisher 

(1998); Reisig & Giacomazzi (1998) 

2. Citizen as a co-designer  16 Leone et al. (2012); Roberts et al. (2012[1]); Roberts et al. (2012[2]); Bovaird & 

Loeffler (2012); Pestoff (2012); Ryan (2012); Varmstad (2012); Carr (2012); Folyante-

Jost (2011); Nimegeer et al. (2011); Sharma et al. (2011); Pestoff (2009); Mitlin 

(2008); Corburn (2007); Pestoff (2006); Hyde & Davies (2004); Trummer et al. (2006) 

3. Citizen as an initiatior 1 Brandsen & Helderman (2012) 

No specific level 5 Cassio & Magno (2011); Pouliot (2009); Vaillancourt (2009); Glover (2002) 

Table 6 Form of co-production 

One might notice that some authors are mentioned more than once. This is because those authors 

examined different types of co-creation or co-production. Studies mentioned in the row of ‘no specific 

level’ conducted either a study of the perceptions of citizens (e.g. Cassio & Magno; Pouliot, 2009; 

Glover; 2002) or public officials (e.g. Gill et al., 2011). 

 Our separation in the two bodies of knowledge seems interesting as it shows that in both bodies 

of literature most practices refer to citizens as co-implementers, although in the co-creation literature 

co-design seems to be more dominant than in the co-production literature. However, perhaps the most 

important conclusion that could be drawn from these tables is, that the distinction between co-

production and co-creation does not so much depend on the type of citizen involvement. Co-

implementation and co-design are participation levels that occur in both bodies of literature, while the 

most dominant one in both bodies is the one in which the citizen is predominantly seen as co-

implementing.  

 Both co-creation as co-production appear to be broad concepts, which are closely related to 

each other.  

 The following table shows schematically the objectives/reasons for conducting co-creation or 

co-production. 18 Publications described objectives that need to be achieved with co-creation/co-

production.  
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Study Objectives/reasons for Co-creation/Co-Production 

1. Elg et al. (2012) - Positive impact on patients' adherence to treatment, 

- Which in turn yields better clinical outcomes and lower costs 

2. Kerrigan & 

Graham (2010) 

- Multiple participation possibilities for citizens in the co-creation of news needs to be 

channeled 

3. Mesi (2010) - In order for the participants in the problem to become the participants in the solution 

4. Leone et al. 

(2012) 

- A patient-centered health regimen to improve patient outcomes 

5. Evans et al. (2012) - Significant cuts in public spending 

- An urgent need to address the issue of climate change 

- Increased demand for care and support services for older people. 

6. Cassio & Magno 

(2011) 

- The hypothesis is that resistance to citizen involvement can be explained by the differences 

between public administrators and elected officials. 

7. Edelenbos et al. 

(2011) 

- Co-producing policy relevant knowledge for the purposes of evaluation and decision-making 

between bureaucrats, experts and stakeholders. 

8. Corburn (2007) - Make research more democratic 

- Ensure the poor and people of color are not excluded from decisions that impact their lives 

- incorporate local knowledge and lived experience into research and action 

9. Briscoe et al. 

(2012) 

- Involvement of the community in the production of the service is a more effective and 

efficient instrument of value co-creation 

10. Bowden & 

D'Allessandro 

(2011) 

- Competition intensifies, therefore satisfaction experiences become more important. 

11. Wise et al (2012) - Citizens and contributors can better release the potential of the public and their agents to 

create more engaging, sustainable and rewarding futures 

12. Fuglsang (2008) - Co-creation could increase the role of the Municipality in healthcare and reduce the costs of 

hospitalization 

13. Glynos & Speed 

(2013) 

- Time banking practices can be understood as helpful devices in an era of public sector 

spending cuts, since it is reasonable to assume that third-sector initiatives will assume greater 

importance – a trend clearly evident in David Cameron's appeal to a ‘Big Society’ vision 

14. Maielloa et al. 

(2013) 

- The complex nature of public made it necessary for citizens, experts and local governments to 

collaborate. 

15. Meijer (2012) - To strengthen the subjective safety, citizen’s perception of safety in their own environment. 

- To strengthen objective safety. Tracking suspected or missing people faster will enhance the 

effectiveness of intervening police work. 

- To strengthen trust in government and the police. If citizens are engaged in police work, they 

can be expected to develop a more positive perception of the police. 

16. Whitmarsh et al. 

(2009) 

- Co-production can improve the quality of decision-making by drawing on diverse knowledge; 

allow explicit representation of diverse social values and personal preferences in decisions 

about what future we ‘should’ and ‘would like to’ have 

- and potentially – through the process itself – foster trust, ownership and learning amongst 

participants 

17. Joshi & Moore 

(2004)  

- Otherwise it is difficult to deliver the service effectively. 

18. Alford (1998) - In some types of public sector activity, value cannot be created or delivered unless the client 

actively contributes to its production 

Other publications (34) No reasons mentioned 

Table 7 Objectives of co-creation/co-production 
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The table shows various authors who have identified why co-creating/co-producing with citizens is 

worthwhile. An important consideration appeared to be budget shrinking and the wish to provide 

services more efficiently (e.g. Elg et al. 2012; Evans et al. 2012; Glynos & Speed, 2013; Fuglsang, 2008). 

Others explain the rise of popularity for co-creation as a consequence of a horizontal relation between 

public institutions and service users. As a result public institutions should take customer satisfaction and 

the quality of public service more seriously (e.g. Briscoe et al. 2012; Bowden & D’Allessandro, 2011; 

Leone et al. 2012). However, the objective of co-creation/co-production that emerged most frequently 

is the conviction that without active participation of citizens it is not possible to provide adequately 

public services (e.g. Wise et al. 2012; Joshi & Moore, 2004; Alford, 1998). However, most contributions 

did not mention the objectives for co-creation and co-production. This review shows that there seems 

to be an implicit conviction that involvement of citizens seems to be a virtue in itself, like democracy or 

transparency. Citizen involvement is a virtue because it contributes to a more effective public service 

delivery, or that citizen involvement leads to a shared responsibility. Citizen involvement is considered, 

in a normative way, as something that is appropriate. Co-creation/co-production seems to be regarded 

as a goal in itself. 

4.3 Influential factors 

We can now analyse the factors that influence the way in which citizens are able and willing to 

participate in co-production and co-creation process, shown in Table 8. First, we have identified which 

factors the author mentioned as influential. Sometimes these factors are framed by the other as a 

supporting or as frustrating factor. We consider the supporting or frustrating nature of these factors as 

‘two sides of the same coin’. For instance a number of studies mentioned the inclusion or acceptance of 

the citizen/patient as key driver for successful establishing co-production relations (e.g. Leone et al. 

2011; Ryan, 2012; Corburn, 2007). On the other hand also a number of authors identified an averse 

attitude towards citizen participation (e.g. Boviard & Loeffler, 2012; Varmstad 2012; Kingfisher, 1998). 

Both factors report about how citizens are regarded by public officials. Therefore we presented these 

factors together. Second, we coded these factors into fifteen different categories.  
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Influential factor n Reference 

Compatibility of 

organizations to citizen 

participation 

20 

 

 

Feller et al. (2012); Gebauer et al. (2010) ; Fuglsang (2008); McNail et al. (2008); Andrews 

et al. (2013); Vaillancourt (2009); Joshi & Moore (2004); Reisig, M.D. & Giacomazzi, A.L. 

(1998); Bovaird & Loeffler (2012); Brandsen & Helderman (2012); Corburn (2007); 

Edelenbos et al. (2011); Wise et al. (2011); Elg et al. (2012); Fuglsang (2008); Mesi 

(2010); Leone et al. (2013); Maielloa et al. (2013); Bovaird & Loeffler (2012); Cornwell & 

Campbell (2011) ; Sharma et al. (2011) 

Open attitude of 

organization towards 

citizen 

participation/acceptance 

of citizens as partners 

17 Feller et al. (2012); Gebauer et al. (2010); Gill et al. (2011); Fuglsang (2008); Leone et al. 

(2013); Roberts et al (2012[2]); Ryan (2012); Cassio & Magno (2011); Cornwell & 

Campbell (2011); Nimegeer(2011); Whitmarsh et al. (2009); Corburn (2007); Roberts et 

al. (2012 [1]); Roberts et al. (2012[2]); Karym-Aly (2002); Li (2004); Trumera et al. (2006)  

Administrative culture 

(fear of change, risk 

aversion) 

12 Maielloa et al. (2013); Roberts et al. (2012[2]); De Vries (2008); Mitlin (2008); Bovaird & 

Loeffler (2012); Brandsen & Helderman (2012); Varmstad (2012); Karym-Aly et al. (2002); 

Kingfisher (1998); Brandsen & Helderman (2012); Sharma et al. (2011); Hyde & Davies 

(2004) 

Clear incentives for co-

creation (win/win 

situation) 

9 Wise et al. (2012); Feller et al. (2010); Fuglsang (2008); Roberts et al. (2012[2]); Bovaird 

& Loeffler (2012); Pouilliot (2009); Brandsen & Helderman (2012); Karym-Aly et al. 

(2002); Alford (2008) 

Intrinsic value s of 

participants (loyalty, civic 

duty, wish to improve the 

government) 

4 Bowden et al. (2011); Wise et al. (2012); Roberts et al. (2012[2]); Sharma et al. (2011) 

Presence of social capital 

within the target group 

4 Andrews et al. (2013); Brandsen & Helderman (2012); Carr (2012); Foljanty-Jost, G. 

(2011) 

Level of information 

sharing  

4 Leone et al. (2013); Evans et al. (2012); Brandsen & Helderman (2012); Meijer (2012) 

Supporting policy for co-

creation/co-production 

3 Cairns (2013); Carr (2012); Pestoff (2009) 

Financial support 2 Brandsen & Helderman (2012); Pestoff (2006) 

Presence and activities of 

an entrepreneur 

2 Briscoe et al.( 2012); Fuglsang (2008) 

Customer awareness for 

co-creating possibilities 

2 Gebauer et al. (2010); Pestoff (2012) 

Involving stake-holders on 

different moments of the 

production chain 

2 Glynos & Speed (2013); Edelenbos et al. (2011) 

Protection of voice of 

patients/citizens 

1 Elg et al. (2012) 

Government as supporting 

actor (instead of initiating 

actor) 

1 Wise et al. (2012) 

Discretionary power of 

professionals 

1 Gill et al. (2010) 

Table 8 Identified influential factors 

A large number of authors identified the attitude towards citizens as relevant partners as an important 

condition for co-creation/co-production. The importance of the willingness to incorporate citizens as full 
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partners is stressed both positive as negative. For instance Ryan (2012) stresses that the key pre-

condition to the co-production of public safety, was prior acceptance of the legitimate right of the client 

to be a partner in the process. Formulated as a frustrating factor, Roberts et al. (2012 [2]) mention that 

many politicians, managers and professionals see co-production as highly risky. The behavior of citizens 

is less understood and considered unpredictable. Therefore political and professional reluctance to lose 

status and control makes that the willingness inside public service organizations to comprehensively 

embrace co-production is lacking. This condition is recognized by various authors, who conducted their 

research in different ways and within different policy domains. To mention a few, Gebauer et al. (2010) 

draw this conclusion after a case-study within the Swiss Federal Railway system. Leone et al. (2013) 

examined the relation between nurses and heart failure patients and Casio & Magno (2011) mention the 

same after their survey within Italian municipalities.  

 This observation can also be made with regards to two other factors: ‘Compatibility of 

organizations to citizen participation’ and ‘administrative culture’. To start with the latter, for example, 

Varmstad (2012) asserts the problems with implementing co-production in preschool services by the 

lack of tradition on co-production within the pre-education sector. In their contribution they described a 

conservative administrative culture which is generally risk-averse. This issue of the administrative 

culture is addressed in a number of contributions (e.g. Bovaird & Loeffler, 2012; Brandsen & Helderman, 

2012; Hyde & Davies, 2004). These articles show us that also the factor of a conservative and risk averse 

administrative culture is not restricted to a specific policy domain. Bovaird & Loeffler (2012) made this 

conclusion as well after conducting a comparative analysis between different policy domains, such as 

Adult Social Care, Rural Community Trust and the Firework Display. Brandsen & Helderman (2012) draw 

their conclusion after an analysis of the Dutch Housing sector and Edelenbos et al. (2011) came to the 

same statement after a study within the Dutch Water Management Sector. This means that whether the 

citizen is regarded as ‘citizen’, ‘co-producer of knowledge’, ‘patient’ or ‘student’, various authors 

claimed that in all policy domains the administrative culture is not aimed at involving citizens as full 

partners. As a consequence, many authors pointed at the problem that public organizations do not 

possess the proper compatibility within their organizational structure to incorporate citizens (e.g. 

Bovaird & Loeffler, 2012; Andrews et al. 2013; Joshi & Moore, 2004). This may result in the absence of 

training possibilities for employees (e.g. Leone et al. 2013; Sharma et al. 2011) and the lack of 

supporting processes, methods and tools (information system, ICT-possibilities) to enable citizens to co-

create (e.g. Andrews et al. 2013; Elg et al. 2012).  

 Important is to emphasize the coherence we can detect between the different influential factors 

(figure 3). Within a risk-averse administrative culture, it seems plausible that the attitudes of public 

officials is averse to citizen participation. Hence public organizations lack the communication 

infrastructure which is required for active citizen involvement (e.g. Evans et al. 2012; Brandsen & 

Helderman, 2012; Meijer, 2012) and are not equipped with the proper instruments and training facilities 

to incorporate citizen participation. The outcome of this sequence is that if co-creation processes are 

not started within the organization, additional conditions are required in order to establish co-creation 

relationships with citizens. In our literature review, a few of these conditions came across: policy which 

supports co-creation/co-production (e.g. Carr, 2012; Pestoff, 2009), the presence and activities of an 
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entrepreneur (Briscoe et al. 2012; Fuglsang, 2008) and financial support (Brandsen & Helderman, 2012; 

Pestoff, 2006).  

 The mentioned factors above can all be related to the organizational and institutional ‘side’ of 

co-creation. Here, we can recognize the earlier mentioned virtue of citizen participation sui generis. Not 

only does it seems to be a virtue in itself, but also the responsibility to realize this virtue is defined as 

responsibility of the involved public organizations. However, some authors tried to identify the 

conditions on the ‘side’ of the citizen. Bowden et al. (2011) showed how social values strongly and 

positively determined students’ perceptions of loyalty to the institution. More specifically, Wise et al. 

(2011) showed that intrinsic values such as loyalty, civic duty and the wish to improve the government 

affects positively the willingness of citizens to participate. However the factors on the citizen side are, 

generally, formulated differently, than those on the organizational side. Where the influential factors on 

the organizational side are mostly described as ‘something that the organization must do’ are the 

factors on the citizen side formulated as ‘something you have or don’t have’. For instance Brandsen & 

Helderman (2012) concluded that a strong limitation to co-production was the limited reach of 

‘community spirit’. Another interesting observation is that the studies that address the organizational 

and institutional side of co-creation and co-production are in general based on a qualitative comparative 

case study method, while most studies that address the citizen side, are based on a quantitative, survey 

based method, thereby asking citizens if and how they would like to participate (e.g. Wise et al. 2011; 

Glover, 2002). 

 We conclude that there are a number of influential factors to successful co-creation/co-

production. Most can be identified on the organization side of co-creation. These factors, although 

presented here in distinct categories cannot be considered as independent categories but are related to 

each other. We present this interplay in Figure 2. The influential factors on the citizen side could be seen 

as conditions which are present or not.  
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Figure 2 Interplay between influential factors 

4.4 Outcomes  

Research question 3 focused on the outcomes of co-creation/co-production. This is a somewhat difficult 

task, as only a few authors have related these outcomes to the original goals that co-creation/co-

production had to accomplish. This task is even more difficult because in many studies these goals have 

never been stated. Therefore our ability to estimate to what extent the objectives of co-creation/co-

production are achieved is limited.  

 We present subsequently in the first table (table 9) the results which are identified by the 

author and which are related to the purpose of co-creation/co-production. The next table 10 shows the 

outcomes formulated by authors who do not link the reported outcome to specific policy goals but to 

more general considerations that legitimize co-creation and co-production. The last table 11 summarizes 

only outcomes that have been reported without having specific goals or considerations in mind. 

Administrative culture 

 

Attitude of public officials to citizen participation 

 

Compatibility of public organizations to citizen participation 

 

 

Conditions on citizen level: 

 Customer awareness 

 Intrinsic values of participants 

 Presence of social capital 

 

 

Additional conditions: 

- Supporting policy: 

o Formulation of clear incentives for co-creation/co-

production 

o Government as supporting actor 

- Increased information sharing 

- (Early) involvement of citizens in different stages of production 

chain 

- Entrepreneur 

- Financial support 

- Discretionary power of professionals 

 

 Level of co-creation/co-production 
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Study/policy 

sector 

Goals Co-creation/Co-Production Outcomes related to Object 

Elg et al. (2012) 

 

Health Care 

Sector 

- Positive impact on patients' 

adherence to treatment, 

- Which in turn yields better 

clinical outcomes and lower 

costs 

- Supporting processes, methods and tools to enable 

patient co-creation and learning are often missing. 

- The voice of the patient needs to be protected. 

Diaz-Mendez & 

Gummesson 

(2012) 

 

European Higher 

Education 

- Universities must consider the 

new developments in service 

theory in order to enable 

effectively the Bologna goals 

- The interactive and co-creation aspects are 

disregarded within the Spanish University. However 

the satisfaction surveys are not a reliable instrument 

to assess lecturer performance 

Kerrigan & 

Graham (2010) 

 

Regional Media 

- Multiple participation 

possibilities for citizens in the 

co-creation of news needs to 

be channeled 

- The way this is conducted is by limiting customer 

involvement into 'debating current events'. Other 

contributions are not considered 

Mesi (2010) 

 

Psychosocial 

support 

- In order for the participants in 

the problem to become the 

participants in the solution 

- The analysis showed that their use of the working 

relationship is neither consistent nor explicit. 

Leone et al. 

(2012) 

 

Heart failure 

health care 

- A patient-centered health 

regimen to improve patient 

outcomes 

- Few nurses deviated from the standard script and 

none involved patients in designing personalized 

discharge plans. 

Evans et al. 

(2012) 

 

Adult social care 

 

Adult Social Care in England faces three 

major challenges: 

- Significant cuts in public 

spending 

- An urgent need to address the 

issue of climate change 

- Increased demand for care 

and support services for older 

people. 

- social care can only be sustainable if an integrated 

approach is taken that combines environmental, 

economic and social considerations. The current fiscal 

crisis has added urgency to the need to develop 

innovative systems of social care based on co-

production, mutualism and localism. Piloting and 

mainstreaming approaches such as these can only be 

done with strong leadership, long-term thinking and 

meaningful incentives 

Cassio & Magno 

(2011) 

 

Italian 

municipalities 

- Citizens are seen as active 

participants to public service 

planning and provisions. 

However a debate is going on 

of the advantages and 

disadvantages of citizen 

involvement. 

- There appeared to be a statistically significant 

difference between public administrators' and 

elected officials' attitudes towards citizen 

involvement. 

- Differences exist in three main issues: the relative 

importance of citizens as sources of inputs to 

improve public service quality, the objectives of 

citizens' involvement and the structure of citizens' 

preferences. 

Edelenbos et al. 

(2011) 

 

Dutch water 

management 

- Co-producing policy relevant 

knowledge for the purposes 

of evaluation and decision-

making between bureaucrats, 

experts and stakeholders. 

- Knowledge co-production among experts and 

stakeholders was problematic both cases. 
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Corburn (2007) 

 

Environmental 

protection in 

Latino 

neighborhood in 

New York 

- Make research more 

democratic 

- Ensure the poor and people of 

color are not excluded from 

decisions that impact their 

lives 

- incorporate local knowledge 

and lived experience into 

research and action 

- Community knowledge does not replace professional 

science nor devalue scientific knowledge itself, but 

rather can “re-value forms of knowledge that 

professional science has excluded” 

Fuglsang (2008) 

 

Health care 

 

- Co-creation could increase the 

role of the Municipality in 

healthcare and reduce the 

costs of hospitalization 

- Certain actions had to be taken in order for the public 

sector to benefit from external ideas and open 

innovation. These were: getting involved, identifying 

demand, exploring incentives for co-creation and 

encouraging entrepreneurship. These actions may be 

summarised under the heading ‘strategic reflexivity’ 

Alford (1998) 

 

Various 

- In some types of public sector 

activity, value cannot be 

created or delivered unless 

the client actively contributes 

to its production 

- Customer contributing by delivering information 

(putting in their postcodes for postal services) 

- Labour market programs could not achieve one of 

their objectives (heightening the attractiveness of 

jobseekers to employers) unless their clients also put 

in some time and effort, not just in taking part in 

these labor market programs but in actively engaging 

them in a committed fashion 

- The output which the Commonwealth Employment 

Service (CES)provides to the client, in the form of a 

job referral, cannot be transformed into a valuable 

outcome until the job-seeker actually secures the job, 

by making a positive impression on the employer at 

the interview on the job  

Table 9 Outcomes related to original goals to be achieved 

We can see that co-creation/co-production is regarded as a promising concept which needs to provide 

an answer to a number of challenges within the public domain. These answers are formulated in the 

specific goals. However, if we look at the reported outcomes in relation to the goals of co-creation and 

co-production that were mentioned by the authors, we see that it is quite difficult to link the specific 

outcomes to the specific goals. We observe that the reported outcomes are very often formulated in 

terms of a specific barrier that prevented that the original goals were achieved or in terms of a condition 

that have to be met in order to accomplish goals that were formulated. Very often these barriers and 

conditions relate to the earlier mentioned influence of the dominant administrative culture and the 

incompatibility of existing procedures, routines, systems and other practices. Moreover, looking at the 

reported outcomes we see, that in most of cases, the original goals have not been met. Explicit positive 

outcomes that are reported are increased customer satisfaction (Leone et al, 2012) and the insertion of 

other, more local knowledge (Coburn, 2007). The fact that most outcomes are reported in terms of 

barriers and conditions could also be dependent on the fact that in these studies a case study 

perspective prevails.  
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However, we also see that other outcomes have been formulated that, although not linked to specific 

co-creation/co-production goals, are linked to a number of more general considerations that have been 

put forward to legitimize co-creation/co-production. In table 11 we show if the outcomes that are 

reported match with these more general considerations. 

Study General considerations  

co-creation/co-production 

Outcomes 

Briscoe et al. 

(2012)  

 

Public safety 

-  Involvement of the 

community in the production 

of the service is a more 

effective and efficient 

instrument of value co-

creation 

- Challenge for co-production comes less from the 

world itself and more from the modifier, which 

indicates collaboration. 

- Collaboration leading to more effective value co-

creation is also critical when considering the 

management of complex service system 

Bowden & 

D'Allessandro 

(2011)  

 

Higher education 

- Competition intensifies, 

therefore satisfaction 

experiences become more 

important. 

- Social value is not positively related to satisfaction 

and loyalty to an institution,  

- Social value strongly determine students perception 

of loyalty to the institution 

Wise et al (2012)  

 

Various 

-  Citizens and contributors can 

better release the potential of 

the public and their agents to 

create more engaging, 

sustainable and rewarding 

futures 

- This study shows that, there is a clear need for an 

expansion of the genome framework to understand 

the incentives for public sector initiatives. In this 

study we expanded the genome’s framework by 

adding: interest, civic duty, evaluate, feedback-

public, feedback-not public. As a result citizen 

participation often rely more on intrinsic genomes 

than on economic genomes. 

Glynos & Speed 

(2013)  

 

Various 

- Time banking practices can be 

understood as helpful devices 

in an era of public sector 

spending cuts, since it is 

reasonable to assume that 

third-sector initiatives will 

assume greater importance – 

a trend clearly evident in 

David Cameron's appeal to a 

‘Big Society’ vision 

- Co-production in regimes of choice and recognition 

should be seen to be not just about co-producing 

things, and decisions about things, but also about co-

producing identities. A regime of choice presents co-

production as a function of pre-definition, while a 

regime of recognition presents co-production in 

terms of a constitutive and potentially 

transformative re-signification. 

Maielloa et al. 

(2013)  

 

Environmental 

knowledge 

 

- The complex nature of public 

policy made it necessary for 

citizens, experts and local 

governments to collaborate. 

- Environmental Offices (EO’s) do not play the role of 

knowledge co-production catalysts, since when 

making environmental decisions they only use 

technical knowledge. Italian EOs correspond to those 

who consider the integration of knowledge for 

decision making as being complicated, and think that 

participation is not very relevant, or relevant but not 

fundamental for both learning and consensus 

building. On the opposite side are the Brazilian EOs, 

who think that knowledge integration is fundamental 

for better environmental decision-making, and who 

consider participation necessary for consensus 

building as well as for learning 
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Meijer (2012)  

 

Public safety 

-  To strengthen objective 

safety. Tracking suspected or 

missing people faster will 

enhance the effectiveness of 

intervening police work. 

- To strengthen trust in 

government and the police. If 

citizens are engaged in police 

work, they can be expected to 

develop a more positive 

perception of the police. 

- Co-production provide value to governments and 

citizens but they differ in their value for 

strengthening citizen communities. Individualized 

and community co-production are identified as 

different outcomes of socio-technological 

trajectories. 

- The second value of the forum could be that the 

forum enables citizens to exchange experiences with 

companions. The qualitative analysis shows that 

many of the postings contain stories about negative 

experiences of citizens when applying for a job. 

Whitmarsh et al. 

(2009)  

 

Transport and 

emission 

- Co-production can improve 

the quality of decision-making 

by drawing on diverse 

knowledge; allow explicit 

representation of diverse 

social values and personal 

preferences in decisions about 

what future we ‘should’ and 

‘would like to’ have 

- Potentially – through the 

process itself – foster trust, 

ownership and learning 

amongst participants 

- The greater focus of citizens on cultural, political and 

institutional barriers, rather than technological 

obstacles, is consistent with the participants’ visions 

of ideal transport, which focused on lifestyle 

changes. 

- Many citizens implicitly placed responsibility for the 

environment with government and do not see it as 

their responsibility 

Joshi & Moore 

(2004)  

 

Water irrigation 

 

- Otherwise it is difficult to 

deliver the service effectively. 

- In a normative sense, many co-production 

arrangements rank second best, or even lower. In 

particular, they raise many concerns about 

accountability. However, such arrangements do 

appear to be widespread in parts of the South, and 

may constitute the best available alternatives, 

especially in environments where public authority is 

unusually weak. 

Table 10 Outcomes not related to co-creation objectives but to general considerations that were used 

If we look at the reported outcomes in relation to some general considerations that were put forward in 

the articles to legitimize co-production/co-creation, the same conclusion can be drawn as based on the 

previous table. In general we see that the authors do not address the question, if the reported outcomes 

supported the general considerations that are used to promote co-creation and co-production. The 

outcomes that are reported refer predominantly to barriers and conditions that have frustrated the co-

creation/co-production efforts.  

 Both tables show a specific trend, but is this trend also visible in the last table that deals with 

the reported outcomes (table 13). In the following table are the outcomes presented from the 

contributions which did not mention a specific purpose at al. 

 

Study/policy sector Outcomes 

 Cairns, G. (2013) 

Food marketing 

- Restraining policy on unhealthy food does not affect the level of co-creation in mutual 

relations within the society 

Baumer et al. (2011) - Part of the feeling to political participation is related to ‘being part of the blog’.  
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Political blogs 

- These processes act as important differentiators between social media and more 

traditional media 

Feller et al. (2010) 

 

Norwegian muninicipalities 

- The external partners strengthen the municipality's competence base and innovation 

processes with the inflow of expertise, competence, experiences, and components.  

-  In the projects studied there was evidence of a ‘win-win’ situation, where the external 

partners also strengthened their competence base. 

- Through aggregation and syndication, value is created for citizens by leveraging the 

synergies between these various specialized organizations and acting as a single labor 

and educational market.  

- As members of a network, smaller municipalities within the network are able to 

compete with larger ones in other regions for growth and sustainability, and the region 

as a whole is able to attract state funding and other prerequisites for the delivery of 

high quality services.  

- With co-creation, the emphasis on involving the consumer of the service in its design 

resulted in the need for enhanced communication and interaction; thus strengthening 

and deepening the customer relationship. 

Gebauer et al. (2010) 

 

Swiss Federal Railway 

- Locus of value creation within SBB moved from value facilitation to value co-creation  

- The link between open dialogue on risk reduction and customer engagement was most 

evident in the initiative of SBB in establishing a night-time service network 

- Self service SBB had increased the availability of self-service applications in a variety of 

situation 

- SBB improved customer experience with regard to safety and access by installing an 

improved lighting system 

Gill et al. (2011) 

 

Elderly community care 

- A service oriented organization creates a culture that supports and rewards service 

related behaviors, with committed employees working and building relationships 

- It is through the direct service provider's service orientation that the organization’s 

client orientation objectives are affected. 

McNall et al. (2008) 

 

University-community 

partnerships 

- The co-creation of knowledge was associated with improved service outcomes for 

clients 

- The more members of a partnership shared access to data and findings and shared in 

the interpretation, presentation, and publication of results, the better they perceived 

the service outcomes of clients to be. 

Andrews & Brewera (2013) 

 

US state government 

- Social capital makes a positive and statistically significant contribution to the quality of 

public services 

- The combined effect of social capital and management capacity leads to a statistically 

significant rise in performance when the two base terms are held constant 

De Witte & Geys (2013) 

 

Public libraries in Belgium 

- Ignoring citizens’ co-productive decisions leads to biased estimates of service 

providers’ productive efficiency. 

- it implies that high (or low) service-delivery-efficiency relative to service-potential-

efficiency is driven to a significant extent by high (or low) demand for the services 

Pestoff (2012) 

 

Preschool services 

- We found different levels of parent participation in different countries and in different 

forms of provision, i.e., public, private for-profit and third sector preschool services.  

- The highest levels of parent participation were found in third sector providers, like 

parent associations in France, parent initiatives in Germany, and parent cooperatives 

in Sweden (ibid.).  

- We also noted different kinds of parent participation, i.e., economic, political, social, 

and service specific.  

Ryan (2012) 

 

Social support 

- Examples of co-production often seem to emerge when practitioners involved in 

implementation and delivery are confronted by a puzzle 

- Subsequent experiments and trials can be seen as examples of ‘learning’; that is, new 
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 ways of working created out of critical reflection regarding the present, rethinking the 

strategies and enacting anew and adapting existing practice  

Varmstad (2012) 

Preschool services in 

Sweden 

- co-production at parent cooperative preschools led to a more developed two-way 

communication between staff and parents 

- Perceived improvement for workers  

Carr (2012) 

 

Public safety in American 

cities 

Citizen participation in four roles: 

- Citizen partner, one who takes an active role in negotiating order and contributes to 

the stability and maintenance of their community.  

- Citizen associate, who plays a more scaled down and de-limited role in negotiating 

order than the partner. The associate is consulted about neighborhood crime and 

safety concerns, but has no real means of making inputs into the ongoing process of 

producing law and order. 

- Citizen bystander, who does not take any role beyond being a passive observer of law 

enforcement professionals, and presumably supporting what is being done in their 

name 

- Opponent, a citizen who is completely alienated from police and conventional law and 

order 

Gillard et al. (2012) 

 

Health research 

- We found that service user participants who felt supported clinically made decisions 

either to take medication as prescribed or to come off medication as an important 

aspect of their self-care (compared to other participants who were still struggling with 

whether to take medication or not) 

- Complex and subtle findings emerged about relationships between the service user 

and clinician, medication, choice, and self-care 

Cornwell & Campbell 

(2011) 

 

Wild life protection 

- Coordinators criticized academic state experts’ distance from practical project work, 

they highlighted the knowledge of sea turtles that the volunteers have gained from 

their intensive work 

- Coordinators have a certain degree of latitude when interpreting the nest relocation 

criteria, because only in very few cases would a biologist be in a position to visit the 

beach and inspect the nest sites  

- The state was not afraid to exert its formal authority over the volunteers, as in one 

contentious instance during the Bogue Banks relocation ban 

Foljanty-Jost (2011) 

 

Local reforms in Japan and 

Germany 

Citizens play at least two major roles: 

- Citizens fulfill the role of co-producers in political decision-making processes 

- Citizens take on the role of supporters of policy implementation processes. 

Nimegeer et al. (2011) 

 

Health services within 

more distant rural area’s 

- Engagement is a process of trust and relationship-building rather than a one-off 

intervention 

- Communities often lack of commitment to change, thinking differently and persistence 

in addressing the barriers of legislation and regulation by service providers that is a 

barrier to rural health service reconfiguration 

Sharma et al. (2011) 

 

Long-term health 

conditions or diabetes 

- A change towards a more partnership oriented consultation style 

- Lay tutors reported an increase in confidence in attending consultations for 

themselves in which they discussed self-management of their condition with their 

clinicians 

- More experienced trained clinicians talked less than their patients and discussed 

psychosocial issues to a greater degree during a consultation as opposed to those 

clinicians newly trained 

Groeneveld (2008) 

 

Amature soccer 

- Volunteer recognition and development throughout the game is part and parcel of the 

activities 

- Football federations have the ability to be on the front lines of public service delivery 
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regarding these social issues, and regarding their potential for positive social impact 

Pouliot (2009) 

 

Higher scientific education 

(research to the perceptions of students to the assumptions of lay-men willingness to 

participate) 

- The group’s point of view evolved from that of qualifying the lay citizens’ position as 

being inconsistent to one that held the citizens’ position to be consistent 

- Whereas the better portion of this description concerns citizens having little or no 

interest in the controversy 

Vaillancourt (2009) 

 

Policy reform in Canada 

- The presence of the social economy contributes to a triple democratization 

- It fosters the democratization both of practices, of policy development (co-

construction) and of operationalization of new policy (co-production) 

De Vries (2008) 

 

Dutch municipalities 

- The vast majority are asked for support by colleagues within city hall and are inclined 

to ask for support from these colleagues  

- Next to this core there is the influence of political parties. It is striking that their 

support is hardly sought and that they are not mentioned very often as actors that 

express wishes or seek support from the policymakers.  

- Responses are relatively unvarying over the years. Despite minor deviations, the 

overall structure of this network does not change. This goes for local administrators as 

well as local politicians in their support-seeking behavior, although this stability is 

stronger for administrators. 

- Although societal groups seek the support of local politicians and to a lesser degree 

that of administrators, policymakers are much less inclined to seek the support of 

societal groups.  

- The position of societal groups was unvarying during the whole period of investigation, 

while it was expected, because of the structural reforms and the experiments 

described above, that their position would become more influential. 

Mitlin (2008) 

 

Various 

- Citizen groups have taken over relational and physical space that is typically seen as 

state “territory” and have  

reached some level of cooperation with the responsible state agencies 

- However these activities have not been promoted by the state and its officials, nor are 

these examples of provision motivated by income generation 

Hyde & Davies (2004) 

 

Mental health care 

- Service design, organizational culture and organizational performance seem linked 

together in complex recursive relationships in mental health services 

- Difficulties associated with ensuring the primacy of the service user without 

fundamentally challenging service design arrangements are thus demonstrated 

- Cultural assumptions (and deeper processes) interact with service design leading to 

emergent cultural artefacts that impact on organizational performance 

- There may be some links between these cultures and resultant organizational 

performance 

Li (2004) 

 

Palliative care 

- Symbiotic niceness represents a core component of professional and patient identity 

which works to maintain social order as well as to advance personal, professional and 

organizational aspirations. 

- It suggests that the niceness of patients has implications for the nurses’ own 

performance of niceness, which is in turn a key component of the emotional labor that 

contributes to psychosocial care. 

Trummer et al. (2006) 

 

Heart surgery in Austria 

- In the intervention group length of hospital stay was shorter (by 1 day), incidence of 

post-surgery tachyarrhythmia was reduced (by 15%), transfer to less intensive care 

levels was faster and patient ratings for communicative quality of care by doctors and 

nurses were improved 

- Emotional quality of communication with physician had a strong effect on care-level 

adjusted duration of stay 
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- Frequency of self-administered and self-monitored breathing exercises, our indicator 

of health behavior, was correlated with patient satisfaction 

Glover (2002) 

 

Canadian community 

centre’s 

- A relationship exists between citizenship orientations and exposure to different 

models of service production 

- People with certain citizenship orientations might be more inclined to use community 

centers that adopt particular models of service production. 

Karim-Aly et al. (2003) 

 

Environmental knowledge 

- Established partnership that survived institutional realignments and career changes 

among both partner institutions  

- The most difficult task of a participatory research project is the establishment of a 

common vocabulary so as to communicate concerns, interests, and questions 

O'Rourke & Macey (2003) 

 

Environmental knowledge 

- The bucket brigades (citizens who can see on the content of buckets what the 

influence of pollution is) are inclusive, bringing previously excluded groups and 

technical "amateurs" into dialogues about pollution and health issues 

- The bucket brigades support place-based organizing, creating new mechanisms for 

mobilizing around local environmental improvements 

- The brigades introduce community members into environmental disputes very early-

almost immediately as a pollution event is occurring and often before regulatory 

agencies have arrived on the scene 

- The brigades help to increase knowledge of emissions and potential health risks, 

raising awareness and strengthening the technical skills of local community members 

Forsyth (2001) 

 

Environmental activism 

- Current forms of environmental discourse are inherently reflective of values and 

framings of environmentalism characteristic of the new social movements and identity 

politics of postindustrial Europe and North America 

Kingfisher (1998) 

 

Poverty support 

- Workers believed that the vast majority of their clients were `lazy', wanting to get 

something for nothing 

- Constructions of clients as `liars' were as frequent as constructions of clients as `lazy’ 

- Workers extrapolated from a particular case to make a generalization about all clients. 

This generalization has implications for the specific kinds of policy that workers co-

produce 

Reisig & Giacomazzi (1998) 

 

Public safety 

- Positive attitudes toward the police are not a necessary precursor of collaborative 

police-community partnerships 

- As the perceptions of crime worsened and fear increased, attitudes toward officer 

demeanor decreased 

- all age groups expressed some level of support for the implementation of citizen-police 

collaborative partnerships 

Table 11 Outcomes of co-creation/co-production studies without a beforehand formulated objective 

If we look at this table, we see that the reported outcomes are more positive than in previous tables. 

This can be explained by the fact that in the studies no comparison was made with the goals that were 

formulated in the studied co-creation/co-production processes or with general considerations that were 

used to legitimize co-production/creation. The positive outcomes that were formulated refer to better, 

more co-operative ways of communication, interaction and learning (Feller et al, 200, Gebauer et al. 

2010, Ryan, 2010, Gillard et al, 2012; Sharma et al, 2011; Hyde & Davies, 2004; ) which also helps to 

insert new bodies of knowledge and experiences (Cornwell & Campbell, 2011; Sharma et al, 2011; 

O’Rourke & Macey, 2003), helps to set up new forms of self-support (Gillard et al., 2012; Trummer et al, 

2006) and satisfaction (Trummer et al, 2006) and which can be seen as expression of trust, self-

recognition and a new identity (Groeneveld, 2008; Mitlin, 2008; Li, 2004; Forsyth, 2001). 
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The general conclusion from our review on the reported outcomes, is that hardly any empirical material 

can be found that systematically assess the outcomes of co-production and co-creation in comparison to 

the specific goals that were formulated. However, this supposes that these goals have been formulated. 

As we have shown in our review, many of the eligible studies do not closely refer to the goals that were 

formulated to co-creation/co-production process or do not even refer to general considerations for co-

creation/co-production. And, if these goals or considerations are present, the outcomes seem to be 

rather negative or they are framed in terms of barriers and conditions. If these goals of considerations 

are not present in the studies, then it seems that the outcomes that are reported are more positive. An 

explanation could be that there is no frame of reference for comparison. 

 

5 Conclusion and implications for social innovation studies 

Social innovation and co-creation are magic concepts that have been introduced during the last years to 

modernize the public sector and to find a new balance between the responsibilities of citizens on the 

one hand and government on the other hand. A central assumption in social innovation is that citizens 

are seen as important stakeholder that should be involved in the design of new services that really 

matter and that really addresses the needs of society, in their implementation and their production. 

However, what do we really know about the conditions under which citizens and governments are able 

and willing to participate in this process of co-creation and what are the outcomes that have been 

reported? What are critical factors that influence the process of co-creation by citizens in social 

innovation in the public sector? In order to investigate these factors we have conducted a systematic 

review.  

 As became evident quite quickly, co-creation during public innovation is a rather limited body of 

knowledge. However, in the public administration literature related concepts are being used that refer 

to the same process: the participation of citizens in the production of public services. Therefore we have 

also taken into account articles that have been written about co-production. We assumed that in co-

creation literature the emphasis was primarily put on the involvement of citizens in the design of public 

services, while in the co-production literature the emphasis was primarily put on the involvement of 

citizens in the production and implementation process of public services. However, our systematic 

reviewed showed that both concepts were very often used as interchangeable concepts. Although, the 

aspect of co-design was to some extent more dominant in the co-creation literature, it was also an 

element that was quite present in the co-production literature. This same is also true for the co-

implementation aspect. Co-creation was also often seen as process of co-implementing public services. 

 However, we can also identify important differences between the two bodies of knowledge. In 

the literature on co-creation almost half of the contributions co-creation is defined as value co-creation. 

The notion of value is absent in the coproduction literature. In the co-production literature we see that 

the emphasis is primarily put on the rearrangement of the relationships between government and 

citizens, that become more horizontal in terms of a partnership that is being created.  

 What is the reason that governments open up the possibility to develop co-creative processes to 

develop and implement new services? What is the object of co-creation? The objectives that co-

creation/co-production must obtain vary from trying to improve the efficiency of public services in 
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relation to shrinking budgets, to the improvement of legitimacy and effectiveness of public services by 

taking the needs of citizens into account. However remarkable is that in most studies such an objective 

is not described. These contributions are primarily aimed at explaining ‘how co-creation and co-

production can be established’ and ‘what is needed in order to do that’. The question ‘why one should 

co-create/co-produce’ is very often not asked. We conclude that the co-creation and coproduction very 

often seems to be a virtue in itself.  

 Another way to understand the object of co-creation/co-production is to see how co-creation 

and coproduction are defined. And again, not always are the concepts defined, but are taken for 

granted. If both concepts were defined three elements seem to be recurring. First, both concepts refer 

to the active involvement of citizens, which is based on partnership and a joint responsibility between 

government and citizens. Secondly, the sharing of resources has also been seen as a striking element. 

Thirdly, the sharing of resources was primarily found in coproducing relevant and alternative knowledge.  

 We also looked at the domains in which co-creation and coproduction practices have occurred 

and have been analyzed. The conclusion is that co-creation and coproduction is a practice that can be 

found in numerous policy sectors, although the dominance of health care and education shows that it is 

particularly popular in ‘soft’ policy sectors. If we look how these practices are studied we see that most 

authors conducted a single-case or a comparative case study. On the one hand this seems to be 

understandable given the importance that in the innovation literature is attached to study innovations 

in their specific local contexts. The case studies show that characteristics of the specific context play an 

important role in explaining the co-creation/coproduction dynamics that takes place. On the other hand, 

the dominance of the case study method seems to limits the degree in which we can draw general 

conclusions regarding the influence of specific drivers and barriers as well as relevant outcomes. A 

possible danger of this dominant approach could be that all the explanations that are found are always 

‘contingent’, and thus local ones, which prevents us to look for more general factors and more local 

factors that should be taken into consideration.  

 What about the forms of coproduction/co-creation that can be distinguished? In doing so we 

made a distinction between citizens as a co-designer, a co-producer or co-implementer of public 

services and citizens that act as initiator of new services. Most dominant is a form in which citizens are 

the co-producer or co-implementer of services that already have been defined by government, followed 

by a form in which citizens are co-designer, while the number of practices in which citizens are the 

initiator is very limited.  

 We also looked at relevant factors that influence the way in which citizens and governments are 

really able and willing to participate in the design and coproduction of new innovative public services. In 

general we see that two types of factors can be distinguished. First, factors that deal with an number of 

organizational and institutional issues on the government side. Second, factors that refer to the 

willingness and capabilities of citizens to participate. On the organizational and institutional side we 

identified that especially the characteristics of the administrative culture in relationship to the dominant 

attitude of public officials towards public participation seems to be very important as well as the 

compatibility of the public organization’s systems, routines, procedures to citizen participation. On the 
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citizen side awareness, intrinsic values and the presence of social capital seems to be important. Last, 

but not least a number of additional factors, also on the organizational and institutional side were 

mentioned, like the presence of supporting policy, the ability to share information, the presence of 

policy or social entrepreneurs, financial support and the degree in which professionals are able and 

willing to make use of their discretionary power.  

 Last, we looked to the outcomes of co-creation and co-production processes in the public 

sector. The general conclusion from our review, when looking at reported outcomes, is that hardly any 

empirical material can be found that systematically assess the outcomes of coproduction and co-

creation in comparison to the specific goals that were formulated. However, this supposes that these 

goals have been formulated. As we have shown in our review, many of the eligible studies do not closely 

refer to the goals that were related to co-creation/coproduction process or do not refer to rather 

general considerations. And, if these goals or considerations are present, the outcomes seem to be 

rather negative or they are framed in terms of barriers and conditions. If these goals of considerations 

are not present in the studies, then it seems that the outcomes that are reported are more positive. The 

reason for that could be that there is no frame of reference for comparison.  

 In sum, this article has reviewed the evidence on co-creation and co-production in public 

services. It seems that the co-creation and co-production literature has identified a number of 

definitions, forms and objects of study, often employing a qualitative case-study approach. Next to this, 

they have identified various factors which can be influential in starting with co-creation processes, such 

as the acceptance of citizens as partners. Lastly, we analyzed various outcomes. It became apparent that 

outcomes are infrequently studied, and co-creation is often seen as a value it itself. All in all, co-creation 

during public innovation seems to be an interesting topic, with much potential for both scholars and 

practitioners. Embracing and further researching co-creation during public innovation should therefore 

provide a fruitful endeavor for both researchers and practitioners alike. 

 

  



36 
 

References 

*Included in systematic review 

 

Albury, D., (2005), Fostering Innovation in Public Services, In: Public Money & Management, vol. 25( 1); 

pp. 51-56.  

*Alford, J. (1998) A public management road less travelled: Clients as co-producers of public services, in: 

Australian Journal of Public Administration 57(4); pp. 128-137 

*Andrews, R. & Brewera, G. A. (2013) Social Capital, Management Capacity and Public Service 

Performance, in: Public Management Revies 15(1); pp. 19-42 

Barrutia, J. M. & Echebarria C. (2012) Greening Regions: The Effect of Social Entrepreneurship, Co-

decision and Co-creation on the Embrace of good sustainable development practices, in: journal of 

Environmental Plann Management 55(10); pp. 1348-1368 

Bason, C., (2010), Leading Public Sector Innovation. Bristol: Policy Press 

*Baumer, E. Sueyoshi, M. Tomlinson, B. (2011) Bloggers and Readers Blogging Together: Collaborative 

Co-creation of Political Blogs, in: Computing Supported Cooperation Work CSCW International Journal 

20(1-2); pp. 1-36 

Bekkers, V. & Homburg, V. (2007) The Myths of E-Government. In: The Information Society, 23(5); pp. 

373-382. 

Bekkers, V., J. Edelenbos & B. Steijn (2011), Linking Innovation to the Public Sector: Contexts, Concepts 

and Challenges, in: Bekkers, V., J. Edelenbos & B. Steijn (eds.), Innovation in the public sector: linking 

capacity and leadership. Houndsmills: Palgrave McMillan, pp. 3-32. 

*Bovaird, T. & Loeffler, E. (2012) From Engagement to Co-production: The contribution of users and 

communities to outcomes and public value, in: Voluntas 23(4); pp. 1119-1138 

*Bowden, J. H. & D'Allessandro, S. (2011) Co-creating Value in Higher Education: The Role of Interactive 

Classroom Response Technologies, in: Asian Social Science 7(11); pp. 35-47 

*Brandsen, T. & Helderman, J.K. (2012) The Trade-Off between Capital and Community: The Conditions 

for successfyul co-production in Housing, in: Voluntas 23(4); pp. 1139-1155 

*Brandsen, T. & Pestoff, V. (2006) Co-Production, the Third Sector and the Delivery of Public Services, in: 

Public Management Review 8(4); pp. 446-457 

*Briscoe, G. Keranen, K & Parry, G. (2012) Understanding complex service systems through different 

lenses: an overview, in: European Journal of Management 30(5); pp. 418-426 



37 
 

*Cairns, G. (2013) Evolutions in food marketing, quantifying the impact and policy implications, in: 

Appetite 62; pp. 194-197 

*Carr, P.J. (2012) Citizen, community and crime control: The Problems and Prospects for negotiated 

order, in: Criminonlogy and Criminal Justice 12(4); pp. 397-412 

*Cassio, F. & Magno, F.(2011) Differences between Public Administrators and Elected Officials 

Perspectives on the Role of the Citizen in Service Quality Improvement Processes, in: TQM Journal 23(5); 

pp. 550-559  

Castells, M..(1996), The rise of the network society. Cambridge: Blackwell 

Chang, A. Chih, Y.-Y, Chew, E. & Pisarski, a. (2013) Reconceptualising Mega Project Succes in Australian 

Defence: Recognising the Importance of Value Co-creation, in: International Journal of Project 

Management, 32(1); pp. 11-20  

Chathotha, P., Altinay, L., Harrington, R.J., Okumus, F. & Chan, E.S.W. (2012) Co-production versus Co-

creation: a Process based Continuum in the Hotel Service Context, in: International Journal of Hospital 

Management 32(1); pp. 11-20 

Chesbrough, H (2003) [2]. Open Innovation: The New Imperative for Creating and Profiting from 

Technology. Harvard: Harvard Business School Press. 

Chesbrough , H. (2006). Open Innovation; A New Paradigm for Understanding Industrial Innovation. In 

Open Innovation: Researching a New Paradigm, edited by H. Chesbrough, W. Vanhaverbeke and J. West. 

Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

*Corburn, J. (2007) Community Knowledge in environmental health science: co-producing policy 

expertise, in: Environmental Science and Policy 10(2); pp. 150-161 

*Cornwell, M.L. & Campbell, L.M. (2011) Co-Producing Conservation and Knowledge: Citizen-based Sea 

Turtle monitoring in North Carolina, USA, in: Social Study Science 42(1); pp. 101-120 

*Diaz-Mendez, M. & Gummesson, E. (2012) Value co-creation and university teaching quality: 

Consequences for the European Higher Education Area (EHEA), in: Journal of Service Management 23(4); 

pp. 571-592 

Downe, J., J. Hartley & L. Rashman, (2004), Evaluating the extent of interorganizational learning and 

change through the Beacon Council Scheme, in: Public Management Review, vol. 6; pp. 531-553. 

Drucker, P (1985) Innovation and Entrepreneurship. London: Heinemann. 

European Commission (2013) Industrial Innovation: Social Innovation 

(ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/innovation/policy/social-innovation/index_en.htm) last viewed 02-04-

2013 



38 
 

European Commission (2011), Empowering people, driving change: social innovation in the European 

Union, Luxemburg: Publications of the European Union. 

*Edelenbos, J., Van Buuren, A. & Van Schie, N. (2011) Co-producing knowledge: joint knowledge 

production between experts, bureaucrats and stakeholders in Dutch water management projects, in: 

Environmental Science and Policy 14(6); pp. 675-684 

Edelman. M. (1967) The symbolic uses of politics. Urbana, IL: University of Illinois Press 

Edelman, M. (1977) The politics of language: words that succeed and policies that fail. Madison: 

University of Wisconsin Press. 

*Elg, M., Engström, J., Witell, L. Polsinska, B. (2012) Co-creation and learning in health care service 

development, in: Journal of Service Management 23(3); pp. 328-343 

*Evans, S., Hills, S. & Orme, J. (2012) Doing More for Less? Developing Sustainable Systems of Social 

Care in the Context of Climate Change and Public Spending Cuts, in: British Journal of Social Work 42(4); 

pp. 744-764  

Fagersberg, J., Mowery, D., Nelson, R. (Eds.) (2004), The Oxford Handbook of Innovation, Oxford 

University Press, Oxford, pp. 514–544 

*Feller, J., Finnegan, P. & Nilsson ,O. (2010) Open innovation and public administration: 

transformational typologies and business model impacts, in: European Journal of Information Systems 

20(3); pp. 358-374 

Flynn, N. (2007) Public Sector Management, Sage Publications, London 

 

*Folyante-Jost, G. (2011) Bringing the Citizen back in: Democratic Dimensions of Local Reforms in 

Germany and Japan, in: East Asia 28(4); pp. 313-328 

*Fuglsang, L. (2008) Capturing the benefits of open innovation in public innovation: a case study, in: 

International Journal of Services, Technology and Management 9(3-4); pp. 234-248 

*Gebaurer, H., Johnson, M. & Enquist, B. (2010) Value co-creation as a determinant of success in public 

transport services: A study of the Swiss Federal Railway operator (SBB), in: Managing Service Quality 

20(6); pp. 511-530 

*Gill, L. White, L., Douglas, C. I. (2011) Service co-creation in community-based aged healthcare, in: 

Managing Service Quality 21(2); pp. 152-177 

Goldenberg, M., Kamoji, W., Orton, L. & Williamson, M. (2009) Social Innovation in Canada: An Update, 

CPRN Research Report 



39 
 

*Gillard, S., Simons, L., Turner, K., Lucock, M. & Ewards, C. (2012) Patient and Public Involvement in the 

co-production of knowledge: Reflection on the Analysis of Qualitatitve Data in Mental Health Study, in: 

Qualitative Health Research 22(8); pp. 1126-1137 

*Glover, T. (2002) Citizenship and the production of public recreation: Is there an empirical 

relationship?, in: Journal of Leisure Research 34(2); pp. 204-231 

*Glynos J. & Speed E. (2013) Varieties of co-production in public services: time banks in a UK health 

policy context, in: Critical Policy Studies 6(4); pp. 402-433 

Grissemann, U.S. & Stokburger-Sauer, N.E. (2012) Customer Co-creation of Travel Services: The Role of 

Company Support and Customer Satisfaction with the Co-creation Performance, in: Tourism 

Management 33(6); pp. 1483-1492 

*Groeneveld, M. (2009) European Sport Governance, Citizens and the State: Finding a (co-)productive 

Balance for the Twenty-first Century, in: Public Management Review 11(4): pp. 421-440 

Gronroos, C. (2012) Conceptualising Value Co-creation: A Journey to the 1970s and back to the Future, 

in: Journal of Marketing Management 28 (13-14); pp. 1520-1534 

Hartley, J. (2008), Does Innovation lead tot Improvement in Public Services? Lessons from the Beacon 

Scheme in the United Kingdom, in: S. Borins (ed.), Innovations in Government; Research, Recognition 

and Replication. Washington: Brookings Inst., pp. 159-188. 

Howalt, J. & Schwarz, M. (2010) Social Innovation: Concepts, research fields and international trends, 

International Monitoring 

*Hyde, P. & Davies, H.T.O. (2004) Service design, culture and performance: Collusion and co-production 

in health care, in: Human Relations 57(11); pp. 1407-1426 

Jaakkola, E. & Hakanen, T. (2012) Value Co-creation in Solution Networks, in: Industrial Marketing 

Management 

*Joshi, A. & Moore, M. (2004) Institutionalised Co-production: Unorthodox Public Service Delivery in 

Challenging Environments, in: Journal of Development Studies 40(4); pp. 31-49 

*Karim-Aly S. Kassam and Wisdom J. Tettey (2003) Academics as Citizens—Collaborative Applied 

Interdisciplinary Research in the Service of Communities, in: Canadian journal of Development Studies 

24(1); pp. 155-174 

*Kerrigan, F., Graham, G. (2010) Interaction of regional news-media production and consumption 

through the social space, in: Journal of Marketing Management 26(3-4); pp. 320-320  

*Kingfisher, C.P. (1998) How Providers make policy: an analysis of Everyday Conversation in a Welfare 

Office, in: Journal of Community and Applied Social Psychology 8(2); pp. 119-136 



40 
 

*Kokkinakos, P., Koussouris, S., Panopoulos, D., Askounis, D., Ramfos, A., Georgousopoulos, C. & 

Wittern, E. (2012) Citizens Collaboration and Co-Creation in Public Service Delivery: The COCKPIT 

Project, in: International Journal of Electronic Government Research 8(3); pp. 44-62 

Korteland, E. & V. Bekkers (2008), Diffusion and adoption of electronic service delivery innovations in 

Dutch e-policing, in: Public Management Review 10(1), pp. 71-88. 

Kristensson, P., Matthing, J. & Johansson, N. (2008),Key strategies for the successful involvement of 
customers in the co-creation of new technology-based services, in: International Journal of Service 
Industry Management 19 (4); pp. 474-491 

*Leone, R., Walker, C., Curry, L., Agee, E., (April 3, 2012) Application of a Marketing Concept to Patient-

Centered Care: Co-Producing Health With Heart Failure Patients, in: Online Journal of Issues in Nursing 

17(2) 

*Li, S. (2004) ‘Symbiotic niceness’: constructing a therapeutic relationship in psychosocial palliative care, 

in: Social Sciences and Medicine58(12); pp. 2571-2583 

Liberati, A., Altman, D., Tetzlaff,J., Mulrow, C., Gøtzsche,P., Ioannidis, J., Clarke, M., Devereaux, 

P.,Kleijnen, J. & Moher, D. (2009) The PRISMA Statement for Reporting Systematic Reviews and Meta-

Analyses of Studies That Evaluate Health Care Interventions: Explanation and Elaboration, in: Academia 

and Clinic 151(4); pp. 65-94 

Lundvall, B. & A. Lam (eds.) (1992), National systems of innovation: towards a theory of innovation and 

interactive learning. London: Pinter 

Lusch, R. & Vargo, S. (2006) Service-dominant logic: reactions, reflections and refinements, in: Service 

Science March 1(5); pp. 4-16  

Majone, G. (1998) Evidence, Argument and Persuasion in the Policy Process, New Haven, CN, Yale 

University Press 

*Maielloa, A. Viegasb, C. Freya, M. & Ribeiro, J.L. (2013) Public managers as catalysts of knowledge co-

production? Investigating knowledge dynamics in local environmental policy, in: Environmental Science 

and Policy 27; pp. 141-150 

Mc Daniel, B.A. (2002) Entrepreneurship and Innovation. An Economic Approach, Sharpe, New York  

*Meijer, A. (2012) Co-Production in an Information Age: Individual and Community Engagement 

Supported by New Media, in: Voluntas 23(4); pp. 1156-1172 

*Mešl, N. (2010) The Use of Theories in Action in the Practice of Social Work with Families: The Co-

creation of Knowledge in Practice, in: Ljetopis Scoijalnog Rada 17(1); pp. 5-25 

*Mitlin, D. (2008) With and beyond the state - co-production as a route to political influence, power and 

transformation for grassroots organizations, in: Environment and Urbanization 20(2); pp. 339-360 



41 
 

Moher, D., Liberati, A., Tetzlaff, J., Altman, D. (2009) Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews 

and Meta-Analyses: The PRISMA Statement, in: Annals of Internal Medicine 151(4); pp. 2642-69 

Moore, M. (1995), Creating public value. Strategic Management in Government. Cambridge Mass, 

Harvard University Press. 

Moore, M. & Hartely, M. (2008) Innovations in Governance, in: Public Management Review 10(1); pp. 3-

20 

Mulgan, G. & Albury, D. (2003) Innovation in the Public Sector, Strategy Unit Cabinet Office, London 

Mulgan, J. (2007) The Art of Public Strategy, Oxford University Press, Oxford 

*Nimegeer, A., Farmer, J., West, C. & Currie, M. (2011) Addressing the problem of rural community 

engagement in healthcare service design, in: Health and Place 17(4); pp. 1004-1006 

OHern, M. & Rindfleisch, A. (2010) "Customer Co-Creation: A Typology and Research Agenda", Naresh K 

.Malhotra, in (ed.): Review of Marketing Research (Review of Marketing Research, Volume 6), Emerald 

Group Publishing Limited; pp. 84 – 106 

*O'Rourke, D. & Macey, G.P. (2003) Community Environmental Policing: Assessing New Strategies of 

Public Participation inEnvironmental Regulation, in: Journal of Policy Analysis and Management 22(3); 

pp. 383-414 

Osborne, S. & K. Brown (2005), Managing change and innovation in public service organizations. London: 

Routledge  

Osborne, S. & L. Brown (2011), Innovation, public policy and public services delivery in the UK: the word 

that would be king, in: Public Administration 89(4); pp. 1335-1350. 

*Pestoff, V. (2006) Citizens and co-production of welfare services: Childcare in eight European countries, 

in: Public Management Review 8(4); pp. 503-519 

*Pestoff, V. (2009) Towards a Paradigm of Democratic Participation: Citizen Participation and Co-

production of Personal Social Services in Sweden, in: Annals of Public and Cooperative Economics 80(2); 

pp. 197-224 

*Pestoff, V. (2012) Co-production and Third Sector Social Services in Europe: Some Concepts and 

Evidence, in: Voluntas 23(4); pp. 1102-1118 

Pollit, C. & Hupe, P. (2011) Talking about Government: The Role of Magic Concepts, in: Public 

Management Review 13(5); pp. 641-658 

*Pouliot, C. (2009) Using the Deficit Model, Public Debate Model and Co-production of Knowledge 

Models to Interpret Points of View of Students Concerning Citizens’ Participation in Socio-scientific 

Issues, in: International Journal of Environmental and Science Education 4(1); pp. 49-73 



42 
 

Prahalad, C. & Ramaswamy, V. (2000) Co-opting Customer Competence, in: Harvard Business Review 

78(1); pp. 79-87 

Rashmanm L. & J. Hartley (2002), Leading and learning? Knowledge transfer in Beacon Council Scheme, 

in: Public Administration, vol. 80; pp. 523-542. 

*Reisig, M.D. & Giacomazzi, A.L. (1998) Citizen perceptions of community policing: are attitudes toward 

police important?, in: Policing 21(3); pp. 547-561 

*Roberts, A. Greenhill, B. Talbot, A. & Cuzak, M. (2012) Standing up for my human rights’: a group’s 

journey beyond consultation towards co-production, in: British Journal of Learning Disabilities 40(4); pp. 

292-301 

  *Roberts, A.; Townsend, S.; Morris, J.; Rushbrooke, E.; Greenhill, B.; Whitehead; R. Matthews, 

T.; Golding, L. (2012) Treat me Right, Treat me Equal: Using National Policy and Legislation to Create 

Positive Changes in Local Health Services for People with Intellectual Disabilities, in: Journal of Applied 

Research in Intellectual Disabilities 26(1); pp. 14-25 

Rogers, E. (2003) Diffusion of Innovations, Free Press, New York 

Rosenthal, R. (1979) The File Drawer Problem and Tolerance for Null Results, in: Psychological Bulletin 

836(3); pp. 638-641 

Roser, T., DeFillipi, R. & Samson, A. (2013) Managing your Co-creation Mix: Co-creation Ventures in 

distinctive Context, in: European Business Review 25(1); pp. 20-41 

*Ryan, B. (2012) Co-production or Obligation?, in: Australian Journal of Public Administration 71(3); pp. 

314-324 

Potts, J., Hartley, J., Banks, J., Burgess, J., Cobroft, R., Cunningham, S. & Montgomer, L. (2008) Consumer 

Co-creation and Situated Creativity, in: Industry and Innovation 15(5); pp. 459-474 

Schumpeter, J. (1942) Capitalism, Socialism and Democracy, Harper New York 

* Sharma, S., et al. (2011)Perceptions and experiences of codelivery model for self-management training 

for clinicians working with patients with long-term conditions at three healthcare economies in UK, in: 

World Hospitals and Health Services: the Official Journal of the International Hospital Federation 42(2); 

pp. 22-24 

Sturdevant, M., Brown, R. & Allen, A. (2008) Brokering Community–University Engagement, in: 

Innovative Higher Education 33(5); 317-331 

Thelen, K. (2002) How Institutions Evolve: Insights from Comparative-Historical Analysis. In: James 

Mahoney/Dietrich Rueschemeyer (eds.), Comparative Historical Analysis in the Social Sciences. Analysis 

in the Social Sciences. New York: Cambridge University Press. 

The Guardian (2010) Cameron’s ‘big society’ is a town 14-04-2010 



43 
 

(http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2010/apr/14/david-cameron-big-society-conservatives) 

last viewed 02-04-2013 

Trenfield, D., Denyer, D. & Smart, P. (2003) Towards a Methodology for Developing Evidence-Informed 

Management Knowledge by Means of Systematic Review, in: British Journal of Management 14; pp. 

207-222 

*Trummera, U.F., Muellerb, U.O., Nowaka, P. Stidla, T. & Pelikana, J.M. (2006) Does physician–patient 

communication that aims at empowering patients improve clinical outcome?: A case study, in: Patient 

Education and Counseling 61(2); pp. 299-306 

US Government (2013) Social Innovation Fund 

www.whitehouse.gov/administration/eop/sicp/initiatives/social-innovation-fund (last viewed 02-04-

2013) 

*Vaillancourt, Y. (2009) Social Economy in the Co-construction of Public Policy, in: Annals of Public and 

Cooperative Economics 80(2); pp. 275-313 

*Vamstad, J. (2012) Co-production and service quality: the case of cooperative childcare in Sweden, in: 

Voluntas 23(4); pp. 1173-1188 

Vargo, S. & Lusch, R. (2004) Evolving to a New Dominant Logic for Marketing, in: Journal of Marketing 

68(1); pp. 1-17 

Ven van de, A., Rogers, R., Bechara, J. & Sun, K. (2008) Organizational diversity, integration and 

performance, in: Journal of Organizational Behavior 29(3); pp. 335-354 

*Verschuere, B., Brandsen, T., & Pestoff, V. (2012) Co-production: The state of the Art in Research and 

the Future, in: Voluntas 23(4); pp. 1083-1101 

Von Hippel, E. (1976). The Dominant Role of Users in the Scientific Instrument Innovation Process. In: 

Research Policy, vol 5; pp. 212–239. 

Von Hippel, E. (2005). Democratizing innovation. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 

Von Hippel, E. (2007) Horizontal Innovation Network – by and for users, in: Industrial and Corporate 

Change 2(1); pp. 1-23 

*Vries, de M. S. (2008) Stability despite Reforms: Structural Asymmetries in Dutch local policy networks, 

in: Local Government Studies 34(2); pp. 221-243 

Walker, R.M. (2008) An Empirical Evaluation of Innovation Types and Organizational and Environmental 

Characteristics: Towards a Configuration Framework, in: Journal of Public Administration Research and 

Theory 18(4); pp. 591-615 

*Whitmarsh, L., Swartling, A.G. & Jager, J. (2009) Participation of Experts and Non-Experts in a 

Sustainability Assessment of Mobility, in: Environmental Policy and Governance 19(4); pp. 232-250 

http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2010/apr/14/david-cameron-big-society-conservatives
http://www.whitehouse.gov/administration/eop/sicp/initiatives/social-innovation-fund


44 
 

Wilson, S., Lipsey, M. & Derzon, J. (2000) The Effects of School-Based Intervention Programs on 

Aggressive Behavior: A Meta-Analysis, in: Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology 71(1); pp. 136-

149 

Windrum, P. & Koch, P. (2008) Innovation in Public Services. Entrepreneurships, Creativity and 

Management, in: Edgar Elgar 

*Wise, S., Paton, R.A. & Gegenhuber, T.(2012) Value co-creation through collective intelligence in the 

public sector: A review of US and European initiatives, in: VINE 42(2); pp. 251-276 

*Witte, de K. & Geys, B. (2013) Citizen co-production and efficient public good provision: Theory and 

evidence from local public libraries, in: European Journal of Operational Research 224(3); pp. 592-602 

 

 

 


