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Curriculum Design in Public Administration Education: Challenges and Perspectives

Building student
engagement through
co-production and
curriculum co-design
in public administration
programmes

Ian C Elliott , and Ian Robson
Northumbria University, UK

Adina Dudau
University of Glasgow, UK

Abstract
Public administration as a field of work and study offers a theoretically rich yet practical
tool to enact student engagement and the ideal of students-as-partners: the principles of
service co-creation. Public administration, as an interdisciplinary and applied field, pro-
moting and reflecting democratic principles, is a good source of tools for practice. As
such we expect it to be particularly suitable for curriculum co-design principles. Our
research sets potential benefits and challenges in facilitating a co-designed curriculum for
public administration programmes. In doing so we make the case for more co-design and
co-production of teaching as a tool to achieve enhanced understanding of these concepts
and greater student engagement.
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Introduction

There have been many statements made on the nature of the public administration

curriculum. Bodies such as the International Institute of Administrative Sciences (IIAS)
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have developed guidelines for MPA curriculum in line with the European Association

for Public Administration Accreditation (EAPAA) requirements. National learned

societies, such as the UK Joint University Council for Applied Social Sciences (JUC),

have done similar. At the same time many scholars, including in this journal, have

integrated theories pertaining to different pedagogical approaches into public adminis-

tration. But it remains contested as to whether there is anything unique about public

administration as a subject which lends itself to a particular pedagogical approach or

approaches? This paper contributes to debates around the issue of a distinct pedagogy in

public administration teaching.

In order to address this question this research will explore what teaching public

administration is about and will touch on some key debates around the nature of the

subject. We then zoom into co-production and how this concept has become a key

feature of public administration teaching. Finally, we will outline one approach to

integrating curriculum co-design within public administration programmes.

In doing so this article provides three key contributions: 1) it makes the case for a

distinct public administration pedagogy; 2) it argues for curricular co-design as a key

element of this distinct pedagogy as a way to build student engagement and reinforce

public service values through teaching and learning practice, and 3) it provides an

example of a co-design activity for use in public administration courses.

What’s in the name: Teaching public administration

Before addressing the relevance of curricular co-design to public administration it is

perhaps best to consider what makes public administration a distinct subject. There have

been many debates about what public administration is, how it differs from public man-

agement or public governance, and even whether such definitional debates even matter

(Fenwick and McMillan, 2014). There have also, particularly within the UK tradition,

been many debates surrounding the status of the subject (Boyne, 1996; Chandler, 1991,

2002; Diamond and Liddle, 2012; Elcock, 1991; Greenwood, 1999; Jones, 2012; Liddle,

2017; Miller, 2012; Rhodes, 1996; Rhodes et al., 1995). It has even been described as ‘the

craft that dare not speak its name’ (Barberis, 2012: 76). So, what makes public adminis-

tration a distinct subject, how is it distinct from associated subjects such as political sci-

ence and business management and how does co-production fit within the wider public

administration curriculum?

Public administration differs from, but is closely related to, political science, business

management and public policy. In practice it is down to public administrators to ensure

that public services are delivered in line with government priorities. Thus, public

administration is primarily concerned with public-facing roles that are responsible for

public service delivery and policy implementation. As an academic subject the origins of

modern-day public administration are often linked to Woodrow Wilson (1887) and was

defined by Leonard White as ‘the management of men [sic.] and materials in the

accomplishment of the purpose of the state’ (1926/2004 as cited by Holzer and Schwester,

2011: 31). Public administration as practice exists within a political context but also
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involves the management of resources in order to realise political goals. Put simply, public

administration is where political decisions meet real life.

The task of the public administration scholar is in exploring, understanding and

critiquing how these political decisions are translated and implemented within real world

settings. The way in which this process is conceptualised has evolved over time, from

traditional public administration, to the New Public Management, and more recently to

ideas around New Public Governance (Dickinson, 2016; Pierre and Peters, 2019; Pyper,

2015). This contemporary understanding of public service design and delivery includes

inter alia a focus on distributed and boundary-spanning leadership (Dudau et al., 2018;

Fenwick and Johnston, 2020; Mangan and Lawrence-Pietroni, 2019), collaboration and

integrated services (Elliott et al., 2020; Sullivan and Skelcher, 2017), community

empowerment and involvement (Elliott et al., 2018; Elstub and Escobar, 2019), networks

and collaboration (Dudau et al., 2020; Greve and Hodge, 2013; Sørensen and Torfing,

2017) and co-production (Dudau et al., 2019; Löffler and Bovaid, 2016; Pestoff et al.,

2013). Although the theoretical understanding of public administration continues to

develop the precise nature of the public administration curriculum remains contested

(Fenwick and McMillan, 2014; Greenwood and Robins, 1998) and for many these

theoretical developments do not diminish the relevance of the traditional crafting skills

of the public bureaucrat (Dickinson, 2014; Rhodes, 2016).

Although the nature of public administration may be contested, typically a public

administration curriculum will include concepts and theories linked to street-level

bureaucrats (Lipsky, 1980), public value (Moore, 1995), public service motivation

(Perry, 2000), co-production (Bovaird, 2007; Löffler and Bovaird, 2016; Whitaker,

1980) and behavioural approaches (Grimmelikhuijsen et al., 2017; James et al., 2017;

Tummers, 2020). Alongside concepts related to strategy and decision-making, public

administration courses will also typically include alternative approaches to evaluating

the impact of these decisions such as performance management (Boyne, 2010; Talbot,

2010), outcomes-based approaches and complexity or open systems approaches (Klijn,

2008; Lowe, 2013). Increasingly the public administration curriculum also reflects how

public services affect different groups and communities in different ways including

LGBTQþ groups (Matthews, 2019; Matthews and Poyner, 2020) and women (Carey

et al., 2019). Overall we can see how some of these issues may be present within political

science programmes but that, taken together, they represent much of what makes a public

administration curriculum distinct.

At the same time, we can see that aspects of business management, such as leadership,

finance, and human resource management would also feature, given the importance of

proper management of public resources. In other words, a public administration curri-

culum is likely to reflect aspects of traditional public administration alongside New

Public Management and contemporary concepts of New Public Governance. Indeed it

has been noted elsewhere that a generic business management education on its own is

inadequate to developing a knowledge and understanding of the public administration

context (Elliott, 2020). Furthermore, such an approach would be at odds with recent

criticisms of New Public Management which have highlighted the importance of

complexity to understanding public sector phenomena including decision-making and
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performance (Eppel and Rhodes, 2018; Lowe and Wilson, 2017; Rhodes et al., 2010;

Teisman and Klijn, 2008). As noted elsewhere, ‘public administration has and continues

to straddle the fields of study vis-à-vis political studies and that of business and man-

agement in an attempt to understand the business of government’ (Miller, 2012: 5).

In operationalising public administration courses within a programme of study, we

ask whether there is a particular pedagogy that is distinct to supporting this learning. In

other words what we teach may set us apart from neighbouring fields – but is how we

teach also in any way distinctive? One aspect that we will focus on within this paper is

the teaching of co-production. So, what is co-production and how might it influence a

distinct public administration pedagogy?

Zooming in: Co-production and co-design in public
administration

Public administration research is increasingly paying attention to the role of co-

production and its benefits for the provision of public services (Alford, 2014; Bovaird

and Loeffler, 2012; Jakobsen, 2013; Osborne et al., 2015; Pestoff, 2014; Van Eijk and

Steen, 2014; Vamstad, 2012). This has been done to the point of fascination, leading

some to argue for (constructive) disenchantment with the concept (Dudau et al., 2019). It

is, indeed, intellectually appealing and conceptually democratic (Lewis et al., 2020) to

involve the public in the delivery of public services. When it also contributes to better

service outcomes, fulfil consumers’ expectations of enhanced power base and get public

sector professionals out of their ivory towers and into durable conversations with their

clients, it becomes little short of ‘magic’ (Voorberg, 2015).

Co-production is defined by Ostrom (1996: 1073) as ‘the process through which

inputs used to produce a good or service are contributed by individuals who are not in

the same organization’. It is not mere participation, but a superior level of engagement

and collaboration between service providers and users (Pestoff et al., 2013). Alford

defines co-production as being any behaviour by a party outside the government

agency which ‘is cojoint with agency production, or is independent of it but prompted

by some action of the agency; is at least partly voluntary; and either intentionally or

unintentionally creates private and/or public value, in the form of either outputs or

outcomes’ (2009: 23).

The concept was initially developed in America in the late 1960s to describe the

involvement of ordinary citizens in the production of public services. It had a clear focus

on the role of individuals or groups of citizens in the production of such services (Pestoff

et al., 2006). Since then, co-production has played a significant role in public service

delivery in many nations, in empirical research spanning continents and in levels of

administrative development. Co-production is now accepted as a defining characteristic

of public services (Alford, 2002, Osborne, 2010, Osborne and Strokosch, 2013), as most

public sector outcomes cannot normally be achieved without the active and voluntary

input of service users (e.g. police outcomes cannot be achieved without people reporting

criminal or unusual behaviour; public health relies on patients’ honest histories,
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education relies on pupils’, families’ or students’ input, etc.). Therefore, the rationale for

co-production in public services hardly requires justification.

When it comes to managing it, co-production entails meaningful and active consumer

engagement in order to get to a sustainable delivery of services and products (Elliott

et al., 2018; Osborne et al., 2015). This is where challenges begin, as co-production is a

relationship where professionals and citizens share power to plan and deliver support

together, recognising that both partners have vital contributions to make in order to

improve quality of life for people and communities (Slay and Stephens, 2013: 3). This is

not a straightforward task, as historically, professionalism and traditional administrative

order meant a certain schism between public professionals (e.g. doctors, teachers, police

officers, nurses, social workers) and their clients is to be expected. This is based on the

divide between private and public value maximisation – one argument in this respect

could be that professionals are stewards of public value and ought to resist private value

maximisation by individual clients (as per proponents of stewardship theory – see Davis

et al., 1997); another argument could be that professionals as agents try to maximise their

own value by concealing their work inputs, processes and resource allocation criteria

from their principals – their clients/the government (as suggested by agency theory

supporters – see Eisenhardt, 1989).

Policy makers’ interest in co-production seems to be driven by a combination of low

satisfactory experience of service delivery, on the one hand, and increasing budgetary

stringency, on the other hand (Alford, 2014). And its effects do not disappoint: a study

published by Speedling and Rose (1985) argues that allowing clients to participate in

co-producing their health care leads to higher levels of satisfaction in relationships

between professionals and their clients. More recently, Loeffler (e.g. Loeffler and

Bovaird, 2019, 2020, Loeffler and Timm-Arnold, 2020) also revealed wider positive

effects of co-production, including on public order, crime reduction, as well as offen-

ders’ and victims’ quality of life.

Co-production starts with co-design. Some authors argued it to be a distinct, though

related, phenomenon, but, like ourselves, many see it as the first phase of co-production,

the first step towards co-opting service users to co-ideate about the best ways to deliver

that service (Voorberg et al., 2014). The idea behind co-design is democratically sound

(Fraser, 2005) but it also makes practical sense: a service can only be of value to users if

service designers know the users, their needs, their experience, and the value they expect

to extract from the service (Dudau et al., 2019); equally, input diversity mitigates

cognitive biases, leading to likely better decision making (e.g. Trischler et al., 2019).

Co-design is on the rise, as a policy-making and organisational decision-making tool.

Indeed, following the social turn away from rational policy making and organising and

towards empathy and curiosity (Torjman, 2012), collective and co-created wisdom has

started to be certainly favoured to top-down decision-making, given the benefits at a

symbolic, as well as practical, levels.

Given the extensive interest in co-production by public administration scholars and

the clear practical relevance of co-production it might seem reasonable to assume that

the concept is not only taught but also that it is practiced within the classroom. The next

section will explore the burgeoning pedagogy literature on co-production.
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Co-production and curriculum co-design

Within pedagogy, ideas of student engagement and participation have a long and well-

established track record. The importance of engagement in the learning process has been

recognised by many, such as Dewey (1916), Piaget (1977), Vygotsky (1978) and Papert

(1993). Within this, the concept of curriculum co-design has become part of a wider shift

towards seeing students as partners in learning and teaching (Healey et al., 2014). This

has led to research on the nature of students as partners (Cliffe et al., 2017) and student

engagement (e.g. Morgan-Thomas and Dudau, 2019) but we know significantly less

about tools which can get us to such outcomes.

Curriculum co-design between academic faculty and students is a label covering a

potentially diverse set of ideas and practices, connecting, in turn, to a complex set of

considerations (Healey and Healey, 2018). However defined, it is a phenomenon emer-

ging in prominence within the global Higher Education Sector (Bovill and Woolmer,

2019). Curriculum co-design is better understood when considered in relation to a set of

economic, organisational, political and technical contexts for its development (Healy and

Healy, 2018). For example, changing practical, economic and technical contexts continue

to drive the need for Higher Education institutions (HEI) to find new ways to maintain

currency (McEwen et al., 2019). Many HEI’s surely hope that co-design, especially with

part time and professional students, is one solution to this challenge. Co-design has also

grown alongside a greater emphasis on evidencing student consultation and achieving

their satisfaction with programmes of study (McEwen et al., 2019; Hsieh and Nguyen,

2015). This is combined with a general trend towards more active collaboration, ongoing

learning and active partnership with students in HEI’s generally (Bovill, 2014; Hsieh and

Nguyen, 2015). In some settings, particular student groups, such as those from Black and

Minority Ethnic backgrounds, experience lower attainment levels and as such are a

concern for HEI’s who wish to address issues of access and equality (Jones-Devitt et al.,

2017).

Therefore, a single set of motivations and drivers for increased efforts towards cur-

riculum co-design do not exist, nor are all local sites for the practice of co-design

identical, so generalisations about the topic are problematic. Co-design may be moti-

vated by pedagogic and democratic ideas, or conversely by the need to improve student

metrics for business purposes (Bovill and Woolmer, 2019). Such lack of thorough and

coherent rationale may partly relate to the lack of debate about curriculum more gen-

erally in the HEI sector, as reported by Bovill and Woolmer (2019).

Historical activity and motivations for co-design of curriculum with students has been

characterised as being orientated to perceived student deficits (Carey, 2013) – perhaps

driven with concerns to address some lack of motivation and engagement on the part of

students, their poor appreciation of curriculum, teaching and learning or assessment

strategies, or even their lack of involvement in the governance of academic programmes.

However, accounts of contemporary practice – at least in terms of rhetoric – talk about

reinventing spaces for learning together (Rakrouki et al., 2017), in which increasingly

authentic approaches to learning better consider students’ interests (Garcia et al., 2018).

In such approaches, there is time to build collegiate relationships between faculty and
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students, and to allow students to build ownership of ideas and pedagogical tools (Garcia

et al., 2018.). In terms of detail, a range of opportunities for curriculum co-design

between faculty and students have been cited. They include opportunities presented

by the design of entirely new programmes, desire to maintain co-design activity as

programmes of study progress, or occasions afforded by HEI programme approval or

committee processes (Bovill and Woolmer, 2019).

Resistance to the consideration and practice of forms of curriculum co-design

between faculty and students is a common theme in Higher Education pedagogical lit-

erature. Co-design with students is viewed by some faculty as a risky activity (Bovill,

2014), resulting in a lack of willingness to go beyond dominant deficit discourses about

students, to broker even small changes to current faculty-led practice, and has even been

linked to the operation of ‘critical whiteness’ on the part of faculty (Goff and Knorr,

2018; Jones-Devitt et al., 2017). Where specific concerns are described, these include the

risk of leaving agreement about curriculum negotiations to late stages in planning and

delivery cycles (Bovill, 2014).

Encouragingly, curriculum co-design is frequently talked about in positive terms

within Higher Education pedagogical literature. A key theme is the anecdotal reporting

of increased confidence for those students participating in co-design (Jones-Dewitt et al.,

2017). Elsewhere, faculty have reported as being more responsive, subsequent to par-

ticipating in curriculum co-design, in adapting curriculum to students needs (Garcia

et al., 2018). Individual studies report increased mutual understanding of roles between

parties participating in curriculum co-design (Hsieh and Nguyen, 2015), and enhanced

student understandings of the process of curriculum design (Kupatadze, 2018).

Success factors in enabling curriculum co-design reportedly include the need to

redefine criteria for success itself, for example, focusing on faculty ‘readiness’ for

change to a new way of working (Jones-Dewitt et al., 2017). A willingness to go beyond

tokenism and to widen student engagement in the process is another theme (Goff and

Knorr, 2018; Rakrouki et al., 2017), as is the diversification of the means of involvement

and co-design, including provision of digital methods and support materials (Browne

et al., 2017; Cecchinato and Foschi, 2017). Supporting curriculum co-design between

faculty and students, ultimately, seems to rest less on novelty, but on a wiliness and

ability to change cultures and processes of decision making (Carey, 2013). Willingness

to work in new ways (Healey and Healey, 2018) and the ability to organise ‘early wins’

build confidence in student partners that their input is meaningful and leads to curri-

culum change (Bovill, 2014; Browne et al., 2017). Positive and open attitude of faculty

(Bovill and Woolmer, 2019), goes hand in hand with practical efforts to close feedback

loops (Carey, 2013) and find methods that engage (Saunders & Saunders, in McEwen

et al., 2019).

In many ways the arguments surrounding use of curriculum co-design reflect those

noted earlier about the use of co-production in public service design and delivery. In both

instances there are issues of power imbalances, the role of the professional, issues of

culture and readiness for change. But what is clear is that the literature on both

co-production as a concept in public administration, and that on co-production as a

concept in pedagogy, are well established, as are the use of these approaches in practice.
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Therefore, it might be reasonable to assume that it is ripe for becoming a fundamental

pedagogical practice in public administration teaching. There are some examples of the

use of co-design and co-production pedagogy in public administration courses (see for

example Godwin and Meek, 2016) but anecdotal evidence suggests this practice is not

widespread.

The following section will describe a practical case where curriculum co-design has

been used within a public administration programme. This will provide a basic guide to

any academics who may be considering using curriculum co-design. Specifically, this

section will demonstrate why it is a particularly effective way to stimulate discussion

around the concept of co-production.

Methodology

Our reflection on a case of curriculum co-design was prompted by discourse of

co-production within public administration literature, previously summarised. We

considered that mentions of co-production and co-design should be accompanied by

critical reflections on actual cases but noted the lack of literature on such in the

teaching of public administration (aside from Godwin and Meek, 2016 as noted above).

In the light of this, it seemed to us that to speak of, or make claims about, co-production

and co-design in the practice or teaching of public administration may be more

straightforward than making it happen. We wished to challenge our own use of these

labels, and to see how, and if, the practice of co-design supported the teaching and

learning of public administration. Therefore, we reasoned that a critical examination of

co-design required engaging with ‘doing’ – and inspired by the autoethnographic

tradition, we set out to do that.

We define autoethnography in this context as the practice of self-reflection focusing

on ‘how we come to know, name and interpret personal and cultural experience’

(Adams et al., 2015: 1). More specifically, this approach inspired the lead author to

critically consider how their experience of teaching through co-design intersected with

the responses of students. This was fitting, seeing that co-design is reliant on shared

meaning and co-constructed practices (Higgins et al., 2019), so his reflective narratives

were useful to the extent in which they exposed moments of connection, or situations

of frustration. These could then be understood as sites of sensemaking (Weick, 1995).

We acknowledge this produces a partial insight, but as it focuses on the details of

‘doing’, it is a starting point from which to explore what learning co-design through

doing it taught us all.

Our method therefore focused on auto-ethnographic reflection on one case of

co-design activity in teaching and learning, informed by teaching ‘through’ co-design in

a number of class-based sessions on a number of public administration programmes,

particularly in a Senior Leaders Master’s Degree Apprenticeship programme. We uti-

lised this small-scale focus to open up a critical examination of the ethnography of

co-design in the classroom, recognising that our insights are part of ‘opening up’ future

shared reviews, with students, of this practice. In doing so, we argue for consideration of

the details of the ‘how’, in addition to the ‘what’ of co-design. Practically, the lead author
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engaged in a cycle of critical reflection in one case of curriculum co-design, paying

attention to the extent and the process by which aspirations to ‘teach through’ co-design

supported students’ learning of the subject. His critical autoethnographic reflection

involved reflective note taking on his experience of teaching. The other authors added

their secondary reflections and contributed towards a process of sensemaking (Weick,

1995) in response to his original notes, so the voice in the next section is a shared one.

Findings and discussion: Annotations on an autoethnographic
process

The case of co-design that was the subject of the lead author’s autoethnographic work, and

our subsequent joint sensemaking, was structured around a four-step model of teaching

through co-production and co-design: (a) support students to undertake a co-design

activity, (b) structure shared reflection, (c) relate and discuss key co-production and

co-design concepts, and (d) critically consider challenges, by relating theory and (class-

room) experience. These stages are summarised in Table 1, along with the lead authors’

key reflections and our shared considerations for educators, which are expanded below.

The model used was informed by the lead author’s prior experience. What was

particularly interesting from the experience of conducting a co-design activity in the

classroom was the extent to which the practice of co-design conflicted with students’

views on co-design and co-production as theoretical constructs. Students were generally

receptive to the concept of co-production and all cited examples where it could be used

within their own workplace. Yet perceptions of the practice of co-design in the classroom

were much more varied. Many felt disillusioned with the process while others felt dis-

orientated and confused. On reflection, conducting this activity in the class enabled

students to experience the perspective of both a professional (in considering the use of

co-production in their workplace setting) and as a service user (in experiencing the

practice of curriculum co-design as a student in the classroom).

Towards teaching through co-design

We now offer a tentative set of insights as a way of opening up a pedagogical discussion

around teaching through co-design. However, we avoid providing a general set of fixed

‘rules’ for teaching public administration through co-design, as we are mindful that

co-production and co-design is a collective, emergent and situated practice (Pestoff,

2014). Instead, we offer a set of headline considerations (Table 1) for educators and

students approaching teaching ‘through’ co-design, before discussing our shared

reflections that led us to develop the list. Table 2 includes advice on process (how) as

well as content (the teaching of public administration).

Following our insights and advice generated through our individual and collective

reflection (Table 2), we invite you to consider with us the ways, and conditions under

which co-design may be taught through ‘doing’. We began by sharing our view that

making broad claims ‘about’ co-design and co-production may be easier than estab-

lishing it as a practice, and the lead author confirmed to us that this was the case.
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However, our process of critical reflection has begun to open up, from an educators’

perspective, areas for future research and discussion. Our summary insight to the

question ‘can you teach co-design through doing it?’ is; yes, but ‘it depends’.

Like any method of teaching and learning, teaching through co-design needs to be

supported, and meaningful. Our initial insights are that simply ‘dropping’ students into a

co-design activity may be counterproductive. There is a balance to be struck: too little

briefing and support, and students cannot hope to provide relevant content, but too much,

and the educator removes any element of surprise, as students self-edit responses they

perceive to be ‘wrong’. Enacting co-design in the classroom that does not reflect how it

works in ‘the real world’ reduces the ability of the activity to speak to the topic and

provides little complexity from which problematic dilemmas can be reflected upon. Our

experience and reflection, which we need to add to that of students of public adminis-

tration, is that teaching through co-design needs to contain both productive/successful

and frustrating and problematic elements. Like co-production in public life, this requires

careful planning, grounded in the establishment of explicitly negotiated and trusting

relationships.

Some questions remain in terms of how curriculum co-design might be oper-

ationalised within public administration courses. Some of these are technical issues

around the use of co-design. Others are more philosophical questions around power,

rights and responsibilities. For example, how does the use of co-design affect the role of

the academic, how might it affect the responsibilities of students and academics and how

might this, in turn, affect student feedback? There is undoubtedly a case for more

research here in how we use different pedagogical tools, such as curriculum co-design, to

illustrate concepts such as co-production, in a meaningful way.

Conclusions

In the light of the literature and our case study review, we argue that building

co-production and co-design into teaching of public administration is principally a

matter of power, worked out through the practical negotiations of identities. Meaningful

implementation of co-production and co-design in the teaching of public administration

relies on the willingness to do this negotiation, and the means to do it; both must be

addressed together. If public administration educators and students are willing to explore

and negotiate their respective contributions, then a shared space for change is possible.

Equally, they must be able to operationalise these intentions, and having space, time,

support and tools to collaborate are required to achieve short- and longer-term shared

successes. Good intentions for co-production and co-design are frustrated by a lack of

means to make them happen; conversely, collaborative online tools, manageable time-

scales or even administrative support will be of little use if the motivation and per-

missions are not present to energise the process.

Specific issues, too, clearly matter in progressing co-production and co-design in the

teaching of public administration. Exploring prerequisites such as permissions and

trusting relationships for curriculum co-design open up questions about how ‘space can

be made’ for new developments and avoid superficial attempts to change classroom
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practice. Additionally, addressing the issue of perceived risks, as we have previously

pointed out, is particularly relevant. In these matters and more, how power is utilised,

how risks are negotiated and how permissions are given requires a different approach.

One cannot simply ‘do’ co-production and co-design: teacher and learner positionality

and identity are both defined by power, status and (perceived) agency, so any attempts to

move to co-design must recognise starting positions. Crucially, all these issues in relation

to the pedagogy of co-design and co-production are not dissimilar from the issues

documented in the literature regarding co-production in public service contexts. Our

central argument therefore is that deeper learning can be realised through our own

engagement with our students in curriculum co-design.

Following Lukes (1974), we must face, head on, the challenges of moving from a ‘two

dimensional’ approach to the operation of power through teacher agenda setting. Neither

teacher nor student can simply ‘flip’ from such a relationship to one conducive to

co-design. A new space for co-production and co-design with its own shared language,

tools and culture must be built in everyday practice. Fostering willingness to change, and

agency for change both require a sense of permission and safety. Doing this can enable

students and academics to gain new insights into the nature of power and positionality in

relation to the operation of co-production as a participant and as a coordinator.

What does this mean for public administration education? The lessons outlined within

Table 2 may extend to a wide range of professional degree subjects. Yet our argument is

that, in terms of public administration, this remains a distinct subject area. This includes,

most recently, the overarching conceptual framework of New Public Governance within

which the concept of co-production is a key element. Following from the distinct content

of the subject we argue for a distinct pedagogy for the subject. We make the case that

such a pedagogy should reflect the practice of public administration itself, and

increasingly operate on the basis of co-design, so that teachers and students of the subject

can grapple with the complexities and negotiations inherent to its practice and to the

realities of being a public service professional. In other words, as co-production has been

described as representing a ‘shift from “public services FOR the public” towards “public

services BY the public”’ (Bovaird and Loeffler, 2012), we argue for a shift from public

administration education FOR public leaders to public administration education BY

public leaders.
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Löeffler E and Bovaird T (2016) User and community co-production of public services: What does

the evidence tell us? International Journal of Public Administration 39(13): 1006–1019.

Loeffler E and Bovaird T (2019) Co-commissioning of public services and outcomes in the UK:

bringing co-production into the strategic commissioning cycle. Public Money & Management

39(4): 241–252.

Loeffler E and Bovaird T (2020) Assessing the impact of co-production on pathways to outcomes

in public services: the case of policing and criminal justice. International Public Management

Journal 23(2): 205–223.

Loeffler E and Timm-Arnold P (2020) Comparing user and community co-production approaches

in local ‘welfare’ and ‘law and order’ services: Does the governance mode matter? Public

Policy and Administration. DOI: 10.1177/0952076720905006.

Elliott et al. 17



Lowe T (2013) New development: the paradox of outcomes – the more we measure, the less we

understand. Public Money & Management 33(3): 213–216.

Lowe T and Wilson R (2017) Playing the game of outcomes-based performance management. Is

gamesmanship inevitable? Evidence from theory and practice. Social Policy & Administration

51(7): 981–1001.

Lukes S (1974) Power: A Radical View. London: Macmillan Press.

Mangan C and Lawrence-Pietroni C (2019) More rave than waltz – Why the complexity of public

service means the end for hero leadership. In: Dickinson H, Needham C, Mangan C, et al. (eds)

Reimagining the Future Public Service Workforce. Singapore: Springer, pp. 81–92.

Matthews P (2019) Debate: LGBTQ rights in public services-a battle won? Public Money and

Management 40: 423–425.

Matthews P and Poyner C (2020) Achieving equality in progressive contexts: queer(y)ing public

administration. Public Administration Quarterly.

McEwen A, Mclean J and Jacobs C (2019) Reflections on the use of co-design to develop a genetic

counselling curriculum fit for purpose for the genomic era: a case study. The Journal of

Educational Innovation, Partnership and Change 5(1): 18–26.

Miller KJ (2012) Chapter 1: The future of the discipline: trends in public sector management. In:

Diamond J and Liddle J (eds) Emerging and Potential Trends in Public Management: An Age

of Austerity. Bingley: Emerald Group Publishing, pp. 1–24.

Moore MH (1995) Creating Public Value: Strategic Management in Government. Cambridge,

MA: Harvard university press.

Morgan-Thomas A and Dudau A (2019) Of possums, hogs and horses: capturing duality of student

engagement in e-learning. Academy of Management Learning and Education 18(4): 564–580.

Osborne SP (2010) Delivering public services: Time for a new theory? Public Management

Review 12: 110.

Osborne SP, Radnor Z, Kinder T, et al. (2015) The service framework: a public-service-dominant

approach to sustainable public services. British Journal of Management 26(3): 424–438.

Osborne SP and Strokosch K (2013) It takes two to tango? Understanding the co-production of

public services by integrating the services management and public administration perspectives.

British Journal of Management 24: S31–S47.

Ostrom E (1996) Crossing the great divide: co-production, synergy, and development. World

development 24(6): 1073–1087.

Papert S (1993) The Children’s Machine: Rethinking School in the Age of the Computer. New

York: Basic Books.

Perry JL (2000) Bringing society in: toward a theory of public-service motivation. Journal of

public administration research and theory 10(2): 471–488.

Pestoff V (2014) Collective action and the sustainability of co-production. Public Management

Review 16: 383–401.

Pestoff V and Brandsen T (eds) (2013) Co-Production: The Third Sector and the Delivery of

Public Services. Abingdon: Routledge.

Pestoff V, Brandsen T and Verschuere B (2013) New Public Governance, the Third Sector, and

Co-Production. Abingdon: Taylor & Francis.

Pestoff V, Osborne SP and Brandsen T (2006) Patterns of co-production in public services. Public

Management Review 8(4): 591–595.

Piaget J (1977) The role of action in the development of thinking. In: Overton WF and Gallagher

JM (eds) Knowledge and Development. Boston, MA: Springer.

Pierre J and Peters BG (2019) Governance, Politics and the State. London: Macmillan Education UK.

18 Teaching Public Administration XX(X)



Pyper R (2015), Public administration, public management and governance. In: Massey A and

Johnstone K (eds) The International Handbook of Public Administration and Governance.

Cheltenham: Edward Elgar Publishing, pp. 13–34.

Rakrouki Z, Gatenby M, Cantore S, et al. (2017) The opening conference: a case study in under-

graduate co-design and inquiry-based learning (case study). International Journal for Students

as Partners 1(2): 1–9.

Rhodes RAW (1996) From institutions to dogma: tradition, eclecticism and ideology in the study

of British public administration. Public Administration Review 56(6): 507–516.

Rhodes RAW (2016) Recovering the craft of public administration. Public Administration Review

76: 638–647.

Rhodes RAW, Dargie C, Melville A, et al. (1995) The state of public administration: a professional

history, 1970–1995. Public Administration 73(1): 1–16.

Rhodes ML, Murphy J, Muir J, et al. (2010) Public Management and Complexity Theory: Richer

Decision-Making in Public Services, vol. 6. Abingdon: Routledge.

Slay J and Stephens L (2013) Co-production in Mental Health: A Literature Review. London: New

economics foundation.

Sørensen E and Torfing J (2017) Metagoverning collaborative innovation in governance networks.

The American Review of Public Administration 47(7): 826–839.

Speedling EJ and Rose DN (1985) Building an effective doctor-patient relationship: from patient

satisfaction to patient participation. Social Science & Medicine 21(2): 115–120.

Sullivan H and Skelcher C (2017) Working Across Boundaries: Collaboration in Public Services.

London: Palgrave Macmillan.

Talbot C (2010) Theories of Performance: Organizational and Service Improvement in the Public

Domain. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Teisman GR and Klijn EH (2008) Complexity theory and public management: an introduction.

Public Management Review 10(3): 287–297.

Torjman L (2012) Labs: Designing the Future. Ontario: MaRS Discovery District.

Trischler J, Dietrich T and Rundle-Thiele S (2019) Co-design: from expert-to user-driven ideas in

public service design. Public Management Review 21(11): 1595–1619.

Tummers L (2020) Behavioral Public Administration. Oxford Research Encyclopedia of Politics.

Vamstad J (2012) Co-production and service quality: the case of cooperative childcare in Sweden.

Voluntas 23: 1173–1188.

Van Eijk C and Steen T (2014) Why people co-produce: analysing citizens’ perceptions on

co-planning engagement in health care services. Public Management Review 16: 358–382.

Voorberg WH, Bekkers VJJM and Tummers LG (2014) A systematic review of co-creation and

co-production: embarking on the social innovation journey.Public Management Review

(ahead-of-print): 1–25.

Voorberg WH, Bekkers VJJM and Tummers LG (2015) A systematic review of co-creation and

co-production: embarking on the social innovation journey. Public Management Review 17(9):

1333–1357.

Vygotsky LS (1978) Mind in Society. Boston MA: Harvard University Press.

Weick KE (1995) Sensemaking in Organizations. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Whitaker GP (1980) Co-production: citizen participation in service delivery. Public Administra-

tion Review 40: 240–246.

Woodrow W (1887) The study of administration. Political Science Quarterly 2(2): 197–222.

Elliott et al. 19



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 266
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 175
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 266
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 175
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 900
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 175
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier (CGATS TR 001)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /ENU <>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToRGB
      /DestinationProfileName (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /ClipComplexRegions true
        /ConvertStrokesToOutlines false
        /ConvertTextToOutlines false
        /GradientResolution 300
        /LineArtTextResolution 1200
        /PresetName ([High Resolution])
        /PresetSelector /HighResolution
        /RasterVectorBalance 1
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 9
      /MarksWeight 0.125000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [288 288]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


