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Resumo

O objetivo deste artigo ¢ apresentar o estado da arte sobre as tipologias de coprodugdo do
bem publico e como estas podem ser utilizadas no ciclo de politicas publicas. A pesquisa
utilizou como método a Revisdo Sistematica da Literatura (RSL) e os estudos selecionados
foram analisados na integra via analise de contetido categorial, visando identificar diferentes
tipos de coprodugdo. A analise dos estudos teve foco nas seguintes categorias: objetivo do
estudo, tipologias de coprodugio e principais resultados. Os resultados mostram a variedade
e complexidade dos modelos de coprodugdo, bem como ndo haver um modelo ou tipologia
Unica para coproducdo. Estudar os tipos de coprodugdo ¢ relevante na compreensdo do
processo coprodutivo e suas consequéncias. Conhecer as tipologias pode ser util aos gestores,
uma vez que permite selecionar aquelas alinhadas aos objetivos propostos pela
Administragdo Publica, funcionando como uma estratégia de gestdo e contribuindo para
melhorias no ciclo das politicas publicas.
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Abstract

The objective of this paper is to present the state of the art of the typologies of co-production
of the public good, and show how they can be used in the public policy cycle. This research
relied on the Systematic Literature Review (SLR) method, and the selected studies were
examined in full via categorical content analysis with the objective to identify different types
of co-production. The studies were analyzed according to the following categories: objective
of the study, typologies of co-production, and main results. The results show that co-
production models are varied and complex; they also show there is no single model or
typology for co-production. Studying the types of co-production is relevant to understand the
co-production process and its consequences. Knowing the typologies can be useful to
managers since it allows them to select those aligned with the objectives proposed by the
Public Administration, thus functioning as a management strategy and contributing to
improving the public policy cycle.

Keywords: co-production of the public good; typologies; systematic review.
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1 INTRODUCTION

The objective of this paper is to present the state of the art of the typologies of co-
production of the public good, and show how they can be used in the public policy cycle. Our
intention is to pave the way for new knowledge relying on the results found in previous studies,
as well as to introduce guiding questions that can serve as a stimulus for producing further
studies.

The co-production of the public good entails a conceptual breadth. The several types of
co-production, resulting from empirical and theoretical studies, show the practice and the levels
of participation. To Aiyar (2010), as the population is closer to the government, its demands
are expected to be heard and met, and access to information on management is essential.
Therefore, the participation process promotes learning to those involved. Neshkova (2014)
states that new solutions tend to emerge through public participation, with potentially better
results than those proposed by traditional Public Administration models, which are full of
bureaucratic dysfunctions.

With citizens more actively present, Ostrom and Davis (1991) indicated that co-
production would have an impact on the efficiency and effectiveness of public policies. Salm
and Menegasso (2010) understand that citizen participation is an indispensable condition for
the co-production of public goods. Brandsen and Honingh (2016) highlighted that the
production of the public good can be shared, and showed the responsibility of both sides in such
aprocess. Then, it is convenient and timely to understand how this occurs and the classifications
found in the literature on this topic. So, the intention of this paper is to advance research and
lay the foundation for defining models in co-production of the public good (SOUZA, 2015).

In addition, studying the types of co-production and adopting different research
methodologies contribute to better understanding the co-production process and its
consequences (BRANDSEN; HONINGH, 2016). Recognizing the variety of concepts and
typologies is key to greater coherence and consistency on the topic. Then, by adopting a
typology model, according to Nabatchi, Sancino and Sicilia (2017), it is possible to compare
different cases and experiences of co-production; moreover, it contributes to improvements in
assessment, transparency and communication.

It is also important to mention that the typologies can be useful management strategy to
managers, since they allow them to identify the different forms of co-production and select the
one that best aligns with the objectives proposed by the Public Administration. According to
Lotta (2017), the existing classifications of co-production found in the literature stem from the
breadth of its concept in the search for a better empirical and theoretical understanding.
Similarly, Schommer and Tavares (2017) found that several authors propose models and types
of co-production.

Given the above, this study seeks to investigate, identify, select, evaluate and synthesize
the relevant evidence on the subject (GALVAO and PEREIRA, 2014). This SRL will attempt
to answer the following question: What are the different types of co-production reported in the
literature? Recognizing the various concepts and typologies of co-production is essential for
scholars studying the subject to be able to compare different cases of co-production.

2 CO-PRODUCTION OF THE PUBLIC GOOD

Today, studies in co-production focus greatly on citizen participation in public
management, and its active and direct action in all phases of the public policy cycle for the
common good. According to Ryan (2012), participants learn from practice through a
collaborative process, in which public agents act as facilitators.
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This way, relying on the paradigm of New Public Governance (NPG), co-production
proposes a new modality for providing public services (OSBORNE, 2010). According to
Pestoff and Brandsen (2013), under its apparatus, the relationships between the state and society
are reviewed, and the citizen is then empowered; in addition, Public Administration resources
are saved.

In turn, Salm and Menegasso (2010) see the complexity of society and believe that the
Public Administration should adopt different strategies to solve social problems and to meet the
demands of citizens. The strategy chosen to this end is co-production, which fits into the new
social arrangements and forms, by involving the production of isolated or networked services,
with the participation of several actors (public and private organizations, civil society, and
citizens).

Due to the dilemma of cutting expenses and providing solutions to social problems, co-
production presented itself as a viable alternative, gaining new momentum during the global
recession of 2008. According to Brandsen and Honingh (2016), the formulation of public
policies was reinterpreted. According to Bovaird and Loeffler (2012), governments renewed
their interest in co-production as they recognized the limits of State action and the role of
citizens in the joint provision of public services.

The State recognizes the complexity of contemporary public problems and admits that
their solution involves multiple expertise (SCHOMMER et al., 2011). Along with this, the
orthodox models of Public Administration, marked by bureaucracy and inflexibility in the
relations with society, disfavored co-production practices. According to Cooper and Kathi
(2005), co-production can overcome such barriers and make citizens less and less dependent on
the State through civic and ethical engagement.

Co-production innovated public management (DOS-REIS; SILVA FILHO, 2019) and
addressed issues related to society in general, by promoting participation and, therefore,
citizenship. In addition, co-production proposes improving democracy, increasing trust
between the parties involved, and engaging citizens in the public policy cycle. Co-production
interacts with community and political development within society, and can be of great value
in social mediations and in attempts to raise participation and citizenship in Brazil (NEBOT et
al., 2020).

The value generated in the co-production process should be driven to the collectivity
and to the notion of citizenship (ALFORD, 2014). By involving individuals in the provision of
public services, co-production requires that they view citizenship in a more complex manner,
due to their effective action in the process. Rantamaki (2017) highlights a new understanding
of the relationship between public agents and citizens, resulting from the more active and
participatory role in co-production.

Following this reasoning, citizenship is strengthened and the citizen is part of a

collective unit under construction (FLEURY, 2004). According to Schommer and Tavares
(2017), co-production can contribute to the expansion of citizenship, whereby governments,
citizens, and public and private organizations share responsibilities.
Then, co-production highlights the exercise of citizenship by making society one element in the
search for solutions to collective problems. For Pestoff (2006), existing experiences show a
highly relevant democratic aspect. According to Schommer and Tavares (2017), co-production
practices can represent an expansion of citizenship, depending on the model and the way they
occur.

In addition, Salm and Menegasso (2010) pointed out the contribution that co-production
offers to the Public Administration by creating a link between citizen participation and the
production of public services. For Anheier and List (2007), such a link has a doubly
transformative function, both for citizens and the quality of the services they provide, and for
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Civil Society Organizations. Brandsen and Pestoff (2006) observed that the system components
involved in the production process rub off on one another.

Thus, Ostrom (2000) stated that co-production derives from the synergy of joint actions
by the state and society. According to Schommer and Tavares (2017), this process strengthens
the decentralization of power, while it generates more citizen involvement in issues of collective
interest. Consequently, Brandsen and Honingh (2016) pointed out the promising character of
co-production as it operationalizes greater public participation in the implementation of public
services.

In this sense, the discussion on co-production includes thinking about the role of
individuals in society, considering the citizens’ action to solve social problems. According to
Schommer et al. (2011), a joint effective solution needs the following from the actors involved
in the process: communication, articulation, mutual adjustment, and formation of networks.

In turn, Salm (2014) identified that networks and partnerships that co-produce public
goods and services consist of public, private, and social organizations, plus individuals.
Through such networks and partnerships, according to Souza (2015), co-production stems from
responsibilities shared by participants. It should be noted that creating public policies is the
result of negotiation among the participants of the political systems, so that the State is not the
absolute protagonist, and can adopt a democratic governance of the network (RAMOS, 1981).

So, according to Schon (1971), co-production overcomes the conservatism of the State
centralizing the provision of Public Services. In fact, McMullin (2020) stated that citizens can
take a leading position in the process while public agents act as facilitators, exercising a
supporting or complementary role in the process. This does not contradict the concept of co-
production, which, in short, represents the joint action of public agents and citizens in the
provision of services.

Therefore, services are no longer simply delivered by professionals or public agents;
rather, they are co-produced with users, citizens and organizations. Consequently, the literature
shows that public services can be provided in different ways. In the following sections we will
delve into this subject.

3 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

In this research, the integrative literature review was used to identify studies that
addressed co-production typologies. This method can be classified as a systematic literature
review, based on knowledge generated in previous studies, with the aim of grouping and
summarizing research results on an area of study or a specific theme, in a systematic and
organized way (BOTELHO; CUNHA; MACEDO, 2011).

An integrative review adopts strict methods of analysis in order to minimize risks and
increase research reliability (WHITTEMORE; KNAFL, 2005). Then, in this study, we decided
to follow the steps described by Botelho, Cunha and Macedo (2011), which are similar to those
of other studies (GANONG, 1987; TORRACO, 2005; WHITTEMORE; KNAFL, 2005), as
follows: identifying the subject and selecting the research question; setting up the criteria for
inclusion and exclusion; identifying the pre-screened and selected studies; categorizing the
selected studies; analyzing and interpreting the results; and presenting the knowledge
review/synthesis.

The initial work stage consisted in choosing the theme and defining the research
question, according to Chart 1. After this phase, descriptors and search strategies were defined.
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Chart 1 — Stages of the Integrative Literature Review

What are the different types of co-

Research tion . . .
esearcii questio production reported in the literature?

Research period October to November/2019

Number of papers found 105

Studies published as a scientific paper;
works available in full; innovative typology
proposals; studies considered classic in the
area.

Work repeats in different databases; papers
not available in full; studies on co-
production in other areas, such as marketing
and cinema, since the study is based on the
co-production of the public good; papers
with few contributions for discussion;
results similar to those of other works;
papers by the same author with small
incremental contributions from the first
published paper.

Inclusion criteria

Exclusion criteria

Number of pre-selected papers 15

Number of papers remaining for the
synthesis matrix

Source: prepared by the authors.

The following databases were used: Web of Science, Scopus, Scientific Electronic
Library Online — SciELO, Scientific Periodicals Electronic Library — Spell, Portal de
Periodicos da Capes (Capes Publications Portal), and Biblioteca Digital Brasileira de Teses e
Dissertagoes (Brazilian Digital Library of Theses and Dissertations) — BDTD. Searches were
run by “title” and “abstract”, without applying the “language” or “publication period” filters.
Then, for the typologies of co-production, we used the expressions: “co-production” OR “co-
producing” OR “co-produce” OR “coproduction” OR “coprodugdo”, AND “typology” OR
“tipologia”. The same search words were used in both Portuguese and English languages.

As the second stage of the review, we relied on the research question; that was the
moment when the inclusion and exclusion criteria, also presented in Chart 1, were laid out. As
recommended by Saetren (2014), in this analysis, we included the works called “false
negatives”, which help in the discussion of the themes, even if they do not deal directly with
co-production. Conversely, we excluded works considered as “false positives”, i.e., those with
little or no contribution to the debate, even if they deal with co-production.

Yet, many of the findings could not be used in this SRL because they belong to other
areas of knowledge, such as chemistry, cinema, marketing, and health. In addition, other works
were not available in full or required payment for access to their content. Some studies were
found in more than one database and inflated the results.

Next, the third stage of the review consisted in identifying the pre-selected studies in
order to obtain an overview of the publications that composed the set to be analyzed. As an
initial part of this stage, we read the studies’ titles, abstracts, and the introduction of the works
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that remained from the previous stage. These parts were read for selecting the studies to be fully
analyzed in this review.

After reading, some studies were excluded, mainly due to the incompatibility of existing
elements in the studies with the objective of the review, as, for example, few advances on the
themes addressed in this research, or types addressed in other works. Due to the existence of
many works in the researched area, we had to be strict as to the inclusion criteria.

The remaining works were analyzed in full, via categorical content analysis, in order to
answer the guiding question to this study and generate a future research agenda. The detailed
analysis of each selected study focused on the following categories: objective of the study,
typologies of co-production, and main results obtained by the authors.

The fourth stage of the integrative review consisted in categorizing the selected studies,
in order to summarize and document the information extracted from the scientific papers found
in the previous phases. We pre-screened the papers found by reading their titles. Then, we
analyzed the abstract, keywords and introduction of the pre-selected works. After reading the
studies, we created a synthesis matrix on the topic (Chart 2) with the works to be commented
upon individually in the next section.

4 DISCUSSION OF RESULTS AND RESEARCH AGENDA

After taking the steps described above, a total of nine publications were read in full.
They were selected mainly because they proposed innovative typologies, or they are considered
classic in the area, while the other studies used these typologies in their respective studies. Chart
2 presents the selected papers — the fifth stage of this review —, in chronological order, which
will be analyzed individually next.

Chart 2 - Synthesis matrix
Authors Typologies
Whitaker (1980) request; assistance; and mutual adjustment
Brudney and England (1983) | individual; group; and collective
traditional provision; codelivery; users as sole deliverers;
users as service co-planners; full co-production; users’
Bovaird (2007) delivery of co-planned or co-designed services; users and
professionals as co-deliverers; and traditional community
production
nominal; symbolic; functional; representative with
Salm and Menegasso (2010) | sustainability; and  co-production  for  community
mobilization

Osborne and  Strokosch
(2013)

Strokosch (2013) individual and organizational

co-production in the implementation of core services; co-
production in the design and implementation of core
services; complementary co-production in  service
implementation; and complementary co-production in
service design and implementation

consumer co-production; participative; and enhanced

Brandsen and  Honingh
(2016)

Nabatchi, Sancino and Sicily
(2017)

Mess et al. (2018)

reformulated and expanded Brudney and England (1983)

type of interaction; the role and type of citizen input; and the
distribution of contributions and benefits
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Source: prepared by the authors.

Whitaker’s study (1980) can be considered a classic on typology for co-production of
the public good. It was one of the first studies on the subject, bringing three different forms of
citizen action in co-production, classified as follows: by request; assistance in the provision of
services; and mutual adjustment between the citizen beneficiary of the services and the public
provider.

The author sees the state as the protagonist of the actions, associated with the ideas of
efficiency, effectiveness, cost reduction and quality improvement in public service delivery.
Citizen participation occurs when a citizen requests the provision of a service or when he/she
provides assistance to public agents, cooperating voluntarily, or when citizens and public agents
interact and adjust, in order to define the actions of each part, according to the expectations for
the service.

Although public agents can suggest options, illustrate techniques, supply
encouragement and provide guidance on the provision of services, public agents alone are
unable to bring about change. Indeed, rather than the agent presenting a “finished product” to
the citizen, both agent and citizen together can produce the desired transformation in the
provision of a particular service, thus developing co-production. Such citizen participation is
often critical to the success of the project.

The first type of co-production arises when citizens request assistance from public
agents. It should be noted that service delivery generally depends on this initiative. The requests
define the operational capacity of the agency, whose workload is largely directed to customer
service. In this type of co-production, citizens can overload a particular service provider, such
as the police or firefighters, with unnecessary requests.

Another type of co-production occurs when citizens provide assistance to public agents,
which is a behavior that influences the execution of public policies. Some examples in this
sense are parents acting in the education of their children, and residents acting to collaborate
towards the public security of their neighborhood. This typology is also addressed by Bovaird
(2007) when he points out individuals delivering a service designed by professionals. Such a
cooperation has a continuous effect on the content of public policies, since citizens and public
agents interact to adjust each other’s expectations and service actions.

The third type of co-production arises from said interaction, characterized by the mutual
adjustment between the parties, aiming to jointly analyze a given problem, understand the
collective needs, and define each part’s actions. In this case, the citizen and the agent share the
responsibility of deciding the action to be taken, although almost always the agent holds more
resources. Though mutual adjustment does not apply to each and every type of public service,
it is preferable for it to happen in the development of public policies.

Then, we suggest that the effects of this citizen/public agents partnership be addressed
in future studies, starting from the following question: What are the effects of the co-production
of the public good? We believe that studies that can analyze the (d)effects of co-production are
quite relevant for the literature, and for public managers and Civil Society Organizations, as
well.

Another classic study on typology for co-production of the public good is that of
Brudney and England (1983). Their publication served as a starting point for other researchers,
who adopted the typology presented therein for proposing new models or even reformulation
and expansion (NABATCHI; SANCINO; SICILIA, 2017). Brudney and England classified the
types of co-production into individual, group and collective.

In individual co-production, citizens engage in co-production activities which, in most
cases, require little effort and confer on them the status of the greatest beneficiary. When in a
group, individuals join public officials to achieve coordinated activities, favoring communities

7
@(D@@ Gestao & Regionalidade | Sdo Caetano do Sul, SP [ v.39|2023 | ISSN 2176-5308



Antonio Gouveia Junior, Joacil Carlos Viana Bezerra & Carlos Eduardo Cavalcant

or a group of people. Finally, collective co-production provides great advantages to everyone,
regardless of their participation in the provision of the service; however, this requires the
involvement of many individuals.

We believe that this typology can be addressed in future studies and can point out the level of
sociability of the citizens who co-produce in order to understand their level of participation, as
well as the motivations that took them to that level.

In turn, the model of Bovaird (2007) sees the co-production of regular service providers
and users in a more lasting and consistent way. Bovaird presented a model for understanding
the emerging role of users and the community in co-production. Bovaird also pointed out that
the formulation of public policies is a negotiation involving many integrated political systems
rather than just a process imposed from the top down.

The typologies addressed by Bovaird expand the possibilities of relationships between
professionals, service users, and their communities. Such typologies present the main arenas of
interaction in service design and provision, showing, in practice, the need to unite professionals
and users. With this, Bovaird proposed a model based on case studies in the United Kingdom
and pointed out eight possibilities of service production and delivery resulting from the
relationship between regular providers and users. The levels are classified from traditional
provision (level 1) to traditional community production (level 8), according to Table 1.

Table 1 - Types of co-production — possibilities of service production and delivery
arising from the relationship between regular providers and users

Professionals as . No professional
. | Professionals and users |, . .
sole service q Input into service
as service co-planners :
planner planning
. I. Traditional | 2. Citizens and
Professionals as . .
. | professional professionals co-plan/co- .
sole service . . . . . Not applicable
. service  provision | design; service delivered
deliverer

by professionals

Professionals and

3.Services designed

4. Full co-production;

5. Services
delivered by users

users/communiti |by  professionals | services co-designed and .
. . and professionals;
es as service co-|only and  co-|co-delivered by users|..
. : ! . little formal
deliverers delivered with users | and professionals .
planning
Users/ 6. Services planned| 7. Citizens and | 8. Traditional self-
communities as|by  professionals | professionals  co-plan; | organized
sole service | only and delivered|services delivered by |community
deliverers by users users deliver services provision

Source: Bovaird (2007).

Co-production essentially occurs at levels 4, 5, and 6, when professionals and users co-
produce and co-deliver services. At levels 1 to 3, users participate symbolically or passively,
only delivering services planned or designed by regular providers. Finally, at levels 7 and 8, the
services are basically produced by users, with minimal participation of professionals in service
delivery, or even no co-production or co-delivery.

Within a system in which services are largely provided by traditional and
professionalized methods, it is worth highlighting the potential that citizens have to be involved
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in planning and designing a given task. The ideal is for users and professionals to fully share
the phases of planning, designing, and delivering the service. One example of full co-production
is neighborhood watch, where users work with the police and local authorities to increase local
security.

Based on the work of Bovaird (2007), we suggest that studies be developed to analyze
the participation of citizens in the public policy phases of co-production of the public good as
a form of service provision or goods delivery. In addition, Salm and Menegasso (2010)
proposed models of co-production of public services based on typologies of participation. To
this end, they relied on the works on citizen participation by Arnstein (1969), Pretty (1995) and
White (1996), as well as studies on public service co-production. Then, they related the two
things and created the conceptual model of co-production of public services presented in Table
2.

Table 2 - Public services co-production model

Definition of the co-production|Citizen participation in
model the co-production process
It is a strategy for producing public
services in which people in the
community, preferably volunteers, and
the public administrative apparatus of
the state share responsibilities with the
sole purpose of making these services
efficient.

Co-production
model

There is no effective
participation and power of
the citizen over the state.

Nominal

Co-production almost
always has a manipulative
character and serves to
demonstrate the
effectiveness of the State.

It is a strategy to involve citizens in the
production of public services to
demonstrate the presence of the State.

Symbolic

It is a strategy used by the public
apparatus of the state to produce public
services more  efficiently and
effectively with the participation of
individuals, a group, or a community.

It occurs through requesting
services, assistance, or by
mutual adjustment with the
State.

Functional

Representative
with
sustainability

It is the result of the synergy that takes
place in public service delivery in
which citizens, community
organizations, and the administrative
apparatus of the state participate,
which, as a whole, interact for the
common good.

This model requires the
civic engagement of citizens
and the community. Co-
production results from the
delegation of power by the
state and its interaction with
the citizens.

Co-production
for community
mobilization

It is a strategy for delivering public
services in which the whole community
participates, guided by ethical
principles and normative democracy,
with the purpose of keeping the society
permanently mobilized.

Permanent mobilization of
the community, and
overcoming the
bureaucratic organization.

Source: adapted from Salm and Menegasso (2010) and Schommer and Tavares (2017).

The model presented the following types of co-production: nominal; symbolic;

functional; representative with sustainability; and for community mobilization.
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Nominal co-production or non-participation is understood as the strategy of public
service production in which citizens and the State share responsibilities with the sole purpose
of making services more efficient. Symbolic co-production, in turn, can have a manipulative
character and be used strategically to involve citizens in service delivery so as to demonstrate
the presence of the State. The authors warned that, in these two types of co-production, there is
a risk of manipulation and use of co-production to “calm the spirits” of citizens, without
effectively sharing the power.

Functional co-production is based on results; it is another strategy to be used by the
State to offer more efficient and effective services with the participation of the citizens, whether
individually, collectively, or in groups. Another type is representative co-production with
sustainability, which relies on the delegation of State power, and the civic engagement of
citizens and the community to ensure synergy with the State to provide public services. Finally,
co-production for community mobilization proposes a transformation in society in general
towards public service delivery. In this latter type of co-production, citizens and the State
become permanently mobilized and guided by ethical principles and normative democracy.

Similarly, Osborne and Strokosch (2013) were influenced by areas of Public
Administration and service management to propose the modes of co-production of public
services classified into: consumer, participative, and enhanced. Based on the theory of service,
consumer co-production sees the user as a client or consumer, who has production and
consumption as inseparable processes in service delivery. In this type, users are not involved
with designing the services.

Participative co-production promotes user interaction through participatory
mechanisms at the strategic level of the organization. The citizen can engage in several stages
of the process such as public service planning, production, and delivery. The other type, called
enhanced co-production, seeks to carry out a transformative change in the existing paradigm of
service delivery. It combines the other two types of co-production and enables the effective
contribution of users in innovative service delivery.

We believe that combining the typologies proposed by Salm and Menegasso (2010) and
Osborne and Strokosch (2013) can generate a theoretical model for studying the co-production
of the public good, and they can be used to analyze the degrees of citizen participation in co-
production processes.

Meanwhile, Strokosch (2013) proposed a typology of co-production at the individual
and organizational levels. In the individual level, Strokosch uses the work classification cited
above, which provides for consumer, participative, and enhanced co-production (OSBORNE;
STROKOSCH, 2013). In the organizational level, she adopts the typology of Brandsen and
Pestoff (2006), which classifies co-production into co-management and co-governance. This
typology shows strong action of Civil Society Organizations, both in public service planning
and delivery.

Strokosch created a matrix combining the individual and organizational co-production
types. She also stressed that, even with all the existing differentiation across co-production
types, whether by the degree of involvement or participation, it is necessary that they coexist,
especially for forming alliances and collaboration agreements. The typological diversity also
allows the public agency to have access to the knowledge, resources, and capacities of those
involved in the service.

Nevertheless, Brandsen and Honingh (2016) set out to distinguish different types of co-
production, based on a conceptual analysis of the classical definitions on the subject. According
to those authors, identifying the several typologies is essential to make the research in co-
production more comparable. Their classification takes into account the nature of the service
(core or complementary) and the degree of citizen participation (implementation or design and
implementation), as presented in Table 3.
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Table 3 - Types of co-production — nature of service and degree of participation
Implementation Design and implementation
Complementary co-
Complementary production in
implementation

Complementary  co-production in
service design and implementation

Co-production in the
Noncomplementary |implementation of core
services

Source: Brandsen and Honingh (2016).

Co-production in the design and
implementation of core services

Then, we have four types of co-production: in the implementation of complementary
services; in the implementation of core services; in the design and implementation of
complementary services; and in the design and implementation of core services. The last type
is the one that allows the greatest involvement of citizens, both in service planning and delivery,
allowing greater engagement and quality improvement.

First, co-production in the design and implementation of a complementary service
consists in the participation of citizens in activities that are complementary to an organization’s
core service delivery, such as, for example, planning and holding a school prom party. Another
type is co-production in the implementation of a complementary service that is not the core
activity of the public agency; one such example is the collaboration of citizens to clean a
hospital.

The third type is co-production in the design and implementation of a non-
complementary service. In this case, citizens participate in the core activities of the organization
and are considered essential in service planning and delivery. Finally, co-production in the
implementation of a non-complementary service involves citizens in the core activity of a
public agency; however, they do not participate in the design phase.

In turn, when Nabatchi, Sancino and Sicilia (2017) present and define the types of co-
production, their intended contribution is for professionals and public managers to be able to
select the type of co-production that best aligns with the goals and purposes of the public policy.
The authors used the typology of co-production of Brudney and England (1983) and added four
phases (commissioning, design, delivery, and assessment) to that model. Combining the types
and phases generates a 3x4 co-production typology, which varies according to the
characteristics of what is co-produced, who co-produces, and when the co-production occurs.

The four added phases refer to the public policy cycle. They help define when the
activity was performed, what was produced, and more accurately capture existing applications
in the literature. The commissioning phase is equivalent to the stages of problem identification,
service priority, and creating an agenda. Design refers to activities used to create, plan for, or
arrange services. Delivery concerns the activities used to provide or improve the provision of
public services, while assessment is intended to assess the quality of the services provided. In
any of such phases, all the three levels (individual, group, and collective) are possible to occur.

The types of co-production tend to vary in three aspects: quantitative (number of
participants), representative (who they represent) and temporal (when they occur). So, the
typology developed by Nabatchi, Sancino and Sicilia is able to describe and define several
forms, since the number of actors, the location, and the size of the co-production activity can
change according to the phases. However, the authors do not discuss the risks of the model; the
risks of both the model proposed by Nabatchi, Sancino and Sicilia (2017) and the other models
addressed in this study may lead to future research. Scholars or critics of co-production of the
public good can focus on improving or criticizing the various models presented.

11
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The risks inherent in the creation of models should be observed when classifying or
proposing a classification, according to Mees et al. (2018), who gathered three typologies to
understand the forms of co-production related to flood risk governance, relying on the other
types identified in different areas of public policy. They understood that a comprehensive
approach to the concept of co-production would be required to sufficiently capture its
occurrence in reality.

The three complementary typologies proposed are the following: (I) the type of
interaction between government and citizens (hierarchical, incentivized, deliberative); (II) the
role and type of citizen input (complementary co-funding, complementary co-delivery,
complementary co-production of knowledge, substitutive co-funding, substitutive co-delivery,
and substitutive co-production of knowledge); and (III) the distribution of contributions and
benefits (private individual co-production, philanthropic individual co-production, private
collective co-production, and philanthropic collective co-production).

The categories of the first typology (interaction between governments and citizens) are
not entirely exclusive. Hierarchical and incentivized co-production is directed by the
government, while deliberative co-production allows the formation of more government-citizen
relations based on partnerships. In this case, there may exist a certain overlap between these
categories. The second type (the role and type of citizen input) refers to the model of Brandsen
and Honingh (2016) mentioned earlier.

Meanwhile, the third (the distribution of contributions and benefits), differentiates the
individual and collective forms of co-production, depending on who contributes and who
benefits from the co-produced services. This classification was created by Bovaird et al. (2015),
based on a co-production study in the areas of health, safety, and the environment.

“Private individual co-production” is provided individually for the exclusive benefit of the
person directly involved in the activity. “Philanthropic individual co-production” is provided
individually for the benefit of a larger group of people.

“Private collective co-production” is provided by a group of citizens for the exclusive
benefit of those directly involved in the activity. Finally, “philanthropic collective co-
production” is provided by a group of citizens for the benefit of a larger group of people. Given
the complexity of the model proposed by Mees et al. (2018), we suggest that future studies may
break down typologies and compare them in specific sectors.

In the concluding section of this paper, next, we present the synthesis of knowledge, with the
objective of enabling the replication of this study.

S5 CONCLUSIONS

This paper aimed to present the state of the art of the typologies of co-production of the
public good. The SRL went through all the proposed stages, namely: outlining the theme and
defining the research question; explaining the way the studies were retrieved, resulting in 105
papers; applying inclusion and exclusion criteria, which generated the pre-selection of 15
papers; categorizing the selected studies; analyzing and interpreting the data; creating a
synthesis matrix with the 9 papers analyzed; and presenting the following conclusions.

Thus, the integrative review of the literature on co-production typologies concluded that
each author herein presented contributed theoretically and/or empirically to the advance of
studies on the topic of co-production of public goods. In addition to showing the state of the art
on the subject, this review aimed to allow the production of new knowledge based on its results.
A significant contribution consists in the possibility of developing future studies suggested
throughout the text, and in creating conceptual models and, subsequently, building typology
scales.
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Considering the types addressed, the variety and complexity of the co-production
models are noteworthy. This study found that there is no single model or typology for co-
production. The authors herein presented recognized the specific applicability of their studies
to the sector on which they focused and recommended that the models be tested or adapted to
other areas. After relating different typologies of co-production, we acknowledge the
complexity of the theme and the difficulty to propose a universal model. Recognizing the
variety of concepts and typologies is essential so scholars studying this subject can compare
different co-production cases and experiences, and assess the level of citizen involvement.

This SRL contributes to advancing the theme of co-production of the public good, since
it can be used by public managers and Civil Society Organizations to create public policies that
include the citizens in service delivery. Identifying the typologies and the various forms of
citizen participation in co-production processes will enable these agents to more easily
implement the co-production of the public good as a management tool.

The studies herein analyzed are concentrated in the last decade, except for the classics
Whitaker (1980), and Brudney and England (1983), which served as the basis for the others.
For the most part, the studies advanced by using existing theoretical arguments. Qualitative
studies mainly conducted in developed countries were predominant; therefore, the results found
may not reflect the typologies for co-production in Brazil.

In this sense, it is worth highlighting the work of the Brazilian authors Salm and
Menegasso (2010), who considered the participation and involvement of citizens to different
degrees to propose a conceptual model of co-production. However, they recognize the
limitations of their study and leave it up to those interested in the topic to improve the model.
So, this is a knowledge gap that can be explored to deepen the studies on the types of co-
production in Brazil.

It is noteworthy that this research faced sampling limitations, since it occurred within a
specific time frame. Another limitation was the lack of depth of the studies analyzed, which
sometimes replicated existing theoretical arguments.
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