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Abstract

There is an increasing number of policy areas where traditional approaches are seen as having failed to produce the expected outcomes and deliver value. This research aims to understand if and how co-creation can be applied as a collaborative practice in the engagement of crowd in the resolution of wicked problems and if ultimately, it can be considered to be a viable and implementable option to experiment collaborative governance concretely. The results contribute to two central bodies of literature. On the one hand, it builds on the concept of collaborative governance, relying on this stream of research as a new strategic asset in policymaking, which is useful to coordinate, adjudicate, and integrate the goals and interests of multiple stakeholders towards the resolution of wicked issues. On the other, it contributes to the emerging literature on crowd-based mechanisms applied to citizen engagement, to better understand the applications and implications of this well-established methodology in innovation management if we used it to policymaking. The research is based on a pool of qualitative interviews with experts in the field of innovation in policymaking. From the analysis of the results, policymakers and experts perceive co-creation as a valuable methodology in creating efficient outputs, especially to the extent it allows citizens and institutions to go one step further and enhance organizational knowledge processes by involving the citizen in the creation of meaning and value. But despite the general excitement shown by the experts, no specific element deduced from the interviews allows us to affirm that co-creation is currently perceived by experts as a successful methodology, especially in achieving long-term outcomes or better adaptation.
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Introduction

Nowadays, engaging the citizens in decision making is gradually proving to be a new way to overcome long-lasting symptoms of a democratic deficit in modern societies, such as the reluctance to publicly state one's opinion, declining voter turnout and public engagement or the diminishing participation in public debate within political parties. Despite the intense research ongoing regarding open innovation at a corporate level, there is quite limited research examining open innovation strategies in the context of government (Fuglsang, 2008; Feller et al., 2010; Nam, 2010).
Policymakers and public service theorists are talking about the delivery of public services either at domestic or international level (Denhardt & Denhardt, 2003; Bourgon, 2007). Putting aside the initial approach that talked about only cutting costs, more innovative and sophisticated approaches realize that public service delivery creates value; value that is not only restricted to financial balance but incorporates user engagement and can be assessed only with the active participation in the process of creation with the end-user (Freedland & Sciarra, 1998; Benington, 2009, 2010). 
Traditionally, the complexity and opaqueness of policy-making processes have served to limit citizen participation and minimize public value. 
Collaborative governance, as it has come to be known, brings public and private stakeholders together in collective forums with public agencies to engage in consensus-oriented decision making. Over the past few decades, a new form of governance has emerged to replace adversarial and managerial modes of policymaking and implementation.
Many recent government efforts have focused on making policy-making processes more inclusive to the public to sustain innovation 
They are called by techno-savvy citizens, in need of a more agile and digital-friendly mechanism of engagement to express their voice in the decision-making process (Osborne and Brown, 2011).
Paradoxically, in this environment of declining citizen participation in conventional political processes, governments are actively seeking or requiring citizens' involvement as stakeholders in collaborative action. The identification of citizens as partners in the design and delivery of public policy and services alongside public, private, and voluntary sector bodies is evident world-wide.
To respond to this new pressure, policymakers are creating new spaces to tackle unresolved problems, incentivizing the participation of citizens in mechanisms able to collect innovative solutions and competencies outside the institutional channels. 
This process is based on the development of new technological tools that leverage digital interconnectedness and a higher span of engagement to co-create public policies and services with people and not for them. 
By opening their silos, governments aim at fostering participation, collaboration, and transparency, as well as economic and social values as citizens, can their inputs to produce innovative products and services (Albano, 2013).
The insights and perspectives of citizens are often intangible to the policymakers in government who make decisions that affect them. Governments also face challenges in perceiving different scenarios and envisioning the various paths to positive future outcomes. Governments are innovating to make these invisible factors visible (OECD, 2019) by leveraging newly visible elements; they are equipped to make better decisions that affect their people and to nudge citizens to make better decisions as well.
At the same time, a new wave of systemic challenges on a massive scale is emerging, taking unprecedented collective action to work towards overcoming them. With the adoption of Agenda 2030 and the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), every nation has committed to meeting a set of universal, integrated and transformational goals and targets designed to tackle global issues with the help of the citizens. This united agenda is helping to break down silos at an international level and is pushing governments to innovate to achieve the most ambitious, diverse, and inclusive initiatives in the history of humankind. New experiments are showing how digital technologies can play a critical role in engaging new groups of citizens, empowering them to forge solutions for the so-called “wicked” problems.
Many of the most pressing policy challenges involve dealing with very complex issues. These problems share a range of characteristics—they go beyond the capacity of any one organization to understand and respond to. There is often disagreement about the causes of the problems and the best way to tackle them.
Such opportunities include the ability to use digital technologies as enablers to deliver more timely, proactive, and inclusive policy – and to develop platforms for others to build upon. 
Governments and institutions are not only struggling in understanding the real impact of such engagement processes in policy-making and how they can be adequately developed to be adopted, but they are also fighting in comprehending the potential effect that they have in the effective innovation creation (Mazzucato, 2013; Wegrich, 2019). Therefore, governments must establish a continuous feedback retrieving mechanism for realizing a positive impact. Citizen is not just the end-users, who at the end of the day are the customers, but can also represent the initiators, representing the creators. More precisely, the co-creators.
The following paper is organized as follows. In section 2, we review the extant literature, focusing in particular on what we know about collaborative governance and crowd-based mechanisms of engagement; then, in section 3, the research framework and the research question are described. Section 4 presents the research methods, which are based upon qualitative interviews with a panel of experts. In section 5, we summarize the main results; then, in section 6, we engage in a discussion about the implications of these results for management and research. In section 7, the main conclusions of the paper, and opportunities for further development of a research agenda are illustrated.

Literature review

This paper contributes to two central bodies of literature. On the one hand, it builds on the concept of collaborative governance, relying on this stream of research as a new strategic asset in policymaking, which is useful to coordinate, adjudicate, and integrate the goals and interests of multiple stakeholders towards the resolution of wicked issues.
On the other, it contributes to the emerging literature on crowd-based mechanisms applied to citizen engagement, to better understand the applications and implications of this well-established methodology in innovation management if we applied it to policymaking.

Collaborative Governance

Collaborative governance, one of the different terms used to describe cross-boundary approaches to solving complex public problems, is being applied broadly in several policy areas, most notably in local settings and scales.
Only recently, these approaches to policymaking are present on the agenda for many governments and are essential to European Commission activities with respect to the transformation of public administration at a more transnational level (Hammerschmid et al., 2016; Batory and Svensson, 2019).
While the practice of collaborative governance is not new, the scientific production on collaborative governance is very early in its development, with the vast majority of research having been published within the past decade.
The literature on collaboration in governance falls into two general categories: collaboration among organizations (collaborative public management or network governance, e.g., Agranoff and McGuire, 2003; O’Leary, Bingham, and Gerard, 2006) and collaboration with the public (public participation, public involvement and civic engagement, Roberts, 2008).
Collaborative approaches in policymaking have been advocated as a way to close the gap between government and citizens and thus to alleviate the growing disconnection between citizens and policymaking. Collaborative governance has received considerable attention from public administration scholars and is the subject of a burgeoning body of academic literature in policy studies, public management, and democratic theory. However, the rapid uptake of collaborative governance and related concepts, such as coordination, cooperation, network governance, and interactive governance, has created a somewhat amorphous debate (Robinson 2008; Michels, 2011; Emerson et al. 2012; Agranoff and McGuire 2003). 
While there are several analytical frameworks, based on literature reviews, that aim to bring some order on the field (Bryson et al., 2006; Ansell and Gash, 2008; Emerson et al., 2012; Bingham and O'Leary, 2015) a widely accepted framework of representation has not been adopted yet, also due to the rapid transformation and application of the practice.
From an academic point of view, collaborative governance is described as “the processes and structures of decision-making that involve stakeholders from a variety of sectors and levels in order to carry out a public purpose that could not otherwise be accomplished” (Emerson et al. 2012; Bingham and O'Leary 2015). 
According to Batory and Svensson (2019), from a detailed analysis of the different definitions of collaborative governance, it appears that at least five dimensions deeply characterize the definition of this phenomenon:

· Nature of the collaboration: this dimension essentially defines if the nature of the engagement is promoted as bringing together governmental and non-governmental actors or, rather, the presence of this cross-actors collaboration is not seen as pivotal. This dimension also focuses on the roles public actors can play concerning collaborative arrangements, as leaders, encourages, and followers (Hardy and Koontz, 2009) or network brokers (Long et al. 2014).   
· Nature of the agency: it concerns whether collaborative processes are seen to be initiated and controlled by public actors (typically government bodies) (Edmiston, 2003; Gauld, Gray, &McComb, 2009). 
· Nature of the process: the third dimension is focused on whether collaborative governance is conceptualized as a multi-organizational decision-making process, and it is just subject to the power and organized interests of public bodies, or whether the nature of the organizational setting also allows the broad public involvement of citizens (Baldersheim and Øgård, 2008; Conroy and Evans-Cowley, 2006; Coursey and Norris, 2008)
· Nature of the scope: this fourth dimension concerns the scope of collaboration with respect to durability (permanent versus task-oriented) and within the policy process, with some definitions assuming collaboration throughout a program or project, while others anticipate collaborative arrangements that are specific to for instance policy design, decision-making or service delivery (McNeal, Tolbert & Mossberger, 2003; Moon, 2002; Norris & Moon, 2005; Sriramesh & Rivera-Sánchez, 2006; Tolbert, Mossberger, & McNeal, 2008).

In the context of collaborative governance, it is also commonly assumed that this collaboration is driven by a constructive, problem-solving agenda. New forms of participation have included various models of dialogue, deliberation, and e-democracy (Fung and Wright, 2003; Gastil and Levine, 2005; Landemore 2013). This movement emerged in response to perceived failings in a representative democracy with respect to conflict over public policy. Various manifestations of civil society pressed for more shared decision-making in governance to address conflict at the broader level of public policy. Recently, its advocates have argued that the government should take advantage of new technologies for human communication, including e-democracy and e-government (Noveck, 2009). 
Much of the literature described an idealistic picture of the problem-solving in participatory and collaborative practices, while some other scholars have pointed out the potential adverse effects of collaborative arrangements (Purdy, 2012; Hileman and Bodin, 2019).
Despite its popularity in both academic and practitioner areas, collaborative governance remains a blurred concept. This unclearness may influence the policymakers to be tempted to claim to design ‘collaborative governance’ processes without making actual efforts to involve outside experts and stakeholders, and ultimately citizens genuinely. They are also tempted to wrongly estimate the impact that such phenomena can really bring in practice. What seems to be favorable from this brief analysis for our purpose is that scholars tend to presume that a transformation towards collaborative governance is 'genuinely' desired by policymakers and by citizens.
In conclusion, another essential distinction to be clarified in the framework of this paper is that often the concept of collaboration and engagement are interchangeably used in literature. Even if both concepts might appear similar, they have differing views on the role that citizens should play. The critical difference is that citizen engagement requires an active, intentional dialogue between citizens and public decision-makers, whereas citizen participation can come from citizens only. For our analysis the two terms do not differ and they both are used adopting the following definition for engagement: Phillips and Orsini (2002) describe citizen engagement as "interactive and iterative processes of deliberation among citizens and between citizens and government officials with the purpose of contributing meaningfully to specific public policy decisions in a transparent and accountable way."

Crowd-based mechanisms in citizen engagement

The theory and practice of public administration are increasingly concerned with developing methodologies to design policies that respond to individuals’ needs and are relevant to their preferences. Concepts such as “crowdsourcing” or “co-creation” are imported by the business world. Such trends reflect the experience of private sector organizations, where the need to innovate and to create new value propositions and customer relationships has long been recognized as central to success (Dutton & Eynon, 2009). It is clear that we have reached a momentum where innovation has also become central to transforming governmental organizations (Bekkers, 2007, 2009; Tether & Tajar, 2008; Lundell et al., 2010; Chesbrough, 2006). For government agencies, it means that the political sphere has to attain a better understanding of citizens’ needs and encourage effective collaboration between policymakers and citizens for a more sustainable political agenda-setting. In this context, several experiences have emerged in order to overcome issues such as geographical proximity bias or an established technological or disciplinary source gap, which for ages have represented a problem of bounded rationality in the relationship between crowds and the processes of policy design (Simon 1991; Katila & Ahuja, 2002). The scientific and practical discussion of this kind of “Democratizing Innovation” (von Hippel, 2005; Verganti & Pisano), which engages many different external actors in entrepreneurial research, indicates a potential from which the public sector has profited from as well. The connection of participation and integration in the relationship between a government and its citizens may, in this context, be the solution to enlarge the influence of the citizens who may actively participate in public value-creation and in a more refined decision-making process. In this context, “Citizensourcing” (Lukensmeyer & Torres, 2008) describes the design and configuration of a new relationship between a government and its people, based on a set of emerging practices and principles applied from the private sector. 
We define Citizensourcing as the act of taking a task that is traditionally performed by a designated public agent (usually a civil servant) and outsourcing it to an undefined, generally large group of people in the form of an “open call.” This concept of “open government” offers new ways of interactive public value creation and citizen co-creation by systematically integrating external actors (beyond the area of experts) into the governmental processes. 
Many different mechanisms have emerged to describe this systematic pursuit of sustained collaboration between government agencies, non-government organizations, communities, and, specifically, with individual citizens, but participatory approaches in policymaking are not new. Traditionally, however, citizens have been confronted with a trade-off between the span of engagement and the intensity of the engagement. 
Some methods have focused on the intensity of engagement by engaging the largest possible number of people. A classic example is "public consultation" and polls, where questionnaires can be used to assess the inclination of the public towards specific policies; or crowdsourcing in policymaking was inspired by crowdsourcing approaches, policymakers invite the large public to submit ideas about policies. Although digital technologies enable today to scale up these practices to large numbers of stakeholders and citizens, the level of interaction with the public is often limited. Public polls imply a passive role of citizens, and crowd-policing, which ask citizens to be "policymakers for a day," produce massive amounts of ideas, without the real engagement of citizens on the making, for what concerns their role, capability of real action, and knowledge. These methods, therefore, privilege span but compromise on intensity (Carpini et al., 2004; Landemore 2017).
Other methods have focused on “intensity” of engagement, by engaging the public in intense sessions where they do not only express their opinion and ideas, but, rather, they factually contribute to the co-design and, sometimes, the implementation of the policy. These methods privilege intensity of engagement, but they are typically focused on expertise-based communities where skills and incentive-based mechanisms are the main levers of engagement.  Among the rising of these methodologies, co-creation has caught the attention of many communities becoming in few years one the most cited “buzzword” among those policymakers who preach the need to innovate also within the public world.
Co-creation, is defined as a process of open innovation, initially applied to corporate innovation (Enkel et al., 2009). As a result, the co-creation literature has placed special emphasis on investigating how it generates business value predominantly in the contexts of user-centric innovation and open source projects (Frow et al., 2014), virtual communities/platforms (Fuller et al., 2011) and multi-disciplinary projects (Lakhani and von Hippel, 2003). Although the main emphasis has been on the generation of business value, emerging co-creation initiatives also generate an array of social value (Gemser & Perks, 2015), which has received scant attention in the literature (Fuller et al., 2011).
A new generation of academics and public sector consultants have devoted themselves to the study and integration of such a concept in the policy domain – understating how to define it as a complex process in which citizens stop simply consuming government services and start to play an active role in their design, delivery and implementation (Payne et al., 2008; Voorberg, Bekkers, & Tummers, 2015).
Although the concept of co-creation emerged in the private sector in which there is a special interest in maximizing service satisfaction and thus, market shares and corporate profits, the concept is also relevant to the public sector. Hence, as noted by Osborne, Radnor, & Nasi (2013), the public sector is dominated by the production of services that due to their discretionary and intangible character, the simultaneous process of production and consumption and the service recipient’s central role in the process provide excellent conditions for co-creation. 
To comprehend this new and emerging phenomenon, we shall here define co-creation in the public sector as a process through which two or more public and private actors attempt to solve a shared problem, challenge, or task through a constructive exchange of different kinds of knowledge, resources, competences, and ideas that enhance the production of public value in terms of visions, plans, policies, strategies, regulatory frameworks, or services, either through continuous improvement of outputs or outcomes or through innovative step-changes that transform the understanding of the problem or task at hand and lead to new ways of solving it (Osborne, Radnor, & Nasi , 2013)
Co-creation mechanisms mobilize the experiences, resources, and ideas of a plurality of public and private actors in the creation of public solutions (Horne & Shirley, 2009; OECD, 2011) and are a suitable instrument in the development of an effective measure to tackle the so-called wicked problems ( Kepkay 2002, Campbell 2003, Van Bueren et al. 2003, Salwasser 2004, Conklin 2006). The attraction of the ‘wicked problem’ concept is that it seems to provide additional insights concerning why many policies and programs generate controversy, fail to achieve their stated goals, cause unforeseen effects, or are impossibly difficult to coordinate and monitor (Head; 2008).
The public governance literature illustrates how organizations from the public, private, and nonprofit sectors and communities need to collaborate to deal with social “wicked” problems, caused by the dynamic complexity characterizing today’s societies (Bianchi, 2015; Head & Alford, 2013; Laegreid & Rykkja, 2014). 
"Wicked" problems characterize most of the governmental planning, particularly where social issues are concerned. These are complex policy problems exhibiting high risk and uncertainty and a high interdependency among the causal factors. 
“Wicked” problems cannot be tackled by any single organization, and they typically spill over administrative levels and responsibilities. They are characterized by multilevel, multi-actor, and multi-sectoral challenges. This is illustrated in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1. Representation of tame Vs. wicked problems
There is an increasing number of policy areas where traditional approaches are seen as having failed to produce the expected outcomes and deliver value. Traditional is here taken to mean both technical and expert-driven solutions, as well as routine administrative solutions. To the extent that traditional approaches to management and problem-solving are seen as having failed to provide adequate or successful long-term outcomes in many problem areas, especially at a more complex and supranational level, open dialogues among stakeholders and experts to seek “new methodologies” are one of the most innovative ways to explore how to deliver more sustainable policy for wicked problems.

In this framework, intrinsic characteristics of wicked problems are: 

· Wicked problems are poorly identified for this reason need a detailed process of scoping
· Wicked problems themselves may continuously be changing according to environmental and systemic changes
· Often solutions for wicked problems may be addressing the symptoms instead of underlying causes
· People may disagree so strongly that many solution-options are unworkable and need to find a more inclusive consensus
· The knowledge base required for effective implementation may be weak, fragmented, or contested for this reason a broader pool of competence should be at the disposal 
· Some solutions may depend on achieving significant shifts in attitudes and behaviors (i.e., future changed conduct on the part of many citizens or stakeholders), but there are insufficient incentives or points of leverage to ensure that such shifts are actualized.

If there is no single “root cause” of complexity, uncertainty, and disagreement, and therefore no root cause of “wickedness," but instead more wicked causes, it follows that there is no single best approach to tackling such problems. For this reason, in relation to the wicked problems, a holistic approach such as co-creation appears, among the different collaborative methodologies, to be the most suitable.
In theory, co-creation appears to be an unusual instrument in the framework of collaborative governance because it highlights the potential impact of collaborative interaction between public and private actors on the ability to foster new and innovative solutions to intractable problems. Hence, the current proliferation of arenas of co-creation is likely to stimulate processes of collaborative innovation that offer a welcome alternative to both intra-organizational entrepreneurialism and market-driven innovation (Hartley, Sørensen, & Torfing, 2013). To develop and sustain these new modes of interaction, participants typically create special platforms for community engagement, many of which incorporate supporting technology tools (Gouillart, F., & Hallett, T., 2015).
The two above streams of literature show how the discussion around collaborative governance modes can be read through the lens of developing a comprehensive definition of "co-creation" as a methodology to support innovations that have a different objective. This research aims to understand if and how co-creation can be applied as a collaborative practice in the engagement of crowd in the resolution of wicked problems and if ultimately, it can be considered to be a viable and implementable option to experiment collaborative governance concretely.


Research Framework 
In other words, another focus of the research is to primarily investigate if co-creation can be considered a viable application of "citizen engagement" in collaborative governance regimes. In this context, we define regime as “the particular mode of, or system for, public decision making in which cross-boundary collaboration represents the prevailing pattern of behavior and activity” (Emerson et al., 2012; Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015). The integrative framework for collaborative governance depicted below in figure 1, which is inspired by the seminal and well-established paper proposed by Emerson & Nabatchi, 2015 represents a series of nested dimensions that depict the surrounding system context of collaborative governance regimes in which we are investigating. Here a detailed list of all the concatenated layers:
· Level 1. The outermost box represents the general system context with the myriad political, legal, socioeconomic, environmental, and other influences that affect and are affected the collaborative governance setting; for the goal of this paper, those will be considered as exogenous variables to our model.
· Level 2. From this system, context emerges several triggers (uncertainty, interdependence, turbulence) that generate the energy and impetus to begin collaboration and set the shared motivation and direction for the collaboration.
· Level 3. Inside the second box is depicted with the dashed borders the collaborative governance regime, which can take on a variety of forms and functions and may include a variety of crowds and. This is our area of investigation since we consider co-creation as our collaboration dynamic under investigation.
· Level 4. The focal point of interest to our research is encompassed by the iterative cycling of collaboration dynamics, as well as the collaborative actions generated inside the regime (e.g., in our case co-creation as a participatory process).
· Level 5. Three interactive components, each with its own set of elements are, work together to generate and sustain that component, and the components themselves work interactively and iteratively to reinforce one another and propel collaborative actions.
· Principled engagement, or the fundamental process component of collaboration dynamics, encompasses the interaction of discovery, definition, deliberation, and determinations. During the principled engagement, the participants develop a shared theory of change, which is, in essence, a strategy for accomplishing the collective purpose and target goals.
· Shared motivation, or the relational component of collaboration dynamics, consists of trust, mutual understanding, internal legitimacy, and shared commitment. 
· Capacity for joint action, or the functional component of collaboration dynamics, consists of procedural and institutional arrangements, leadership, knowledge, and resources.
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Figure 2. Collaborative governance framework	
In particular, in order to answer the above-mentioned research objective, the main research question of this paper is the following: to which extent does co-creation represent an efficient solution to engage citizens into policymaking, especially in consideration of wicked problems? In order to answer it, a better-specified question is required: to which extent, our experts are capable of defining co-creation as an effective methodology to produce efficient outputs, outcomes, and impact?
Investigation Process 
Given the nature of the application of co-creation at policy-level in a supranational context, an exploratory research approach is necessary. In particular, this exploratory research is based on an inductive approach to explore this emerging phenomenon. Data gathering is based both on primary and secondary sources. For the former, based on themes identified in the literature review, the authors conducted qualitative interviews with experts in the field of innovation in policymaking. The goal of the interviews was to survey expert researchers in order to explore current definitions and observations about co-creation as a collaborative and explorative method in policymaking to consolidate the themes described in the literature. The reason why this methodology was applied to this research is that the theory of in-depth interviews falls within the constructivist research model in which knowledge is not given, but is created and negotiated, and the interviewer is seen as a "traveler" who journeys with the interviewees (Ritchie and Spencer, 1994). The researchers have used a diverse range of probes and other techniques to achieve the depth of answers regarding this exploration. In addition, the research is classified as exploratory as there is a scarcity of empirical research on co-creation in policymaking. In such exploratory studies, Marshall & Rossman (1989) propose that case studies or field studies are suitable research approaches, with participant observation and in-depth interviewing being appropriate data collection techniques. The in-depth format also has permitted the researchers to fully explain all the factors that underpin participants' answers: biases, feelings, opinions, and beliefs. This provides the explanatory evidence that qualitative research is the best tool to apply to this research. The in-depth interview process aims to achieve both breadths of coverage across critical issues and depth of coverage within each assessed topic, combining to form a reliable path that can lead to corroboration of the leading research hypothesis. A list of open-ended questions was utilized to allow interviewees to engage in extensive discussions, providing a structure with the flexibility to articulate different insights and challenges. All interviews were conducted over the phone or on video call; they were audio-recorded concerning privacy constraints and interview consent in order to avoid information loss.   
[Given the COVID-19 emergency, the process was slowed and postponed to meet better the needs of the respondents, who being international experts engaged at academic and policy levels, are living a busy time. A supplementary second wave of interviews is planned to be conducted in the months of July 2020. Another additional sample of real cases to directly interview and real action research study are planned for September 2020. Moreover, in addition to the current sample, a snowball method of interviewee selection will be employed to account for a wider variety and diversity to strengthen further data collection of this current paper.]
Sampling
Interviews were conducted through a semi-structured interview protocol. All the interviews were transcribed and synthesized in extensive memos on a structured template, which was shared among the researchers. Because this research is exploratory in nature, a convenience sample of interview candidates was selected on the basis of reputation in the field of innovation in policymaking (Dubois and Gadde, 2002; Siggelkow, 2007). In total, seven experts were interviewed; all of them were trained at the doctoral level. The other essential prerequisites considered in the selection of the pool of interviewees were: being an expert and/or researcher in the policy-making area or in a related discipline, with particular attention to the world of innovation and innovation in policymaking; having some previous experience in at least a highly complex project, preferably within H2020 framework, with a particularly important focus on citizens' engagement with respect to policy-making processes; having some previous knowledge reading the lately published "A vision for public services" white paper, drafted by DG CONNECT with the aim of outlining the long-term vision for a modern and open public sector and the way public services may be delivered in an open government setting.
Due to the innovativeness of the topic investigated, these interviews enriched with the triangulation of more than 20 white papers, more than 200 source of academic literature and 25 websites and dissemination materials of previous projects considered pivotal for their impact in the real world (a list of the cases could be found in the appendix of this paper). The amount of information gathered at this level is perceived satisfactory for the first part of this study, which will comprehend more detailed and rigorous methodological papers in the future.
In the selection of the sample, which has been selected initially in the extensive network of the H2020 TRIGGER, the three dimensions taken into consideration are the following for the specified reasons: 1) Technical knowledge: particular knowledge in the field; details on operations, laws. Influencing field. 2) Process knowledge: info on routines, specific interactions, processes, 3) Explanatory knowledge: subjective interpretations of relevance, rules, beliefs; Ideas and ideologies, and their inconsistencies.

Data collection

As previously mentioned, this article is based on the data acquired through personal interviews with the participants in the study, and from documents gathered before the interviewing phase. Tables of content during the interviews were created to organize and cluster information gathered from each interview to identify pre-existing or new patterns and relevant keywords. This organization was also done to abstract categories from the data and establish how they help to explain the phenomenon of co-creation in correlation to the citizen engagement at policy-making levels. 

Results 

This section reports the primary evidence emerging from the interviews with the key informants. The following section reports an overview of the exploration of the opportunities and barriers provided by the citizen engagement through co-creation in policymaking.
Applying the aforementioned lens of investigation, proposed by the model by Emerson and Nabatchi, 2015, we applied the proposed list of intended results for assessing the performance of co-creation as a collaboration dynamic (indicated with the grey box in the representation of the model above):


	
	Description

	Level 1: 
Outputs

	In order to define the outputs, the first dimension taken into consideration is the instrumental value created by the collaboration across the boundaries of different stakeholders in a shared process. For this reason, the definition of output applied is represented by something that “could not have been attained by any of the organizations acting alone” (Huxham, 2003). 
For the aim of assessing the dimension of productivity in co-creation, here outputs are considered as the collaborative actions respect to their capacity to produce “intermediate” or “end outputs” supposed to match the initial scope (Thomas & Koontz, 2011; Emerson and Nabatchi, 2015)


	Level 2: Outcomes 

	The second level is already embedded in the first one since collaborative outcomes are the desired "results on the ground" coming from the outputs. Outcomes are substantial changes, modifications, alterations in an existing or projected condition that is viewed as undesirable or in need of a change. Outcomes produced by co-creation can be short-term or long-term, definite in their nature or quite broad in their reach, and discrete or cumulative in their impact. For this reason, it is interesting to evaluate how outcomes can be attributed directly to co-creation efforts or if they are the results of other exogenous variables (Emerson and Nabatchi, 2015)


	Level three: Impact

	Impact here is intended as the potential to transform the context of a complicated situation or issue, also in the possibility to measure the capacity of reaction to a process in the context of the application once the process is finished. Indeed, one of the “most important consequences of a good impact may be to change the direction of a complex, uncertain, evolving situation, and to help move a community toward higher levels of social and environmental importance” (Innes & Booher, 1999). This potential for transformative change can be understood as adaptive responses to the outcomes of collaborative actions. Adaptation, as a main variable of impact, is a feature in performance measurement, particularly in light of policy implementation, where iterative or incremental policy change is common (Lindblom, 1959, 1979; Pressman & Wildavsky, 1973). 



	
During the interviews, it has emerged that strong focus has been dedicated to the first level of performance. A strong focus has been devoted to the justification of using co-creation in policy-making in order to reach solutions that governments and public governance actors are not capable of reaching alone for three main reasons: lack of specific expertise, lack of trustworthiness at the eyes of citizens, too bureaucratic processes that are far away from the real needs at which policy-making should in principle look at.
Depending on the context, these co-creative actions might include, for example, designing policy measures (new laws or regulations) with the help of the citizens (as the Icelandic example of collaborative constitution drafting process) or carrying out new management practices where citizens help with their expertise to implement and reinforce areas of issues where public bodies need additional support ( as the in the “Doing It Together” Science Project (DITOs) which promotes co-creation event formats across Europe focusing on the active involvement of citizens in two critical areas - the cutting edge topic of bio-design and the critical area of environmental monitoring).
During the interview process, the other two levels of analysis still appear very vague and not well-defined. Through this first analysis of the data available, no convergent direction was adopted with respect to what the experts think about the impact of co-creation in terms of long-term outcome or respect to the capacity of adaptation that citizens and governance bodies develop thanks to these processes. This is illustrated in Figure 3. 
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Figure 3. Classification of intended results of collaboration dynamics
So, what can be summed up from this first review of the available results is that the panel of experts interviewed has a clear understanding of how the three interactive components,  namely the principled engagement, the shared motivation and the capacity of joint action have a crucial role in the application of co-creation only in producing specific outputs.
Moreover, co-creation incorporates the processes of making enumerable joint determinations, including procedural and substantive determinations (e.g., reaching agreements on action items or final recommendations). In the ongoing research, however, there is limited research on the quality of collaborative determinations and the extent to which they lead to actions required for proper implementation. This represents the most severe difficulty in addressing future research, especially if our area of investigation regards turbulent areas affected by wicked issues (e.g., environmental degradation, terrorism, and poverty— these are classic examples of wicked problems).
Despite the general excitement shown by the experts, no specific element deduced from the interviews allows us to affirm that co-creation is currently perceived by experts as a successful methodology, especially in achieving long-term outcomes or better adaptation.
For this reason, we cannot positively answer to the initial research objective on the possibility of using co-creation methodologies between citizens and public governance actors in order to achieve better policy-making outcomes. More specifically, it is still not clear for the experts how co-creation can respond to the pressing urgency to find more dynamic processes in the tackle of wicked problems.

Discussion

The analysis of co-creation in policymaking allowed us to shed light on different elements concerning the efficiency of such methodologies in delivering policies that are suitable to answer to the emergence of tackling wicked issues — unfortunately, results as still scarce.
At the most basic level, the general nature of our framework should enable comparative analyses of different applications across different system contexts and policy arenas. For this reason, this first paper should be considered as a milestone that must be enriched by further analysis. The broadness of the framework enables us to gain further efforts to gather more consistent data on a range of specific hypotheses relating to the components, their elements, and their interactions. The framework itself would benefit from critical applications to cases and examples of co-creation, specifically related to the different wicked issues. It would be useful to scrutinize the components and their interrelationships to describe strengths and weaknesses, limits of applicability, areas where we have the most and least empirical evidence, and the potential role of various disciplines in contributing to pieces of the framework. 
In turn, such research could help confirm or adjust the more speculative pieces. Moreover, we believe that the integrative framework can be applied usefully at different scales, in diverse policy arenas, and various levels of complexity. Future research can examine these assumptions, for example, by exploring how certain pieces of the framework applied in different settings and institutions. From the analysis of our results, can be deduced that policymakers and experts perceive co-creation as a valuable methodology in creating efficient outputs, especially to the extent it allows citizens and institution to go one step further and enhance organizational knowledge processes by involving the citizen in the creation of meaning and value. 
Unfortunately, however, a massive work of analysis must be done to understand better how these methodologies have a real impact on a systemic and long-term level, triggering a more significant and more powerful impact. It is currently only possible to deduce that there is not yet enough evidence to understand what indirect impact co-creation has on those who are not closely linked to the process itself. 
For this reason, authors cannot provide further evidence about the real impact of this methodology on the efficient engagement of citizens in resolving wicked issues. Co-creation could be just another rough diamond whose value is not well known.

Conclusions

Finally, despite the immaturity of this research, the areas of contribution of this paper are threefold. First, the study enriches the discussion around collaborative governance by contextualizing it and by shedding light on the importance of bringing different collaborative practices in the policy domain. Second, it enriches the discussion around how co-creation is today perceived, at least from a representative pool of experts, as a promising practice despite the impossibility to measure its impacts at different levels.
The analysis presented in this article and based on our proposed framework helps moving one step further towards understanding how co-creation can intersect and affect policy design processes. More importantly, it shows that the effects of co-creation adoption are not linear and still vaguely perceived by experts. 
If, as argued above, co-creation effectiveness stems from a mix of methodological and environmental settings, the added value of using it for effective policy design depends upon several factors. Especially if we consider the intended results we aspire to reach.
For the moment, the key learning of this paper is that co-creation helps identifies standard definitions and constructions of the content of a policy solution. In consequence, the policy cycle of program and agenda planning, execution, and appraisal has to be opened up for citizens' contributions, and co-creation represents a viable and experimental solution.
As a nascent strand of literature, our conceptual model is likely to generate many questions than answers. A set of open questions to be addressed include for instance (but not limited to): 

	What are the opportunities and limits in engaging directly in collaborative and co-created projects with citizens? 

	How do we sustain them, manage expectations, deliver on what we promise (or are perceived to promise), and maintain the momentum? 

	What is their perception of the citizens regarding outputs, outcomes, and impact generated by co-creation?

	Is co-creation more suitable for anticipatory or another kind of policies related domain?

	How can we move up to the very outset or anticipatory stages of the policy cycle practically and realistically?

	How can the key issues and timing of engagement be identified? Can the length of the policy-making and legislative processes be adapted for citizens to make a valuable contribution?

	What is the role and potential of new models of co-creation to create evidence-informed policymaking?  

	Are we moving toward more spaces of open dialogue where citizens are bringing their input and express their preferences, even if they are at odds with the mainstream narratives of science and policy?

	How are the objectives of co-creation translated into operational solutions?

	Does co-creation demonstrate that it is widely accepted by affected parties (public bodies, citizens, business, socio-economic partners, and civil society?)




Despite its exploratory nature, this paper sheds light on a number of topics that are relevant both for research and for practice. 
From an academic point of view, the proposed model opens up new peculiarities of how the government should start to consider collaborative governance, and ultimately co-creation, as a managerial stream of literature more than just a policy matter.
From a managerial perspective, this paper, which is just a starting point, offers a first understanding of the key differences between traditional governance regimes. This can be an inspirational source of reflection on how public bodies can apply a plethora of methodologies in attempting to resolve issues that often they do not consider to be resolved by the people as a “res pubblica”.

References



Agranoff, R., & McGuire, M. (2003). Collaborative public management: New strategies for local governments. Georgetown University Press.
Agranoff, R., & McGuire, M. (2003). Inside the matrix: Integrating the paradigms of intergovernmental and network management. International Journal of Public Administration, 26(12), 1401-1422.
Albano, C. S. (2013, June). Open government data: a value chain model proposal. In Proceedings of the 14th Annual International Conference on Digital Government Research (pp. 285-286).
Asara, V., Profumi, E., & Kallis, G. (2013). Degrowth, democracy and autonomy. Environmental Values, 22(2), 217-239.
Baldersheim, H., & Øgård, M. (2008). Innovation in E-government: Analysis of municipal web pages in the Nordic countries. Information Polity, 13(3, 4), 125-137.
Batory, A., & Svensson, S. (2019). The fuzzy concept of collaborative governance: A systematic review of the state of the art. Central European Journal of Public Polic.
Bekkers, V., & Homburg, V. (2007). The myths of e-government: Looking beyond the assumptions of a new and better government. The Information Society, 23(5), 373-382.
Benington, J. (2009). Creating the public in order to create public value?. Intl Journal of Public Administration, 32(3-4), 232-249.
Benington, J., & Moore, M. H. (Eds.). (2010). Public value: Theory and practice. Macmillan International Higher Education.
Bianchi, C. (2015). Enhancing Joined‐Up Government and Outcome‐Based Performance Management through System Dynamics Modelling to Deal with Wicked Problems: the Case of Societal Ageing. Systems Research and Behavioral Science, 32(4), 502-505.
Bingham, L. B., Nabatchi, T., & O'Leary, R. (2005). The new governance: Practices and processes for stakeholder and citizen participation in the work of government. Public administration review, 65(5), 547-558.Ansell, C., & Gash, A. (2008). Collaborative governance in theory and practice. Journal of public administration research and theory, 18(4), 543-571.
Bourgon, J. (2009). Why Should Governments Engage Citizens in Service Delivery and Policy Making?.
Bryson, J. M., Crosby, B. C., & Stone, M. M. (2006). The design and implementation of Cross‐Sector collaborations: Propositions from the literature. Public administration review, 66, 44-55.
Carpini, M. X. D., Cook, F. L., & Jacobs, L. R. (2004). Public deliberation, discursive participation, and citizen engagement: A review of the empirical literature. Annu. Rev. Polit. Sci., 7, 315-344.
Chesbrough, H., Vanhaverbeke, W., & West, J. (Eds.). (2006). Open innovation: Researching a new paradigm. Oxford University Press on Demand.
Conroy, M. M., & Evans-Cowley, J. (2006). E-participation in planning: an analysis of cities adopting on-line citizen participation tools. Environment and Planning C: Government and Policy, 24(3), 371-384.
Coursey, D., & Norris, D. F. (2008). Models of e‐government: Are they correct? An empirical assessment. Public administration review, 68(3), 523-536.
Denhardt, R. B., & Denhardt, J. V. (2003). The new public service: An approach to reform. International Review of Public Administration, 8(1), 3-10.
Dubois, A., & Gadde, L. E. (2002). Systematic combining: an abductive approach to case research. Journal of business research, 55(7), 553-560.
Dutton, W. H., & Eynon, R. (2009). Networked individuals and institutions: A cross-sector comparative perspective on patterns and strategies in government and research. The Information Society, 25(3), 198-207.
Edmiston, K. D. (2003). State and local e-government: Prospects and challenges. The American Review of Public Administration, 33(1), 20-45.
Emerson, K., Nabatchi, T., & Balogh, S. (2012). An integrative framework for collaborative governance. Journal of public administration research and theory, 22(1), 1-29.
Enkel, E., Gassmann, O., & Chesbrough, H. (2009). Open R&D and open innovation: exploring the phenomenon. R&d Management, 39(4), 311-316.
Feller, J., Finnegan, P., & Nilsson, O. (2011). Open innovation and public administration: transformational typologies and business model impacts. European Journal of Information Systems, 20(3), 358-374.
Freedland, M. R., & Sciarra, S. (1998). Public Services and Citizenship in European Law: Law, Public Services, and Citizenship: New Domains, New Regimes?: Labour Law: a Bridge Between Public Services and Citizenship Rights. European University Institute, European Forum.
Frow, P., Nenonen, S., Payne, A., & Storbacka, K. (2015). Managing co‐creation design: A strategic approach to innovation. British Journal of Management, 26(3), 463-483.
Fuglsang, L. (2008). Capturing the benefits of open innovation in public innovation: A case study. International Journal of Services Technology and Management, 9(3-4), 234-248.
Füller, J., Hutter, K., & Faullant, R. (2011). Why co‐creation experience matters? Creative experience and its impact on the quantity and quality of creative contributions. R&D Management, 41(3), 259-273.
Fung, A., & Wright, E. O. (2003). Deepening democracy: Institutional innovations in empowered participatory governance (Vol. 4). Verso.
García, M. M., Hileman, J., & Bodin, Ö. (2019). Collaboration and conflict in complex water governance systems across a development gradient. Ecology and Society, 24(3).
Gastil, J., & Levine, P. (Eds.). (2005). The deliberative democracy handbook: Strategies for effective civic engagement in the twenty-first century (p. 308). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Gauld, R., Gray, A., & McComb, S. (2009). How responsive is e-government? Evidence from Australia and New Zealand. Government information quarterly, 26(1), 69-74.
Gemser, G., & Perks, H. (2015). Co-creation with customers: An evolving innovation research field. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 32(5), 660-665.
Gouillart, F., & Hallett, T. (2015). Co-creation in government. Stanf Soc Innov Rev, 13, 40-7.
Ham, J., Lee, J. N., Kim, D., & Choi, B. (2015). Open innovation maturity model for the government: an open system perspective.
Hammerschmid, G., Van de Walle, S., Andrews, R., & Bezes, P. (Eds.). (2016). Public administration reforms in Europe: The view from the top. Edward Elgar Publishing.
Hardy, S. D., & Koontz, T. M. (2009). Rules for collaboration: institutional analysis of group membership and levels of action in watershed partnerships. Policy Studies Journal, 37(3), 393-414.
Head, B. W. (2008). Wicked problems in public policy. Public policy, 3(2), 101.
Head, B. W. (2008). Wicked problems in public policy. Public policy, 3(2), 101.
Head, B. W., & Alford, J. (2013). Wicked Problems: Implications for Public Policy and Managemen. Administration and Society, Online First, published on March, 28(2013), 1-29.
ISO 690
Katila, R., & Ahuja, G. (2002). Something old, something new: A longitudinal study of search behavior and new product introduction. Academy of management journal, 45(6), 1183-1194.
Kilby, P. (2006). Accountability for empowerment: Dilemmas facing non-governmental organizations. World Development, 34(6), 951-963.
Lægreid, P., & Rykkja, L. H. (2014). Governance for complexity–how to organize for the handling of «wicked issues»?.
Lakhani, K., & Eric, A. (2000). von Hippel (2003),“How open source software works:" free" user-to-user assistance”. Research Policy, 32(6), 925-943.
Landemore, H. (2013). Deliberation, cognitive diversity, and democratic inclusiveness: an epistemic argument for the random selection of representatives. Synthese, 190(7), 1209-1231.
Landemore, H. (2017). Democratic reason: Politics, collective intelligence, and the rule of the many. Princeton University Press.
Long, J. C., Cunningham, F. C., Carswell, P., & Braithwaite, J. (2014). Patterns of collaboration in complex networks: the example of a translational research network. BMC Health Services Research, 14(1), 225.
Lukensmeyer, C. J., & Torres, L. H. (2008). Citizensourcing: Citizen participation in a networked nation. Civic engagement in a network society, 207-233.
Mazzucato, M. (2013). Financing innovation: creative destruction vs. destructive creation. Industrial and Corporate Change, 22(4), 851-867.
McNeal, R. S., Tolbert, C. J., Mossberger, K., & Dotterweich, L. J. (2003). Innovating in digital government in the American states. Social Science Quarterly, 84(1), 52-70. 
Michels, A. (2011). Innovations in democratic governance: how does citizen participation contribute to a better democracy?. International Review of Administrative Sciences, 77(2), 275-293.
Moon, M. J. (2002). The evolution of e‐government among municipalities: rhetoric or reality?. Public administration review, 62(4), 424-433.
Moon, M. J., & Norris, D. F. (2005). Does managerial orientation matter? The adoption of reinventing government and e‐government at the municipal level. Information Systems Journal, 15(1), 43-60.
Norris, D. F., & Moon, M. J. (2005). Advancing e‐government at the grassroots: Tortoise or hare?. Public administration review, 65(1), 64-75.
Noveck, B. S. (2009). Wiki government: How technology can make government better, democracy stronger, and citizens more powerful. Brookings Institution Press.
O ‘Leary, R., Gerard, C., & Bingham, L. B. (2006). Introduction to the symposium on collaborative public management. Public administration review, 66, 6-9. 
OECD, 2019. Embracing Innovation in Government: Global Trends 2019. Paris. 
Osborne, S. P., & Brown, L. (2011). Innovation, public policy and public services delivery in the UK. The word that would be king?. Public administration, 89(4), 1335-1350.
Phillips, S. D., & Orsini, M. (2002). Mapping the links: Citizen involvement in policy processes. Ottawa: Canadian Policy Research Networks.
Pisano, G. P., & Verganti, R. (2008). Collaborative Architectures for Innovation.
Pisano, G. P., & Verganti, R. (2008). Which kind of collaboration is right for you. Harvard business review, 86(12), 78-86.
Purdy, J. M. (2012). A framework for assessing power in collaborative governance processes. Public administration review, 72(3), 409-417.
Ritchie, J., Spencer, L., Bryman, A., & Burgess, R. G. (1994). Analysing qualitative data.
Roberts, N. C. (2015). The age of direct citizen participation. Routledge.
Siggelkow, N. (2007). Persuasion with case studies. Academy of management journal, 50(1), 20-24.
Simon, H. A. (1991). Bounded rationality and organizational learning. Organization science, 2(1), 125-134.
Sriramesh, K., & Rivera-Sánchez, M. (2006). E-government in a corporatist, communitarian society: the case of Singapore. New Media & Society, 8(5), 707-730.
Tether, B. S., & Tajar, A. (2008). The organisational-cooperation mode of innovation and its prominence amongst European service firms. Research policy, 37(4), 720-739.
Torfing, J., Sørensen, E., & Røiseland, A. (2019). Transforming the public sector into an arena for co-creation: Barriers, drivers, benefits, and ways forward. Administration & Society, 51(5), 795-825.
Von Hippel, E. (2005). Democratizing innovation: The evolving phenomenon of user innovation. Journal für Betriebswirtschaft, 55(1), 63-78.
Voorberg, W. H., Bekkers, V. J., & Tummers, L. G. (2015). A systematic review of co-creation and co-production: Embarking on the social innovation journey. Public Management Review, 17(9), 1333-1357.
Wegrich, K. (2019). The blind spots of collaborative innovation. Public Management Review, 21(1), 12-20.

image3.png
Intended results of a collaboration dynamics

Outputs
produced by
co-creation

Outcomes

produced by
co-creation

Impact
produced by
co-creation

«The products, capital goods and
services  which result from a
development intervention; may also
include changes resulting from the
intervention which are relevant to the
achievement of outcomes»

«The likely or achieved short-term and
medium-term effects of an intervention’s

outputs»

«Positive and negative, primary and
secondary long-term effects produced by
a development intervention, directly or
indirectly, intended or unintended.»





image1.png
Tame Problem

«One that can be solved by choosing and
applying the correct algorith»

Problem Solution

Qy Iy

Wicked Problem

«A problem for which there is no known
algorithm to solve it»

Solution

N
Problem QXU O\/M)o(re problems

More solutions




image2.png
System context

Collaborative governance regime

Capacity for joint actioné

outcomes

Impact





