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1. Value co-creation, co-design and co-production in public services 

 

Panel Chair: Adina Dudau, University of Glasgow, UK - Adina.Dudau@glasgow.ac.uk  
 

Co-chairs: Russ Glennon (Nottingham Business School, Nottingham Trent University, UK) Bram Verschuere 
(Ghent University, BE) 

Scientific Committee: Nicola Bateman, Lehn Benjamin, Tony Bovaird, Taco Brandsen, Jeff Brudney, Sophie 
Flemig, Ian R. Hodgkinson, Albert Meijer, Tina Nabatchi, Stephen P Osborne, Zoe Radnor, Trui Steen  
 

In the past decade, the study of public service management has developed into a vibrant academic field. Through 
this development, it is becoming apparent that the notion of value co-creation (Alford 2009) is key to our 
understanding of public services. This is negotiated and adjusted through interaction between the multiple 
identities (e.g. citizen, service user, customer, commissioner – see Alford 2002, Thomas 2012) and relationships 
invoked in co-design, co-production and co-innovation of public services. This panel aims to take forward the 
emerging research on the relationship between different modalities of co-creation (and co-destruction) of value in 
public services (e.g. Alford 2009, Osborne et al. 2016, Bovaird et al. 2017). 

We welcome both theoretical and empirical contributions on these themes, particularly, but not exclusively, 
looking beyond the boundaries of individual disciplines (e.g. drawing on theories and perspectives from 
criminology, pedagogy, sociology, welfare, health, and urban studies, to list but a few) and contexts. We also wish 
to attract empirical and/or theoretical contributions which are representative of the incredibly diverse 
organizational configurations through which public value is pursued.  

The panel will act as a central spine to the IRSPM 2018 conference theme of value co-creation in public services. 
In particular, it will seek to address a number of key themes in the development of public management research 
and theory. Inter alia, these include: 

• The meaning, nature and dimensions of ‘value’ in the context of public services and the implications of 
this for the public service delivery process 

• The relationship/tension between public value (Moore 1995) and private value/’value-in-use’ in the 
delivery of public services 

• The ways in which public service organisations might enact and/or evaluate the achievement of value 
• The dynamics of co-production and its relationship to value co-creation in public services 
• Examining the multiple identities and relationships invoked in co-design, co-production and co-

innovation of public services 
• The conceptual links among, and boundaries around, co-creation, co-design, co-production 
• Balancing the individual and the system in value co-creation 
• The extent to which ‘social innovation’ and ‘collaborative innovation’ are useful concepts, or not, in 

helping to understand the co-creation of value in public services 
• Strengths and limitations of using a public service-dominant approach to public services delivery in 

developing how we understand co-production and value co-creation 
• Dimensions of co-production in public services delivery, and impact metrics 
• Contingencies of successful co-production, co-design, and /or value co-creation in the public service 

delivery process and how might they be evaluated 
• Understanding and evaluating the co-design of public services 
• The dynamics of value ‘co-destruction’ in public service delivery and its implications  
• The contribution of other disciplines beyond public management to enhancing our understanding of the 

co-creation of value and the co-production of public services 

Papers presented during the panel will also be eligible for review for a special issue of Public Management 
Review on ‘Co-production, co-design and co-creation of value in public management’ (to be edited by Dudau, 
Verschuere and Glennon).   

 

 



2. The Complexities of Building an Evidence Base and Conducting Evaluation in an 
Era of Co-Production 

 
Panel Chair: Tracey Wond, University of Derby - T.Wond@derby.ac.uk  
 
Co-chair: Michael Macaulay, Victoria University of Wellington, Michael.Macaulay@vuw.ac.nz  
 
Co-production, as well as co-creation, co-innovation and multi-agency concepts, have captured the attention of 
public manager practitioners and scholars in recent years (Bovaird, 2007; Osborne, 2010). Definitions of co-
production vary, but fundamentally, they concern the delivery of public sector outcomes through the involvement 
and collaboration of several parties, including ‘citizens, clients, consumers, volunteers’ and ‘community 
organisations’ (Alford, 1998).  
Yet, there has been little discussion in public management or evaluation arenas on the repercussions of this shift 
to the co-production of public outcomes on the methods, approaches and practice of public evaluation. 
Contrariwise, there is little consideration of the impact of evolving evaluation approaches on public management, 
and in particular co-production (might increasing participatory evaluation approaches lead to criticism that, 
together, evaluation and co-production have eroded good governance and accountability?). 
On the one hand, co-production could work to positively influence the evaluation function and the development 
of an evidence base, for instance through the pooling of evaluative resources (Barker, 2010; Daykin et al, 2017), 
or enhanced senior buy-in. Reflecting on the ‘dark side’ of co-production, the very nature of more collaborative 
approaches gives rise to a complex stakeholder environment and complicates the task of those who seek to 
evaluate such collaborative efforts (Bovaird and Loeffler, 2012; Evers and Ewerts, 2012). Greater stakeholder 
diversity is linked with greater dysfunctional conflict and politicking in evaluation and it is therefore conceivable 
that co-production could disrupt evaluation practice.  

Call for Papers  
Theoretical, conceptual and empirical papers are invited that demonstrate innovative approaches to the evaluation 
of co-produced initiatives that examine the effects of co-production on evaluation (and vice versa) and support 
future approaches to the efficient evaluation of public programmes where co-production has occurred. 
Contributions may wish to address the question:  
What is the impact of coproduction on the function of evaluation and the development of an effective evidence 
base in the public sector? 
 
In particular, contributions are welcomed that explore the below issues:  

• The implications of co-production on the professional practice (core competencies, professional 
development needs) of those evaluating public programmes. Does co-production stimulate a need for 
new skills amongst those who conduct evaluation? Does co-production create a shift in who conducts 
evaluation and what are the implications of this?  

• The impact of co-production on the way we conduct evaluation. Co-production has brought various 
stakeholder groups together and with it the opportunity for knowledge transfer, what impact has this had 
on the methodological practice towards collating evidence and evaluating public programmes (for 
instance Daykin et al (2017) suggest longer lead times due to planning)? Does co-production create new 
avenues for data to be collected (for instance supporting participatory or user-centred approaches)? Are 
there limitations to this? Certain groups are said to be disadvantaged through co-production (Poocharoen 
and Ting, 2015; Jakobsen and Andersen, 2013), does such inequality influence evaluation findings? 
There is ongoing debate as to whether co-production enhances trust (Fledderus, 2015), how does co-
production and factors such as trust influence the evaluation environment? 

• Consumption of evidence. Has co-production supported the utilisation of evaluation findings or the 
evidence base? Does co-production support senior leadership buy-in to the results of such collaborative 
efforts, therefore enhancing the utilisation of evaluation findings?  

• Co-innovation and the evidence base. As we look towards co-innovation what are the implications for 
those collecting evidence – might this hinder objective-based evaluation efforts when innovation itself is 
still proving difficult to define?  
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3. Public Value – issues in development and integrity 

Panel Chair: Birgit Grub-Martin, University Linz, Institute for Management Accounting - birgit.grueb-
martin@jku.at  

 
Moore’s concept of public value continues to assert considerable influence in public management to both 
academic and practitioner audiences.  The creation and co-creation of public service delivery is at the heart of 
Moore’s concept and in all its many manifestations (Hartley et al, 2017; Bryson et al, 2015; Jacobs, 2014; Alford 
and Yates, 2014).    
 
It is a concept that is equally useful to understanding strategy and service delivery in both developed and 
developmental nations, and this panel seeks to ascertain how closely related (or far apart) applications of public 
value may be in each.  In particular we believe that public value is underexplored in the fields of anti-corruption 
and integrity work.  This panel, therefore, seeks to explore cross-jurisdictional learnings in terms of how closely, 
or far apart, applications of public value are in developmental and developed states. 
 
We are interested in papers that explore three inter-related sets of questions: 
 

1. What lessons can be learned from the experience of developed countries and traditional developmental 
states in meeting the challenges of public service?   

2. Are these states/countries emulating strategies from the developed countries or building indigenous 
innovative practices to meet the objectives of public service delivery? 

3. What theoretical perspective can be used to examine and explain this phenomenon in developing countries 
and developmental states?  

4. How do modern developmental states construct institutions and mechanisms to create value in public 
service delivery? 

5. How can public value theory be applied to anti-corruption and integrity agency work? 
6. How is the development of integrity and trust to be understood as either outcome or modifier of public 

value? 
7. How do we translate of public and/or ethical value across different cultures? 
8. What are the most appropriate methodologies for evaluating public value integrity outcomes? 
9. How can public value be defined across developmental and developed states? 
10. How is public value affected by situational context factors in developmental and developed states? 

In so doing this panel will extend our understanding of collaboration and capacity building across different states, 
as well as asking important questions about the future of public value. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



4. Design-led approaches to Public Value creation in Public Administration and 
Public Management 

Panel Chair: Prof. dr. Jenny Lewis - jmlewis@unimelb.edu.au  
William Voorberg, Erasmus University - voorberg@fsw.eur.nl 
 
Co-Chairs: Prof. dr. Jenny Lewis; Prof. dr. Arwin van Buuren; Christian Bason; Dr. Mateusz Lewandowski; 
Catherine Mangan; Prof. Adam Thorpe 
 
The public sector has traditionally been seen as an inhospitable environment for change and innovation. However, 
increased austerity and dissatisfaction with existing approaches have fueled interest in bringing design-led social 
innovation to bear on public policy and public services. Shrinking resources, discontented electorates and complex 
problems of the last decade have prompted the public sector to look for new ways of governing, and developing 
and delivering public services. In this effort, design has been heralded as a central concept because of its user-
centeredness that in a co-productive or co-creative way bridges the gap between public policies, services and 
citizens’ needs and expectations, and environmental challenges (Thorpe & Gamman, 2016; Thomas & Grace, 
2008; Junginger, 2014; Mulgan, 2014, Sangiorgi, 2015). Consequently, all kinds of living labs, policy experiments 
and other ways of ‘learning-by-doing’ are rapidly gaining popularity in public administration (Gascó, 2016), in 
order to co-create value with involved stakeholders and in particular service users to strengthen the user-
orientation in public policy and services and collectively solve complex challenges (Oosterlaken, 2009; Tromp, 
Hekkert, & Verbeek, 2011). Although the notion of public administration as a design science is certainly not new 
(Simon, 1971; Miller, 1984; Shangraw & Crow, 1997; Meyer, 2005), there is much that we do not know about 
the application of design thinking to public policy. Design remains underexplored as an approach to create new 
forms of public value. Further, the contribution of design as a co-production strategy within public sector contexts 
is not yet well understood. 

 
Hence, this panel is dedicated to explore the principles, methodological underpinnings, challenges and 

practices of applying design-oriented approaches to the field of public policy and governance. In particular, within 
the scope of the IRSPM theme, the panel seeks to explore how design-led approaches contribute to realising 
ambitions around the co-creation and co-production of public services. Concretely, this panel aims to: 

• Enhance the methodological rigor of design methodologies in public management and policy; 
• Explore the value of labs and co-design processes to value creation in public service delivery (health 

care, culture, education, social interventions, transportation, safety etc.); 
• Offer theoretical or empirical explorations of the conditions that support collaborative, design-led 

approaches; 
• Identify practical applications of design thinking in public value creation; 
• Evaluate the impact of design thinking and practice on collaborative approaches to policymaking or 

service (re-)design;  
• Identify limitations of co-design in public service provision and institutional change. 

 
This panel welcomes both conceptual and empirical papers. These may include papers reporting on living labs, 
public sector innovation labs, policy labs, and design experiments, but also simulations in which a specific 
prototype is tested in an artificial (e.g. software) environment. Besides traditional paper presenters, we welcome 
contributors who wish to present a prototype and discuss how this prototype was developed and tested.  

 

 

 

 



5. Creating and Co-creating Value in Regulation and Compliance 

Panel Chair: Carlos Wing-Hung Lo, Department of Government and Public Administration, The Chinese 
University of Hong Kong - carlos.lo@cuhk.hk  
 
Co-chair: Ning Liu, Department of Public Policy, The Hong Kong City University of Hong Kong - 
ning.liu@cityu.edu.hk  
 
Regulatory enforcement and compliance have long been unpleasantly seen as a zero sum game under the 
traditional command and control approach. Their emphasis is seen to be on deterrence and coercion on the 
enforcement side, and strict adherence to the letter of the legal requirements on the side of the compliance parties. 
They feature a seek-and-hide format as the regulators endeavor to apply their monitoring efforts to uncover 
violations, while the regulated spend much effort testing the bottom line. This confrontation rendered the 
regulatory regime conflict-ridden, characterized by constantly escalating mutual hostility. In solving this 
regulatory stalemate, the “collaborative” approach was later proposed, bringing regulators and regulated entities 
together to establish collaboration by forging a close and cooperative working relationship in the process of 
enforcement and compliance. As a more progressive “voluntary” approach emerged from collaboration, 
emphasizing the need for the regulated parties to make an active compliance effort by initiating voluntary 
programs or regulatory standards to address the demands from broader regulatory stakeholders, usually leading 
to beyond-legal-compliance performance. From command and control to collaboration and then the progressive 
voluntary approach, the ethos of regulation and compliance has been fundamentally changed as value creation 
and co-creation have gradually replaced conflict as the prevailing norms.  
Value creation and co-creation in the regulation and compliance process manifest in the active engagement 
between regulators and regulatees under the collaborative approach in constructive and cooperative interactions 
that will benefit both parties. Most notably, they reduce the former’s monitoring efforts in enforcement and shorten 
the latter’s learning curve in compliance. The regulated, under the voluntary approach, proactively engage 
regulatory stakeholders, who may include regulators, customers, NGOs, and the general public, in planning their 
compliance strategy. They also formulate their respective compliance programs by seeking inputs from these 
stakeholders, which helps to ensure that their regulatory interests will be properly addressed in the compliance 
efforts. In both instances, these engagement activities promote closer relational distance among different parties, 
which in turn will produce virtuous cycles to improve regulatory and compliance performance. The ideal is to co-
produce the regulation and compliance for the well-being of all regulatory stakeholders concerned. 

Emerging from the above conceptualization is a set of key research questions that are less commonly asked in 
existing studies: Are value creation and co-creation possible in the regulation and compliance process? How do 
the collaborative and voluntary approaches create and co-create value? What are the values created and co-
created? To answer these research questions concerning value creation and co-creation in regulation and 
compliance, we are organizing this panel to call for papers on topics relevant to the theme in different contexts, 
including but not limited to: (1) the policy-making process and implementation of collaborative and voluntary 
regulatory tools; (2) the stakeholder engagement process and multi-party dialogue; and (3) the dynamics of 
compliance behaviors and performance. We welcome papers that have a theoretical contribution to make as well 
as empirical contributions, using different methodological designs. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



6. Panel on Creating and Co-creating Value through Teaching and Education in 
Public Management  

Panel Chair: Hiroko Kudo, Chuo University - hirokokd@tamacc.chuo-u.ac.jp 
 
Co-chairs: 
Ken Rasmussen, PhD, Professor, University of Regina, Ken.Rasmussen@uregina.ca,  
Michael A. O'Neill, PhD, Lecturer, University of Ottawa, michael.oneill@uottawa.ca,  
Queensland University of Technology, Australia: Vicky Browning, PhD, Associate Professor, 
Vicky.Browning@qut.edu.au 
Amanda Gudmundsson, PhD, Associate Professor, a.gudmundsson@qut.edu.au,  
Jennifer Bartlett, PhD, Associate Professor, School of Advertising, Marketing & Public Relations, 
j.bartlett@qut.edu.au,  
Tim Donnett, PhD, Lecturer, School of Management, Timothy.Donnet@qut.edu.au,  
 
The education of public sector managers is an important step for translating public management research outputs 
into embedded strategies of public service. This panel focuses on the education of public management with a 
critical eye towards pedagogical approaches that champion value creation and co-creation with and through 
learning and assessment activities. An inspiration for this panel is drawn from the ongoing evolution and success 
of Australia’s Public Sector Management Program (in its 25th consecutive year of delivery), which places the 
creation and co-creation of public value at the core of its course-wide curriculum and assessment design. 
Partnerships between organisations, universities and individual learners are being recognised as a successful 
method for the providing highly relevant learning in ‘best practice’ and transfer of learning into the workplace.  
Contribution to the field of Public Management 
The sharing of positive and innovative approaches to the teaching and learning of public management, particularly 
to public managers, is essential for continuing the development of public service delivery and providing impactful 
outlets for contemporary research in public management. So too is the research into the partnerships required in 
supporting public sector managers in the transfer of their learning into their workplace for maximum 
organisational impact.  
Innovative Elements 
The teaching of public management has been an enduring topic across IRSPM annual conferences, however this 
panel has a specific focus towards connecting the teaching of public management with current research and current 
practitioners (extending from themes presented in the F2 Special Interest Group from IRSPM 2017). The panel 
will continue to offer an engaging forum for a wide-ranging discussion of many issues on teaching and education 
based on this theme as well as more traditional research ideas.  The format will be participant driven, and will be 
designed to bring together those interested in a broad discussion in which we can share, learn, engage and 
contribute to a debate about how the generation of public value can be promoted via teaching public management.  
Each participant will be a contributor in a highly interactive format based on both formal presentations and broad 
round table discussions. High quality proposals for papers that explore the role of public management education 
training and education as it pertains to the theme of panel are welcome.  Examples of topics could be the role of 
public management education in (co-) creating public value, the role of practitioners in education and training, 
how to develop a new generation of public service leaders, international trends and innovations in public 
management education and the role of national training institutes in the development of public servants. Proposals 
should outline clearly the questions, ideas, and concerns that their paper will raise for the discussion of public 
management education.  Proposals should be no more than one page.   

 

 

 

 

 

 



7. Evidence use in Government: its contribution to creating public value 

Panel Chair: Jeremy L. Hall, University of Central Florida - Jeremy.Hall@ucf.edu 

Convenors:   
Kimberley R. Isett, Georgia Institute of Technology: kim.isett@pubpolicy.gatech.edu 
Brian W. Head, University of Queensland: brian.head@uq.edu.au  
Gary VanLandingham, Florida State University: gvanlandingham@fsu.edu  
James L. Perry, Indiana University: perry@indiana.edu  

Despite the recent publicity concerning “post-truth” politics and disdain for expertise, there is international interest 
in improving the relationship between expert knowledge and the work of policy makers and public managers. The 
focus has expanded rapidly from a few policy areas where evidence was plentiful and scientific analysis was the 
norm (such as medicine and public health) to encompass the whole of public service. Whether evidence-based 
policymaking, evidence-based practice, or evidence-based public management, there has been an increasing focus 
on the responsiveness of agencies to evidence about what works to achieve their desired results.    
Much of this interest has focused on efforts to promote the better use of evidence in public management, policy 
formulation and program evaluations within specific policy areas (e.g. education, healthcare, environment), or the 
study of comparisons across cases and countries. How is capacity brought to bear on major public sector 
problems? And how does capacity impact the creation of public value in collaborative and cross-institutional 
settings where accountability is difficult to achieve through traditional means? 
There is a recognised need for systematic understanding of how expertise and rigorous analysis are utilized in 
different policy areas, and across different policymaking processes and institutional settings. This panel provides 
a forum for developing and sharing comparative experiences on the relationship between expertise, research, 
policy and practice across policy themes, across institutional settings, and across national boundaries. 
Systemic obstacles to adoption of expert knowledge are well-known. These include the politicized context of 
policy debates and governmental commitments, the search for political compromises, low awareness of evaluation 
findings on the part of public officials, and ineffective communication by researchers and other experts. 
“Bridging” and “brokering” strategies have emerged to promote closer linkages. More attention is being paid to 
key messages and better communication.  
The panel will be consist of two parts. One will be regular paper presentations on topics which address empirical 
or conceptual aspects of understanding of how expertise is mobilised or utilised in public sector settings. For 
example: How do the relationships between expertise and policy differ across policy issues, sectors or countries?  
What strategies are used to promote or embed expertise in policy processes?  What conceptual models are useful 
for framing these analyses in collaborative settings?  What is the role of agency cultures?      
A specific session of the panel will be organized around recent efforts to promote discussion of ‘Evidence in 
Public Administration’ in leading journals, such as Public Administration Review and Public Management 
Review. Time will be set aside for a symposium-style discussion to create a research and practice agenda in this 
area. A desired outcome would be to develop a statement on these themes, with the hope of publishing it in one 
of the important outlets in the discipline.   
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



8. Digitalization and its implication in the creation of public value within a co-
production framework 

Panel Chair: Anna Thomasson, Lund University - anna.thomasson@fek.lu.se  
 
Co-production literature focuses upon ways in which long-term relationships between service providers and 
service users and/or other community members, can be means to achieve both service-tuned implementation and 
effective evaluation. Nowadays, in the era of “big data” and “internet of things” and “social media”, digitalization 
and ICT solutions, public sector organizations strive to explore and exploit the possibilities provided by the new 
technology in order to find “new” tools for having better relationships between service providers and service users 
and/or other community member. For instance, cross-border digital public services is a key area in the European 
Union’s Digital Single Market strategy (COM(2015) 192). Generally, digitalization and implementation of ICT 
has been regarded as something positive and an asset to the organization and the citizens alike.  
On the other hand, digitalization is complicated and is perhaps not always the panacea it is portrayed as being. 
For example, when considering that users and community involvement through ICT tools can be a key element 
for service improvement and evaluation, it must also be considered that it takes at least two actors (service 
providers and service users) to have co-production, and service users are not perceived and/or shaped in the same 
way in different contexts. That is why digitalization might also exclude certain groups of citizens from accessing 
services and information (Berger et al., 2016). Also, implementation of new solutions have consequences for 
organizations and employees as well as the conditions under which public services are delivered and how 
transparent information is (Cuccinello et al, 2015; Ranerup et al, 2016).  
Already in 2005, Dunleavy et al. discussed digitalization as the new trend in public management and other 
researchers has followed suit. However, it is only during the last couple of years that researchers started to pay 
attention to the consequences of digitalization on public service. Knowledge on how digitalization influences 
public service delivery and the relationship between public organizations and citizens is thus scarce and several 
questions remain unanswered, especially considering these aspects within a co-production framework.  
 
Drawing from the above and in line with theme with the core theme of the 2018 IRSPM conference this panel 
intends to investigate how digitalization influence value creation in public sector organizations and public service 
delivery within a co-production framework. 
The panel seeks to attract both theoretical and empirical papers that tackle these issues. Recommended topics 
include, but are not limited to, the following:  

- Digitalization and its effects on the relationship between citizens and governments. Digitalization and 
its impact on different citizen groups’ access to public services and value creation in public service 
delivery. 

- Effects on organization and organization’s ability to adapt to digitalization. 
- The relationship between public organizations and suppliers of ICT solutions, especially in regard to 

security and privacy in delivery and transparency issues.  
- How public sector organizations adapt processes and competence to ensure that they comply with new 

legislation and regulations regarding ICT and digitalization of services.  
- Investigating different roles and levels of stakeholder engagement according to different ICT solutions  
- The use of ICT tools by NGOs as facilitators of co-production schemes in developing countries 

Chair: Anna Thomasson, Associate Professor, Lund University School of Economics and Management, 
anna.thomasson@fek.lu.se 
 
Co-chairs:  
Gianluca Antonucci, “G. d'Annunzio” University of Chieti-Pescara (DEA – Ud’A), Italy – e-mail: 
gianluca.antonucci@unich.it 
 
Jonas Ledendal, Associate Professor, Lund University School of Economics and Management 
 
Fabio Monteduro, University of Rome “Tor Vergata”, Italy – e-mail: fabio.monteduro@uniroma2.it 

Gianluca Veronesi, Leeds University Business School (CASIF), United Kingdom – e-mail: 
G.Veronesi@leeds.ac.uk   

 



9. Citizen engagement and participation  

 
Panel Chair: Ricardo Gomes, University of Brasilia - gomesric.rg@gmail.com  
  

The public sector has been undergoing fundamental changes for many years, repeatedly forced by the 
environment, the growing expectations of the citizens, development of a civic society, democratisation of public 
life (Pollitt, Geert, 2004), necessity to treat citizens as clients (Borins, 2001; Pollitt, Bouckaer, 2004), including 
them in the creation of new products, solutions, and improvement processes (McGuire, 2006; Noveck, 2009; 
Alford, 2009).  

For the practice of public policy making and public organisation management this has often meant the need 
for considering the potential of civic society, participation, and interaction with citizens related to performing of 
public tasks. Moreover, the policy process and public organisations have both become more focused on openness, 
e-communication, effectiveness, responsibility, and the need to include innovations in the strategies of these 
organisations.  

Consequently, this panel focuses particularly upon the concepts of ‘openness’ of government, and of citizen 
‘engagement’ and ‘participation’ - which concern various aspects: starting with co-creation of law and policy, 
through joint design and management of public services and bodies, and ending with citizen involvement in 
service evaluation.  

Citizen’s participation can at times be a process of political empowerment and an incentive to assure 
stakeholders’ engagement in public policy decision-making processes.  For instance, citizen participation in 
budgetary allocation may strengthen inclusive governance by giving power to marginalized and excluded citizens, 
allowing their voices to be heard and to influence public policy outcomes – though equally it can be captured by 
special interest groups. In the legislative, political representatives and political parties are also exploring new 
channels of communication with their constituents. This panel is dedicated to exploring the processes, 
contingencies and outcomes of citizen participation and engagement in the public policy and public service 
delivery arenas. It is not intended as an advocacy arena for these processes but rather a space to consider and 
evaluate the contingencies, opportunities and threats of citizen participation. Its focus is not upon ‘co-production’ 
or ‘value co-creation’, which are explored elsewhere in the conference, but rather both upon other forms of citizen 
engagement and participation and upon the implications for ‘open government’. Empirical and/or theoretical 
papers are welcome. 
 
Topics of interest include, but are not limited to, the following: 

• Open government and transparency 
• Citizen engagement and participation in the policy process  
• Crowdsourcing, open innovation and other models of collective creativity 
• The potential contribution of digital technology and virtual spaces to enhance citizen 

engagement/participation and its contingencies 
• The potential and reality of ‘civil society’ and its implications for citizen participation and engagement 
• Participative budgeting 
• The links between citizen participation and citizenship 
• Collective decision-making and problem-solving processes in local communities  

 
Chairs 

• Ricardo Gomes, University of Brasilia, Brazil (corresponding chair) 
• Welles Abreu, University of Brasilia, Brazil 
• Thiago Dias, Federal University of Rio Grande do Norte, Brazil 
• Regina Lenart-Gansiniec, Jagiellonian University, Institute of Public Affairs, Poland 
• Leonardo Secchi – State University of Santa Catarina, Brazil 
• Emanuele Antonio Vendramini, Università Cattolica del Sacro Cuore, Faculty of Economics, Italy  

 

 

 

 

 



10. Healthcare Management (promoted by the SIG-HCM)  

Panel Chair: Emanuele Vendramini, Università Cattolica del Sacro Cuore - emanuele.vendramini@unicatt.it 

Co-chair: Svizzera Italiana, Switzerland stefano.calciolari@usi.ch  

The IRSPM SIG-HCM focuses on the cross-fertilization of ideas between the fields of Healthcare Management 
and Public Management. Therefore, we invite submissions with two broad perspectives: (a) the MICRO 
perspective will group work that focuses at or in the organizational level. These pieces have specifically focused 
on intra-organizational issues, resources, and processes, including professionals; (b) the MACRO perspective will 
group work at inter- organizational and/or systems level of analysis. Work at the organizational level of analysis, 
can be submitted to either (but not both) perspective at the authors’ discretion based on the intended contribution. 
The intent of the submission identification is to ensure that your paper receives appropriate consideration by an 
appropriate peer group. We encourage the work of new and junior scholars for submission.  

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 



11. Local governance systems: Emerging patterns of institutionalization, multi-level 
governance and value creation 

 
Panel Chair: Denita Cepiku - cepiku@economia.uniroma2.it  
 
Co-chairs: Reto Steiner, University of Berne, John Martin, La Trobe University, Enrico Guarini, University of 
Milano-Bicocca, Christopher Tapscott, University of Western Cape, Filippo Giordano, LUMSA University 

 
Across the globe, systems of local governance continue to be a persistent focus of reform processes by both higher 
tiers of government (central; state/provincial; regional) and local initiatives aimed at achieving more effective and 
better service delivery, alongside achieving more legitimate local governance. They have also been sites of 
continual innovation, both in service delivery and governance arrangements.  
 
The ideas of public value creation and co-production are core ideas in these recent reform processes and 
innovations. Indeed, a range of scholars globally have argued that sub-national government, and local 
governments in particular, are optimally suited to innovation in value creation and co-production. Other changes 
in local governance systems are related to the state-local government relations and the autonomy of local 
government, inter-municipal cooperation, relations between politicians and administrators and the civil service 
systems of local government. Furthermore, the reform ideas associated with the New Public Management 
continues to set the agenda in many countries.  
 
This panel will offer scholars the opportunity to focus upon four dimensions of local governance. Drawing upon 
a network of local government scholars and practitioners from across the globe, the Panel invites presentations 
and papers in the individually convened sub-panels of: 
 

• Theories of public value creation and co-production in the domains of local governance, including 
questions of definition; the limits of public value creation and co-production; conceptual and 
theoretical innovation in both, convened by Bligh Grant and Roberta Ryan; for submissions contact 
Bligh.Grant@uts.edu.au  
 

• State-local government relations, public-value and co-production: autonomy, capacity and conflict, 
convened by Alessandro Spano, John Martin, Andy Asquith, Chris Stoney, Robert Shepherd and 
Andrew Mycock; for submissions contact Alessandro Spano: spano@unica.it 
 

• Inter-municipal cooperation: possibilities and challenges, convened by Steven Van Garsse and Sofie 
Hennau; for submissions contact Sofie Hennau: sofie.hennau@uhasselt.be  
 

• Civil servants in local government: emerging patterns of institutions, leadership, ways of organising, 
value creation and democratic governance, convened by Morten Balle Hansen, Dag Olaf Torjesen, 
Anna Cregård and Siv Sandberg; for submissions contact Morten Balle Hansen: mbh@dps.aau.dk  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



12. Special Interest group on public service motivation 

Panel Chair: Wouter Vandenebeele, Utrecht University - w.v.vandenabeele@uu.nl 
 
Public service motivation refers to an individual’s desire to help others, improve the well-being of society, and 
work towards the common good and public interest. Such motives are not the exclusive province of government 
employees; rather, they are exhibited by many other individuals including volunteers, nonprofit sector employees, 
government contractors, and private citizens, all of whom may perform meaningful public service during their 
lifetimes. The spread of public-regarding motives is thus very important in an era of burgeoning demands on 
government and questions about its capacity to meet those demands. These concerns inevitably tie back to the 
motivation and behavior of individuals operating in the public square: are they self-interested and self-serving, or 
do they act on higher motives that serve the public interest?  
Despite the recent surge of research on public service motivation, many questions remain unanswered. Therefore, 
within the framework of the SIG public service motivation (as granted by the IRSPM board in 2017), we propose 
a panel that will invite papers for three types of activities. First, regular research papers are invited. We seek for 
papers that comport with the general theme of public service motivation and motivation in the public sector in its 
broadest sense. Papers could focus on many related issues within this broad theme and the paper will be presented 
through a regular presentation and and be subject to discussion afterwards. A second type of papers concerns 
research proposals. We will devote one or more sessions to the peer-review of research proposal be it before or 
after submission to funding agencies. This will enable authors to increase quality of the proposals and subsequent 
research, thereby possibly the probability of success. Papers in this strand should at least entail a research question, 
a theoretical framework and an elaborate research plan. A third type of papers is related to organizing a round 
table discussion on a topic related to public service motivation research in the broadest sense. Papers addressing 
this activity should carry a brief discussion of the topic at hand, as well as a suggested list of panelists. Also tabled 
papers addressing of framing the discussion may be suggested.  
If possible, we aim to publish a special issue in an academic journal based upon the research papers presented 
(just as we have done previously – in the International Journal of Public Administration (Brewer, Ritz and 
Vandenabeele, 2012), Public Administration (Vandenabeele, Brewer and Ritz 2014) and International Public 
Management Journal (forthcoming). 
 
SIG co-chairs (in alphabetical order) 
Gene A. Brewer The University of Georgia, United States (cmsbrew@uga.edu) 
Adrian Ritz, University of Bern, Switzerland (adrian.ritz@kpm.unibe.ch)  
Corresponding: Wouter Vandenabeele, Utrecht University, The Netherlands (w.v.vandenabeele@uu.nl) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
  



13. Accounting and Accountability of value creation in innovative public service 
delivery arrangements 

Panel Chair: Enrico Bracci, University of Ferrara, IT – enrico.bracci@unife.it   

Accounting for the value of public services has been a longstanding and challenging issue to scholars, 
administrators, professionals and policy makers. There is no generally agreed- upon definition and 
operationalization of the value of public services and, more generally, government intervention in the economy 
and society. In the past, New Public Management (NPM) has often narrowed the focus to economy, efficiency, 
and effectiveness (Hood, 1991), calling for a more multidimensional, balanced and integrated approach in public 
services accounting, accountability and performance management (Kaplan and Norton, 1996; Moore,1995; 2013; 
Arnaboldi et al., 2015).  

Besides, the increasing complexity of the environment and of the problems that public sector organizations are 
faced with, in particular, technological developments, the global financial crisis and the subsequent tight fiscal 
constraints, the progressive decline of citizenship and of the sense of moi commun, the request to move away 
from the ‘one-size fits all’ approach towards a higher level of personalization, have prompted scholars and 
practitioners alike to search for new arrangements of public service delivery. As a result, initiatives of co- 
production, personalized care, social innovation and social entrepreneurship, as well as social impact investing 
have increasingly emerged.  

These new forms of public services delivery raise new challenges for the accounting discipline, and they call for 
theoretical and empirical research to unearth the value that is created, how it can be measured, and how it can be 
accounted for, by whom as well as to whom.  

This panel welcomes and encourages papers that, among others, address the following questions:  

• What are the theoretical and methodological challenges for public sector accounting and accountability 
in social innovation and social entrepreneurship practices?   

• How can the value of public services be measured and evaluated in the spectrum of innovative public 
service delivery arrangements, e.g. co-production, social innovation and social entrepreneurship, and 
personalization?.   

• How do co-productive relations challenge accountability? Who is accountable, to whom, and how can 
users and lay actors be held to account?   

• How can accounting support accountability, decision making and control processes in the new public 
service delivery arrangements? What differences emerge among different arrangements, and how can 
public sector organizations juggle different accounting requirements and accountability relationships in 
those arrangements?  

• How can accounting trigger, and when does it hinder cooperative arrangements between non-profits and 
public sector entities? How can it assist in solving the  challenges of cooperation, collaboration, and co-
production between those entities?   

• What is the role of accounting in shaping the reality when citizens/users and  government actors 
collaborate at any point of the public service delivery cycle?   

• What is the role of accounting and/or accountants in the prevention and control of activities and events 
in value destruction (i.e. fraud, corruption), particularly in  arrangements that open up, blur, and go 
beyond organizational boundaries?  Contributions are invited that adopt any research strategy, as long 
as it effectively addresses the issues at hand and rigorously adheres to the methodology adopted, be it 
theoretical or empirical, quantitative or qualitative.   

Enrico Bracci, University of Ferrara, IT – enrico.bracci@unife.it   
Sanja Korac, Alpen-Adria-Universität Klagenfurt, AT - sanja.korac@aau.at   
Irvine Lapsley, University of Edinburgh, UK - I.Lapsley@ed.ac.uk   
Mariafrancesca Sicilia, University of Bergamo, IT - Mariafrancesca.sicilia@unibg.it  
Ileana Steccolini, Newcastle University, UK - ileana.steccolini@newcastle.ac.uk  



14. The Practice Panel (SIG: Connecting Researchers and Practitioners for 
Improved Outcomes) 

 
Panel Chair: Christine Flynn, Christine Flynn Consulting - christine.flynn@bigpond.com  
 
Co-chairs: 
Professor John Diamond, Edgehill University 
Dr Garth Britton, University of Queensland 
 
 
In Edinburgh 2018 we want to continue the conversations which have been generated at this panel at previous 
IRSPM conferences.  How do we create a space within which practitioners, academics and professionals can share 
ideas, reflect on their respective practice and co-create new ways of engaging with and learning from each other? 
The theme of the Edinburgh conference is ‘creating and co-creating value in public service delivery’. The 
dialogues at our panel sessions have demonstrated that there is a growing interest and wish amongst the IRSPM 
community for these discussions. We invite contributions which draw on practice and research and which invite 
us to explore the spaces for critical reflection and thinking. We are aware that many of you will occupy different 
institutional and organisational spaces and identities. It is these competing (and sometimes contradictory ) roles 
and identities  ( from consultant to boundary spanner to academic to policy maker to professional to researcher ) 
that we are interested in and how we learn with and from each other.  Since this Panel was established over 10 
years ago we have encouraged members of the group to share their experiences and ideas and to jointly establish 
a learning community over the three days we are together.  
 
This panel is offered as a facilitated dialogue where each paper contributes to and builds the discussion with 
everyone present engaging with the papers, the thinking and the challenges, and building the co-creation, 
reflection and practice. The panel space will reflect an open learning space rather than a traditional educational 
classroom. We look forward to receiving your proposals.  
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



15. Mentoring in the Academy: Sponsored by AWPA 

 
Panel Chair: Deneen Hatmaker, University of Connecticut - deneen.hatmaker@uconn.edu  
 
Mentors, individuals with advanced knowledge, experience, and expertise, are credited with advancing 
professional career development (e.g. promotion, salary) and psychosocial outcomes (e.g. job satisfaction, work-
life balance, confidence) for mentees (Kram, 1985). More recent research, focused on developmental networks 
finds that mentors and others provide various forms and levels of social support including resources, advice, 
information, and emotional support. As a result of this research, many academic programs have established formal 
mentoring programs, while others encourage people to seek out the support they need. This roundtable will include 
experts on mentoring research and a discussion of mentoring throughout all parts of the academic career, including 
serving as a mentor, identifying a mentor, developing department based mentoring programs, mentoring for 
promotion and tenure, and newer research on developmental networks. The roundtable will be lead by scholars at 
a variety of stages in their career.  
 
Helen Dickinson, Associate Professor Public Service Research, UNSW, Canberra 
Mary Feeney, Associate Professor and Lincoln Professor of Ethics in Public Affairs, Arizona State University 
Deneen Hatmaker, Associate Professor, University of Connecticut 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



16. New Researchers Panel  
 

Panel Chair: Maria Cucciniello, Bocconi University Milan, Maria.cucciniello@unibocconi.it 
 

This panel provides an opportunity for new researchers in public management (doctoral students and researchers 
in the first three years of their academic careers) to discuss their research and work in progress with a distinguished 
international faculty in a format which allows for targeted discussion around the publication of the work presented. 
There are fee waivers available and we also award the Osborne Best Paper Prize to the paper which comes closest 
to publishing standard. Selected panelists are entitled to join the conference activities of the IRSPM New 
Researchers Chapter and be part of a family of high flyers enjoying full support of the society in their career 
development. Subject-specific, publishing as well as career advice will be offered by selected IRSPM board 
members and established academic members. 

We invite proposals of stand-alone papers, rather than PhD progress reports, on any public management topics 
but the selection process will prioritize the papers which are most relevant to the conference theme: ‘Creating and 
co-creating value in public service delivery’. The proposals will consist of a short outline of the paper (no longer 
than 500 words in length), with authors’ contact details on a separate sheet. The outline will cover the following: 
(i) purpose of the paper, (ii) intended contribution to the literature (iii) methods, (iv) main findings.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



17. Big-data research in Public Administration 

 
Panel Chair: Peter M. Kruyen, Radboud University Nijmegen - p.m.kruyen@fm.ru.nl  
 
Dr. Jolien Grandia (Erasmus University Rotterdam, the Netherlands) - grandia@essb.eur.nl 
Prof. Dr. Alfred T.K. Ho (University of Kansas, United States of America) -  alfredho@ku.edu 
 
Practitioners are increasingly using big data analytics to develop smarter policies, improve service provision, and 
advance internal (business) processes. In a similar vein, big data analytics has the potential to advance the 
discipline of public administration too. However, in analyzing (very) big data sets, public administration scholars 
face technical, ethical and methodological challenges that are unique to big data research. These challenges 
include, but are not limited to, problems with access and safe storage of the data, capacity building constraints to 
deal with new hardware and programming needs, the need for cross-departmental and cross-sectoral collaboration 
in data strategies, the need to address different data analysis and visualization needs for different stakeholders, 
privacy concerns, data quality and self-selection biases, and a need for policymakers, citizens, and key 
stakeholders to consider the end purposes, underpinning values, and ownership of Big Data.  
 
This panel aims to bring together public administration scholars that research big data sets—let’s say, n > 
100.000—to discuss the potentials and challenges of big-data research methods for public administration. We 
welcome papers on any topic that explore, use, or discuss 
 

• Data (eco)systems, such as Hadoop, Spark, and ElasticSearch; 

• Data mining techniques (e.g. text-, multimedia- or process mining); 

• The Internet of Things (e.g., data collected using mobile phone apps and sensors); 

• Cluster techniques for large datasets (e.g. frequent item-set analysis); 

• Machine-learning algorithms; 

• Privacy and security management of Big Data;  

• The limitations of existing data and the implications for policymaking and management;  

• Ethical concerns and value questions of Big Data;  

• The known and potential “evils” of Big Data in the public and nonprofit sector;  

• Implications of Big Data for democratic governance and socio-economic development;  

• New governance thinking to facilitate the proper use of Big Data. 

The common denominator in our panel will be the research of big datasets in the field of public administration. 
The panel will provide participants the opportunity to share their experiences and solutions regarding big data 
research and discuss potential collaborations (e.g., an edited volume). This panel is our first step towards 
establishing a global network of public administration scholars with a strong interest in big data analytics. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



18. Creative-Relational Inquiry in Public Services, Management and Policy  

Panel Chair:  Marisa de Andrade, University of Edinburgh - marisa.deandrade@ed.ac.uk 
 
Co-chairs: Jonathan Wyatt (University of Edinburgh, Scotland), Toby Lowe (Newcastle University)  
 
This panel introduces ‘creative-relational inquiry’ as a dynamic conceptual frame for vibrant, incisive research 
and practice in public services, management and policy. Acknowledging the policy landscape focused on outputs, 
outcomes, targets and measures at a time of increasing resource restraints and personal strain, it pauses to consider 
what is not ‘captured’; reflects on the fluidity of creativity as process, relating as process. It considers human 
connection in creating and co-creating value in public service delivery, and the influence of authentic leadership 
from without and from within. 
Creative-relational inquiry is inquiry that words its hyphen. The hyphen as connection and link. The hyphen as 
dynamic, as catalytic, as engaged. The hyphen as push and pull, as tension, as force. Always ensuring inquiry, 
and mindful of the processes of power within and beyond it.  
Driving our inquiries, may be the desire to understand the creative-relational effect of public service processes on 
their users and employees – both at the frontline and in the boardroom. Or the personalisation of public service 
processes and activities so service user experiences are tailored to an individual’s or communities’ needs and 
assets; creative-relational in the sense that they are co-produced by users in innovative ways.  
Creative-relational inquiry might also embrace participatory and collaborative approaches to produce meaningful 
public services reform and encourage innovation. Or it could challenge structural determinants of inequity through 
the collision of art and data science.  
Cutting-edge papers or performances, poems, music, dance, creative writing or inquiries in other mediums are 
invited that engage scholars, practitioners and the wider public – creatively, relationally – in and with research 
that: 

• is situated, positioned, context-sensitive, personal, experience-near, and embodied; 
• embraces the performative and the aesthetic; 
• engages with the political, the social, and the ethical; 
• problematizes agency, autonomy, and representation; 
• cherishes its relationship with theory, creating concepts as it goes; 
• is dialogical and collaborative; 
• is explicit and curious about the inquiry process itself; 
• provides detailed, close-up explorations of, for example, management and pedagogic relationships; 
• use the arts and performance as a methodological approach; 
• put public services, management and policy concepts and theories to work. 

These possibilities are illustrative, not exhaustive. We look forward to a stimulating, energizing and inspiring 
session.   
 
 
  
 
 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



19. Behavioural and Experimental Public Administration 

Panel Chair: Oliver James, Exeter University - o.james@exeter.ac.uk  
 
Behavioural public administration draws on the perspective of individual behaviour and attitudes using insights 
from psychology and related fields. Experimental research uses interventions randomly assigned by researchers 
to assess causal effects, with experimental  behavioural research especially using experiments to focus on people’s 
judgments, attitudes,  behaviours and their effects. The 2018 panel will be an innovative in calling for papers that 
use these approaches on a set of themes within public management/administration and public service delivery. A 
core focus will be the attitudes, actions, structures and processes through which public value can be generated for 
different stakeholders in public service delivery. Further related themes of the panel will be the analysis of public 
service delivery structures and their effects, public management behaviour and its consequences, and citizen and 
users’ interaction with public services and public organisations. Consistent with the conference main theme, 
micro-behaviour is an important way in which public value is created or destroyed. The micro-foundations affect 
how citizens and public sector workers search for and interpret information, make evaluative judgements and 
consequently behave. The outcomes help to advance understanding of public services, public organisations and 
public value. Furthermore, the findings from this research can help policymakers to fine-tune policies to encourage 
desirable individual behaviour and design better institutions.  
We invite theory-based and/or empirical contributions that integrate psychological and behavioural science 
insights into public administration research to better understand the micro-foundations of both the theory and 
practice of public administration. Studies using experimental methods, including lab, field and survey experiments 
and especially (but not limited to) studies drawing on behavioural theories are welcomed. In addition, fully 
developed experimental designs that include a full justification and plan for implementation are also encouraged. 
This is consistent with current good practice to obtain improved feedback on experimental designs before full 
implementation. 
The format of the proposed panel has 3-4 papers per session. The co-chairs are scholars at different stages of 
career and international location (US, UK, Netherlands) and cover the breadth of themes of the panel. The panel 
co-chair approach also provides capacity to meet the aims to solicit and process applications and to liaise with 
those submitting proposals and the Conference organisers. The panel organisation has been developed to take 
advantage of strengths from current collaboration and pledges to take due consideration of gender and diversity 
balance in the panels. Scholars participating this year will be encouraged to be involved as chairs at IRSPM 
conferences in future years. 
 
Co-Chairs:  
Stephan Grimmelikhuijsen (Utrecht University, the Netherlands) s.g.grimmelikhuijen@uu.nl; 
Sebastian Jilke (Rutgers University) Sebastian.jilke@rutgers.edu; 
Gregg Van Ryzin (Rutgers University, United States) vanryzin@rutgers.edu 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



20. Public management reform in Asia 

Panel Chair: Yijia Jing, Fudan University, China - jingyj@fudan.edu.cn  
 
Co-Chairs: Stephen Osborne (University of Edinburgh, Scotland), & Ichiro Tsukamoto (Meiji University, Japan) 
Email for contact: stephen.osborne@ed.ac.uk  
 
The last decade has seen a series of significant shifts in Asian society, against the backdrop of the global recession. 
Inter alia, increasing attention has been paid to the role of civic/third sector organisations; there has been a growth 
of diversified public service delivery across the public, private and third sectors; and there have been rising 
expectations of public service delivery from citizens. In this context, public management in Asia has evolved. At 
first borrowing heavily on models from the western developed world, the region has begun to develop its own 
distinctive models and processes. This is turn has led to an evolving body of public management research and 
theory rooted in this experience.  This panel is dedicated to showcasing and evaluating this emerging literature. 
Papers are welcome from both established and new researchers, and can be empirical or theoretic in nature. Whilst 
papers on any theme are welcome, papers embracing the following themes will be especially welcome: 
 

• Asian public management responses to the global recession 
• Appraisals of emergent distinctively Asian models of public management 
• Evaluations of public service reform strategies and their impact 
• Assessment of the role of Confucianism in public management development in Asia  
• Performance management in Asia 
• The role of the third sector and civic organisations/society in Asia 
• Models of HRM and their impact upon public service management 
• The relationship(s) between central and regional/local levels of government in Asia 
• Public policy making and implementation 
• Approaches to innovation and change in Asia 
• Comparative studies of Asian and western management 

The panel will be structured as a focused and in-depth discussion of 6 – 8 papers. The best papers will be 
considered for review for a special round-table of 4 papers to be published in Public Management Review on 
‘Public management in Asia’. 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



21.   Critical Perspectives in Emergency Services Management 

Panel Chair: Paresh Wankhade, Edge Hill University UK - Paresh.Wankhade@edgehill.ac.uk  

Professor Peter Murphy, Nottingham Trent University, UK, Dr Lucia Velotti, John Jay College of Criminal 
Justice, USA. 

 

Management research in emergency services is an evolving phenomenon and the current state of emergency 
management research is unfortunately characterised by a continuing theory-practice divide resulting in an overly 
‘silo’ approach to the development of academic and professional expertise. This is despite the fact that the 
provision of emergency services is a worldwide phenomenon and there is a growing international appetite for 
exploring the links between academia and organisations providing an emergency response.  

This years’ IRSPM conference seeks to explore the phenomenon of creating and co-creating value in public 
service delivery. While this is particularly important in the case of emergency services in the mitigation, 
preparedness and recovery stages since they set the tone for response and make communities more resilient, it is 
not always clear what “value” is and for whom it is created. In particular, the panel seeks to expand upon the 
current framework of public value creation and co-creation and link this framework to the field of emergency 
management.  

The panel will provide an inter-disciplinary platform to debate and discuss the issues which are relevant to the 
emergency management communities and research groups at IRSPM. The proposed panel will provide a forum 
for an engaged and critical analysis of the emergency services amidst mounting calls for professionalization in 
these organizations along with the growing interest and capacity of the professionals and practitioners (in these 
services) for co-production of knowledge. Submissions on the theme of creating and co-creating value in the 
context of emergency services will be particular welcome in addition to other themes including:  

• Challenges of multi-agency cooperation and interoperability  
• Community and organisational capacities and resiliencies 
• Organisational culture and management of culture change 
• Leadership domains across multiple agencies in national and international responses  
• Theoretical and methodological foundations of emergency response services 
• Measurement management and monitoring of the performance of emergency services 

This panel follows the successful panel at IRSPM 2017, and the panel conveners have regularly presented papers 
at the IRSPM conferences on various management aspects of the emergency services. Emergency Management 
panels have also been presented at the EGPA, PAC, EURAM and Academy of Management (Critical Management 
Studies) conferences, on the related theme of emergency management. The panel chairs have published widely 
on this subject area.   

Emerald Group Publishing and the International Journal of Emergency Services (IJES) will sponsor the best paper 
award at the panel along with a potential Special Issue in 2019. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



22. The third sector, social enterprises and community initiatives 

 
Panel Chair: Madeline Powell, University of Sheffield - m.g.powell@sheffield.ac.uk 
 
This panel is co-chaired by: Jurian Edelenbos (edelenbos@fsw.eur.nl), Kelly Hall (k.j.hall@bham.ac.uk), Astrid 
Molenveld (molenveld@fsw.eur.nl), Hans Schlappa (h.schlappa@herts.ac.uk), Melinda Szocs 
(melinda.szocs@exeter.ac.uk),  Sanna Tuurnas, (sanna.tuurnas@uta.fi),  Yida Zhu (yida.zhu@ed.ac.uk) 
 
 

The hybridization of (public sector) organizations - in line with the strong emphasis on active citizenship 
and co-creation - makes the governance and management of those organizations a complex task. The hybridization 
creates new interfaces between citizens, communities, (social) enterprises and public sector organizations. The 
interfaces are not conflict-free as they entail many, often contradicting motivations, values and institutional logics. 
In this panel, we are interested in the renewed attention on collaboration between government and civil society 
and the questions that arise from that collaboration.  

 
First of all, the third sector itself is altering. Take for example social enterprises. They are often 

conceptualized as being able to meet the needs of citizens more effectively than traditional third sector 
organizations due to their ability to meet unmet social needs with socially innovative approaches. Yet many social 
enterprises are struggling to remain sustainable in their delivery of services. Within the policy landscape, the 
social enterprise concept is relatively underdeveloped with their distinctiveness over traditional third sector 
organizations unclear. Therefore, it is vital to examine, what challenges social enterprises face, and how they 
respond/behave to these challenges.  

 
Second, public sector agencies increasingly engage citizens to undertake functions hitherto performed by 

paid staff, which is called co-production. The concept of co-production is based on the premise that regular 
producers and citizen co-producers collaborate to generate a service. The underpinning assumption is that regular 
producers are paid staff, while citizen co-producers are typically seen to be service users or civil society actors 
contributing to services that benefit others. Therefore, there is a need for a discussion on how should volunteers 
be perceived when they are incorporated into institutional structures and processes to an extent where they fulfil 
roles that are more akin to regular producers than to citizen co-producers?  

 
Lastly, in different countries we see community-based initiatives (as a specific sub-category of co-creation) 

popping up, citizens take the initiative and responsibility to develop and implement public values and services. 
They provide, or take over (from government) a service which is place-based and open in/ terms of access, or 
initiatives which demand access or a change in the public realm. We can ask, how do the initiatives evolve, how 
and to what extent are they institutionalized and connected to other (governmental and social) institutions? And, 
what mechanisms explain the evolution (emergence, durability and/or downfall) of these initiatives?  

 
This panel seeks to explore these topics and invites contributions which range from the relationship 

between government and civil society, to challenges of organization and management in public and not-for-profit 
agencies. We are specifically interested in how these citizens (movements) relate to existing governmental 
institutions, and if/how these relations are shaped and institutionalized (ranging from collaborative to conflictive, 
…). Leading questions:   

1. How can you conceptualize these efforts (i.e. social enterprises, co-production, citizen initiatives), and 
what do they mean for the roles of different actors (e.g. professionals, volunteers)?  

2. How can such initiatives/social enterprises/third sector strive for sustainability (in terms of duration and 
independence)?   

3. How do these citizens (movements) relate to existing governmental institutions, and how are such 
movements kept accountable and autonomous (e.g. regulation, governance, accountability or 
management)? 

 

 

 

  



23.   Interactive Political Leadership 
 
Panel Chair: John Bryson, University of Minnesota - jmbryson@umn.edu 
 
Panel co-chairs: Barbara Crosby (bcrosby@umn.edu), Humphrey School of Public Affairs, University of 
Minnesota; and Profs. Jacob Torfing (jtor@ruc.dk) and Eva Sørensen (eva@ruc.dk), Roskilde University 
 
Public problems increasingly present themselves in situations where multiple organizations from multiple sectors 
are involved, affected, or have some responsibility to act. Because no one person, group, or organization is in 
charge, joint problem-solving, power sharing, and leadership are required (Crosby and Bryson, 2005). These 
situations call for collaborative governance arrangements that involve elected politicians working in partnership 
with many other kinds of stakeholders on policy development and implementation (Torfing et al., 2012; Agger 
and Sørensen, 2014).   

In resolving complex public problems, governments – and especially elected officials – have distinctive roles to 
play, including as collaborators, issue framers, authorizers, legitimizers, funders, communicators, and mobilizers. 
Unfortunately, collaborative governance theory has generally ignored or downplayed the role of elected officials. 
Meanwhile, political leadership theory has generally ignored leadership impacts on governance. Both literatures 
haven’t paid enough attention to co-creation of public value. 

Interactive political leadership research can help bridge the gap between the literatures on collaborative 
governance, political leadership, public problem-solving, and creating and co-creating value in public service 
delivery. The purpose of this panel is to advance work on the theory, principles, and practices of interactive 
political leadership. Relevant research questions might include: 

• What do differing leadership theories contribute to advancing knowledge about interactive political 
leadership?  

• What are the democratic implications of interactive political leadership  
• What kinds of settings work best for addressing issues in which interactive political leadership plays an 

important role? 
• What kinds of practices characterize the exercise of effective interactive political leadership in public 

problem-solving efforts? 
• What are the characteristics of effective interactive political leaders, e.g., competencies, thinking styles, 

career paths, and personal and professional networks? 
• What kinds of supports do interactive political leaders need in order to be effective in addressing political 

problems, e.g., staff support, political support, analytic support, authority, legitimacy,  control of needed 
resources, or neutral facilitation? 

References: 
Agger, A., and Sørensen, E. (2014). Designing collaborative policy innovation: Lessons from a Danish 

municipality, in C. Ansell and J. Torfing (Eds.), Public innovation through collaboration and design. 
New York: Routledge. 

Crosby, B. C., and Bryson, J. M. (2005). Leadership for the common good: Tackling public problems in a shared-
power world. San Francisco: Wiley.  

Torfing, J., Peters, B.G., Pierre, J., and Sørensen, E. (2012). Interactive governance: Advancing the paradigm. 
Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



24. Governance and Management of State-Owned Enterprises, Corporate Forms 
and Agencies on Local, Regional and National Level  

Panel Chair: Ulf Papenfuß, Zeppelin University Friedrichshafen, Germany - ulf.papenfuss@zu.de   

Marieke van Genugten, Radboud University, Nijmegen, Netherlands (m.vangenugten@fm.ru.nl) Chris Skelcher, 
University of Birmingham, United Kingdom (c.k.skelcher@bham.ac.uk)  

Reforms in the provision of public services have made state-owned enterprises (SOEs) and corporate forms on 
other government levels increasingly relevant in many countries. They represent approximately 10% of global 
gross domestic product with joint sales of $3.5 trillion (Bruton et al. 2015). Furthermore, at the local level, the 
proportion of employees in public corporate forms and independent public organizations, compared with the core 
administration, often reaches nearly 50%. Debts located in corporate forms regularly exceed the debts of the core 
administration. For this reason, these types of enterprises and organizations are especially relevant for creating 
and co-creating value in public service delivery.  
In the international debate several terms are used for these types of enterprises and organizations such as SOEs, 
municipally-owned enterprises, public enterprises, government-owned companies, local corporations, 
government business enterprises, government-sponsored enterprises, government corporations, mixed- 
enterprises, indirect or direct holdings of the government, type 2 and 3 agencies, and other combinations of these 
elements. The term most often used by scholars and practitioners however, is SOEs (e.g. Bruton et al. 2015; OECD 
2005; OECD 2015; Aharoni 1981).  

Governance deficits and a lack of accountability have led to discussions in this area about which models, 
mechanisms, instruments and processes public authorities could use to ensure the effective, efficient and 
sustainable provision of public services (OECD 2015; Florio/Fecher 2011, Verhoest/Van 
Thiel/Bouckaert/Lægreid 2012). The design and effects of governance reforms and governance issues such as 
high-performing boards are of special importance. In addition, challenges like sustainability, austerity, and 
demographic change call for integrated governance approaches by public authorities for the core administration 
as well as SOEs and agencies.  

In comparison to the private sector and the core administration SOEs still have been empirically examined only 
to a very limited extent. Existing research on this type of reform has so far focused mostly on national level 
reforms, even though the sheer number of SOEs is much larger at the local level. Moreover, the scarce 
international research is additionally fragmented in different disciplines and groups.  

There were successful tracks on this issue at the IRSPM conferences 2015-2017. This panel aims to continue to 
fill the gap on this issue by inviting papers on the governance and management of SOEs on local, regional and 
national level and the effects on public service delivery, citizen trust, performance, accountability and so on.  

The focus is on all government levels, however, a special focus is put on the local government level because 
empirical data here demonstrate an extraordinary importance for this field.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



25.  Perspectives on Workforce Diversity 

 
Panel Chairs: Deneen M. Hatmaker, University of Connecticut - deneen.hatmaker@uconn.edu  
 
Co-chairs:  
Zachary Oberfield, Haverford College 
Amy E. Smith, University of Massachusetts Boston 
Daphne Van Kleef, Leiden University 
 
The management and effects of a diverse workforce have long been of theoretical and practical interest within 
public management. Beyond compliance with laws and regulations, diverse workforces are thought to assist public 
organizations in serving constituents and unlocking creative solutions to hard-to-solve problems. But personnel 
diversity has also been theorized to create management difficulties: more diverse organizations may have a harder 
time collaborating and, as a result, have less success achieving agency goals. Despite the decades old interest, 
there remains a considerable amount we do not know about public sector workforce diversity. 
 
This panel seeks proposals for papers that will enhance our understanding of workforce diversity in the public 
sector.  We invite the submission of empirical papers employing a variety of methods, designs and theoretical 
approaches. We also welcome papers that discuss different theoretical and methodological approaches for 
studying workforce diversity and its management, underlying mechanisms, and effects. 
 
Specifically, we invite proposals that cover a range of topics and perspectives related to workforce diversity, 
including, but not limited to the following: 
 

• Diversity management,  
• Representative bureaucracy,  
• Intersectionality,  
• Diversity and/in leadership, 
• Diversity and inclusion, 
• Work-life balance, 
• Gender and careers, and  
• Gendered organizations. 

 
Furthermore, echoing Pitts and Wise (2010) and Langbein and Stazyk (2013), we welcome papers that examine 
diversity from many perspectives, including, but not limited to, education, religion, disability, language, gender 
identity, sexual orientation, and parental status. 
 
References 
Pitts, D. & Wise, L. (2010). Workforce diversity in the new millennium: Prospects for research. Review of 

Public Personnel Administration, 30(1):  44-69. 
Langbein, L., & Stazyk, E. C. (2013). Vive la différence? The impact of diversity on the turnover intention of 

public employees and performance of public agencies. International Public Management Journal, 
16(4), 465–503. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



26. Public Service Delivery Models: Global Debates, Emergent Practices? 
 
Panel Chair: Jennifer Spence, Carleton University - jennifer.spence@carleton.ca 
Co-chair: Leslie A. Pal, Carleton University, leslie.pal@carleton.ca 
 
 
Topic 

The focus of this panel is the interface between local and national public service delivery and the global advisory 
systems that stimulate “best practices” and international standards.  
Whatever the depth and traction of various NPM models in the past, it was always clear that national reform 
efforts were framed against putative global models, whether they were about alternative service delivery or 
conditional cash transfers. The same is true today (think “deliverology”), as governments around the world search 
for ways to deliver services under challenging conditions. They naturally look to other, successful public service 
delivery models – seeking advice (or receiving it, unsolicited) from academics, consultants and international 
organizations. The panel will invite papers to consider key questions regarding the dynamic relationship between 
public service delivery and this global context. Among them: 

1. What global networks exist around public service delivery? Who participates in them? 
2. How can we map and understand the dynamics of public management advice generated through global 

networks and their interface with domestic public management? And/or how do domestic public service 
delivery models influence global advisory systems? 

3. What models of public service delivery are being proposed and debated internationally?  
4. How do these models “circulate” and what gives them currency? 
5. How are these models taken up, amended, and implemented in national and local contexts? 

 

Contribution 
The panel can contribute to the field in three ways. First, it will support research on the dynamic relationship 
between global advisory systems and domestic public management. Second, it will explore competing models of 
service delivery and their internal logic and contradictions, linking analysis at the macro and micro-levels. Third, 
it will enrich the study of policy transfer,1 which currently is weak in public management cases and research. 

 

Innovative Elements 
The panel will build on Pal and Spence’s research on Global Policy Advisory Systems, extending it to the public 
management field, specifically service delivery. We hope to attract papers using the latest techniques of network 
analysis, and the latest theories of policy transfer and diffusion.  

 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

                                                
1 Hadjiisky, M., Pal, L. A., & Walker, C. (Eds.). (2017). Public Policy Transfer: Micro-Dynamics and Macro-
Effects. Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar. 



27. Connecting the study of collaborations: Integrating separate case studies into a 
collective knowledge base  

Panel Chair: Scott Doulgas, Utrecht University School of Governance (USG) - s.c.douglas@uu.nl  
 
Chris Ansell (UC Berkeley), Paul ‘t Hart (Utrecht), Jacob Torfing (Roskilde), Charles Parker (Uppsala)  
 
The study of collaborative governance generates enormous interest among practitioners and scholars, but struggles 
to produce robust generalizations due to the lack of a shared knowledge-base. A multitude of single-case and low-
n studies has been published over the past two decades. However, the extensive fieldwork required for studying 
networks limits the empirical scope of such rich descriptions, while large-n studies struggle to do justice to the 
contingencies of context and process in accounting for collaboration outcomes.  This panel will explore the 
possibilities of steering a middle course. Its aim is to imagine a more connected, systematic, and comparative 
study of collaborative governance. Its proposed lever is to jointly build the infrastructure for a shared knowledge-
base. Participants are invited to submit rich small to medium-n comparative studies of collaborative cases. We 
particularly welcome papers developing interesting methodological comparative perspectives. In a transformative 
step, participants are then invited to feed their empirical insights into a shared analytical framework we are 
developing. This model tracks key components of collaborative governance such as institutional design, 
collaborative process, leadership, and innovative outcomes (based on Ansell & Gash, 2008; Torfing et al, 2014; 
Page et al, 2014). This analytical connection allows scholars to conduct larger cross-case comparisons and derive  
more robust theoretical generalizations. We combine innovative and traditional panel formats to nurture both 
individual and collective insights. The first session of the panel is dedicated to a shared discussion of a rich two-
page case study provided by the panel chairs (e.g. case-study of collaborative crime prevention in Copenhagen). 
All participating authors will reflect on this case to explore where their separate theoretical perspectives overlap 
and clash. The middle sessions are dedicated to reviewing and improving the individual papers. Throughout the 
panel we log all of the cases studied in our comparative case framework on parameters such as institutional design, 
process steps, and outcomes. The final session of the panel is dedicated to collectively analysing the patterns  
emerging from this integrated case dataset.  

 
The combination of individual empirical work and collective analysis within this panel can help to build a shared 
knowledge base and turn the study of collaborative governance into a truly connected enterprise.  

 

  
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



28. New Thinking for Wicked Problems in Public Policy 

Panel Chair: Brian Head, University of Queensland - brian.head@uq.edu.au  
 
Co-chair: Katrien Termeer, Wageningen University: katrien.termeer@wur.nl  
 
This Panel is concerned with how to conceptualise wicked problems and the range of policy responses to wicked 
problems. The policy literature (since Rittel & Webber, 1973) has increasingly recognised that many issues are 
inherently difficult to manage or resolve, owing to increasing complexity in areas of social policy, significant 
differences in values, interests and perceptions, and uncertainty of outcomes and consequences. Some types of 
policy problems have been widely described as messy, complex, intractable, open-ended and ‘wicked’.  
For the last 40 years both researchers and practitioners have engaged with the challenges of understanding how 
complex and controversial policy issues are framed, managed and resolved (or otherwise). The standard public 
management responses to complexity and uncertainty (through reliance on markets and outsourcing, or 
alternatively a greater use of formal coordination mechanisms across public agencies) often seem to be inadequate. 
The alternative approaches (such as cross-sectoral collaboration, participatory forums, mediation and conflict 
reduction) are still being developed and tested in diverse situations.  
Is the language of ‘wicked’ problems still useful? Do we need new approaches? How can we learn from a range 
of experiences and insights across policy issues and institutional contexts? Are we developing better ways to 
address these wicked problems? What conceptual models are most useful? How do approaches vary across 
different policy issues? How do different political-administrative cultures respond to complex challenges? Are 
some issues more ‘manageable’ in specific institutional settings and political contexts?  And what are the research 
gaps?    

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



29. Trust in public service delivery 
 
Panel Chair: Katarzyna Sienkiewicz-Małyjurek, Silesian University of Technology - Katarzyna.Sienkiewicz-
Malyjurek@polsl.pl  
 
Co-chairs: 
Prof. Barbara Kożuch, Jagiellonian University, Faculty of Management and Social Communication, Institute of 
Economics, Finance and Management, Poland 
Dr Frédérique Six, VU University Amsterdam, Department of Political Science and Public Administration, 
Netherlands 
 
Proposal:  
The debate about the role of trust in public service delivery and society at large is vibrant. Since there are many 
relationships in many directions, it is necessary to reduce the complexity and cluster these relationships. Bouckaert 
(2012) distinguishes between three clusters: 

- Trust of citizens and organizations in government and public sector (T1); 
- Trust of government and public sector in citizens and organizations (T2);  
- Inter-organizational and inter-personal trust within government and public sector (T3).  

It has often been argued that trust is crucial for successful cooperation and effectiveness in organizations and in 
societies. Most of the literature on networks – both public and private - points at trust as a key success factor. 
Trust is thus seen as an important determinant to high performance. In turn, high public performance is claimed 
to lead to high public trust, although the empirical evidence to date appears inconclusive. Public trust is seen as a 
necessary ingredient for democratic legitimacy. If this is so, why do we not see more trust-based policies, 
cooperation and management? Clearly, trust is difficult to build, maintain and restore. 
 
In this panel we explore the role of trust in creating and co-creating public service delivery in all its facets and 
different relationships. Possible, though not limiting, themes are: 

- Trust-based organizational forms and governance mechanisms within public service delivery organizations. 
The street-level bureaucracy literature does not explicitly mention trust as an important concept, yet given 
the importance of the nature of the relationship between frontline workers and their managers, their clients 
and their peers, it is very relevant. 

- The role of trust in public sector innovation and public value creation, especially in co-creation initiatives.  
- The role of trust and distrust in public sector reform, especially those triggered by austerity. 
- The role of trust, control and/or distrust in inter-organizational collaborations and contracting relationships. 
- The contingent relationship between trust and control in public service delivery. 
- The relationship between trust and leadership. 
- Building, maintaining and restoring trust after violations, how do these processes work and what are 

particularities within the public sector? 
- Measuring trust within public service delivery, especially in comparative studies and when studying cross-

cultural or cross- institutional trust. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



30. Governing hybrid organisations 

Panel Chair: Jarmo Vakkuri, University of Tampere, Finland, - jarmo.vakkuri@uta.fi  
 
 
Co-chair: Professor Jan-Erik Johanson, University of Tampere, Faculty of Management, FI-33014 University of 
Tampere, Finland, tel. +358503185960, email jan-erik.johanson@uta.fi  
 
 
Hybrid organisations in-between public and private spheres are becoming more common, but it is difficult to 
understand them using previous rigid patterns of thought. In institutional life, hybrids appear in many forms. They 
combine aspects of the pure species of private and public organisations. However, what defines public and private 
is temporally bound. Societies of different times have invented multiple forms of organising important functions 
and service delivery. Public, private, and hybrid as notions and concepts evolve over time. Some of the features 
of hybridity have increased due to the market-based reforms driven by the quest for modernity, legitimacy, and 
rational order. Some of them are the timeless questions of organizations, involving organization and service 
delivery and explained by the inherent complexities of goal setting, resource allocation, and measurement in 
public administration.  
 
For instance, universities, health care organisations, social enterprises and state-owned enterprises qualify as types 
of hybrid organisations. In addition, one can see hybrids at micro, meso and macro levels of societal activity 
consisting of networks between business firms, public agencies and other organisations. Cleantech industry, 
national innovation systems and global air travel are showcases of such activities.  
 
By their nature, hybrids are equipped to satisfy business aims and public policy goals simultaneously. In 
performance measurement, hybrids have the opportunity to apply multiple yardsticks in the evaluation of their 
activities. Furthermore, hybrids need to pay attention to several, often contrasting principles in balancing their 
goals, acquiring resources from multiple sources and legitimising the value of their activities to customers, citizens 
and stakeholder groups.  
 
This session aims to facilitate important research discussion in the public management community, because hybrid 
arrangements are ill understood, poorly classified and difficult to evaluate. Hybrids may appear as bad business, 
which does not fulfil standards for intelligible profit-seeking or hollow politics where important social choices 
have already been made. This session seeks a novel balance between these principles by discussing hybrid 
organisations and other forms of hybrid governance as important examples of modern institutional diversity. We 
seek both theoretical and empirical papers describing developments between public and private spheres of activity. 
The topics of the papers may be associated with, but are not limited to the following: 
 

§ Shared ownership between public and private owners in different institutional settings 
§ Goal incongruence and different institutional logics in the same organization 
§ Variety in the sources of financing 
§ Differentiated forms of economic and social control 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



31. Citizens with Budgets: what role for the State? 

 
Panel Chair: Catherine Needham, Health Services Management Centre, University of Birmingham - 
c.needham.1@bham.ac.uk 

Co-chairs: Dr Kelly Hall, Dept of Social Policy, Sociology and Criminology, University of Birmingham  
Catherine Mangan, Institute of Local Government Studies, University of Birmingham  

The individualisation of funding to the citizen is a trend within a range of social policy sectors and across several 
countries. It is evident in the move to personal budgets in adult social care in England and personal health budgets 
in the NHS, as well as the trialling of individualised funding for rough sleepers, for parents of children with special 
educational needs and for adoptive parents. Scotland is developing its own version of self-directed support, with 
an individualised budget element, and many other countries already offer so-called ‘cash for care’ schemes. In 
Australia, the National Disability Insurance Scheme allocates individualised financial packages to individuals 
with a high level of need. In the Netherlands, personal budgets within the health system have been used, although 
scaled back more recently.   
 
Much of the attention to date has focused on how this transfer of resources changes the role of the citizen, as they 
become a commissioner of services, an employer of staff and a bearer of risks (Needham and Glasby, 2014). The 
focus of this panel is on the role that the state plays as a market shaper in a context in which budgets are 
individualised to citizens. Given that these are social policy sectors, in which markets are known to fail, there is 
a clear role for the state to stimulate and support a diverse range of providers such that people have options about 
how to spend their budgets. This is a role in which the state may be a regulator and a commissioner, but is also 
required to be a market steward – or ‘market shaper’ as the Care Act 2014 (England) puts it (Gash et al, 2014; 
Carey et al, 2017).   
 
This panel is located in a core aspect of public management: the ways in which the state engages with the market. 
What is distinctive is the focus on how states are coming to understand that engagement with the market in a 
social policy context in which citizens are the purchasers. Papers are encouraged which can contribute to 
theorising this role for the state, or exploring empirical cases in which states are engaging with markets for citizen 
budget-holders.  

Carey, G., Dickinson, H., Malbon, E., & Reeders, D. (2017). The Vexed Question of Market Stewardship in the 
Public Sector: Examining Equity and the Social Contract through the Australian National Disability Insurance 
Scheme. Social Policy & Administration, early view 
 
Gash, T., et al. (2014) Making public service markets work Professionalising government’s approach to 
commissioning and market stewardship, London: Institute for Government  
 
Needham, C. and Glasby, J. (2014) Debates in Personalisation, Bristol, Policy Press.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



32. Furthering network governance theory development: Challenges/opportunities, 
new theoretical and practice perspectives 

Panel Chair: Naim Kapucu, University of Central Florida - kapucu@ucf.edu  
 
Co-chairs: Elizabeth Eppel; Joop F.M. Koppenjan; Anna A. Uster; Mary-Lee Rhodes; Erik Hans Klijn; Deena 
White; Brinton Milward; Justin Waring; Robyn Keast; Joris Voets, University of Ghent 
 
 
As public problems have become more and more complex, there has been a realization that individual government 
agencies working alone are unfit for handling these so called “wicked problems”. Instead they require a productive 
collaboration through networks involving different organizations, professions, sectors and citizens. Making 
policies and delivering services through networks, i.e. inclusive and participatory approaches to policy-making, 
collective action, and implementation, in contrast to hierarchical control, is easier said than done. While many 
questions that inform the developing theory of network governance have been addressed in the past decades, some 
key questions are still on the table, such as how to evaluate networks and their performance, and some new 
questions are emerging. The social and substantive complexity of the multi-institutional levels and multi-actor 
networks involved cries out for augmented theoretical and methodological approaches, particularly those 
embracing and working with complexity theory, perhaps in combination with collaborative governance, networks 
or other theories. We welcome papers which contribute to the development of new theoretical and perspectives to 
inform the theory and practice of network governance. 
We propose a panel that, as well as considering individual contributions, will also create time for a plenary session, 
with commentators chosen by a panel advisory group, to bring together and discuss predominant themes emerging 
from the papers. 
 
Some questions which papers might address include: 
 

ü How to we measure, explain, or even predict results and evaluate the performance of collaborative 
network governance arrangements?  

ü How do governments decide on ways to engage in or set-up collaborative arrangements for policy-
making and service delivery? How does meta-governance unfold in practice?  

ü Are there new concepts, methods or models, informed by complexity theory, network governance 
theory for example, to better understand collaborative governance? 

ü The role of relationships and emotions as the glue that binds collaborative networks and affects their 
performance 

ü In what ways do networks contribute to institutional stability and instability? 
ü How can we identify & develop collaborative/network leadership? How does leadership as a particular 

theme contribute to collaboration? 
ü How are collaborative networks the same and how are they different across jurisdictions? We welcome 

contributions that show comparative research on collaboration, and/or combine different 
methodological perspectives to the development of a comparative strategy to overcome limitations of 
current survey, QCA, case study approaches that are usually limited to particular countries.  

ü What do practitioners want to manage and evaluate in collaborative processes? What tools and schemes 
have been devised so far and can we develop them (further) to be used by practitioners? How do we 
translate our knowledge to the field and make it usable?  

ü What roles do citizens play in effective network governance, for example how are the tensions created 
by ‘elite’ network narratives and local service traditions? 

Papers that address other unanswered questions are also welcome. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
33. Collaborative and Deliberative Governance within different contexts 

 
Panel Chair: PerOla Öberg, Professor, Uppsala University, Sweden - PerOla.Oberg@statsvet.uu.se   
 
Co-chair: Chris Ansell, Professor, University of Berkeley USA cansell@berkeley.edu 
 
Panel description: 
Collaborative and deliberative approaches to policymaking have received increasing attention over the last decade. 
Collaborative approaches seek to bring stakeholders together to develop consensus-oriented policy designs 
through face-to-face interaction and negotiation.   Deliberative approaches focus on the policy making process as 
a form of reasoned discussion aimed at producing well-informed opinions. This means that collaborative 
governance and deliberative governance have over-lapping but also distinguishing features. While a first 
generation of scholarship has demonstrated how both collaborative and deliberative approaches operate in 
democratic settings, we still lack a well-developed understanding of the contextual conditions in which these 
approaches are likely to flourish or wilt.  This kind of knowledge is critical since some contexts are much more 
likely to facilitate the collaboration and deliberation than others, but also because successful collaboration and 
deliberation might have different impact on policy and politics depending on the contexts. The purpose of this 
panel is to explore how different national or local institutions, policy styles, or political dynamics foster or 
constrain collaborative and deliberative approaches to policymaking as well as how these contextual factors 
impact on policy outcome or relations of power.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



34. Working with the private sector: externalisation, contracting, public-private 
partnerships and public procurement  

Panel Chair: Carsten Greve, Copenhagen Business School, Denmark - cagr.ioa@cbs.dk 
  
Public budgets continue to tighten as the global economy has moved towards a sentiment of fiscal conservatism, 
while attempting to maintain a significant level of public service provision. The social welfare is slated to suffer 
due to the various austerity policies taking effect. At the same time, the increasing digitization of society creates 
ample of new opportunities for public sector innovation. In this context, in spite of changing context, public and 
private sector interactions continue to play a central role in creating public value. 
For decades, externalization, contracting, public-private partnerships and public procurement have been perceived 
as policy instruments for promoting a range of outcomes such as lower costs, high quality, innovation and 
accountability in public services and products. Governments are expected to not only benefit from market 
dynamism, but increasingly shape the markets and create economic spillovers.  
However, the results of externalization, contracting, public-private partnerships and public procurement, as 
measured in terms of improved performance and related effects, are mixed. Recent research highlights that the 
preconditions for successful implementation of them are not always met. Moreover, in the report “Getting 
Infrastructure Right” (OECD 2017) OECD suggests that we should speak less of modes of delivery (state owned 
enterprise, contracting out, PPP, privatization) and more about the wider challenge of infrastructure governance. 
For these reasons, more than ever, it is warranted that the international research community engages in rigorous 
theorizing and empirical assessment of the experiences, potentials and pitfalls of externalization, contracting, 
public-private partnerships and procurement.  
This panel invites papers with research including, but not limited to the following themes: 
A: The implications of externalization, contracting and procurement for decreasing costs and/or increasing quality; 
understanding the main drivers and barriers to successful externalization in specific or multiple services; the 
influence of digital age on externalization practices and the impact of externalization practices on technological 
change in public sector and beyond; the change processes required for the realization of contracting and 
procurement as policy instruments, and comparative perspectives on privatization, contracting and procurement 
practices across countries and regions. 
B: Why are countries moving away from PPPs to talk about infrastructure governance; what are the main 
governance issues for PPP infrastructure today; to what degree is the future governance challenge primarily about 
existing infrastructure rather than new projects; what is the nature of regulatory design for effectively governing 
both PPPs and general infrastructure in future? 
 
Panel format: 
We encourage high-quality submissions using strong empirical strategies as well as rigorous theoretical and 
methodological papers. Empirical papers could use either quantitative or quality designs (or a combination hereof) 
and should build on comprehensive data and state-of-the-art methods. Theoretical contributions should be 
rigorous, coherent and logically consistent.  
The panel will be organised in traditional way (presentation of paper and discussion) with discussants assigned to 
all papers to ensure high-quality discussion and feedback on the papers and presentations. 
 
Co-Chairs  
Carsten Greve, Copenhagen Business School, Denmark 
Graeme A Hodge, Monash University, Australia  
Veiko Lember, Institute of Public Governance, KU Leuven, Belgium and Ragnar Nurkse Department of 
Innovation and Governance, Tallinn University of Technology, Estonia 
Juraj Nemec, Faculty of Economics, Matej Bel University Banska Bystrica, Slovakia 
Ole Helby Petersen, Department of Social Sciences and Business, Roskilde University, Denmark 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



35. Public Sector Implementation: making policy effective 
 
Panel Chair: Deborah Blackman, School of Business, UNSW Canberra - D.Blackman@adfa.edu.au  
 
Co-chairs; Dr. Fiona Buick; Dr. Gemma Carey, Assoc Prof Helen Dickinson; Dr. Samantha Johnson; Dr. Katie 
Moon; Dr. Anne Neville; Prof Michael O’Donnell; Dr. Sue Olney; Assoc Prof Frederique Six 
 
“Implementation should never be seen as the poor cousin of policy development ..… Only recently, an executive 
from the Indigenous Affairs Group of the Department stood up to remind her colleagues that implementation is 
150 times harder than policy, a fact too often forgotten by policy officers”                                                                                
(Martin Parkinson in Donaldson, 2016). 
 
Evidence and experience indicate that a policy is only as good as its implementation (Hill and Hupe, 2009) and 
that implementation requires engagement with government, public, private and community partners. However, 
implementation remains a vexed issue in the policy literature as it lacks clarity around fundamental issues such as 
what we mean by effective implementation and who should be involved in this process.  Despite many “how to 
lists” (often found in more practitioner focused literature), there is very little agreement across the academic 
literature in terms of developing a core disciplinary content. Consequently, here is no clear theory of 
implementation; instead much of the current work analyses of policy failure (Dickinson et al., 2017) with many 
single case exemplars. However, they offer limited learning as poor context clarity often makes it difficult to 
extrapolate or make cross case comparisons. 
In addition to the lack of literature, a series of public service reforms, reviews and reports have been designed to 
assess the ability of the public service to meet governments’ objectives and future challenges, reflecting concerns 
about policy implementation capacity. Many recommendations reflect concerns regarding public service 
capability to deliver desired policy outcomes via effective programme design or delivery. Indeed, such gaps in 
knowledge have been considered to have contributed to the recent economic and financial crisis (OECD, 2010).   
The panel seeks papers concerned with public sector implementation challenges at national or local government 
levels. Areas of interest include: new forms of implementation theory, consideration of implementation as a 
system; and the impact of social interactions on implementation processes and outcomes. The aim is to create an 
informed discussion between academics interested in implementation and practitioners working to make policy 
effective. Papers are particularly sought that address:  
• what are current core practitioner concerns and why; 
• how increased contestability is changing public sector implementation systems;  
• how evaluation and implementation could/should work together for outcomes attainment; 
• the new capabilities required to support policy and program  implementation; 
• potential consequences of explicit and implicit assumptions on implementation theory, practice and 

measurement; 
• experiences in implementation and lessons learned along the way;  and 
• potential new methodological approaches to both studying and undertaking implementation. 
 
References 
Dickinson, H. et al. (2017). Tackling 21st Century policy implementation challenges – setting the scene. IRSPM 
2017: H4-01 Public Sector Implementation: trends and futures,  Budapest, 19-21 April, 2017. 
Donaldson, D. (2016). Parkinson: implementation is harder than policy, don’t undervalue it. The Mandarin, 
October 7: http://www.themandarin.com.au/71254-martin-parkinson-never-lose-sight-implementation-150-
times-harder-policy/. 
Hill, M. and Hupe, P. (2009). Implementing Public Policy, Second Edition. Sage, London. 
OECD. (2010). Making Reform Happen: Lessons from OECD Countries. OECD, Paris: 
https://www.oecd.org/site/sgemrh/46159159.pdf. 
 

 

 

 



36. Organizational Change and the Organization of Public Sector Work 
 

Panel Chair: Stephen Teo, Edith Cowan University - s.teo@ecu.edu.au  
  
 
Co-chairs: L. Colley, CQUniversity; Y. Brunetto, Southern Cross University; J. Waterhouse, University of 
Newcastle; R. Beattie, Glasgow Caledonian University; D. Pick, Curtin University 

 

This panel proposal joins the conference conversation by examining the ways in which assumptions about the 
what, how and why of organizational change affects and is affected by human resource management theory and 
practice. 

Organisational change is an integral part of most public sector workplaces (Conway, Kiefer, Hartley & Briner 
2014). Some studies argue that NPM has been a key driver of change (O’Flynn 2007; Newton et al. 2013). In 
some nations (e.g., Australia, New Zealand, the United Kingdom and the USA), NPM-inspired change has been 
pursued aggressively while other nations (e.g., France, Finland, Italy) have taken a more considered or different 
approach (Pollitt & Bouckaert 2011; Kuhlmann 2010). Most reforms, however, have been accompanied and 
supported by a shift in HRM policies and practices. While the speed and nature of this shift varies, the trajectory 
is generating a process of de-privileging public service work and workers (Bach & Bordogna 2011). 

The aim of this panel is to stretch the boundaries of what has been previously examined about the connections 
between NPM change and HRM at the macro level (public management systems), the meso-level (organizations) 
and the micro-level (public sector work). In doing so it encourages reconsideration of and challenging of currently 
taken-for-granted theoretical perspectives and related policy and practice. 

There is growing recognition among scholars that problems exist in our understanding of what public sector 
reform actually is, the roles HRM take in change efforts, and how these can be effectively researched, theorised 
about, and evaluated (McTaggart & O’Flynn 2015). Within the public sector HRM literature, there is a need to 
address the dearth of research about the long term potential humanising and dehumanising effects of HRM on 
public servants. 

Public sector change often fails to achieve intended outcomes (Hood 2000) and HRM has come under criticism 
for being inhuman in that it can be seen as a tool of managerial control (see, Johnsen & Gudmand-Høyer 2010). 
To address these problems there is a need to undertake more ‘in-depth empirical studies of the change process 
within various public contexts … [examining the] … change interventions and the roles and behaviours of those 
involved in change processes [and] more comparative studies of the management of change’ (Kuipers, Higgs, 
Kickert, Tummers, Grandia, & van der Voet 2014, 17). We argue that the aim of achieving better understanding 
drives us to look beyond current boundaries and examine questions about how different change agendas are 
connected to HRM and the organisation of public sector work at various levels. For example, these levels could 
range from (micro) street level bureaucrats (Giauque et al. 2013; Brunetto et al. 2017; van der Voet, Steijn & 
Kuipers 2017) to (meso) organizational managers (Pick & Teo 2016), to (macro) questions about whether and 
how NPM and HRM are being (or should be) reshaped (Osborne & Brown 2012; Johnsen & Gudmand-Høyer 
2010).  

A differentiating focus and contribution of this panel is our call for advancing research that examines and 
theorizes organizational change and HRM on the quality of public sector work in different national contexts. This 
will require the application of different theoretical frames and research methods to study organizational change, 
HRM, and public sector work. In addition to the use of quantitative and qualitative methodologies, we hope the 
panel will provide diverse theories and methods that will open opportunities for developing novel insights that 
have relevance to practitioners as well as being of interest to academic researchers. The proposal will hopefully 
bring together researchers and practitioners who are interested in public sector change and HRM.   

 

 

 

 



37. Smart Cities: Analyzing Rhetoric and Reality from a Public Management 
Perspective 

Panel Chair: Albert Meijer, Utrecht University - A.J.Meijer@uu.nl 
 
Co-chairs: 
Mila Gasco (University of New York) 
Michael Ahn (University of Massachusetts in Boston) 
Aroon Manoharan (University of Massachusetts in Boston) 
Michela Arnaboldi (Politecnico di Milano) 
Irvine Lapsley (University of Edinburgh) 
Bram Klievink (TU Delft)  
 
Around the world, more than 50% of the world population now live in cities and this number is expected to grow 
in future years. Finding “solutions” to make cities smarter is then indeed a challenge. For this reason, the use of 
technologies for urban management has become highly popular all around the world. The concept of Smart cities 
is everywhere, endorsed by policy makers, promoted by various industry experts to push their innovations, 
observed by international bodies to foster a better way of living. Cities are implementing dashboards, control 
centers, big data analytics, innovation labs, smart energy systems, transport control systems, etc. Key examples 
include the new cities of Songdo (Korea) and Masdar (VAE) but existing cities all aim to become ‘smart’. The 
promise of these technologies is a rationalization of urban management that will result in more effective solutions 
for urban problems. 
 At the same time, there is a downside to smart cities has been recognized. The new relationships in urban 
environments are based on digital connectivity which may exclude some part of the population. Furthermore,  this 
stimulus for rapid and perpetual connectivity though our devices (wifi, apps) may create a digital divide in the 
city. These instruments can eliminate segments of the population with limited awareness of ICT. These citizens 
may need help just to access basic services, such as paying taxes online. 

The shift towards smart cities signals a fundamental shift to a model where non-governmental actors such 
as citizens, nonprofits and businesses involve in the co-production of government services. New technologies and 
an increasingly tech-savvy and connected general population creates a fertile ground for a truly “smarter 
government” that swiftly and accurately understand public problems and produces effective public solutions 
through collaboration. There are emerging practices around the world that provides a glimpse of the future to 
come but our theoretical and empirical understanding of these (often industry-driven) practices is still limited. 
Some critical analysis highlight that smart city developments are dominated by corporate interests but other have 
identified smart citizens as drivers of new developments. The empirical and theoretical understanding of these 
changes is still limited. This panel aims to provide a forum  for more systematic reflection about smart cities in 
public management research. 

The thrust towards smart cities is being studied in different academic disciplines such as urban 
geography, urban sociology, information systems research, and spatial planning science and is also receiving 
increased attention from public management scholars. Most of the current analyses either naïvely reproduce the 
discourse about technological success or critically assess the discourse about smart cities as the latest neo-liberal 
ploy. Sound conceptual and empirical analyses of smart cities from a public management perspective are scarce. 

Public management as a field with an interest at the intersection of local government, information 
systems, and (social) innovation needs to development theoretical perspectives on the management of smart cities 
and engage in empirical research to understand the effectiveness and legitimacy of smart city management. We 
aim to study how cities manage the creation of the smart city and we have an interest in seamless and successful 
developments but also in challenging situations which have failed or not delivered their promise. This panel aims 
to bring together state-of-the-art theoretical and empirical analyses of the public management of smart cities to 
analyze both the rhetoric and reality of smart cities.  
 
This panel will explore smart city developments around the world from an empirical, theoretical and normative 
angle and discuss the following questions: 
 

1. How can we understand smart cities from a public management perspective? What are their key features 
and functions? How are technologies connected to existing social structures? How is this concept 
articulated by governments around the world? Are there differences related to geographical regions? For 
example, is Teheran, with its rapid growth, in need of a smart approach which is different from European 
cities? 



2. How has the use of smart city applications changed the way the city government operate?  Has there been 
any fundamental and meaningful change? What do these technological developments mean for the role 
of citizens and companies in urban management? Does the activity of enabling the smart city promote 
co-production across the different segments of the city? 

3. What are the key institutional, political and environmental factors that facilitate or impede the use and 
advancement of smart city in government? What is the role of democratic arrangements? Do we see other 
forms of smart cities in democratic countries than in authoritarian states? How do urban governments 
manage smart city projects? 

4. What are the effects of smart city projects and strategies on the quality of life and of local democracy? 
Does the idea of the Smart City add to the creation of public value by meeting the needs of citizens? Is 
the smart city inclusive for different kinds of citizens? Do smart city strategies strengthen or undermine 
democratic engagement? How are organizations in popular culture, in heritage and sporting activities 
affected by the idea of the Smart City? 

 
The objective of this panel is to develop a theoretical and empirical public management understanding of the 
(social) construction of smart cities around the world. The panel also explicitly welcomes critical studies of 
management processes in smart cities. We made a strong start discussing these issues at IRSPM 2017 in Budapest 
and we will continue the discussions at IRSPM 2018 in Edinburgh. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



38. Strategic management and public service performance in the New Public 
Governance Era 

Panel Chair: Assoc. Prof. David Špaček, Masaryk University, Brno, david.spacek@econ.muni.cz  
  
Co-chairs: Dr. Bert George, Erasmus University Rotterdam, george@fsw.eur.nl, Prof. Dr. Michiel de Vries, 
Radboud Universiteit, Nijmegen, m.devries@fm.ru.nl, Martijn van der Steen, Erasmus University Rotterdam - 
steen@nsob.nl 
 
  
Strategic management is one of the most popular management processes in contemporary public organizations. 
Typically, strategic management is conceptualized as a process which includes strategy formulation, strategy 
content, strategy implementation and evaluation, and during which practitioners engage with each other as well 
as with other internal and external stakeholders and employ specific strategy tools. Underlying the popularity of 
strategic management in the public sector is the assumption that strategy contributes to public service 
performance.  
 
Public management research has often linked strategic management to the New Public Management (NPM) 
paradigm. Strategic management has thus often been perceived as a tool that can be used to enhance internal 
processes and help public organizations become more efficient and effective. In recent years New Public 
Governance has emerged as a new paradigm of public administration and management, and we have experienced 
a shift of attention towards the external side of the organization – public organizations need to become stewards 
within a network of collaborators, co-create with citizens and private-sector actors, stimulate and steer citizen 
initiatives etc. A number of relevant questions related to strategic management thus emerge:  
 

• What is the role of strategic management in improving public service performance in the era of New 
Public Governance?  

• What new perspectives have emerged in theories and practical approaches in recent years? 
• What performance-related information and performance management tools can support strategic 

management in the New Public Governance era? What are their limitations? 

The panel invites both theoretical, review and empirical papers that deal with these questions. The panel thus 
seeks to contribute to the existing body of knowledge on the problems and opportunities of strategic management 
in improving public service performance in the era of New Public Governance. Paper abstracts should include a 
short description of the topic, the research question(s) and method, and an indication of the research findings.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



39. Leadership and strategic planning for places and spaces 

Panel Chair: Alessandro Sancino, The Open University - alessandro.sancino@open.ac.uk 
 
Co-chairs: John Bryson, University of Minnesota, US; UK; Robin Hambleton, University of the West of 
England, UK; Brad Jackson, Victoria University of Wellington, New Zealand; Jean Hartley, The Open 
University, UK; Jane Roberts, The Open University, UK; Richard Callahan, University of San Francisco, US 
 
RATIONALE:  
The majority of people in the world live in urbanized areas where the quality of their lives and the resilience and 
sustainability of their communities depend heavily on leadership and strategic planning processes that take places 
and spaces into account. However, while the importance of places and spaces is often acknowledged, it rarely 
becomes a focal point for public management research. Instead, most research has focused mainly on 
organizations and inter-organizational collaboration (e.g., Bryson, Edwards, and Van Slyke, 2017) and  neglected 
the importance of places and spaces  – although there are some  notable exceptions (e.g., Budd and Sancino, 2016; 
Hambleton 2015) . 
Places and spaces often fundamentally matter to people, perhaps now more than ever. They can be an important 
resource for collective identity, purpose, power and strategy. Furthermore, as recent phenomena highlight (e.g. 
the migrant crisis, climate change actions, Brexit and Trump voters’ differences among rural and urban areas), 
places (e.g. cities) and spaces (e.g. social networks) are also important in framing political, social and 
organizational action. 
We take the view that place leadership (here intended as leadership in, of and for places) and strategic planning 
are two important components for dealing with current societal challenges (e.g. urban inequality, climate change, 
economic development) and should not be side lined by public management research. 
This panel will bring together researchers with many complementary interests, including: regional, city and 
community leadership; rural initiatives; national, devolved and local government; collaborative governance; 
environmental planning and design; civic engagement; the co-creation and co-production of public services; 
leadership of place-based services such as policing, education and health; and smart and resilient cities.    
 
OBJECTIVES: 

• Collectively assess what has been achieved to date in examining the inter-relationship between places 
and/or spaces and leadership and strategic planning within the field of public management; 

• Investigate what kinds of values and goals and what roles do dialogue and deliberation play in allowing 
actors from different organizations, sectors, and communities to come together, and which kinds drive 
people apart;  

• Identify some of the key problems, limitations and challenges that this research has encountered and 
explore potentially fruitful new lines of research incorporating places and spaces. 

 
KEY REFERENCES: 
Leslie Budd and Alessandro Sancino (2016) A Framework for city leadership in multilevel governance settings: 
the comparative contexts of Italy and the UK. Regional Studies, Regional Science, 3(1) pp. 129–145.  
John M. Bryson, Lauren Hamilton Edwards, and David Van Slyke (2017) Getting Strategic About Strategic 
Planning Research. Public Management Review, doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2017.1285111 
Robin Hambleton (2015) Leading the Inclusive City. Place-based innovation for a bounded planet. Bristol: Policy 
Press 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



40. Leadership 

Panel Chair: Lars Tummers, Utrecht University - l.g.tummers@uu.nl  
 
Co-chairs:  

• Dr. Anne Mette Kjeldsen, Aarhus University, Denmark 
• Prof. dr. Montgomery Van Wart, California State University, San Bernardino, USA 
• Prof. dr.  Rick Vogel, University of Hamburg, Germany 

 
Panel description: 
This long-standing IRSPM panel focuses on leadership in the public sector. Leadership within public management 
studies has evolved to include collaborative environments (Getha-Taylor et al., 2011), distributed leadership (Van 
Wart., 2014; Kjeldsen & Ovesen, 2016) and public leadership measures (Tummers & Knies, 2016), among others. 

We invite papers about the following topics, but are also open to other topics related to leadership in public 
organizations: 

• The role of leadership in innovation processes, during organizational change and public management 
reforms 

• Measurement of public leadership 
• The dark side of (public) leadership 
• Leadership and public service motivation 
• Leading and managing people in different cultural contexts 
• Collaborative and network leadership  
• Managerial leadership models (transformational, transactional, LMX, etc.) applied to the public sector 
• The effects of technology on leadership, and leadership on technology (such as e-leadership) 
• The role of leaders during co-creation and co-production processes  
 

Furthermore, we believe that the methods regarding public leadership research can be strengthened. A recent 
review by Groeneveld et al. (2015) shows a lack of methodological diversification in the broad public 
administration field. In particular, mixed methods and experimental designs are in short supply, but are developing 
(an example is the LEAP project of the Aarhus research team that uses experimental methods). We especially 
encourage papers using such designs. 

Based on the panel, we aim to develop a special issue on Leadership in the Public Sector in a leading Public 
Management or Public Administration journal. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



41. The administrative burdens of formalization, regulations, and red tape 

Panel chair: Lene Holm Pedersen, Copenhagen Business School, Denmark - lhp.dbp@cbs.dk  
 
Co-chairs: Associate Professor, Mary Feeney, Arizona State University, Associate Professor Mads Leth 
Jakobsen, University of Aarhus, Denmark. Mailto: mads@ps.au.dk, Assistant Professor Nina Van Loon, 
University of Aarhus, Denmark. Mailto: nina@ps.au.dk 

Panel topic and contribution: 
The aim of this panel is to formulate a new research agenda for the study of formalization and administrative 
burdens in public management studies. The study of formal rules and bureaucracy is as old as the study of public 
administration. On one hand formal rules has been expected to increase public value and have been seen as the 
foundation for the most rational form of organization. On the other hand, formal rules are seen as the mortar in 
the ‘iron cage’(Weber, 1930). In the last decades, the study of the rational versus detrimental sides of formal rules 
has advanced under the term ‘red-tape’ (see Bozeman and Feeney, 2013). There is, however, a need for the 
formulation of a renewed research agenda for the field.  

First, there must be a re-conceptualization and theorization of the perceptual side of administrative 
burdens and red tape. Hitherto, the main ambition has been to measure the ‘objective’ level of red tape in varying 
organizational settings. Recent theoretical developments in the motivational crowding literature and political 
psychology, however, have drawn attention to the ways subjective perceptions of rules impact performance. 
Furthermore, these perceptions do not fully reflect the objective level of red tape but arise due to cognitive biases, 
which is the domain of political psychology.  

Second, there is a need for methodological innovation in the field. Traditionally, studies measure red 
tape with one single survey item – the general red tape measure – and data are often cross-sectional. There must 
be a broadening and development of the measures of red tape combined with a larger variety in the research 
designs employed. Qualitative studies, mixed methods, experimental designs, and designs employing quantitative 
observational data all have important contributions to make.  

Third, there is need that the red tape scholars leave the red tape ‘bathtub’. The literature is largely self-
referential as it is preoccupied with conceptual discussions and methodological considerations delimited to the 
red tape field itself. Instead, we must combine the study of red tape with the negative (and positive) motivational 
and performance effects of formalization and use this to investigate a broader range of problems in public 
administration and management. For instance, how do reform agendas – such as performance management – 
influence negative perceptions of formal rules and thereby performance?  

In sum, this is a call for papers that addresses issues like the perception of formalization and 
administrative burdens, the dynamics of such perceptions as well as their wider effects on value creation in the 
public sector. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



42. PMRA-Sponsored panel: Management and Organizational Performance in 
Comparative Perspective 

Panel Chair: René Torenvlied, University of Twente - r.torenvlied@utwente.nl  
 
Co-chair: Claudia Avellaneda / Indiana University Bloomington / cavellan@indiana.edu 
 
Four key words that capture its essence: 

1. Management 
2. Performance  
3. Theoretical-empirical  analysis 
4. Comparative perspective 

 
A short description of the proposed panel (maximum 500 words): 
 
The Public Management Research Association (PMRA) as part of their cooperative arrangement with IRSPM 
will sponsor a panel on "Management and Organizational Performance in Comparative Perspective."  The panel 
aims to bring together high quality research with a focus on empirical work that contributes to theoretical issues 
on the relation between management and organizational outputs / outcomes. The panel seeks papers that contribute 
to these discussions from different national and institutional contexts.  
 
The panel is open to all types of studies in public management, for example from the perspective of internal 
organization, strategy, networks and networking, red tape / bureaucracy, performance management, street-level 
bureaucracy, innovation and technology.  We encourage strong theoretical-empirical work, but also welcome 
theoretical and conceptual papers based on a consistent model with logically derived hypotheses / propositions.  
 
Contribution to the field of public management: Performance in context is one of the major subfields in our 
discipline. Progress in the field of public management is largely dependent upon our ability to study phenomena 
from a comparative perspective, striking a balance between abstract theory and idiosyncratic explanations.  
 
Proposed panel format: 
We propose a format with a number of subsequent panels of three to four papers, depending on the number of 
submissions and available slots. 
 
 
 
 

 


