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Abstract This paper sets out a structured process for
the co-production of knowledge between researchers
and societal partners and illustrates its application in an
urban health equity project in Accra, Ghana. The main
insight of this approach is that research and knowledge
co-production is always partial, both in the sense of
being incomplete, as well as being circumscribed by
the interests of participating researchers and societal
partners. A second insight is that project-bound societal
engagement takes place in a broader context of public
and policy debate. The approach to co-production de-
scribed here is formed of three recursive processes: co-
designing, co-analysing, and co-creating knowledge.
These ‘co-production loops’ are themselves iterative,
each representing a stage of knowledge production.
Each loop is operationalized through a series of research

and engagement practices, which we call building
blocks. Building blocks are activities and interaction-
based methods aimed at bringing together a range of
participants involved in joint knowledge production. In
practice, recursive iterations within loops may be limit-
ed due of constraints on time, resources, or attention.
We suggest that co-production loops and building
blocks are deployed flexibly.
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Introduction

Health equity research highlights how economic, social,
and health policy choices may result in uneven health
outcomes across populations [1]. This is particularly
visible in cities, where differential exposure to health
risks is compounded by pre-existing and interconnected
vulnerabilities of urban populations. Despite increasing
understanding about health in cities and its relationship
with risks, such as social exclusion, poverty, housing,
sanitation, and environmental quality, there continues to
be a gap between available and actionable knowledge,
resulting in decision-makers not acting on best evi-
dence, even where policy objectives are agreed. How
can research and policy evolvemore closely, resulting in
options that are useful, usable, and used by decision-
makers? This paper presents a methodological frame-
work, drawing on social science literatures, for co-
production of knowledge between researchers and
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societal partners in the production of actionable knowl-
edge, aimed at contributing to more equitable urban
health.

Generating information and knowledge that is sa-
lient, timely, and understandable to decision-makers
requires transdisciplinary dialogue between researchers
from different academic disciplines and with decision-
makers—including people who make choices in a vari-
ety of social contexts, from the household to govern-
ment [2]. These dialogues start from an assumption that
professional researchers are not the only producers of
useful and legitimate knowledge. Many societal actors
produce knowledge that is valid and useful [3]. Knowl-
edge claims generated by scientific research is one form
of knowledge that is widely distributed among social
actors. The co-production of knowledge recognizes this
distributed nature of knowledge and its production and
organizes interactions between researchers and societal
actors to encourage shared understanding of what is
known and what can be done. We propose a way of
framing the co-production of knowledge.

This paper has four sections. First, we set out core
themes and concepts from the broad literature on co-
production of knowledge. Second, we describe a ‘loops
and building blocks’ framework for the practice of
engagement between research, policy, and practice to
generate valid and salient knowledge for action. Third,
drawing on research in Accra, Ghana, we describe and
assess co-production activities carried out in the Path-
ways for Equitable Healthy Cities project. Finally, we
consider how co-production may be evaluated.

Why co-Production? Key Themes and Core
Concepts

The term ‘co-production of knowledge’ has emerged in
a number of fields over the last 30 years, including
public administration, science and technology studies
(STS) and sustainability science [1], each developing a
particular set of concerns and agendas. Elinor Ostrom,
in her work on the provision of urban services like
policing, defined co-production as a process by which
inputs are transformed by individuals not in the same
organization into goods and services [2]. The term was
adopted by constructivist STS scholars in the 1980s as
they sought to analyse the historical interplay between
science and society [3, 4]. Since then, co-production has
been used in a variety of ways, but the underlying

concern with knowledge production as an active social
process set in institutional and political contexts has
remained.

Approaches to co-production range from normative
to descriptive [5, 6]. We aim to contribute to the de-
scriptive approach [7], which understands co-
production as an interactive and complex process in
which disciplines, practices, and knowledge systems
can confront, shape, and be shaped by each other,
whether by conflict or by cooperation. Diverse perspec-
tives and understandings are reconfigured to generate
new, transdisciplinary knowledge. In this process of
interaction, new knowledge is intertwined with social,
cultural, and political practices [5].

Given its mixed intellectual heritage, there is no
unifying definition of knowledge co-production in the
literature. We use the term co-production to mean a set
of specific processes and practices that structure and
organize the complex, interactive relationships between
science, society, and policy. The benefits of co-
production are clear and well-described, and include
better quality of research, ownership and buy-in, ac-
countability, empowerment, inclusion, and usability of
knowledge [8–12].

Co-production has been explored in the field of pub-
lic health, intersecting with a literature about ‘knowl-
edge translation’ [13]. It has evolved alongside concepts
of user participation and user input, and is often de-
scribed as a way of working with patients, citizens,
and organizations to design services that are more
people-centred and user-led [8]. The value of co-
production in health care has been widely explored
[14] and there is broad acceptance of the value of
processes involving multiple actors including patients,
clinicians, managers, and carers aimed at jointly-
creating knowledge, evaluating practice, or designing
strategies [15–17].

Our framework is concerned with learning, which
has emerged as a leading theme in STS co-production
literature. Learning is seen as a long-term, evolving
process, rather than a single event at a discrete mo-
ment. Co-production practices aim to create an envi-
ronment in which learning occurs through dialogue,
individual and joint reflection, and separate and joint
experimentation with solutions [18, 19]. The process
of active, structured dialogue points towards knowl-
edge that is socially robust [20, 21]. This entails a
shift to a conception of knowledge production as an
open process, with multiple actors agreeing new

   395Loops and Building Blocks: a Knowledge co-Production Framework for Equitable Urban Health



knowledge claims and how they can affect action
[22].

Co-production represents a multiple collaboration:
between the sciences, between the different decision-
makers, and between science and societal actors [23,
24]. This collaboration takes effort and, to participate,
actors expect their effort to be rewarded. But the inter-
ests and incentives for will differ between participants.
These differentiated incentives further complicate co-
production, with the critique of ‘extractive’ research also
being a concern for the conduct of engagement and
dialogue [25].

In practice, not all knowledge claims are held to have
equivalent value. A process of co-production often chal-
lenges existing hierarchies of value and esteem in
knowledge systems. Knowledge is constructed against
a background of social and institutional power relations
and cultural factors [3]. Each knowledge claim draws on
experience, assumptions, and expertise [26]. Since
knowledge is socially embedded, co-production as a
participatory process involving expert, practitioner,
and lay knowledges may challenge conventional struc-
tures of knowledge production. This can entail tensions
and conflicts. Co-production processes may therefore
provide a space in which these tensions surface, are
acknowledged, and, sometimes, resolved [27, 28]. Deal-
ing with tensions is also a means of building trust. The
production of knowledge, its appropriation, use, and
misuse are processes set in gradients of power between
organizations and people. New forms of information
and knowledge governance acknowledging power rela-
tions are needed that mediate such challenges to existing
systems of knowledge production [29].

A Framework for co-Production: Loops
and Building Blocks

The Pathways to Equitable Healthy Cities project (Path-
ways) is a global partnership that aims to improve pop-
ulation health, health equity, and environmental sustain-
ability in cities through knowledge co-production with
policy and civil society partners in cities in five coun-
tries (Accra, Tamale, Beijing, Dhaka, London, Vancou-
ver). The project aims to produce evidence on how
urban change and development can be shaped and man-
aged to bring positive impacts to population health and
health equity. The project works in cities of widely
different economic, social, and health profiles. The

project team was therefore challenged to develop a
conceptual model and practical approach to knowledge
co-production across contexts, building on previous
examples.

The ‘loops and building blocks’ framework aims to
structure more inclusive forms of engagement, knowl-
edge production, and governance [28, 30] taking ac-
count of practitioner-oriented literature and experience
in transdisciplinary projects [27, 31–33]. The frame-
work defines co-production as including recursive three
loops: co-design, co-analysis, and co-creation (see
Fig. 1). Each loop represents a different stage of knowl-
edge production. A first stage involves identifying part-
ners and mapping their networks, and joint framing of
problems and choices about the focus of research and
action and agreement about common research and ac-
tion objectives. This co-design loop allows early in-
volvement of relevant societal partners and aims at
trust-building, engagement and buy-in, open collabora-
tion, and ultimately to project outputs becoming under-
stood and influential to starting assumptions, choices,
and decisions. The second stage (co-analysis loop) in-
volves an agreed analytical strategy, the separate or joint
collection of evidence, and analytical procedures, in-
cluding modelling. Researchers and societal partners
may work separately. Validation is at the core of this
loop: through an exchange of information, researchers
and partners validate each other’s work to achieve
agreed knowledge claims in formats that are fitted to
policy and practice design and implementation. Co-
design and co-analysis are connected as new informa-
tion or priorities may arise, leading to the identification
of new partners and additional validation steps. The
team will also jointly develop options and policy sce-
narios which identify interventions and actions to be
tried out and evaluated [34]. The final co-creation loop
includes implementation of policies, strategies, and in-
terventions, typically in an experimental form, and their
evaluation. This process may also lead to new knowl-
edge and new, co-produced ideas for further research,
leading to a new co-design loop.

In a situation of unconstrained time, resources, and
commitment, it would be possible to move through each
loop and between loops sequentially, recursively, and
carefully. But research and policy projects are typically
constrained in time and resources. Moreover, knowl-
edge production in real-life action-oriented situations is
messy, fluid, and contingent. Things change, partly in
response to emerging findings and societal engagement.
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A flexible framework, able to adapt to unfolding events
and opportunities, is therefore appropriate. Each loop is
important, but the capacity to work through each one
recursively may be constrained. Viewing co-design, co-
analysis, and co-creation as a fixed sequence therefore
seems too rigid. Instead, we see each loop as creating a
new entry point for co-produced knowledge, and the
time and effort placed in any given loop will vary
between projects and action contexts. In this sense,
knowledge co-production will always be partial: con-
tingent on specific capacities and contexts, and therefore
differing each time.

Given this freedom to apply comparable but varied
approaches across the different contexts, projects need
to recognize their own limits in time and resources to
develop approaches that are both ambitious and realistic.
In making choices about the balance of effort, projects
need to develop a strategy for achieving impact. One of
the greatest challenges for research is to provide knowl-
edge claims in a timely way, aligned to the moments of
opportunity when new evidence can have an impact in
policy and practice [35]. Such moments of opportunity
are often outside the gift of researchers to influence and
they rarely occur when research has a completed, peer-
reviewed result. Moreover, the problem that needs a
solution may not match the problem which the research
has sought to address. In the translation of co-produced
knowledge to its use and adoption by decision-makers
and practitioners, there is usually a degree of judgement
and improvisation.

There is a second sense in which co-production of
knowledge in a research project will be partial. Every
project is embedded in an existing social context. Orga-
nized framing, analysis, and option generation that hap-
pens within a project (loops and building blocks) is
always against a background of on-going framing, anal-
ysis, and experimentation elsewhere. Decision-makers
and practitioners draw on a stream of competing knowl-
edge claims in making choices and judgements [29].

A recognition of the partial and embedded nature
of engagement organized within a research project
does not imply a constraint on impact. The loops
focus on distinct objectives in a broader process.
Achieving these objectives increases the likelihood
of impact as it creates buy-in by involving diverse
actors, aligns outcomes and outputs to concrete
needs, translates them into understandable languages,
and ensures that they can be useful, usable, and by
policy professionals and practitioners.

Many research projects last three to five years and
may be carried out by cross-country consortia entailing
different cultures, contexts, and languages and
encompassing different partners (NGOs, government
bodies, private sector, civil society representatives,
etc.). Embedding a co-production framework in such
contexts has proved to be challenging and may lead to
unrealistic goals. However, project reviews suggest that
even single workshops, informal interactions, and feed-
back in either direction can produce learning by re-
searchers and societal partners [32]. For this reason,
we argue for a realistic approach, matching the resources
and incentives of all participants in the research. We
believe that a process of organized co-production needs
to be adaptive and flexible, picking up dynamically on
opportunities as they arise during the flow of a project.
The aim should be to maximize inclusion of diverse and
weak voices, and to challenge the dominance of specific
perspectives, increasing epistemic diversity. This is in
line with most recent literature which places weight on
systemic changes in the governance of knowledge pro-
duction [28–30].

‘Building blocks’ are the practical expression of
co-production loops. We define a building block
as any time-bound activity, principle, interaction-
based method, or tool aimed at bringing together a
range of participants involved in research to work
together on a specific task: framing, analysing, or
designing and evaluating interventions. Carter
et al. introduce the idea of building blocks in the
context of co-production of climate and weather
services in Africa [27]. We have developed this
idea and embedded it in our framework. A build-
ing block could be a workshop, a webinar, or
collaboration with a government agency to secure
health or population data. We propose a modular
construction of building blocks, activated in the
broader context of the three co-production loops,
which themselves are conceived of as operating
against a wider societal background of knowledge
production and action. Different building blocks
would be appropriate to different loops, as shown
in Table 1 below. Making loops and building
blocks explicit helps address the question of com-
parability across urban contexts and equitable,
health in cities, highlighting the ‘one-size does
not fit all’ approach, while providing a framework
for comparative analysis and evaluation across di-
vergent contexts.

397   Loops and Building Blocks: a Knowledge co-Production Framework for Equitable Urban Health



Loops and Building Blocks in Practice

Co-production in research has benefits when used to
influence decision-makers. It is a time and resource-
intensive process that requires commitment from all
involved parties. Because of this, the incentives for
participation by researchers and partners need to be
clarified: what is in it for each side? [33]. The
objective of Pathways is to provide timely, rigorous,
and scientific evidence on urban change and devel-
opment to evaluate how urban and health policies
will impact the urban environment and population
health, through a lens of health equity. Influencing
urban planning to improve health equity requires a
focus on policies. This translates into interactions
between researchers from different disciplines with
policy professionals, government officials, and civil
society organizations. Such an approach favours
policy professionals and ‘elite’ stakeholders over
direct engagement with citizens and other decision-
makers, to prioritize inputs and influence over
national- and local-level policies affecting urban
health.

Who Is co-Producing Knowledge? A Building Block
from Accra, Ghana

In the initial co-design phase of the project, we con-
vened two face-to-face workshops in Ghana in 2019.
This followed more informal consultations with project
partners at the University of Ghana during project de-
velopment. The two workshops were convened in Ac-
cra, Ghana’s capital [36]. The first workshop, held in
May 2019, was a context-setting session where partners
from the Accra Metropolitan Assembly, the main polit-
ical and administrative authority for the city, the large
civil society organization People’s Dialogue on Human
Settlements (https:/ /www.pdghana.org/), and
representatives from Ghana Statistical Service spoke
about urban planning and health issues and priorities
to researchers. Sixteen policy professionals and opinion
leaders were invited, and an open dialogue was
organized in small groups involving fourteen
researchers collaborating in Pathways. Focussing on
attentive listening by researchers, the session aimed to
reverse the conventional relationship between
researchers, and policy makers and activists. Here the

Fig. 1 Conceptual framework for knowledge co-production developed for pathways.
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societal partners were given time to elaborate on their
own perspectives on the relationship between urban
development and health in Accra without any framing
by researchers.

The informal setting allowed policy makers and ac-
tivists to tell rich stories about the rapid and extensive
growth of the city, the goals of the structure plan for the
Greater Accra Metropolitan Area, day-to-day problems
of governance and administrative capacity, and the im-
portant role played by citizen’s organizations and the
private sector in shaping urban change. This provided
perspectives for researchers of policy priorities, place
attachment, ethnic challenges, social dimensions, eco-
nomic trends, and equity, and how these are discussed in
the context of contemporary Accra. This example is
useful in showing that, while the act of listening may
seem like a one-way process, it can create a space for
reflection and learning that is the basis for co-produc-
tion. It embodies perspectives, knowledge, and
positionality in real people and places.

For the second more intensive workshop, in October
2019, we used the Participatory Impact Pathways Anal-
ysis (PIPA) approach to discuss issues, priorities, and
ways forward in urban development and planning. PIPA
is a project planning and research methodology,

developed at the International Centre for Tropical Agri-
culture from about 2005. It can be adapted to different
contexts and aims, and is designed to help the people
involved in a project, program, or organization to make
explicit how they see themselves achieving their goals
and impact [37]. The aim of this workshop was to build
common ground and create a shared vision of chal-
lenges and opportunities for urban planning and health
equity in Accra. PIPA engages societal partners in a
structured participatory manner, allowing time for re-
flection and promoting learning.

In Accra, the team focused on how the project would
develop its research outputs and who outside the project
would need to use them to achieve developmental out-
comes. In practice, this meant discussing specific fields
of urban development (transport, water, sanitation, air
pollution, noise pollution, density, land tenure…), what
theymeant for the policy professionals in the room, how
they were prioritized, and what the Pathways project
could do to support policymaking in these areas. Over
the course of the two days, participants were asked to
design ‘problem trees’ to specify issues that Pathways
researchers could, realistically, help to tackle in Accra.
Drawing from the more specific, easier to tackle issues,
participants were then asked to envisage a short- to

Table 1 Building block examples for each of the loops in pathways. Adapted from Carter et al. (2019).

Loop Building Blocks

Co-design - Spaces for dialogue (online tools; face-to-face interviews; informal talks) and building common ground

- Structured discussion (face-to-face workshops, online engagement meetings)

- Alternative ongoing debates monitoring (Twitter hashtag monitoring; newspapers/blogs reviews; informal 

relations with decision-makers)

- Space and time to recognise diverse knowledge systems as well as gender and cultural differences

- Spaces where listening is prioritised

- Flexibility in budgets, goals and allocations within the project to factor in sufficient time and resources to 

support the steps of co-production

Co-analysis - Separate but simultaneous processes of data collection and analysis / policy making

- Space and time to clearly map out roles and responsibilities in co-production

- Structured spaces for validation of results (face-to-face workshops, online engagement meetings)

- Unstructured, informal conversations (non-project meetings, conferences, “coffee” chats)

- Dialogue around ongoing policy initiatives and suggestions of interventions and strategies to incorporate 

analysis results into policies

- Potential for going “back” to co-design methods as new or different actors may be identified, or new or 

different data may be needed; it is key to maintain an unbiased and open agenda

Co-creation - Two-way, open and honest dialogue about policy options to be modelled in different scenarios

- Spaces for learning and understanding among different actors. These could be formal or informal, face-to-

face or online.

- Engagement to stimulate discussion and gain agreement of the group to ensure sustainability of the proposed 

solutions

- Potential for co-branding and ownership of the “final products” by the whole group

- Activities leading to capacity building of both researchers (for example in terms of engaging and 

communicating outputs) and policy professionals (for example to better understand data and how to integrate 

them in their daily work. This also ensures accessibility of the projects’ outputs.
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medium-term vision of the city. In this visioning exer-
cise, they were asked to keep the discussions realistic,
guided by a timeline of changes that could be achieved
in the project’s time frame.

This was followed by a network mapping session
seeking reflection on which actors, authorities, deci-
sion-makers, policy professionals, and citizens should
be involved in making change happen, as well as
existing or missing links between them. This discussion
created awareness among researchers of the complex
networks of relevant actors and their multiple relation-
ships. The network of actors considerably extended the
scope and complexity of change to be envisaged from
Pathways research, while also increasing the range of
potential partners for the project. Finally, the partici-
pants were asked to articulate action plans to reflect on
the development trajectory of Accra and what identified
actors would need to do. Deep policy already exists in
many of the domains that were mentioned (e.g.,
upgrading services in slums, land tenure, public trans-
port, waste management, and vehicle emissions), with
participants agreeing that the real challenge is often to
implement what is already on paper. This point about
governance capacity confirmed the need for the project
to be deeply engaged with the existing policy context,
including the potential for critical linking interventions
to unlock implementation of plans.

As a result of this workshop, Pathways priorities and
workplans shifted, in particular by reallocating attention
more towards the topic of housing and land tenure.
Researchers agreed to look into urban planning trade-
offs and the provision of health-related services in dif-
ferent scenarios, as well as potential impacts on health
and equity. Researchers were later debriefed in person,
via email, and via an online questionnaire and asked to
reflect on how this workshop had affected the way they
were carrying out their work. These mini evaluations
showed that the workshop encouraged participants to
reflect beyond the scope of the project and work to
establish interpersonal and organizational links that
would be needed for longer-term impact. Researchers
also highlighted that it gave them an opportunity to
create or strengthen networks and relationships with
specific actors, government representatives, or NGO
workers who have since been closely involved with
working groups in the project. This exemplifies the
modular conceptualisation of co-production and shows
how different actors can add building blocks, giving the
process more depth and breadth.

Engaging with the Wider Context: Monitoring Twitter

The Pathways project made a conscious choice early on
to target policy professionals. However, co-production
aims to be inclusive. In an urban context of equitable
health, this should also include citizens and people
living or working in the city and its surroundings. To
address the gap in community-level engagement and to
assess ongoing public and policy discourse, the project
began to monitor social media commentary on urban
development and health. Starting in Accra with housing
and health issues, we initiated a systematic and quasi-
automated web-scraping system for monitoring Twitter
commentary using simple lines of code in Python to
collect data from Twitter’s application programming
interface (API). Tweets are gathered and coded in qual-
itative analysis software to allow text, discourse, or
narrative analysis.

We assume that Twitter commentary partially re-
flects and could potentially shape how urban and health
problems are framed. We aim to investigate patterns of
these debates in Accra, including their evolution
through time, summarizing them as an input for research
across the project and a background to communication
and impact-oriented work. This building block offers
the opportunity to identify other partners and more
priorities that could feed in the researchers and policy
professionals’ agenda and add a social dimension to our
agenda, especially at a time when direct interactions
with local people are made harder by the global
pandemic.

Monitoring and Evaluating co-Production

Monitoring and evaluation of engagement in knowledge
co-production presents many challenges. There are mul-
tiple interactions between project partners with a wide
variety of purposes and encompassing diverse disci-
plines and societal actors; linking each of these to even-
tual project outcomes will be difficult, also given the
existence of multiple alternative factors explaining these
outcomes. Moreover, the problem of evaluation of
small-n, local, and experimental interventions is well-
understood [38]. There is likely to be a balance between
conventional scientific notions of rigour in evaluation
(randomized control trials, for instance) and more hy-
brid, evaluative approaches, including policymakers
and practitioners.
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A monitoring and evaluation framework would ide-
ally be continuous and in real time, allowing project
partners to learn and adjust as a project proceeds. Each
loopmay invite an evaluation before moving on. In such
a process, learning is integrated in the project and eval-
uation becomes intrinsic to co-production loops and
building blocks. Previous projects have identified
multi-directional learning as raising the likelihood of
success and sustainability of co-production processes
and outcomes [27, 39]. For co-production to be
evaluable and effective, projects need built-in feedbacks
to allow for course adjustments [39]. The context of the
research should itself guide success criteria, reflecting
the distributed nature of co-production, as well as the
diverse interests of the actors. The co-production pro-
cess is often overlooked by funders in performance
metrics. Similarly, it is often the case that researchers
lack incentives to carry out co-production and prioritize
academic outputs to engagement. However, some pro-
cesses such as behavioural changes in scientists, trust
among actors across different disciplines, or changes in
hierarchies and relationships, can be assessed before the
co-produced product is developed by setting up mech-
anisms such as key informant interviews over the course
of the project. In Pathways, brief online Google Forms
are set up for researchers across the project to keep track
of their interactions. This keeps the teams accountable
for their outreach, but also allows our research to focus
on comparability across cities.

Conclusions

This paper puts forward a practical and flexible
‘loops and building blocks’ approach for co-
production processes which draws on previous re-
search in a diverse range of research fields and
aims to support engagement between researchers
and societal partners. Co-production encompasses
the complex process of formal and informal inter-
actions between researchers of different back-
grounds, disciplines, and institutions, and between
researchers and policy professionals, decision-
makers, and other social actors. This paper offers
some practical ways of creating this awareness,
encouraging a flexible and adaptive approach in-
cluding ongoing monitoring and adjustment,
supporting through potential obstacles, and

creating outputs that are relevant, usable, and use-
ful by practitioners and decision-makers.

Co-production is a process. Having established
that there can be no ‘one size fits all’ approach,
the framework we offer can be adjusted to the
objectives, resources, and interests of research,
and fitted to the needs of specific contexts and
social dynamics. By developing a monitoring,
evaluation, and learning framework, we seek to
encourage the application of successful co-
production tools and approaches in new contexts
at different scales. This largely depends on partic-
ipants finding value in the process and integrating
it further into their work but ultimately leads to
sustainability.

It is important to keep in mind that a co-production
process is always intervening over a background of
ongoing relationships and discourses that existed well
before the project and will persist beyond its comple-
tion. Moreover, it is also key to remember that co-
production demands commitment, time, and resources
by people who engaged in it. To ensure continued buy-
in and engagement, all participants, including re-
searchers, need incentives and rewards for these invest-
ments. If research is usually a collaborative effort, then
achieving change through new knowledge production in
research involves an extended form of collaboration,
with shared benefits. This is effortful and will only be
effective if it achieves the right balance between being
planned, flexible, and opportunistic.

The COVID-19 pandemic presents both challenges
and opportunities to co-production processes and think-
ing. The absence of face-to-face interactions may sig-
nificantly hinder co-creation processes aiming at creat-
ing common ground and building trust among different
parties. On the other hand, greater familiarity with vir-
tual meetings and with more pervasive use of social
media, there are also new and more efficient modes of
digital engagement and data collection. An adaptable
and modular loops-and-blocks framework can be flexi-
ble to these new realities. There is an opportunity to
think beyond face-to-face engagement and explore new
opportunities for remote outreach.
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