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Abstract
An increasing proportion of countries engage peer support workers (PSW) in their public mental health
and addiction services. How PSW are integrated in the services and participate in co-production and co-
creation processes will in�uence both the content and quality of services for service-users related to
effectiveness, and the services ability to innovation and change. However, little is known about how PSW
contribute in, and to, co-production and co-creation processes in the services, and the described outcomes
of such processes. Knowledge from existing research literature about the types, objectives, conditions
and outcomes of co-production and co-creation processes with PSW is key knowledge for understanding
and developing these processes which in the next step will increase service user participation and ensure
better adaptation of services to the target group.

A scoping review are chosen to provide an overview of existing evidence base to address questions
beyond those related to effectiveness and e�ciency and can be useful for bringing together literature in
disciplines with emerging evidence. This aim of this scoping review is to achieve an overview of the
research status of co-production and co-creation related to or involving PSW in the public mental health
and addiction �eld of studies. The search of the studies will be between August 31 to December 15, 2020.
The studies reviewed will be the ones that provide a description of how PSW engage in or contribute in
these public services, particularly in collaborative processes as co-production and co-creation in the
services. All studies describing PSW roles and activities that PSW might have within the public mental
health and addiction services and across organizational or institutional boundaries will be included.
Intended database sources for the review are Medline, PsycINFO, Embase, Oria, WorldCat, Google Scholar,
Scopus, Academic Search Elite, Cinahl. This scoping review explore how the integration of peer support in
public mental health and addiction services in�uences forms of collaboration in these services, described
in the literature both through the process of co-production and co-creation. Research question for this
scoping review is: How do peer support workers integration in�uence co-production and co-creation in
public mental health and addiction services and what are the described outcomes?  

Background
Involving relevant, affected stakeholders and actors in working together towards global change through
participation in networks and partnership is recommended in UN sustainable development goal #17
(2016). Furthermore, the European Commission issued a White Paper on Governance back in 2001, which
focused on citizens involvement and public and private collaboration in and through networks and
partnerships. Co-production and co-creation are both terms used to describe such collective collaboration
processes, and are considered to be key tools in increasing the degree of innovation and relevance of the
services, and thus increasing the value for society (public value) (Bryson, Sancino, Benington & Sørensen,
2017 & Tor�ng, Sørensen & Røiseland, 2019). In the literature, co-production and co-creation are
sometimes used interchangeably without distinguishing between their meanings. In this scoping review
we will make a conceptual distinction between co-production and co-creation. Basically, co-production
describes a joint effort of service users and service providers in the production of pre-designed welfare
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services. Co-creation refers to the involvement of a broader range of relevant and affected actors
(including citizens with relevant experiences) in creative problem-solving that aims to produce public
value outcomes and redesign the entire service system (Osborne & Strokosch., 2013). Co-production and
co-creation are gaining ground in the public service production level, although most services are still
produced by public agencies with little contribution from service users, citizens and volunteers (Tor�ng,
Andersen, Greve & Clausen, 2020).

The importance of a knowledge base for mental health and addiction services that are more user-based
and socially oriented have been emphasized in political guidelines, through research and in the �eld for
many years (Borg, Sjåfjell, Ogundipe, Bjørklyhaug, 2017). An effort to solve this in the public mental
health and addiction services has been made by engaging people with former experience of mental
health challenges and/or addictions in the services as peer support workers (PSW). PSW are functioning
as an alternative to traditional expert-patient relationships. There is a growing range of research on peer
support work in the public mental health and addiction services. Existing research in the �eld is largely
focused on demonstrating why we should implement it (Borg et al., 2017). Research demonstrate that
PSW in the services lead to increased service user participation (Gagne et al., 2016), and that actively
involving and empowering service users will make the services more democratic and lead to the
realization of mental health as a human right (Moran, Kalha, Mueller-Stierlin, Kilian, Krumm, Slade,
Ashleigh, C, et.al., 2020).

This scoping review will explore how the integration of peer support in public mental health and addiction
services in�uences forms of collaboration in these services, described in the literature both through the
process of co-production and co-creation. The current research status provides as basis to ponder: What
are the current links between international research literature about the integration of peer support into
public mental health and addiction services and the international literature on co-production and co-
creation in these same services? What does the integration of peer support contribute to such
collaborative processes in the public mental health and addiction services? What do we know about the
types, objectives, outcomes and conditions under which co-production and co-creation with PSW take
place in innovation processes in the public mental health and addiction services? A scoping review are
chosen because it is suited to address questions beyond those related to effectiveness and scoping
reviews can particularly be useful for bringing together literature in disciplines with emerging evidence
(Peters, Godfrey, McInerney, Munn, Tricco, Khalil, 2020). The research described in the literature about the
integration of peer support in the mental health and addiction services will be mapped with a particularly
aim to get an overview of described objectives, PSW involvement in co-production and co-creation, its
in�uential factors and the outcomes of co-production and co-creation with PSW. 

Aims of the study 
An increasing proportion of countries engage PSW in their public mental health and addiction services
(Moran et al., 2020). How PSW are integrated in the services and participate in co-production and
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cocreation processes will in�uence both the content and quality of services for service-users as for the
effectiveness and bottom line of organizations, and the services ability to innovation and change. But
little is known about how PSW contribute in and to co-production and co-creation in the services and
what the described outcomes is. Voorberg, Bekkers and Tummers (2015) found in their systematic review
of cocreation and co-production with citizens in public innovation that hardly any studies paid attention
to the outcomes. Does the integration of peer support increase the level of service user involvement and
their ability to co-produce their own welfare services, and increase participation from stakeholders,
including citizens with relevant experiences in co-creation that aims to produce public value outcomes? Is
the integration of peer support in the mental health and addiction services a promising approach to make
the services more socially inclusive and better able to include citizens who is most vulnerable and
marginalized in co-production and co-creation? This is key knowledge for understanding and developing
co-production

and co-creation with peer support workers who can increase user participation and ensure better
adaptation of services to the target group.

There is need for an overview that can clearly point out if (1) there are any interactions between the
integration of peer support in mental health and addiction services and co-production and co-creation in
these services, (2) which (research) questions related to how PSW participate and work in the services
have been focused on, (3) what study methods have been focused on in previous research, (4) uncover
gaps and limitations in the research �eld, and (5) propose recommendations for advancing the
integration of peer support and enhancing the applicability of co-production and co-creation through
research and practice in this �eld. From the overview afforded by this scoping review, it will also be
possible to identify promising topics for later systematic review(s), as well as gaps in the literature which
ought to be �lled. 

The scoping review aim to identify how PSW have been integrated into the mental health and addiction
services and how they contribute to co-production within the services and in co-creation/design of new
services that lead to better public value outcomes. Furthermore, we intend to describe how PSW
collaborate with other public employees, leaders and service users, and how they collaborate across
organizational boundaries (as boundary-spanners) and describe potential facilitating factors and barriers
for co-production and co-creation with PSW in the public mental health and addiction services. The data
will be collected based on Arkzey and O`Malley (2005) framework: 1) Identify the research questions, 2)
searching for relevant studies, 3) selecting studies, 4) charting the data, 5) collating, summarizing and
reporting studies.

Research question for this scoping review is:

How do peer support workers integration in�uence co-production and co-creation in public mental health
and addiction services and what are the described outcomes?
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Methods
Anticipated or actual start date and completion date: 2020.08.31 - 2020.12.15. Registration date: TBA

Eligibility criteria

Types of studies
This scoping review will not be restricted to a singular study type, as the aim of the study is to achieve an
overview of the research status of co-production and co-creation related to or involving PSW in the public
mental health and addiction �eld of studies. 

Domain/focus of studies
The studies reviewed will be the ones that provide a description of how PSW engage in or contribute in
these services, particularly in collaborative processes as co-production and co-creation in the services. We
will include all studies describing PSW roles and activities that PSW might have within the public mental
health and addiction services and across organizational or institutional boundaries. Studies which
describe voluntary peer work, as mutual peer support in self-help groups, peer counseling or work on
behalf of service user organizations, peer led education or counselling programs related to various
medical condition or groups of citizens will not be included. Neither will studies focusing solely on how
the role or work affect the PSW.

Types of participants
Studies that focus on participants in a practice setting including a) service-users, i.e. members of the
public who might be using the intervention, patients, relatives, careers and people from organizations
representing service-users and/or b) PSW, other professional staff and managers will be included. In all
cases the participants will be adults from the general population (age 18-65 years). PSW must have a
background or experience with mental health challenges and/or addiction. The PSW must be paid and
have a role in or linked to the public mental health and addiction services.

Context 
We will focus on public mental health and addiction services. We will include different designs and aims
of services such as; acute services, outreach services, community services, social welfare services, in
hospitals services, activity-based services, public management services and others. In addition, we will
include studies in other public services in domain such as health care, public health, social care and
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public administration because these services occasionally are described under different labels, if PSW are
involved in the services.

Language

We will only consider studies written in English. 

Publication status

Only international peer-reviewed journal articles and books will be included. 

Study selection
A �ow diagram will be developed to detail the study selection process. When reporting we will follow the
“Preffered Reporting Items for Systematic reviews and Meta-Analyses extension for Scoping Reviews
(PRISMA-ScR) Checklist”. 

Search strategy 

Search methods for identi�cation of studies
Intended database sources for the review are Medline, PsycINFO, Embase, Oria, WorldCat, Google Scholar,
Scopus, Academic Search Elite, Cinahl. The search will be limited to title, abstract and keywords.
Abstracts will be read for all studies included in the search to decide which meet the eligible criteria.
Besides searching in electronic databases, we will search manually within reference lists and perform
citations searches of included articles and authors to identify further publications linked to included
studies. We will also consult experts in the �eld of collaborative public innovations and in the �eld of peer
support in mental health and addiction �eld. In addition, we will search in special journals dedicated to
public service delivery, public sector innovation, public mental health and addiction services and peer
support. The search will be from inception in each database until 31.08.2020. The search will be updated
a last time in December 2020. At that point it will also be considered whether the update of the electronic
search will include other databases.

The search will, in all the databases, consist of the following search terms:

1. peer group

2. peer adj (provid* or support*)).ti,ab.

3. (live* adj experience*).ti,ab.

4. ti,ab.

5. (expert adj by adj experienc*).ti,ab.
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�. prosum*.ti,ab.

7. enduce*.ti,ab.

�. (boundary adj spanner*).ti,ab.

9. (peer adj mentor*).ti,ab.

10. (peer adj educator*).ti,ab.

11. (peer adj advocate*).ti,ab.

12. (peer adj listen*).ti,ab.

13. (peer adj provid*).ti,ab.

14. or/1-13

15. exp Cooperative Behavior/

1�. collaborat*.ti,ab. 

17. participat*.ti,ab.

1�. integrat*.ti,ab.

19. ((collaborat* or social) adj innovat*).ti,ab.

20. cooperat*.ti,ab.

21. cocreat*.ti,ab.

22. (co adj creat*).ti,ab.

23. coproduct*.ti,ab.

24. (co adj produc*).ti,ab.

25. or/15-24

2�. exp Public Sector/

27. exp Health Care Sector/

2�. exp Mental Health Services/

29. exp Mental Health/

30. exp State Medicine/

31. exp Primary Health Care/

32. exp "Delivery of Health Care"/

33. (public adj care adj service*).ti,ab.

34. (public adj service*).ti,ab.

35. (mental adj health*).ti,ab.

3�. (Addiction adj Service*).ti,ab.

37. exp Health Services/

3�. (Peer adj Recovery adj Support adj Service*).ti,ab.

39. (recover* adj service*).ti,ab.
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40. municipal*.ti,ab.

41. (Social adj health adj care*).ti,ab.

42. exp Social Work/

43. (Social adj service*).ti,ab.

44. (statutory adj mental adj health adj service*).ti,ab.

45. exp Community Mental Health Services/

4�. (third adj sector adj organisation*).ti,ab. 

47. or/26-46

4�. 14 and 25 and 

49. limit 48 to english

Data synthesis

The mapping will follow a funnel approach, meaning that the studies will be categorized in stages. For
each stage, the number of studies in each category will be described. All studies in categories of low
relevance to the review will be excluded from further mapping. For example, the �rst stages will map
study design and �eld of research. Here, e.g. opinion papers and editorials will be counted and then
excluded, and so will studies within �elds of research of minor relevance, such as mutual peer support or
peer support as part of services or self-help groups outside public sector delivery. The further stages will
develop in response to what we �nd as we go along. The number of included studies will thus decline
through the mapping process, until only the most relevant studies remain, which will be read and mapped
in detail.

Data extraction
The study records will be handled using Endnote and the online software Rayan. First, all study records
from the databases will be downloaded to Endnote. From Endnote, the study records will be exported to
Rayyan. Rayan will be further be used as a working tool. The �rst author (KBAA) will perform the �rst
steps in the selection process which includes (1) remove duplicates, (2) remove studies which is not
written in English, (3) remove editorials, reports, opinion papers and conference papers, (4) remove
studies which is not conducted in or related to public services delivery and/ or (5) studies which is clearly
not related to mental health and addiction services, such as school and education studies, �nance and/or
industry, climate and environment services. All these steps will be decided based on reading abstract. If it
is not possible to decide based on this, the studies will be included. The remaining studies will be red by
the �rst author (KBAA) and the second author (ON) will read a randomly 20% of the studies. Rates of
concordance between these researchers will be calculated and any disagreements will be discussed and
resolved together. This �nal step will decide which studies to be included in the review based on the
research question and the eligibility criterias. This means that only studies describing co-production
and/or co-creation in the public mental health and addiction services and studies which describe peer
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support workers contribution to or collaboration in/or between public services or across organizational or
institutional boundaries will be included in the �nal stage. Both review authors will then read all the
included studies based on full reading of articles.

As this is a scoping review our goal is to determine what range of evidence (quantitative and/or
qualitative) that are available, and we intend to represent this evidence visually as a mapping or a
charting of the located data. But, if data suitable for quantitative analysis is found at this stage, meta-
analysis will be considered. We will extract study characteristics (sample size, design, country, study
context, intervention characteristics peer support work characteristics, outcomes assessed, and any
barriers and facilitators reported). Information on the following categories will be sought in the studies:

1. First author name

2. Year of publication

3. Country

4. Study design (RCT experiments, quasi-experiments, correlational studies, interview studies,
observational studies, mixed methods, theoretical papers, instrument development studies, opinion
papers, and others.)

5. Population (Public services, public organizations, peer support workers, service-users, public
employees or public leaders).

�. Number of participants

7. Outcome measure in focus (co-production, co-creation, recovery-rate, productivity, and others relevant
for the individual employee and/or the organization)

�. Peer support work in focus

9. Public service delivery in focus. Any focus on how the services are developed and (re)designed.

10. Change processes (for service-users, workplace conditions, service delivery)

11. Service delivery differences related to co-production and/or co-creation

12. Co-production in focus

13. Co-creation in focus

14. Studies describing qualities with peer support workers related to boundary spanning

15. Studies in the health �eld

1�. Studies in the social �eld

17. Study �ndings

1�. Comments

Quality assessment /Risk of bias and evidence quality 
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A scoping review are designed to provide an overview of existing evidence base. Hence, a formal
assessment of methodological quality of the included studies will not be performed. The exception is if
meta-analysis is conducted at the �nal stage (see paragraph above); then risk of bias and strength of
evidence will be assessed for the studies included in the meta-analysis. The quality of the included
papers will then be rated according to an adapted version of the Critical Appraisal Skills Programme
(CASP) for qualitative research (Critical Appraisal Skills Programme, 2013). 
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