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Abstract

Codesignisanincreasingly common termin Indigenous
education policy settings. However, it is unclear exactly
what it means and how it is enacted. This systematic
review examined 15 papers relevant to codesign in the
context of Indigenous education, clearly distinguishing
between codesign as a process and a method. These pa-
pers provide a snapshot of the various ways codesign
is conceptualised, enacted as a process and evaluated
in Indigenous education settings. In this paper, we re-

Australian Research Council . .
spond to these three areas of codesign to inform a more

nuanced framework to help policymakers and practi-
tioners in the future.
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1 | INTRODUCTION

The concept of codesign is not new and can be very broadly defined as referring to research,
policy and actions that are designed around the meaningful involvement of end-users (Slattery
et al., 2020). As a methodology, codesign can be found in various bodies of literature and con-
texts, ranging from participatory research design, design thinking, and public sector policy
and innovation (Blomkamp, 2018). In the Australian policy landscape, codesign approaches
that attempt to proactively work with marginalised groups, who are the subject of a policy or
programme intervention, are increasingly used by governments to shift public perception and
have been taken up in particular in the health field (Grindell et al., 2022). The use of central
aspects of codesign, such as consultation, deep engagement with key stakeholder groups and
collaborative problem solving, has long been attempted in various Indigenous policy settings.
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More recently, in October 2019, the Australian Government announced the Indigenous Voice
Codesign process (National Indigenous Australians Agency, 2019) that would aim to refine
ways to enhance local and regional decision making ahead of the proposed (albeit unsuc-
cessful) constitutional change to enshrine an Indigenous voice to parliament (Fredericks &
Bradfield, 2021). Nevertheless, as the use of the term codesign becomes common, there is an
important growing concern about the lack of clarity on what codesign is and whether there is
evidence of its effectiveness in various policy settings (King et al., 2022).

The taken-for-grantedness of what is meant by codesign is evident both in Australian ed-
ucation policies and in the scholarly literature. While the language of codesign is now widely
used, its use is slippery and it is not always clear what policymakers mean by the term or
whether and how codesign is actually taking place in practice. In addition, in other fields
such as health the terminology of codesign is critiqued as “widely used but seldom described
or evaluated in detail” (Slattery et al., 2020, p. 1). In the Australian context where Indigenous
education continues to lag and the government is criticised for its overwhelming failure to
deliver effective policy reform in Indigenous education (Shay et al., 2023, p. 74), without even
minimal guidelines, codesign can become just another “tick box” without meaning or ca-
pacity for transformation (Locke et al., 2023). Additionally, while codesign assumes decision
making will be collaborative, ethical and respectful of Indigenous ways of being and know-
ing, it can also still both wittingly or inadvertently perpetuate unequal power relationships
and even racism. As Fredericks and Bradfield (2021) suggest, the idea of codesign solutions
is still based within a settler-colonial landscape and within governing structures ultimately
informed by western ontologies.

Key interventions such as Close the Gap, implemented by Prime Minister Kevin Rudd
in 2007 to address the disparities between non-Indigenous and Indigenous people in both
health (life expectancy) and schooling, outlined positive intentions for improved outcomes for
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples. However, these policies have continued to fail
in their goals to improve educational outcomes significantly. In response to this, the Close the
Gap Refresh was announced in 2020 through a New National Agreement (The Department of
Prime Minister and Cabinet, 2020). This announcement proposed a radical new approach that
signals the importance of Indigenous people's voices; that Indigenous peoples should have a
greater say on programmes and services delivered in their communities; and that Indigenous
peoples should have greater access to data and information. The outlined commitments have
important implications. For example, educational jurisdictions such as Queensland now name
codesign as their primary approach in Indigenous education policy settings (Queensland
Government, 2023). Therefore, it is timely to consider what codesign means and how it is de-
fined and explained in the growing body of scholarly literature claiming its use in Indigenous
education policy, practice and research.

The term codesign could be deemed as conceptual soup, as there is little consensus of its
multiple definitions. But despite this, it continues to be a rapidly taken-for-granted term which
is attractive to governments and used across various settings, including policy and practice.
Our research aims to understand how codesign is defined and used as a process in Indigenous
education and proposed as a more equitable way to work with Indigenous communities, tak-
ing local and place-based differences into account. Considering codesign is also increasingly
used in Indigenous research settings, including education, this systematic literature review
is focused on understanding the current corpus of literature, interrogating how codesign is
defined, used in practice and evaluated in the few published examples where this is the case.
While there are other papers that examine codesign as a research methodology, this is not
the subject of this paper. Instead, we examine papers that report how codesign, beyond just
being theorised, has been used in educational programmes or projects. This distinction is
important as using codesign in research settings and researching the process of codesign in
educational policy and practice settings are different contexts, each worthy of examination.
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This difference became apparent during this systematic literature review. The focused litera-
ture we selected outlined examples of codesign as implemented or practised. These examples
of codesign in practice presented us with lived examples that provide us with insight into what
the authors seem to mean by codesign and what features are common to most of the projects.
These practical examples of codesigned research amplify the aspects of codesign that remain
vague or unclear.

For this review, we focus on three areas of codesign: conceptualisation, process and eval-
uation, with each underpinned by a research question/s: (i) Conceptualisation of codesign—
How is codesign conceptualised? (ii) Process—How is codesign enacted as a process? and
(ii1) Evaluation—How is codesign evaluated? By examining these three areas of codesign
(Conceptual, Process and Evaluation), we can develop a more nuanced framework to help
policymakers.

2 | WHO ARE WE?

We are a group of Indigenous and non-Indigenous educational researchers. Collectively, we
are committed to transformative research, primarily driven by an impetus to produce high-
quality evidence to inform systemic change. As this is Indigenous-led research, naming one's
location and our relationship to the study is integral to robust Indigenous knowledge produc-
tion (Martin, 2008). Our research team is consistently engaged with reflexivity, which informs
our approaches to the research and the data. Author 1, Shay, is a Wagiman woman who was
born in Brisbane and raised in South East Queensland. Author 2, Sarra, is an Aboriginal
(Birrigubba) and Torres Strait Islander woman. Author 3, Lampert, is a White woman, born
overseas. Author 4, Jeong, is a South Korean woman who moved to Brisbane six years ago.
Author 5, Thomson, is a Mandandanji woman born and raised in Brisbane. Author 6, Miller,
is a non-Indigenous woman who was the first in her family to be born and raised in Brisbane.

3 | BACKGROUND

As the Indigenous education policy landscape is seemingly shifting toward codesign or more
collaborative or participatory approaches with Indigenous peoples, gaining some clarity about
how Governments are making evidence-based decisions to implement such approaches is criti-
cal. One of the challenges of researching codesign is defining what it means. As a relatively
new and sometimes vaguely described term, codesign is related to other participatory action
research methods (Dillon, 2021). Where some use codesign, others might use terms such as
community engagement or participatory research. The differences between these are some-
times minimal or unclear. Its usage is also multi-disciplinary, with the term codesign used
more often in health and recently adopted in education. Its use also varies in intent, primarily
as a practical or social tool by some and a way of signifying a more overtly political intent by
others. The decisions that inform this systematic literature review and its parameters were
made knowing that language is slippery and fuzzy and that, while “warmly persuasive” (Philip
etal., 2013, p. 174). It could be considered a broad semantic catchphrase without a clear shared
meaning. Nevertheless, Williams's foundational work on keywords or “significant binding
words” (Williams, 2014, p. 15) reminds us that the semantic complexity of defining codesign
is in part due to the complexities of language. As terms such as codesign become more com-
monly used in the creation of policy, they may simultaneously become diluted, shift in focus or
lose their meaning becoming a mere buzzword (Williams, 1999).

Codesign s closely associated with community engagement, particularly asitis applied in
educational contexts such as the Queensland Government (2023) Department of Education's
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“local community engagement through codesign.” Determining what Indigenous commu-
nity means in policy vernacular and how that translates to policy enactment was analysed
by Shay and Lampert (2022). The authors concluded that poorly defined and dominant
Western understandings of Indigenous communities—including the important differences
between them—can result in the homogenisation of issues. As in broader policy, the code-
sign literature references Indigenous communities and the importance of community voices
in the codesign process (Dreise & Mazurski, 2018) which Wright et al. (2021) suggest is
crucial to the project of decolonising education. Thus, conceptual, contextualised clarity
on a range of terminology is critical for codesign to be both political in intent and fit for
purpose, allowing for different outcomes to similar processes enacted over past decades
(Shay et al., 2023).

Its close relationship to codesign is helpful to foreground key literature on community en-
gagement. Since the 1970s, Indigenous Elders and education advocates have called for closer
involvement of Indigenous communities in educational aspirations at regional and local levels
(Holt, 2021). Subsequent state-based Indigenous education consultative groups and committees
emerged to involve Indigenous community voices in policy development and enactment. These
calls for better community engagement and stronger more authentic Indigenous community-led
partnerships follow many years of harsh critique from Indigenous communities and educators
about the failure of mainstream non-Indigenous schools to meet the needs of Indigenous young
people. Key Indigenous scholars, from Kaye Price and Peter Buckskin, from Karen Martin to
Jay Phillips to Lester Irribani Rigney and many, many others, have criticised the education
system for ignoring, excluding and oppressing the Indigenous families and young people it is
there to serve as well as ignoring and miseducating non-Indigenous students about Australia's
Indigenous history and knowledge. Like community engagement, the most politically oriented
versions of codesign seek to disrupt what Aileen Moreton-Robinson (2019, p. 68) refers to as
“white, heteronormative exclusionary practices.” While it is not always directly apparent, and
is easily watered down, at its heart and when proposed by Indigenous communities themselves,
both community engagement and codesign are motivated—or should be—by the desire for
social transformation, a restoration of power and social justice.

The need for codesign in Indigenous education is obvious in the context of the urgent and
ongoing systematic failure of the Australian education system to adequately service the needs
of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander children. As Nakata (2022, p. 865) recently wrote, “we
only have to look at Indigenous schooling ... statistics over time to know that progress is slow,
and in places stationary or going backwards on some measures.” The very idea of codesign is
meant to be reparative within the assimilationist and colonial education system that histori-
cally has been so damaging to Indigenous families and children (Kelly & Rigney, 2022; Shay
& Oliver, 2021). Bishop (2021) refers to schooling as causing ongoing, systemic harm to many
Indigenous students. In calling for sovereignty, Bishop would go further than suggesting code-
sign, which may not go far enough in its capacity to decolonise a damaging education system.

Lowe et al. (2019) systematically reviewed 32 studies to understand the barriers and enablers
of productive and genuine interactions between Indigenous communities and schools. A key
finding of this systematic review is that opportunities need to be made for Indigenous peoples
to have the chance to “co-construct” and participate collaboratively with schools and school
leaders in decision-making processes that impact their children's education (Lowe et al., 2019).
To ensure that shared decision making and community engagement are fostered, the purpose
of this engagement must be foregrounded. Mellor et al. (2004) report outlines the role of school
leaders in constructing community relationships. If any constructed vision created by the
school and community is to be successfully embraced and implemented, it must align with the
children's perceived needs as articulated by their families and communities (Eckermann, 1994;
Mellor et al., 2004). Community engagement and codesign are commonly noted as the way
forward, but fewer examples exist to demonstrate how this can be done.
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As noted, the health field has been most proactive in implementing the principles of code-
sign. Two recently published systematic literature reviews on codesign exist within this field.
King et al. (2022) systematic review on codesign for young people in the health and disabilities
sectors, including for Indigenous and non-Indigenous children, found no established defini-
tion of codesign; only 5 of the 15 studies included in the analysis were Australian-based, and
overall, there appeared to be a limited understanding of what codesign is. Further findings
suggest an overall scarcity of evaluation, with only one study including evaluative data. This
evaluation reported that while equity measures were associated with including specific groups,
there was a distinct lack of attending to power dynamics. Failing to recognise power differ-
entials is a concerning finding, particularly as Blomkamp (2018) proposes that “codesign thus
aligns normatively with community-driven development and deliberate democracy, which also
seek to enhance citizen participation and empowerment” (p. 722). Ansell and Gash (2007) also
recognise power imbalances as a key risk of codesign. One strategy that is enshrined in key
Indigenous research ethical guidelines such as the ATATSIS (2020) guidelines is the role of
Indigenous leadership as a strategy for addressing power imbalances. Our systematic literature
review specifically examined how Indigenous leadership was included, not just in the codesign
process itself but also in authorship of the papers.

Butler et al.' (2022) systematic literature review focuses on optimal approaches to code-
sign in health with First Nations Australians. Butler et al. (2022) propose that codesign is
emerging in health to improve outcomes for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples.
However, the process of codesign should be culturally safe and effective. The authors identified
99 papers while seeking to understand optimal approaches to codesign in health settings with
Indigenous peoples. They identified six key themes: First Nations leadership, inclusive part-
nerships, evidence-based decision making, respect, culturally grounded approaches and clear
benefits to Indigenous communities (p. 7). Their recommendation to develop evaluative and
monitoring frameworks for codesign reflects the dearth of reported evaluations of codesign
interventions. Unlike the systematic review by Butler et al. (2022) and King et al. (2022) identify
power and decision making as one of the key principles of codesign, particularly in Indigenous
health settings. As Moll et al. (2020, p. 2) explain, codesign is both a philosophy and a method.
The 99 papers that comprise Butler et al. (2022) systemic literature review include themes from
philosophical (conceptual) papers and empirical papers (wWhere codesigned projects were re-
ported with data). The proposed themes are useful and transferable to education contexts.

These two systemic reviews of codesign from the health field suggest that codesign comes
with a degree of caution. These cautions include claiming the use of codesign when there is
still a lack of conceptual clarity about its meaning. Codesign always includes issues related to
power and politics. Even though there is a lack of available evidence frameworks for codesign,
there is much optimism about the possibilities of codesign in policy and practice settings that
affect Indigenous peoples (Akama et al., 2019; Dillon, 2021). Approaches used in Indigenous
policy should be fit for purpose and utilise evidence, strategies and contextual approaches
to the discipline area. While there will always be a crossover with areas, such as Indigenous
health, in terms of potential translation of methodological or ideological policy approaches,
Indigenous education should be informed by the broader field of education, educational policy
and by scholarship and research developed in the field. The notion of evidence and what we
know should also be contested and debated as Indigenous-informed understandings in the
literature are critical in moving forward (Shay et al., 2023).

4 | METHODOLOGY

To address this paper's aim of providing insights into three areas of codesign (Conceptual,
Process and Evaluation), a systematic review using PRISMA guidelines has been conducted.
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PRISMA is a protocol-driven method developed for scientific and evidence-based systematic
review and has been used across various disciplines (Paz et al., 2016).

A systematised review of empirical research was conducted on 20 March 2023, across
five databases, including ProQuest, Scopus, Web of Science, EBSCO and ERIC. The search
was driven by key concepts relating to the research questions, including (1) Indigenous
peoples; (2) codesign concept; and (3) education. The search terms include various expres-
sions referring in close relation to each of these concepts. This is an attempt to expand the
scope of search, not to disregard the differences between these terms (e.g., we recognise
the differences between Indigenous peoples and ethnic minorities). The final terms in-
cluded were as follows:

(“Indigenous” OR “Aboriginal” OR “Torres Strait Islander” OR “First Nation” OR “Blak”
OR “Black” OR “Aborigin*” OR “ethnic minorit*”) AND (“co-design” OR “codesign” OR
“co-creation” OR “cocreation” OR “co-creat*” OR “cocreat*” OR “co-produce” OR “co-
produc*” OR “coproduce” OR “coproduc*” OR “participatory design”) AND (“education”
OR “school” OR “early childhood” OR “early-childhood” OR “education policy”).

To ensure that we were able to include studies which used codesign as a methodol-
ogy, which may have not included the term codesign in their titles, we designated the
search field to include the abstract. In addition to this, we were also cognizant about the
challenges faced by Indigenous/community-led research, including assembling a research
team, acquiring mainstream research funds and needing to “prove” their academic cred-
ibility (Olson-Pitawanakwat & Baskin, 2021), which impedes their chances of publishing
in mainstream journals and books. Considering this reality and to ensure we were finding
a way to address this in the systematic review, we expanded our search to also included
conference presentations/proceedings along with peer-reviewed journals, books, book
chapters and theses.

Prior to the initial search being undertaken, clear inclusion and exclusion criteria were set.
Table 1 details the inclusion and exclusion criteria used for this study.

The results of the initial searches identified 444 publications. After duplicates were re-
moved, 233 documents were screened through title and abstract reviews. After full-text re-
views, 61 documents coming from 13 countries (i.e., Canada, Australia, the United States and
New Zealand) were included for the larger study informing this paper. Figure 1 illustrates the
study selection process using PRISMA.

The 61 records were then categorised depending on their approach to codesign. After con-
sidering these documents, 33 out of 61 studies (leaving 28 documents) did not have any details
about either the codesign concept, process or evaluation despite mentioning codesign in their
abstract. This indicates the prevalence of superficial adoption of the term “codesign” without
substantial attention to the meaning and process of codesign. As we were looking not just for
explanations or theories of codesign but for lived examples of how codesigned projects were

TABLE 1 Inclusion and exclusion criteria.

Inclusion criteria Exclusion criteria

* Research including journal articles, books, book * Duplicate publications
chapters, theses, published conference presentations/ » Literature about non-Indigenous minority
proceedings groups (e.g., immigrants and refugees)

» Literature about/including codesign approaches with » Review-based research and editorials

Indigenous peoples

* Published in English

» Full-text available

* In the field of education (e.g., not health)

* The publication must be within the print dates of 1
January 2000 and 20 March 2023
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Identification 444 records identified through initial search (132 Scopus, 170
ProQuest, 105 Web of Science, 4 EBSCO, 33 ERIC)
Screening 233 records after duplicates removed
161 records excluded by title and
abstract following exclusion criteria:
e 83 were not about Indigenous
peoples
72 records after e 60 were not about education
title/abstract screening * 9 were not about codesign
e 9 were not empirical research
Eligibility
11 records excluded by full text
following exclusion criteria:
¢ e 5 were not about Indigenous
peoples
e 4 were not empirical research
e | was not about education
e 1 was full text not available
v
Included 61 records after full

text assessment

FIGURE 1 Study selection process using PRISMA.

conceptualised, carried out and evaluated, this narrowed our selection. Among the 28 docu-
ments with details about codesign, 13 employed codesign as methodology and 15 focused on
the three areas of conceptualisation, process and evaluation. This paper highlights the analysis
of these 15 documents.

5 | DATA ANALYSIS

The data presented were analysed using an inductive and deductive approach that was guided
by the three areas of focus: conceptualisation, process and evaluation (see Figure 2).

As outlined in the introduction, it is clear from the literature across fields that codesign
reports varied evidence and principles across all phases of the codesign process, includ-
ing the conceptual, process and evaluation phases. Using deductive and inductive quali-
tative analysis, with the deductive element comprising the three focus areas, allowed for
the grouping of data that assists in understanding these phenomena across the literature
(Azungah, 2018). Inductive analysis was also applied to the data from each paper to speak
to the areas of inquiry. These data were then coded under each group and further catego-
rised by higher-order headings (Elo & Kyngis, 2008). These could be quantified in some
areas, and for others, it was ranked according to how the data emerged inductively. For ex-
ample, to answer whether a conceptual framework was provided, it was not always a yes or
no answer. Inductive analysis was suited to the type of data generated from this systematic

85UB01 7 SUOILLOD AIIER.D 3dedt{dde ay) Aq peuiRAob 812 Sjo1e YO ‘8SN JO S9N 10y Akeuq18UIIUD AS]1A LD (SUONIPUOD-PUE-SWSIALIOY A8 |1 ARIq 1 U1 [UO//SANL) SUORIPUOD PUe SWIS 1 L1 89S *[6202/20/62] U0 ARIqITaUIUO AB]IAN *[10UNOD UOKeas9Y [EIIPBIN PUY UNESH [eUOIeN AQ 0ZE +5e/200T 0T/I0p/wod" A3 1M Afed)1Bul uo//:Sdy Wwouy pspeoiumod ' ‘vZ0Z ‘SSOv6E8T



SHAY ET AL.

Wi LEYJﬂ

conceptualisation

process

evaluation

FIGURE 2 Deductive and inductive analysis foci.

review as the knowledge was unknown in this field previously and quite fragmented across
the papers (Elo & Kyngis, 2008).

6 | FINDINGS

This section reports on the findings under the three areas of focus: codesign conceptuali-
sation, process and evaluation. The findings are presented using a variety of infographics
and tables with an analysis of each finding. We commence this section by demonstrating
the trend of codesign in line with government announcements of a policy shift toward code-
sign. Ten of the 15 papers (see Figure 3) were published since 2021, providing evidence of a
relatively quick surge in peer-reviewed papers where codesign has been used as a policy or
practice approach.

Of the 15 studies identified for inclusion for this systematic review, nine were Australian-
based studies. The rest of the studies were based in the United States (three), Canada (two) and
New Zealand (one). These countries have unique Indigenous policy settings with many distinct
contextual histories in relation to Indigenous policy and Indigenous education. It is important
to note that all these countries are colonised, include Indigenous populations and are relevant
to the Australian context. Table 2 outlined the papers identified for inclusion and the focus and
context of each paper.

6.1 | Codesign conceptualisation

This section outlines findings focusing on the conceptualisation of codesign underpinned by
two key questions: was codesign defined clearly in the paper? And did the paper use specific
codesign guidelines for enactment? The reason for including whether the paper uses codesign
guidelines was because this provides evidence of how codesign has been conceptualised and
what has informed this conceptualisation.
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Number of Publications

—_
S

N W R Y 3 0 O

1 I
0

2019 2020 2021 2022

Context of the publication

Intercultural communication workshop and multi-media
resources

A coach education and health promotion workshops series
providing specific opportunities for Aboriginal Australian
coaches

Curriculum for the course, “Teaching Language Arts in FNMI
(First Nations, Me'tis and Inuit) Contexts.”

Native sovereignty curriculum for K-12

Curriculum for undergraduate and postgraduate health
professions programmes

Early-stage university outreach interventions

Ngulluk Koolunga Ngulluk Koort project to help ameliorate
the disadvantage that many Aboriginal Koolunga (children)
and their families face, by building on the strengths of
Aboriginal people and culture

Supports and barriers for Aboriginal teachers from remote
communities who undertake teacher education

Escape room activity with a scenario that would support
students on their cultural learning journey

An educational virtual field trip (VFT) resource that weaves
understandings from Matauranga Maori and Geology to
teach about caldera volcanoes

Digital literacy skills training for senior students

Makerspace between the northern Californian Pinoleville Pomo
Nation (PPN) and a team from the University of California

Group and individual video projects investigating the North

Curriculum that followed student interest and leveraged a
learning environment focused on developing people-nature
relationships

2017 2018

FIGURE 3 Number of publications between 2017 and 2022.
TABLE 2 Included papers and context of paper.

Study Authors and year of publication

1. Armstrong et al. (2022)

2. Bennie et al. (2021)

3. Cardinal and Fenichel (2017)

4. Conrad (2022)

5. Delbridge et al. (2022)

6. Dollinger et al. (2021)

7. Farrant et al. (2019)

8. Hall (2019)

9. Moore et al. (2022)

10. Saha et al. (2022)

11. St John (2022)

12. Lopez (2022)

13. Robinson (2017)

14. Smith (2022)

15. St John and Akama (2022)

Design education programme with young adults from Ntaria
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TABLE 3 Codesign conceptualisation, examples and frequency.
Conceptualisation of codesign Examples Frequency
No definition 9
Definition provided Relational to community; respect for cultural protocols; 2

engagement throughout design process

Other participatory definition User-generated ideas in design process; to be carried 3
out with and by the community; involves systematic
inquiry, reflection and action; decision-making power
and ownership is shared between the researcher and
the community; bi-directional research capacity and
co-learning

Production of knowledge Knowledge co-production; knowledge sharing; knowledge 1
integration; knowledge interpretation; knowledge
application; shared process; co-research is equitable at
all stages

6.1.1 | How was codesign defined in the paper?

Understanding how codesign is defined and seeking conceptual clarity in how codesign is
used in Indigenous education settings forms the impetus for this systematic review. Overall,
the papers reporting on codesign processes in Indigenous education settings do not report how
they have conceptualised codesign or where the basis for their approach originated. Table 3
visually represents an analysis of how the author/s reported the conceptualisation of codesign
across the 15 papers.

As outlined in Table 3, few papers provided a definition of codesign despite the paper being
about codesign in an Indigenous education setting. Two papers (e.g., Lopez, 2022; St John &
Akama, 2022) provided definitions of codesign that emphasised the centrality of community
engagement and working with the community through the process. Three of the papers (e.g.,
Dollinger et al., 2021; Farrant et al., 2019; Smith, 2022) referenced participatory design and re-
search as well as community-based participatory research when defining codesign in their papers.
It was evident from these three papers that the notion of community engagement, partnership
and collaboration was understood as a critical aspect of the approach used and named codesign.
Castleden et al. (2012) propose that community-based participatory research is a process that is
fundamentally about shared power and decision making, co-learning and mutually beneficial
outcomes. The final paper (Robinson, 2017) documents similar principles of shared processes
in what Armitage et al. (2011) call knowledge gathering, sharing, interpretation and application.

6.1.2 | How do papers use specific codesign guidelines for enactment?

Analysing how the identified papers use existing scholarship or practice guidelines for codesign
provides important insights into how codesign is conceptualised to date in Indigenous education.
Most authors (8 of 15) draw from the participatory research literature when implementing code-
sign approaches in Indigenous education (e.g., S4, S6, S7, S11, S12, S13, S14 and S15). Two of the
15 papers (e.g., S3 and S8) drew from narrative research literature. However, only 4 of the 15 pa-
pers (S1, S5, S9 and S10) referenced frameworks developed by Indigenous researchers (inclusive of
Indigenous ways of being, knowing and doing) or an Indigenous organisation. A key finding from
this analysis is that although codesign used in Indigenous policy settings, such as in Indigenous
education where it is ostensibly about collaborating with Indigenous peoples, most scholarship to
date on effective processes is drawing from Western knowledge production and only a minority of
papers are referencing and using Indigenous knowledge frameworks and scholars.
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6.2 | Codesign process

6.2.1 | When was the codesign approach applied in the process?

The timing of codesign, including when, how and why codesigned projects are initiated, is
often mentioned as a key principle of codesign (Moll et al., 2020). In our review, there was
a general lack of clarity around the timing of the project, including who, for instance, had
initiated it in the first place and whether the partnership remained intact over the whole life
span of the project. The question of when codesign is applied addresses fundamental concerns
about the proper starting point for any codesign project outlined by Indigenous peoples (Moll
et al., 2020, p. 2). Figure 4 provides a visual representation of when codesign was reported to
be implemented in the process of codesign.

TABLE 4 When the codesign approach was applied in the study.

When the codesign approach was applied in the study Frequency
From early design but unsure how it was applied after 2

From early design and to mid-point of the study 1
From early design and continued until completion 6
Only during the mid-point of the study 4
From mid-point of the study and continued until completion 2

Figure 4 illustrates that while less than half of the papers explicitly reported codesign prior to or
upon implementation, there are signs that codesign needs to be implemented early in the project
phase. The second most frequent category (four papers) demonstrated codesign only during
mid-project, suggesting codesign was introduced early to mid-project with limited information
about what phases of and/or the principles of codesign continued. Where projects have applied,
codesign mid-project and on, the project may have been pre-conceptualised without Indigenous
peoples. There appeared to be strong evidence of Indigenous people being included in the later
design (past the problem identification phase) and during the codesign process.

6.2.2 | Evidence of clearly defined roles

Enacting codesign is recognised as being complex and resource intensive (Einfeld &
Blomkamp, 2021). Having clearly defined roles when bringing groups together with diverging
interests may assist in supporting the desired outcome. From the analysis, 53.3 per cent of the
papers (8/15) in this systematic review showed evidence of defining roles for those involved in

When codesign approach was applied

Only during the mid project

From mid-project and on

From early design to mid project

=
———— 1
From early design but not sure after | NEREEGE
——

From early design and on I

B Number of papers

FIGURE 4 When codesign was applied.
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the codesign process (e.g., S4, S5, S7, S9, S10, S12, S13 and S14). At just over half, it is apparent
that there is a need to have more emphasis placed on understanding roles in developing effec-
tive codesign processes.

6.2.3 | Evidence of indigenous leadership

Policy is shifting to recognise the need to work in new ways that elevate Indigenous peoples'
voices and facilitate Indigenous leadership. Therefore, it was essential to include an analysis
of the ways in which Indigenous leadership was evidenced across the papers. This supports an
evidence-based understanding of how codesign processes in Indigenous education to date can
include mechanisms for Indigenous leadership. Figure 5 shows how Indigenous leadership was
evident across the 15 papers.

Figure 5 highlights an important but concerning finding. Codesign is proposed as being a
process-oriented shift in Indigenous settings and fundamental to the codesign process. Yet,
our analysis demonstrated that there is no consistent evidence that Indigenous leadership is
part of codesign processes in Indigenous education for the included papers in this review,
with only a third of papers (33 per cent, 5/15) evidencing Indigenous leadership.

6.2.4 | Evidence of shared decision making

The concept of shared decision-making features in much of the literature cited in this paper
and beyond. This is related to the previous section about the timing of Indigenous representa-
tion. The use of “co” with design alone suggests that the process is not an individual pursuit
but rather a joint endeavour. Analysing how shared decision making was evident in the papers
gives us a deeper understanding of how Indigenous education has embraced a process with in-
terests from differing parties. Figure 6 outlines the findings across three areas: shared decision
making and decision-making processes are clearly demonstrated (e.g., S1, S4, S5, S7, S10, S13
and S15); some evidence of shared decision making, but these appear limited (e.g., S6, S8, S9,
S11, S12 and S14); and where there was no evidence or discussion about shared decision making
(e.g., S2 and S3).

= Indigenous leadership evident = Indigenous leadership limited

= Indigenous leadership unclear

FIGURE 5 Evidence of Indigenous leadership.
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= Shared decision making evident = Shared decision making limited

= Shared decision making unclear

FIGURE 6 Evidence of shared decision making.

6.2.5 | Indigenous voices representation

As with the inclusion of Indigenous leadership, exploring the evidence of how Indigenous
voices were incorporated and represented in a process that ostensibly seeks to include them is
critical in moving the field forward. From the papers included, there seems to be a lack of clar-
ity about how codesign approaches should include Indigenous peoples. There is also limited
evidence that indicates the studies are engaging consistently with Indigenous people to a point
where their voices are evident in the published paper: no evidence of Indigenous voice (three
papers); mention of engagement but limited detail (five papers); and Indigenous voices evident
(seven papers).

6.3 | Codesign evaluation

The pinnacle of understanding a policy or programme's success is having robust and fit-
for-purpose evaluative processes (Dreise & Mazurski, 2018; King et al., 2022). In codesign
literature broadly, evaluation and understanding of the success of a project using codesign
is emphasised as critical. This final section addresses the topic of evaluation by exploring
how evidence of evaluation is reported, if at all. The first data we report are whether the in-
cluded papers showed evidence of project evaluation. Figure 7 demonstrates the urgency of
addressing evaluation in codesigned projects, with only two papers undertaking evaluation
(e.g., S5, S9).

6.3.1 | Authorship

Although not directly addressing evaluation, in line with the previous discussion on the rep-
resentation of Indigenous voices in the process, it was important to consider how Indigenous
peoples are represented in the reporting of codesign projects. The analysis included a search
across authorship on all 15 papers to understand how Indigenous peoples were recognised for
their contribution to codesign. Figure 8 demonstrates Indigenous authorship representation.
Most papers had no evidence of Indigenous authorship. The second highest number of pa-
pers has no Indigenous codesign partners but had an Indigenous author on the team. Three
papers included the Indigenous codesign partners (notably not as a first author), and no papers
with an Indigenous codesign partner as an author. Who produces knowledge matters, and
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= Evaluation undertaken = No evaluation evident
FIGURE 7 Was the codesign project evaluated.
Authorship

8

7

6

S

4

3

2

1

0

Co-design partners as main Includes co-design No co-design partnersbut  No Indigenous persons
author partners (not as a main includes Indigenous
author) person(s)

m Number of papers

FIGURE 8 Indigenous authorship.

thus, who authors the story of knowledge production, is part of an overarching understanding
of how Indigenous peoples are positioned, represented and listened to (Shay et al., 2023). There
is no indication of whether Indigenous community members were invited as authors. The lack
of co-authorship of papers reporting on a codesign process with Indigenous peoples suggests
that co-authorship is not currently the practiced norm.

6.3.2 | Identified strengths of codesign

Across the 15 papers, several strengths of codesign in Indigenous education settings were iden-
tified. Improved relationships and understanding of the groups coming together were identi-
fied by several authors as a potential positive (Armstrong et al., 2022; Farrant et al., 2019; Saha
et al., 2022; St John, 2022). Some authors (such as Farrant et al., 2019; Hall, 2019) reflected
on how having a deeper understanding of differences in worldviews, values and cultures can
enrich a process and grow existing relationships. Saha et al. (2022) expanded on this notion
by proposing that through different worldviews converging in the process of codesign, mul-
tiple knowledge systems can provide a transformative lens and support affirming of identi-
ties. Codesign, through relationality, requires humility and expertise through experience over
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hierarchies of knowledge, which has formed the foundation of colonial settler relationships to
date (Conrad, 2022). Utilising codesign as a process can provide counter-narratives to the ex-
isting norms, including recognising Indigenous ontological processes such as yarning, stories
and visual imagery (Bennie et al., 2021; Cardinal & Fenichel, 2017; Conrad, 2022; St John, 2022;
St John & Akama, 2022).

6.3.3 | What challenges were outlined?

Many challenges were identified across the included 15 papers. The most prevalent concern to
emerge was that Western structures, such as Governments, do not accommodate the time and
resources required to incorporate Indigenous ways of being, knowing and doing through the
codesign process (Armstrong et al., 2022; Farrant et al., 2019; Lopez, 2022; Moore et al., 2022;
Robinson, 2017; Saha et al., 2022; St John, 2022; St John & Akama, 2022). This is a significant
barrier, yet the paradox is that codesign is presented as a shift in the process meant to allow
Indigenous voices, process and knowledge sharing to authentically be part of the process.
Some papers discussed the requirement of a disposition of humility, care, respect, patience
and being okay with discomfort. There were concerns that those working within Western in-
stitutions were not afforded the time to undertake their roles in such a way. For Indigenous
participants, Cardinal and Fenichel (2017), Delbridge et al. (2022) and Lopez (2022) raised
the issues of remuneration and appropriate compensation for Indigenous peoples and their
required expertise in the process.

7 | DISCUSSION

The key findings from this systematic review show that while there is much optimism about
the possibilities of codesign, there are several areas of concern from the conceptualisation,
process and evaluation. As codesign is espoused as a process to shift power dynamics that
enable Indigenous leadership, those undertaking codesign work must recognise the criticality
of Indigenous voices and authority as a vital part of the process. Findings from this review
demonstrate that this does not appear to have shifted significantly in applying codesign in
Indigenous education settings.

Ifa specific approach is to be used effectively in a policy setting, particularly with Indigenous
people, knowing the process and having a shared understanding between Indigenous and non-
Indigenous peoples is needed. Most papers in this systematic review appear to draw from the
participatory literature or principles. However, participatory literature is broad and is unable
to fully address the highly contextualised settings across Indigenous communities in Australia
such as differentiating, as a base starting point, between metropolitan, regional, rural or re-
mote communities. The term community was often used to describe the conceptual approach
to working with partners in a codesign setting. However, as outlined earlier in the background
of this paper, the notion of community and how it is defined (or ill-defined by non-Indigenous
peoples) is also problematic in educational policy (Shay & Lampert, 2022). Conceptual clarity
in understanding who is included and excluded in defining Indigenous communities, partic-
ularly by and from Indigenous peoples, is part of the codesign conceptualisation that is cur-
rently missing in the literature. Furthermore, a general need for conceptual clarity on what
codesign is philosophically and how those using codesign conceptualise effective processes is
emerging. What is clear is that there is no distinct data that centres the voices of Indigenous
peoples in defining and refining these ideas. As codesign has been introduced as an ostensible
panacea for past policy failures, conceptual clarity for Governments, schools and other bodies
using codesign to advance Indigenous education is urgently needed.
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The data showed that Indigenous leadership, Indigenous voices and shared decision making
were not prevalent across the papers. Dillon (2021) reported the shift to codesign as potentially
coinciding with the current political landscape of the referendum to change the constitution
to enshrine an Indigenous voice in parliament. Dillon (2021) proposes that in avoiding the
topic of Indigenous sovereignty, codesign could be seen in a similar way; no autonomy but
shared decision making and “meet[ing] Indigenous interests halfway” (p. 7). In Indigenous
health settings, Butler et al. (2022) identified factors of Indigenous leadership, respect, cultur-
ally grounded approaches, shared decision making and inclusive partnerships as foundational
to practical codesign. The authors further draw attention to the issue of power differentials
and propose that inappropriate use of codesign in Indigenous policy settings has the potential
to cause harm.

A critical issue in the process is the point at which a codesign process commences. There
are remaining questions about whether a codesign project must be conceptualised with
Indigenous peoples—whereby there is shared agreement about the location of the problem,
first and foremost. From there, critical parts of the codesign process, such as developing
shared expectations of outcomes, can commence. This is essential to encompass a shift in
power to shared decision making, Indigenous leadership and inclusion of Indigenous voices.
For example, one community may have an issue with low attendance of Indigenous students.
A school might go to the local community Elders and critical people and have a pre-developed
plan for addressing the issue. The community then gets a say in how the project is enacted.
The school might consider this codesign. However, the community has known of the issue
for some time, and all the young people in their community have talked to their parents and
Elders about several teachers at the school whom they do not feel safe around and who are
making racist comments when teaching history curriculum. Suppose the codesign process
commences from problem conceptualisation in the early stages. In that case, there is an op-
portunity for some of the aspirations outlined in the literature, such as governments drawing
from expert knowledge within local communities (Dreise & Mazurski, 2018) and moving
away from governments and other bodies defining the problems within the constraints of
funding and the worldviews of those implementing codesign (Einfeld & Blomkamp, 2021).
There is a risk of Indigenous voices being ignored if the codesign practice norm is to enact
codesign at a phase that suits the group wanting to codesign with Indigenous peoples.

The codesign evaluation data also raised opportunities for clarity and development. Only
two of the 15 papers address evaluation explicitly when the significance of evaluation of code-
sign is delineated in the literature essential in understanding codesign impact, successes and
lessons (Butler et al., 2022; Dreise & Mazurski, 2018). The Productivity Commission released
the Indigenous Evaluation Strategy in 2020. The purpose for its development was that despite
an enormous expenditure on Indigenous policy and programmes, the evidence of what works is
scarce because such limited resources and focus have been on quality evaluation of Indigenous
policy and programmes. The strategy further outlined how a quality evaluation will support
building a robust evidence base and ensure greater accountability and transparency of govern-
ments, funders, Indigenous peoples and communities (The Productivity Commission, 2020).
In line with the Indigenous Evaluation Strategy and aspirations outlined broadly in codesign
literature to achieve positive outcomes, any programme or policy using codesign as a named
process should have embedded evaluative processes that ensure Indigenous worldviews and
leadership are incorporated.

8 | CONCLUSION

This literature review had two aims. The first was to try to identify a more accurate or nu-
anced definition of codesign that would be helpful to researchers and practitioners working
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in education. While the 15 studies that inform this systemic review on codesign differ in their
contexts and purposes, they provide a valuable snapshot of definitions of codesign and insights
into how it can be done. Close readings of these papers also show what is missing in how code-
sign is conceptualised, what we know about the process and how codesign projects are evalu-
ated. If the aim of codesign is to dismantle or decolonise traditional concepts of relationships
where programmes or policies are done “to” rather than “with” Indigenous communities, the
more clarity, the better. Transparency is necessary if codesign is to produce more ethical pro-
cesses, benefiting Indigenous communities and non-Indigenous people who hope to improve
their practice. This is explicit in most literature on codesign, suggesting that most who utilise
codesign see their task (the “why”) as political and moral.

The second aim was to come closer to developing a set of standards for researchers to
use in their own conceptualisation, implementation and evaluation of codesigned proj-
ects. The findings from this systematic review provide an evidence-informed snapshot of
how codesign is currently conceptualised, enacted and evaluated in Indigenous education
settings. The findings enable us to conclude its possibilities, distinguish areas for devel-
opment, and consider how implementing and writing about codesign as a process in pol-
icy development in Indigenous education may or may not be doing anything differently
from past ideas. Developing an Indigenous and data-informed shared conceptualisation
of codesign processes and evaluation is most urgent if the aim is to move toward address-
ing equitable outcomes in Australia's education system or achieve different outcomes to
past approaches. Although several gaps and issues of concern were identified, the use of
codesign in Indigenous education policy and practice settings is a relatively new concept,
notwithstanding the many approaches that have attempted to embed collaborative part-
nerships as fundamental. Codesign studies should adhere to the standards identified in
this small, focused systemic literature review. That is, they should be codesigned with
Indigenous end-user communities from conception, they should document, regularly re-
view and assess their process to guarantee community-led approaches, and they should be
community evaluated for their impact. These should be minimum requirements for a proj-
ect to call itself codesigned. There is more to learn from the possibilities of codesign for the
future of Indigenous education.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

Marnee Shay: Conceptualization; funding acquisition; writing — original draft; methodol-
ogy; writing — review and editing; investigation; supervision; formal analysis; resources. Grace
Sarra: Writing — review and editing; conceptualization; investigation; funding acquisition. Jo
Lampert: Funding acquisition; conceptualization; investigation; writing — review and editing;
writing — original draft. Daeul Jeong: Methodology; formal analysis; writing — original draft;
writing — review and editing. Amy Thomson: Writing — original draft; formal analysis; writ-
ing — review and editing. Jodie Miller: Writing — review and editing; writing — original draft;
methodology; validation.

ORCID
Marnee Shay ©© https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2682-6850

REFERENCES

Australian Institute of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Studies (AIATSIS). (2020) AIATSIS Code of Ethics
for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Research. Available from: https://aiatsis.gov.au/research/ethical-resea
rch#:~text=The%20ATATSIS%20Code%200f%20Ethics,or%20communities%20involved%20in%20the

Akama, Y., Hagen, P. & Whaanga-Schollum, D. (2019) Problematizing replicable design to practice respectful, re-
ciprocal, and relational co-designing with Indigenous people. Design and Culture, 11(1), 59-84.

85201 SUOLUWIOD DAIER.D B|gedl|dde au Aq pauionob ae apile WO (8N JO SN 10j ARIq1T BUIUO 4311 UO (SUODIPUOY-PUR-SWLBILIOD™/B| 1M A% oUI UO//Sd 1Y) SUORIPUOD PUe SWLS | L) 39S *[5202/20/62] U0 ARIq1T8UIIUO /3|1 ‘10UN0D YoIessay [EIIPSIN PUY LHEH [RUO RN Ad 02 5e/200T 0T/10pui00"AB| i s puil|uo//Sdiy oy pepeolumoq ‘v ‘7202 ‘SS9v6esT


https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2682-6850
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2682-6850
https://aiatsis.gov.au/research/ethical-research#:~:text=The AIATSIS Code of Ethics,or communities involved in the
https://aiatsis.gov.au/research/ethical-research#:~:text=The AIATSIS Code of Ethics,or communities involved in the

SHAY ET AL. 861
WI LEYJ—

Armitage, D., Berkes, F., Dale, A., Kocho-Schellenberg, E. & Patton, E. (2011) Co-management and the co-
production of knowledge: learning to adapt in Canada's arctic. Global Environmental Change, 21(3),
995-1004.

Armstrong, E., Gapany, D., Maypilama, L., Bukulatjpi, Y., Fasoli, L., Ireland, S. et al. (2022) Rdl-manapanmirr
ga dhd-manapanmirr — collaborating and connecting: creating an educational process and multimedia re-
sources to facilitate intercultural communication. International Journal of Speech-Language Pathology,
24(5), 533-546.

Azungah, T. (2018) Qualitative research: deductive and inductive approaches to data analysis. Qualitative Research
Journal, 18(4), 383—400.

Bennie, A., Marlin, D., Apoifis, N. & White, R.L. (2021) “We were made to feel comfortable and ... safe” co-creating,
delivering, and evaluating coach education and health promotion workshops with Aboriginal Australian peo-
ples. Annals of Leisure Research, 24(1), 168—188.

Bishop, M. (2021) A rationale for the urgency of Indigenous education sovereignty: enough's enough. Australian
Educational Researcher, 48(3), 419-432.

Blomkamp, E. (2018) The promise of co-design for public policy. Australian Journal of Public Administration, 77(4),
729-743.

Butler, T., Gall, A., Garvey, G., Ngampromwongse, K., Hector, D., Turnbull, S. et al. (2022) A comprehensive re-

view of optimal approaches to co-design in health with First Nations Australians. International Journal of

Environmental Research and Public Health, 19(23), 16166.

Cardinal, T. & Fenichel, S. (2017) Indigenous education, relational pedagogy, and autobiographical narrative in-
quiry: a reflective journey of teaching teachers. In: Crossroads of the classroom (Vol. 28, pp. 243-273). Emerald
Publishing Limited. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1108/S1479-368720160000028019

Castleden, H., Morgan, V.S. & Lamb, C. (2012) “I spent the first year drinking tea”: exploring Canadian univer-
sity researchers' perspectives on community-based participatory research involving Indigenous peoples. The
Canadian Geographer, 56(2), 160—179.

Conrad, J. (2022) Structures for Indigenous sovereignty in research: disrupting settler colonial methods and relations
in research partnerships. Qualitative Research, 23(6), 1594-1619. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1177/14687
941221110178

Delbridge, R., Garvey, L., Mackelprang, J.L., Cassar, N., Ward-Pahl, E., Egan, M. et al. (2022) Working at a cul-
tural interface: co-creating Aboriginal health curriculum for health professions. Higher Education Research
and Development, 41(5), 1483-1498.

Dillon, M. (2021) Codesign in the Indigenous policy domain: risks and opportunities. Available from: https:/openr
esearch-repository.anu.edu.au/handle/1885/224450

Dollinger, M., D'Angelo, B., Naylor, R., Harvey, A. & Mahat, M. (2021) Participatory design for community-based
research: a study on regional student higher education pathways. Australian Educational Researcher, 48(4),
739-755.

Dreise, T. & Mazurski, E. (2018) Weaving knowledges. Available from: https://apo.org.au/node/261981

Eckermann, A.-K. (1994) One classroom, many cultures. St Leonards, NSW: Allen & Unwin.

Einfeld, C. & Blomkamp, E. (2021) Nudge and co-design: complementary or contradictory approaches to policy
innovation? Policy Studies, 43(5), 901-919.

Elo, S. & Kyngis, H. (2008) The qualitative content analysis process. Journal of Advanced Nursing, 62(1), 107-115.

Farrant, B.M., Shepherd, C.C.J., Michie, C., Scrine, C., Wright, M., Ilich, N. et al. (2019) Delivering elder-and
community-led Aboriginal early childhood development research: Lessons from the Ngulluk Koolunga
Ngulluk Koort project. Children, 6(10), 106.

Fredericks, B. & Bradfield, A. (2021) More than a thought bubble: the Uluru Statement from the Heart and
Indigenous voice to parliament. M/C Journal, 24(1). Available from: https://doi.org/10.5204/mcj.2738

Grindell, C., Coates, E., Croot, L. & O'Cathain, A. (2022) The use of co-production, co-design and co-creation
to mobilise knowledge in the management of health conditions: a systematic review. BMC Health Services
Research, 22(1), 877.

Hall, L. (2019) Making space for knowledge intersections in remote teacher education research — ways of being and
tools for doing. Journal of Intercultural Studies, 40(1), 85-99.

Holt, L. (2021) Tulking strong: the National Aboriginal Education Committee and the Development of Aboriginal edu-
cation policy. Sydney: Aboriginal Studies Press.

Kelly, S. & Rigney, L.-I. (2022) Unsettling the reason of time: Indigenist epistemology and the child in the Australian
curriculum. Discourse (Abingdon, England), 43(3), 386—404. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1080/01596306.
2021.2019889

King, PT., Cormack, D., Edwards, R., Harris, R. & Paine, S.-J. (2022) Co-design for Indigenous and other
children and young people from priority social groups: a systematic review. SSM — Population Health, 18,
101077.

Locke, M., Trudgett, M. & Page, S. (2023) Australian Indigenous early career researchers: unicorns, cash cows and
performing monkeys. Race Ethnicity and Education, 26(1), 1-17.

85201 SUOLUWIOD DAIER.D B|gedl|dde au Aq pauionob ae apile WO (8N JO SN 10j ARIq1T BUIUO 4311 UO (SUODIPUOY-PUR-SWLBILIOD™/B| 1M A% oUI UO//Sd 1Y) SUORIPUOD PUe SWLS | L) 39S *[5202/20/62] U0 ARIq1T8UIIUO /3|1 ‘10UN0D YoIessay [EIIPSIN PUY LHEH [RUO RN Ad 02 5e/200T 0T/10pui00"AB| i s puil|uo//Sdiy oy pepeolumoq ‘v ‘7202 ‘SS9v6esT


https://doi.org/10.1108/S1479-368720160000028019
https://doi.org/10.1177/14687941221110178
https://doi.org/10.1177/14687941221110178
https://openresearch-repository.anu.edu.au/handle/1885/224450
https://openresearch-repository.anu.edu.au/handle/1885/224450
https://apo.org.au/node/261981
https://doi.org/10.5204/mcj.2738
https://doi.org/10.1080/01596306.2021.2019889
https://doi.org/10.1080/01596306.2021.2019889

862 SHAY ET AL.
—I—Wl LEY

Lopez, E.C.D. (2022) Co-designing an Indigenous making learning ecology centered in wellbeing. Ph.D thesis,
University of California.

Lowe, K., Harrison, N., Tennent, C., Guenther, J., Vass, G. & Moodie, N. (2019) Factors affecting the development of
school and Indigenous community engagement: a systematic review. Australian Educational Researcher, 46(2),
253-271.

Martin, K. (2008) Please knock before you enter: Aboriginal regulation of outsiders and the implications for researchers.
Teneriffe: Post Pressed.

Mellor, S., Corrigan, M. & Australian Council for Educational Research Content Provider. (2004) The case for
change: a review of contemporary research on Indigenous education outcomes. Camberwell, VIC: Australian
Council for Educational Research.

Moll, S., Wyndham-West, M., Mulvale, G., Park, S., Buettgen, A., Phoenix, M. et al. (2020) Are you really doing
‘codesign’? Critical reflections when working with vulnerable populations. BMJ Open, 10(11), ¢038339.

Moore, L., Campbell, N., Bower, M., Stothers, K. & Kennedy, E. (2022) Co-designing an educational escape
room: integrating the knowledge and perspective of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people with the
design of an educational activity for healthcare students. Focus on Health Professional Education, 23(3),
73-80.

Moreton-Robinson, A. (2019) Engaging the white possessive. Kalfou (Santa Barbara, Calif.), 6(1), 68-72. Available
from: https://doi.org/10.15367/kf.v6i1.231

Nakata, N.M. (2022) AARE 2021—Radford Lecture (R)e-imagining Indigenous education research. Australian
Educational Researcher, 49(5), 865-877. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1007/s13384-022-00584-7

National Indigenous Australians Agency. (2019) Indigenous voice codesign process announced. Available from: https://
www.niaa.gov.au/news-centre/indigenous-affairs/indigenous-voice-co-design-process-announced

Olson-Pitawanakwat, B. & Baskin, C. (2021) In between the missing and murdered: the need for Indigenous-led
responses to trafficking. Affilia, 36(1), 10-26.

Paz, M.A., De-La-Sierra, A., Sdez, M., Barcelo, M.A., Rodriguez, J.J., Castro, S. et al. (2016) Treatment efficacy of
anti-hypertensive drugs in monotherapy or combination: ATOM systematic review and meta-analysis of ran-
domized clinical trials according to PRISMA statement. Medicine (Baltimore), 95(30), e4071.

Philip, T.M., Way, W., Garcia, A.D., Schuler-Brown, S. & Navarro, O. (2013) When educators attempt to make “com-
munity” a part of classroom learning: the dangers of (mis)appropriating students' communities into schools.
Teaching and Teacher Education, 34, 174—183.

Queensland Government. (2023) Local community engagement through codesign. Department of Education.
Available from: https://education.qld.gov.au/about-us/budgets-funding-grants/grants/state-schools/core-fundi
ng/local-community-engagement-through-co-design

Robinson, S. (2017) “Take it from the top” video project: Northern perspectives on the north, the south and newcomers
to their land. Ph.D thesis, University of Essex.

Saha, S., Tapuke, S., Kennedy, B., Tolbert, S., Tapuke, K., Macfarlane, A. et al. (2022) A place-based virtual field
trip resource that reflects understandings from multiple knowledge systems for volcano hazard education in
Aotearoa NZ: lessons from collaborations between Maori and non-Maori. Journal of Geoscience Education, 71,
388-402.

Shay, M. & Lampert, J. (2022) Community according to whom? An analysis of how Indigenous ‘community’ is de-
fined in Australia's through growth to achievement 2018 report on equity. Critical Studies in Education, 63(1),
47-63.

Shay, M. & Oliver, R. (2021) Indigenous education in Australia. Oxon: Routledge. Available from: https://doi.org/10.
4324/9780429263453

Shay, M., Sarra, G. & Lampert, J. (2023) Indigenous education policy, practice and research: unravelling the tangled
web. Australian Educational Researcher, 50(1), 73-88.

Slattery, P., Saeri, A.K. & Bragge, P. (2020) Research co-design in health: a rapid overview of reviews. Health
Research Policy and Systems, 18(1), 1-13.

Smith, H.L. (2022) Landscape lessons: co-designing a relational approach for learning in complex social-ecological
systems dynamics. Ph.D thesis, University of Idaho.

St John, N. (2022) Working together with “ilkwatharra” good feelings. In: Vlackhokyriakos, V. et al. (Eds.)
Proceedings of the participatory design conference 2022-Volume 2. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1145/35377
97.3537807

St John, N. & Akama, Y. (2022) Reimagining co-design on country as a relational and transformational practice.
CoDesign, 18(1), 16-31.

The Department of Prime Minister and Cabinet. (2020) National Agreement on Closing the Gap. Available from:
https://www.closingthegap.gov.au/national-agreement

The Productivity Commission. (2020) Indigenous evaluation strategy. Available from: https://www.pc.gov.au/inqui
ries/completed/indigenous-evaluation/strategy/indigenous-evaluation-strategy.pdf

Williams, R. (1999) The new politics of corruption. Third World Quarterly, 20(3), 487-489.

Williams, R. (2014) Keywords: a vocabulary of culture and society. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

85UB01 7 SUOILLOD AIIER.D 3dedt{dde ay) Aq peuiRAob 812 Sjo1e YO ‘8SN JO S9N 10y Akeuq18UIIUD AS]1A LD (SUONIPUOD-PUE-SWSIALIOY A8 |1 ARIq 1 U1 [UO//SANL) SUORIPUOD PUe SWIS 1 L1 89S *[6202/20/62] U0 ARIqITaUIUO AB]IAN *[10UNOD UOKeas9Y [EIIPBIN PUY UNESH [eUOIeN AQ 0ZE +5e/200T 0T/I0p/wod" A3 1M Afed)1Bul uo//:Sdy Wwouy pspeoiumod ' ‘vZ0Z ‘SSOv6E8T


https://doi.org/10.15367/kf.v6i1.231
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13384-022-00584-7
https://www.niaa.gov.au/news-centre/indigenous-affairs/indigenous-voice-co-design-process-announced
https://www.niaa.gov.au/news-centre/indigenous-affairs/indigenous-voice-co-design-process-announced
https://education.qld.gov.au/about-us/budgets-funding-grants/grants/state-schools/core-funding/local-community-engagement-through-co-design
https://education.qld.gov.au/about-us/budgets-funding-grants/grants/state-schools/core-funding/local-community-engagement-through-co-design
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429263453
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429263453
https://doi.org/10.1145/3537797.3537807
https://doi.org/10.1145/3537797.3537807
https://www.closingthegap.gov.au/national-agreement
https://www.pc.gov.au/inquiries/completed/indigenous-evaluation/strategy/indigenous-evaluation-strategy.pdf
https://www.pc.gov.au/inquiries/completed/indigenous-evaluation/strategy/indigenous-evaluation-strategy.pdf

SHAY ET AL. 863
WI LEYJ—

Wright, M., Brown, A., Dudgeon, P., McPhee, R., Coffin, J., Pearson, G. et al. (2021) Our journey, our story: a study
protocol for the evaluation of a co-design framework to improve services for Aboriginal youth mental health
and well-being. BMJ Open, 11(5), ¢042981.

AUTHOR BIOGRAPHIES

Marnee Shay is an associate professor and principal research fellow in the School of
Education at The University of Queensland. Her mother's family are from Wagiman
Country in the Daly River region of the Northern Territory. Marnee has an extensive
research programme in Indigenous education, Indigenous education policy and flexi
schooling.

Grace Sarra is a professor and researcher and is of Aboriginal heritage (Bindal and Birri
clans of the Birrigubba nation) and Torres Strait Islander heritage (Mauar, Stephen and
Murray Islands). She has more than 30years of experience in teaching and leadership roles
in schools and universities.

Jo Lampert is Professor of Teacher Education for Social Transformation at Monash
University. She works in community engagement, social justice education and with critical
theory to reform how teachers work alongside the young people who need them most, their
families and communities.

Daeul Jeong is a research fellow at Queensland University of Technology. She is a former
NGO worker who worked with Indigenous peoples in Laos. Her research interest includes
education for Indigenous peoples, education policy and global education frameworks.

Amy Thomson is a Mandandanji woman and Doctorate of Philosophy student enrolled
in the School of Education at the University of Queensland. Amy works as a senior re-
search assistant and previously worked as a secondary English and Music teacher. Amy was
Chief Investigator in the Australian Government's Diversity in STEM review: “Big mob
STEM it up!” project and is an associate investigator in UQ's ARC Centre of Excellence for
Indigenous Futures. Amy's research interests are codesign, Indigenous education, English
and literature.

Associate Professor Jodie Miller is a non-Indigenous educational researcher at the
University of Queensland. Her research focuses on improving the educational outcomes
and experiences of students most at-risk of marginalisation in schools, particularly in the
areas of mathematics, STEM and Indigenous education. Prior to working in universities,
Jodie was a primary classroom teacher.

How to cite this article: Shay, M., Sarra, G., Lampert, J., Jeong, D., Thomson, A. & Miller,
J. (2024) Codesign in Indigenous education policy and practice—A systematic literature
review. Australian Journal of Social Issues, 59, 844—863. Available from: https:/doi.
org/10.1002/ajs4.320

85201 SUOLUWIOD DAIER.D B|gedl|dde au Aq pauionob ae apile WO (8N JO SN 10j ARIq1T BUIUO 4311 UO (SUODIPUOY-PUR-SWLBILIOD™/B| 1M A% oUI UO//Sd 1Y) SUORIPUOD PUe SWLS | L) 39S *[5202/20/62] U0 ARIq1T8UIIUO /3|1 ‘10UN0D YoIessay [EIIPSIN PUY LHEH [RUO RN Ad 02 5e/200T 0T/10pui00"AB| i s puil|uo//Sdiy oy pepeolumoq ‘v ‘7202 ‘SS9v6esT


https://doi.org/10.1002/ajs4.320
https://doi.org/10.1002/ajs4.320

	Codesign in Indigenous education policy and practice—A systematic literature review
	Abstract
	1  |  INTRODUCTION
	2  |  WHO ARE WE?
	3  |  BACKGROUND
	4  |  METHODOLOGY
	5  |  DATA ANALYSIS
	6  |  FINDINGS
	6.1  |  Codesign conceptualisation
	6.1.1  |  How was codesign defined in the paper?
	6.1.2  |  How do papers use specific codesign guidelines for enactment?

	6.2  |  Codesign process
	6.2.1  |  When was the codesign approach applied in the process?
	6.2.2  |  Evidence of clearly defined roles
	6.2.3  |  Evidence of indigenous leadership
	6.2.4  |  Evidence of shared decision making
	6.2.5  |  Indigenous voices representation

	6.3  |  Codesign evaluation
	6.3.1  |  Authorship
	6.3.2  |  Identified strengths of codesign
	6.3.3  |  What challenges were outlined?


	7  |  DISCUSSION
	8  |  CONCLUSION
	AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
	ORCID
	REFERENCES


