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A B S T R A C T

Aim: This scoping review maps the literature on public involvement in pre-registration nursing education, 
focusing on educational activities and the explicit theories, frameworks or models used to inform or justify these 
activities to support educational practice.
Background: Public involvement is an established and expanding feature of pre-registration nursing education. 
However, there is limited clarity regarding the range of activities currently undertaken and the extent to which 
these are informed by theories, frameworks or models.
Design: A scoping review.
Methods: A systematic search was conducted in CINAHL Ultimate, Medline, Scopus, ERIC, PsychINFO, Emcare, 
Australian Education Index and ProQuest Dissertations. The review followed the principles of the Joanna Briggs 
Institute methodology, the PRISMA-ScR checklist and guidance on artificial intelligence use in evidence 
synthesis.
Results: The review included 144 sources with diverse methodologies and geographical origins. A wide range of 
public involvement activities were identified, most commonly direct involvement in educational activities such 
as storytelling, teaching and developing materials. Few sources provided detailed descriptions of activities, 
learning outcomes, evaluation mechanisms or required resources. Only a small number of sources explicitly used 
theories, frameworks, or models to justify involvement or inform their educational design, although many 
referenced broader conceptual or policy drivers.
Conclusion: Public involvement in pre-registration nursing education encompasses diverse activities with varied 
conceptual underpinnings. Greater transparency in reporting, including clearer descriptions of activities and 
their evaluation, is needed to strengthen the evidence base, support practice and empower stakeholders.

1. Introduction

Pre-registration nursing education is tasked to meet national and 
international quality standards and align with population needs (World 
Health Organization, 2021). Public involvement is a growing element of 
pre-registration nursing education and rationalised by reference to de
mocracy (Rowland et al., 2019), civic responsibilities (Scott et al., 2021; 
Towle et al., 2010) and social justice (Feijoo-Cid et al., 2024). In 
countries such as the UK and Australia, there are explicit accreditation 
requirements for nursing pre-registration education to include public 
involvement (Australian Nursing and Midwifery Accreditation Council, 

2019; Nursing and Midwifery Council, 2023). Although accreditation 
requirements are most explicit in these countries, understanding how 
public involvement is undertaken may also be relevant to to educators in 
settings where it is less established. Public involvement has resonance 
for nursing as there is growing emphasis on care being person-centred 
(McCormack, 2017) and the importance of therapeutic relationships 
(Feo et al., 2017).

This review focuses on public involvement in pre-registration 
nursing education (programmes leading to initial professional registra
tion or licensure as a nurse). For this review, public involvement in pre- 
registration nursing education was defined as the active and purposeful 
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contribution of members of the public to educational activities for pre- 
registration nursing students. Terminology is a consistent challenge 
within public involvement (Burnier et al., 2022; Scammell et al., 2016; 
Towle et al., 2010; Tørring and Pedersen, 2022). A wide variety of ter
minology is used to describe public involvement, and this has been 
found to be confusing (Burnier et al., 2022). Since language in this 
context transmits values and beliefs (Spencer et al., 2011) and is closely 
aligned to power and control (McLaughlin, 2009), the term public 
involvement has been used in this review to be inclusive and, in an 
attempt, to avoid language perceived as pejorative or demeaning.

When contributing to pre-registration nursing education, the public 
can provide unique understandings of individual experiences (Horgan 
et al., 2020), giving insights that cannot be generated internally in 
pre-registration nursing education (Happell et al., 2020). This suggests 
that public involvement is not solely concerned with representation but 
also with the inclusion of distinct forms of knowledge. However, though 
mandated, it is not clear how public involvement should be oper
ationalised (Smith et al., 2016) and there are concerns that literature on 
public involvement is not always explicit on how it is informed by 
pedagogical theory or frameworks (Bennett-Weston et al., 2023; Bock
ing et al., 2019).

Alongside evolving regulatory, accreditation and workforce expec
tations (Australian Nursing and Midwifery Accreditation Council, 2019; 
Nursing and Midwifery Council, 2023), several broader developments 
have created new considerations for public involvement in 
pre-registration nursing education. First, there is a growing emphasis on 
the importance of pedagogical methods and technologies to operation
alise nursing education (World Health Organization, 2021) and this 
extends to public involvement. Second, pre-registration nursing educa
tion is resource intensive and greater considerations of value for money 
have put additional attention on pedagogical quality and effective use of 
resources (O’Connor et al., 2021; Towle et al., 2010). Third, societal 
demographics demonstrate that increasing numbers of nurses will be 
required in future, suggesting larger course numbers (Boniol et al., 2022; 
NHS England, 2023). Fourth, higher education is still emerging from 
technological changes brought by the COVID− 19 pandemic where 
technology was operationalised and adapted to meet new and emerging 
needs (Rapanta et al., 2021). Finally, there is growing awareness of 
nursing students’ diverse learning needs, such as student neurodiversity, 
(Ramjan et al., 2025; Royal College of Nursing, 2022), which may 
require reasonable adjustments which have an impact on on public 
involvement. In this context there is a need to ensure that public 
involvement activities and their underpinning theories align with the 
current reality of pre-registration nursing education, are designed to 
enhance student learning and are grounded in an appropriate evidence 
base (O’Connor et al., 2021; World Health Organization, 2021).

Against this backdrop, understanding how public involvement is 
undertaken and how student learning is conceptualised may support 
nurse educators in making informed pedagogical decisions. Educators 
need high-quality information to support informed and intentional 
choices about public involvement and to ensure involvement activities 
are underpinned by an appropriate evidence base (Haycock-Stuart et al., 
2016). Without careful consideration of the nature of the educational 
activities and how the learning occurs, there is a risk of public 
involvement being performative or tokenistic rather than making a 
meaningful contribution to student learning (McCutcheon and Gormley, 
2014; Odejimi et al., 2021). Reports of public involvement contributors 
and nursing educators perceiving certain activities such as storytelling 
or providing testimony as tokenistic highlight the importance of care
fully designing involvement activities (Happell and Bennetts, 2016; 
McPhee et al., 2023; Questroy et al., 2022). At the same time, changes in 
pre-registration nursing education, including the need to expand nursing 
education capacity (World Health Organization, 2025), larger student 
cohorts (Scammell et al., 2016) and the growth of digital and hybrid 
learning approaches (Janes et al., 2023), suggest there is scope for 
innovation and adaption in how public involvement is undertaken.

Previous reviews on public involvement in pre-registration nursing 
education have contributed to understanding, however, methodological 
and conceptual limitations remain. These include the searches being 
conducted a significant time ago (Scammell et al., 2016), concentrating 
on clinical education or academic education in isolation (Suikkala et al., 
2018; Tørring and Pedersen, 2022) and attention to co-production 
involving the public and students (O'Connor et al., 2021). Other re
views have not explicitly explored the pedagogy involved (Tørring and 
Pedersen, 2022) or focused on the effects of public involvement, with 
little detail on the activities or the pedagogical approaches (Alberti 
et al., 2023). Reviews that have focused on theory have typically 
required specific detail about the theory to be reported, resulting in a 
detailed exploration of only a small number of articles within this broad 
topic (Bennett-Weston et al., 2023). Therefore, a scoping review is 
needed to systematically map current public involvement activities and 
their underlying theories, providing a comprehensive synthesis of 
involvement activities and pedagogical underpinnings across 
pre-registration nursing education.

2. The review

2.1. Objective and review questions

The objective of this scoping review is to map literature on public 
involvement in pre-registration nursing educational activities by 
extracting details of the activities, how they are operationalised and the 
theories, frameworks or models stated as informing or justifying them. 
The review has two questions: 

• What types of educational activities involving members of the public 
are described in pre-registration nursing education?

• How are theories, frameworks or models used to inform or justify 
public involvement in pre-registration nursing educational activities 
reported in the literature?

3. Methods

3.1. Design

A scoping review was selected as it facilitates identification of 
available heterogenous evidence in an exploratory and descriptive 
manner (Grant and Booth, 2009; Peters et al., 2021) in areas where 
evidence is still developing (Mak and Thomas, 2022). The design of this 
scoping review was informed by the JBI methodology for scoping re
views with its nine stages (Peters et al., 2020) and reporting aligns with 
the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic reviews and Meta-Analyses 
extension for Scoping Reviews (PRISMA-ScR) Checklist (Tricco et al., 
2018). The original protocol for this scoping review was registered 
with Open Science Framework https://osf.io/a5y36/. The scoping re
view protocol was peer reviewed by a JBI trained reviewer and two 
volunteer members of the public.

3.2. Search methods

Following the JBI manual, Population, Concept, Context was used to 
structure the inclusion and exclusion criteria (Peters et al., 2020). Full 
details of the inclusion and exclusion criteria are available in Table 1. 
The population consisted of members of the public, who at the time of 
their involvement, were not acting in a professional healthcare capacity 
or were not students undertaking in healthcare studies. This restriction 
was to facilitate focus on members of the public rather than healthcare 
professionals or healthcare students. The concept was active and pur
poseful involvement in a nursing pre-registration educational activity. 
Active and purposeful involvement was used to distinguish between 
incidental interactions between members of the public and nursing 
students where the public were undergoing healthcare treatment or 
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investigation and were not actively engaged in specific purposeful 
educational activity. The inclusion and exclusion criteria were pur
posely broad to facilitate inclusion of sources even if there were not 
comprehensive descriptions of how educational activities occurred. The 
context included all settings where pre-registration nursing education 
takes place. There were no restrictions on publication type and all lan
guages were included. Sources published after 2014 were included to 
focus on current public involvement activity and update the earlier re
view conducted by Scammell et al. (2016).

3.3. Search strategy

A comprehensive search string was developed by reading and 
reviewing public involvement articles, exploring previous reviews and 
testing the search in CINAHL, Medline and ERIC. The search string was 
then amended and refined before being translated with assistance from 
the Bond University Institute of Evidenced-based Healthcare, Systematic 
Review Accelerator tool (Clark et al., 2020). The following databases 
were used: CINAHL Ultimate (EBSCO), Medline (Ovid), SCOPUS 
(Elsevier), ERIC (ProQuest), Emcare (Ovid), Australian Education Index 
(ProQuest), PsycINFO (Ovid) and ProQuest Dissertations & Theses 
Global (ProQuest). The search string was tested by assessing whether 
known articles were retrieved. The search process was discussed and 

reviewed by an experienced university librarian and final searches 
completed in April 2025.

3.4. Screening process

Abstracts of sources retrieved from the database search results were 
pre-screened using a bespoke AI screening tool developed specifically 
for this review (see (Mudd et al., 2025) for details redacted for ano
nymity). This bespoke pre-screening method was designed to remove 
highly irrelevant results and aligns with the principles included in the 
Position Statement on Artificial Intelligence (AI) Use in Evidence Syn
thesis Across Cochrane, the Campbell Collaboration, JBI and the 
Collaboration for Environmental Evidence 2025 (Flemyng et al., 2025). 
Results of pre-screening were uploaded into Covidence (Covidence, 
2025) and duplicates were removed. Sources without readily available 
abstracts at the database stage were accessed and missing abstracts 
located. As per JBI guidance (Peters et al., 2020), a random selection of 
25 sources underwent pilot testing amongst the team using the inclusion 
and exclusion criteria. The team met to discuss the pilot, and consensus 
was achieved amongst the reviewers. The team agreed that abstract 
screening should continue conducted by the lead author. During this 
period there was regular team discussion of progress until all abstracts 
were reviewed. For full text review, a random selection of 28 sources, 
10% of the sample, underwent pilot testing among the team. Again, the 
team met to discuss the results, consensus was achieved amongst the 
reviewers and screening continued by the lead author. Where full text 
review and/or extraction made explicit reference to another potential 
source of interest for this review, that source was reviewed as per the 
inclusion/exclusion criteria.

3.5. Data extraction

A data extraction tool was developed in Microsoft Excel to provide a 
descriptive summary of the results aligned to the objective and research 
questions and specifically noting the source characteristics, followed by 
details of public involvement activities and underlying theory or peda
gogy. As the review included both review and non-review sources, two 
versions of the data extraction tool were developed to align with the 
different source types. Due to time and feasibility, authors were not 
contacted where information was missing from the sources. Sources 
were not excluded on this basis and remained eligible for inclusion in the 
review. A piloting of the data extraction tool with 6 sources was per
formed and the team met to discuss progress and agree consensus. There 
was no critical appraisal of sources as per JBI guidance (Peters et al., 
2020). To support transparency, reproducibility and future research, 
review materials including the protocol, full search strategies, database 
translations, data extraction template and extraction dataset are avail
able on the Open Science Framework https://osf.io/a5y36/.

3.6. Data analysis and presentation

Data analysis followed JBI guidance and focused on descriptive 
mapping of the sources in regard to the two research questions (Peters 
et al., 2020). Where multiple sources described the same specific pub
lic involvement activity, then the activity was treated as the unit of 
analysis to avoid duplication or over-representation of an activity. For 
example, one source may describe an activity and evaluate it from a 
public perspective, while another evaluates the same activity from the 
student perspective. Although reported in two sources, this represents 
one activity.

4. Results

The results are presented in three sections. The first reports the se
lection of all included sources. The second presents findings from the 
non-review sources, including their characteristics, the educational 

Table 1 
Inclusion and exclusion criteria.

Inclusion Exclusion

Population Members of the public Professionals employed within 
the healthcare settings or 
students enrolled in healthcare 
courses

Concept Public involvement must be 
conscious 
Public involvement must be 
within a nursing pre- 
registration educational 
activity 
Public involvement can take 
any form 
Articles that explore staff/ 
public/patient/academic 
experiences of engagement can 
be included if they discuss the 
type of public involvement or 
pedagogical or theoretical 
underpinning of involvement

Interactions between nurses or 
nursing students and members of 
the public without specific 
educational activity 
Activities where the public are 
unaware of the educational 
activity 
Descriptions of theoretical 
frameworks without discussion of 
potential practical application 
Involvement not related to 
education (e.g. public 
involvement in research or 
clinical practice) 
Descriptions of public 
involvement in educational 
recruitment activities (e.g. public 
involvement in interviews for 
educational recruitment) 
Education focused on 
interprofessional activity rather 
than nursing specific activity 
Descriptions of actors or people 
role playing as people receiving 
care

Context Public involvement can take 
place at any location where 
nursing pre-registration 
educational activities are 
undertaken (university, 
hospital, clinic etc.) 
Public involvement can take 
place at any time and in any 
country or territory

Public involvement in medical or 
allied health led educational 
activities where nursing students 
are incidental or peripheral 
participants

Sources of 
evidence

Articles in any language 
– All types of publications 
indexed in professional 
databases, including but not 
limited to primary research, 
secondary research, case 
studies, evaluations and theses

​

Time frame Published since 2014 ​
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activities involving members of the public and the theories, frameworks 
or models associated with these activities. The final section summarises 
the review sources.

4.1. Source selection

Across the eight databases, 9066 sources were identified of which 
3289 were duplicates identified by Covidence. 5591 sources containing 
an abstract were pre-screened using the bespoke AI screening tool and 
4087 were excluded. 186 sources were unable to be pre-screened using 
AI and proceeded for manual review. Thereafter, 1690 sources under
went researcher title and abstract screening, 63 further duplicates were 
removed and 1349 sources excluded. In total 278 full text sources were 
assessed for eligibility and 141 were excluded (for full breakdown please 
see Fig. 1, the completed PRISMA flowchart). During full text review and 
data extraction a further 7 sources were identified and included. Overall, 
144 sources were included in the review, 131 were a range of primary 
research, discursive papers and case studies, while 13 were review 
articles.

4.2. Non-review sources

4.2.1. Source characteristics
This section reports the characteristics of the non-review sources 

(n = 131). Sources were published between 2014 and 2025. Publica
tions increased steadily from 2014 until a peak in 2020 and then a small 
decline in the years to 2025. (Note the search was conducted in April 
2025). Sources originated from a range of countries across Europe, 
North America, Asia and Oceania, with the largest contributions from 
the UK (n = 58), Australia (n = 28) and the USA (n = 11). Table 2
provides a breakdown of published sources by country. Eight of the 
multi-country sources related to the same project reported across 
different publications. The inclusion criteria permitted all publication 

types, resulting in a heterogenous mix of sources, including empirical 
research, descriptive reports, case studies, commentaries and evalua
tions. Table 3 demonstrates the different publication types.

4.2.2. Educational activities involving members of the public involvement
Educational activities involving members of the public were dis

cussed in most sources. Data were extracted on the characteristics of 
these activities, including activity details, the educational setting and 
context of the educational activities, associated resources or supporting 
elements, intended learning outcomes and reported evaluation.

One hundred and fourteen sources referenced some aspects of the 
educational activities that members of the public were involved in. Fig. 2
depicts the count of different educational activities specified in the 
sources. When describing the different activities, language used by study 
authors was reproduced. This means that there may be some overlap, as 
some sources described ‘teaching’ by members of the public and others 

Fig. 1. PRISMA 2020 flow diagram of the study selection process.

Table 2 
Breakdown of published sources by country.

Location Sources

United Kingdom 58
Australia 28
United States 11
Multi-country 9
Canada 4
Spain 4
Finland 3
South Korea 3
Brazil 2
France 2
Israel 2
Republic of Ireland 2
Czech Republic 1
Italy 1
Japan 1
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described ‘guest lecturing’. Many sources referred to ‘question and 
answer’ as a form of activity or used similar terminology. This termi
nology was used by source authors to describe activities where members 
of the public responded to questions from students or nurse educators, 
although the format and level of detail reported varied across sources.

4.2.2.1. Activity details. A range of reported educational activities 
emerged and can be grouped into four broad categories according to the 
function of involvement: direct involvement in educational activities 
across settings, involvement in design, involvement in supporting 
structures and involvement in an external advisory role. Table 4 pro
vides details and count of reported activities and their categories. Across 
countries, differences were noted in the most frequently reported public 
involvement activities. In the UK, the four most common activities were 
storytelling, teaching, developing materials and question and answer. In 
Australia, these were storytelling, developing materials, guest lecturing 
and teaching. In the USA, the most frequently reported activities were 

visiting in community, developing materials, storytelling and question 
and answer. In addition, it was noted that storytelling and question and 
answer were reported as occurring simultaneously in multiple sources 
(n = 14).

4.2.2.2. Educational settings and context. Seventy-seven sources dis
cussed a specific educational activity in detail. Data were extracted to 
report on the setting of the educational activity in the pre-registration 
nursing curriculum. Most sources described activity in an academic 
setting (n = 51) while clinical or community visiting settings were re
ported in 16 sources and combined clinical and academic setting in one 
source (n = 1). Only two of the 77 sources explicitly related to assess
ment activity, either formative or summative.

Most of the sources describing specific educational activities 
involved face-to-face participation by members of the public (n = 62). A 
small number of sources described written involvement (n = 2) or on
line involvement (n = 4), while several sources did not clearly specify 
whether involvement was in person (n = 11). Many sources outlined 
educational activities that were a unique experience for the students, 
with no element of replicability (n = 52). Thirteen sources detail ele
ments of replicability, either for the participating students or for future 
cohorts. One example was the creation of video resources in partnership 
with members of the public to improve nursing students’ communica
tion skills, which could be revisited by students across cohorts (Coyne 
et al., 2025).

4.2.2.3. Resources or supporting activities relating to public involvement.
Fifty-four sources did not provide details of the support required for the 
public, such as preparation or debriefing. Twenty-one sources reported 
varying amounts of levels of support for the public involved. There were 
some examples of extensive information about support that was fully 
documented. For example, Raikes and Balen (2019) reported two days of 
preparatory visits to a prison to support members of the public prior to 
their educational workshop. Whereas Felton et al., (2018) described a 

Table 3 
Count of the different source types.

Type of article Count

Qualitative 58
Case study 27
Mixed methods 13
Discussion paper 10
Quantitative 10
Qualitative 4
Case study and evaluation 1
Editorial 1
Mixed methods 1
Opinion piece 1
Qualitative - case studies 1
Report 1
Review & qualitative 1
Review and case study 1
Thesis 1

Fig. 2. Count of educational activities.
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one-day preparatory workshop for members of the public.
Fifty-eight sources did not specify any organisation support such as 

payment, staff time, or infrastructure. Nineteen sources provided some 
details. Of the 19, seven explicitly referred to payment for members of 
the public. In one instance the public were given access to the Uni
versity’s post-graduate teaching qualification education (Maher et al., 
2017). Other examples included resources for a welcome pack (Tuohy 
et al., 2025) and funding to create specific roles to support community 
partnership working (Zandee et al., 2015).

4.2.2.4. Learning outcomes and evaluation. Twelve sources were explicit 
about the learning outcomes related to the activity (see Table 5). These 
learning outcomes were explored based on their explicit wording and 
descriptively categorised to illustrate the type of activity that was 
intended. Five sources articulated learning outcomes explicitly per
taining to partnership or relational engagement with members of the 
public. Thirty-nine sources described broad aims of the activity. Exam
ples include obtaining feedback on interpersonal skills (Speers and 
Lathlean, 2015) and improving knowledge and understanding of 
culturally competent care (Mathew et al., 2017). In 26 sources the 
learning objectives were unspecified.

Fifty-nine sources involved some form of evaluation of the educa
tional activity including informal mechanisms where authors described 
feedback without specifying evaluation methods used. Eighteen sources 
did not include any information about evaluation of the activity. Eval
uation most involved students (n = 51) and less frequently members of 
the public (n = 24). Six sources described evaluation involving the 
public, students and the nurse educator or facilitator.

4.2.3. Theoretical approaches
The review identified two distinct ways theories, frameworks and 

models were used across the sources. First, to explain or provide a 
rationale for public involvement and second, to inform pedagogical 
approaches to public involvement. Sources were coded as containing 
theories, frameworks, or models when authors explicitly named and 
applied one in their description of the activity. Definitions of theories 
and framework were informed by Varpio et al. (2020), who describe 
theory as logically related propositions that explain relationships be
tween concepts. Models were defined according to Fawcett (2000) as 
frames of reference used to interpret phenomena of interest, while 
concepts were defined in line with McKenna et al. (2014) as descriptive 
of phenomena. Sources were coded as containing conceptual drivers 
where activities were justified by concepts, justifications, or policy or 
accreditation requirements without an accompanying theory, frame
work, or model.

4.2.4. Theories, frameworks and models as rationales for public 
involvement

Of the included sources, 17 explicitly used theories, frameworks, or 
models as a rationale for the public involvement. These were grouped 
into three categories: first, nursing theories, such as Peplau’s Theory of 
Interpersonal Relations (1997); second, broad explanatory theories, 
such as Habermas’ Critical Social Theory (McCarthy, 1978) and third, 
practice-orientated frameworks, for example Leamy et al.’s 
Recovery-Orientated Care (2011). Table 6 provides details of the cate
gories and extracted data relating to the theories, frameworks and 
models identified across the sources. In contrast, 110 sources relied on 
conceptual drivers to justify the activity without reference to a named 
theory or conceptual framework. Conceptual drivers underpinning 
public involvement were diverse and included value-based or policy 
motivations such as accreditation requirements, healthcare inequalities 
and social justice, power, challenging negative stereotypes, 
person-centred care and cultural understanding. The articulation of 
these drivers varied considerably across the sources and consistent 
categorisation was not feasible.

4.2.5. Theories, frameworks and models used to inform pedagogical design
Twenty-three sources explicitly used theories, frameworks, or 

models to inform their pedagogical design or conceptualise learning 
processes within educational activities. These were grouped descrip
tively into three categories: educational theories or frameworks such as 
Knowles’ theory of andragogy (1988); nursing-specific models for 
example Benner et al.’s Novice to Expert Theory (1984); and public 
involvement models such as Pomey et al.’s Montreal Model of Public 
Involvement (2015). Table 7 provides details of the theories, frame
works and models informing pedagogical design within public 
involvement educational activities. Originators of the theory, frame
work, or model are included if the source specified them and termi
nology is reported as used in the sources. Five of the 131 sources used 
theories, frameworks, or models to inform both the rationale for public 
involvement and the pedagogical design of the activity.

4.3. Review sources

Thirteen review sources were included. Authors were based in 
Australia (n = 3), the UK (n = 1), Canada (n = 2), multi-country col
laborations (n = 2), Italy (n = 1), Korea (n = 1), the USA (n = 1), 

Table 4 
Mapping of reported educational activities involving members of the public, 
categorised by type of activity with frequency counts.

Functional category Public involvement activity
Direct involvement in 

educational activity across 
settings

Storytelling (n = 35), teaching/training/ 
coaching (n = 32), question and answer 
(n = 19), feedback and evaluation (n = 13), 
guest lecturing (n = 10), role play/simulation 
(n = 9), conversation (n = 8), immersive 
experiences (n = 6), visiting in community 
(n = 6), practising skills (n = 5), assessment 
(n = 4), clinical placement (n = 4), educational 
participatory workshops (n = 4), feedback 
within clinical placement (n = 3), drama 
sessions (n = 2), clinical supervision (n = 1).

Involvement in design Developing materials (n = 23), session 
development (n = 16), curriculum input 
(n = 11), module development (n = 9).

Involvement in supporting 
structures

Student recruitment (n = 9), academic meetings 
(n = 7), accreditation involvement (n = 1).

External advisory role Consultative workshops (n = 1), community 
consultation (n = 2).

Table 5 
Categorisation of explicit learning outcomes (Sources could be represented in 
more than one category where learning outcomes reflected multiple elements).

Categorisation of stated learning outcomes
Learning outcome category Source
Cognitive outcomes Cassidy et al., (2023)

Ottosen et al., (2023)
Feijoo-Cid et al., 2022
Fenton, 2014
Carroll et al., (2018)
Kaylor et al., (2024)
Huteau et al., (2023)
Goodhew et al., (2020)
Banerjee et al., 2017

Practice-oriented outcomes Beiers-Jones et al., (2023)
Ottosen et al., (2023)
Fenton, 2014
Carroll et al., (2018)
Killam et al., 2025
Goodhew et al., (2020)
Banerjee et al., 2017

Partnership-oriented outcomes Fenton, 2014
Carroll et al., (2018)
Killam et al., 2025
Huteau et al., (2023)
Goodhew et al., (2020)
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Finland (n = 1) and Denmark (n = 1). Review types included scoping 
reviews (n = 6), systematic reviews (n = 2), integrative literature re
views (n = 2), one realist synthesis and two reviews where the type was 
unspecified. Some review sources focused on contexts such as mental 
health education (n = 3), clinical education (n = 2), or academic edu
cation (n = 2), whereas others focused on specific conditions (e.g. de
mentia or disability). The review sources provided useful contextual 
discussion of public involvement in pre-registration nursing education, 
although detailed descriptions of specific educational activities were 
minimal. Few reviews provided definitions of public involvement or co- 
production (n = 3) and discussion of required resources, support, eval
uation of learning outcomes and theoretical or pedagogical approaches 
was limited. Nevertheless, the review sources were valuable in identi
fying additional non-review sources.

5. Discussion

This scoping review has identified a range of public involvement 
educational activities reported in the literature and explored the peda
gogical, theoretical and conceptual frameworks underpinning them, 
which were often inconsistently articulated. The review gives rise to 
three main points of discussion: first, the range of public involvement 
activities and the practical features of their design and delivery, second, 
the use and role of theory and third the challenges of reporting and 
transparency in the literature.

5.1. Diversity of public involvement activities

This scoping review has identified that public involvement in pre- 

registration nursing education occurs through a range of activities 
including direct involvement in educational activity, involvement in 
design, involvement in supporting structures and external advisory 
roles. Storytelling and teaching based on lived experience appear to be a 
commonly reported approach. However, a challenge during this review 
was ascertaining what precisely was meant by storytelling or teaching or 
guest lecturing as these were poorly articulated. In several cases there 
appeared to be a conflation between describing public involvement and 
describing the pedagogical method through which learning occurred. 
For example, Tørring and Pedersen (2022) described ‘Experts by Expe
rience’ as a pedagogical method, while Kang and Joung (2020) noted 
that the term does not in itself describe the specific activity undertaken. 
As a result, descriptions frequently emphasised the presence of members 
of the public rather than explaining how they were involved and the 

Table 6 
Theories, frameworks and models as rationales for public involvement.

Theories, frameworks and models as rationales for public involvement

Category Theory/Framework 
(Originator*)

Sources

Nursing theories Human Caring Science 
(Watson)

Questroy et al., (2022)

Theory of Interpersonal 
Relations (Peplau)

Heidke et al., (2018); Suikkala 
et al., 2018; Conlon et al., 
(2020)

Explanatory 
theories

Critical Social Theory 
(Habermas)

Bocking et al., (2019)

Empathy (Rogers, 2004) Heidke et al., (2018)
Pedagogy of the Oppressed (
Freire, 1971)

Conlon et al., (2020)

Self Determination Theory (
Deci and Ryan, 1985)

Tapsell et al., (2021)

Socio-Cultural Theory 
(Wenger)

Tobbell et al., (2018)

Socio-Cultural Theory Kuti and Houghton, (2019)
Stigma (Goffman) Raikes and Balen, 2019; de 

Almeida et al., 2021
Practice – 

orientated 
frameworks

Community as Partner Model 
(Vollman et al., 2012)

Carroll et al., (2018)

Four models of the 
Physician-Patient 
Relationship (Emanuel and 
Emanuel)

Suikkala et al., 2018

Ladder of Involvement (Tew 
et al.)

Feijoo-Cid et al., 2017; 
McCutcheon and Gormley, 
2014; Suikkala et al., 2018; 
Sinfield,

Open Dialogue (Seikkula and 
Olson)

Pearson et al., (2021)

Person-Centred Care 
(McCormack and McCance)

Felton et al., (2018)

Recovery – Oriented Care 
(Leamy et al.)

Thompson et al., 2025

Spectrum of Involvement 
(Towle et al.)

Feijoo-Cid et al., 2017; 
Suikkala et al., 2018; Questroy 
et al., (2022)

Table 7 
Theories, frameworks and models used to inform pedagogical design.

Theories, frameworks and models used to inform pedagogical design.

Category Theory/Framework 
(Originator*)

Sources

Educational 
theories and 
pedagogical 
frameworks

Andragogy (Knowles) Pearson et al., (2021); 
Odejimi, 2017

Constructivism (including 
social constructivism

Stacey et al., 2015; 
Matora-Muzengi, 2021
Arblaster et al., 2023

Social Constructivism (
Vygotsky, 1978)

Pringe and Smith, 2022

Critical Pedagogy (Freire, 
1971)

Job et al., 2019; Dix, (2016)

Experiential Learning Maher et al., (2017); Job et al., 
2019

Experiential Learning (
Kolb, 2014; Kolb et al., 
2014)

Kuti and Houghton, (2019); 
Sanderson et al., 2023; 
Nash-Patel et al., (2022); 
Dugmore, 2017

Heutagogy Garner et al., 2022
Liberation Pedagogy (
Freire, 1971)

Bocking et al., (2019)

Model of Empowerment (
Freire, 1993)

Biles et al., 2015

Narrative Pedagogy/ 
Theory

Matora-Muzeng, 2021; Conlon 
et al., (2020)

Narrative Pedagogy (
Diekelmann, 2001)

Pringe and Smith, 2022

Person-Centred Theory (
Rogers, 2004)

Biles et al., 2015

Reflective Learning 
Theory (Dewey)

Job et al., 2019

Reflective Practice (
Schön, 1984)

Job et al., 2019

Self-Determination 
Theory (Deci and Ryan, 
1985)

Tapsell et al., (2021)

Situated Learning (Lave 
and Wenger, 1991)

Dugmore, 2017

Social Learning Theory Matora-Muzengi, 2021
Socio-Cultural Theory Kuti and Houghton, (2019)
Transformative Learning Nash-Patel et al., (2022); 

Conlon et al., (2020)
Transformative Learning (
Mezirow, 1997)

Odejimi, 2017

Conceptual Framework 
for use of Illness 
Narratives (Kumagai, 
2008)

Harper et al., 2020

Nursing specific 
models

Novice to Expert Theory 
(Benner et al.)

Coyne et al., (2025)

Clinical Judgement Model 
(Tanner, 2006)

Beiers-Jones et al., (2023)

Leininger’s Sunrise Model Mathew et al., (2017)
Public involvement 

specific models
Montreal Model of Public 
Involvement (Pomey 
et al.)

Huteau et al., (2023)

Open Dialogue Practice (
Seikkula et al. (2011))

Pearson et al., (2021)
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intended educational purpose.
Storytelling appears to illustrate the ambiguity surrounding public 

involvement activities. Personal experiences are important and provide 
insights that students may struggle to obtain through other means 
(Goodhew et al., 2023). However, reliance on storytelling may risk 
confining members of the public to sharing their own personal experi
ences, positioning them as ‘recipients’ or ‘consumers’ of education 
rather than recognising their potential contributions as partners in 
educational design and delivery (Happell, 2016; Wilson et al., 2022). 
There were occasions where a more structured scaffolding approach was 
taken. For example, Kang et al. (2023) described academics delivering 
specific topic content followed by personal narratives aiming to 
consolidate students’ understandings. However, in other occasions it 
was not clear what scaffolding or integration took place to anchor the 
storytelling into the students’ learning experience and the influence that 
the individual member of the public exercised. In most sources it was not 
clear whether the public had to describe in advance their ‘story’ to 
teaching staff, whether they had any further influence on the broader 
course, or where and how their experiences fit. There may be a risk of 
symbolic inclusion without further integration.

The evidence suggests that most involvement occurred through face- 
to-face activities. This is noteworthy given the increasing adoption of 
online and hybrid learning approaches in pre-registration nursing edu
cation following the Covid− 19 pandemic (Janes et al., 2023). 
Face-to-face activities have implications for both the demographics of 
who can participate and student learning experiences. For example, 
where student cohorts are large, members of the public may be required 
to repeat activities multiple times. A notable finding was that many 
public involvement activities were non-replicable, meaning that stu
dents could not revisit or reuse learning materials. This may have im
plications for consolidation of learning, accessibility and scalability, 
particularly in increasingly hybrid learning environments. For some 
students, opportunities to access preparatory materials before a session 
or revisit content afterwards may support learning (Cummings et al., 
2026). Overall, this review highlighted that there was limited detail 
regarding how educational activities were adapted to increasingly 
hybrid or online educational environments (Cao et al., 2025) or adapted 
to meet student learning needs. This may create challenges for educators 
seeking to adapt activities to different educational contexts globally.

5.2. Use and role of theory

Prior to this review there have been concerns that patient involve
ment is under theorised (Haycock-Stuart et al., 2016; Regan de Bere and 
Nun, 2016) and that there is an absence of a formal framework for public 
involvement (Happell et al., 2019). This review illustrated a nuanced 
approach relating to theory. First, the review recognised the distinction 
between theory pertaining to concept of public involvement and theory 
relating to pedagogical choices and methods. Second, the review 
demonstrated that explicit theoretical grounding (both for the concept 
of public involvement and for pedagogical choices and activities) is less 
common and occurs in a minority of sources, thus there is an opportunity 
to strengthen clarity in the field. Third, the theories cited, both in the 
rationale for public involvement and the pedagogical activities, 
demonstrated a plurality of approaches. In this context, the theoretical 
position underpinning an activity cannot be assumed and requires 
explicit reporting to support clarity and understanding of how the ac
tivity is intended to function. The results do not suggest that activity is 
atheoretical, rather their theoretical underpinnings were not consis
tently articulated.

Policy drivers and accreditation requirements were widely cited as 
rationales for public involvement, with many sources noting the obli
gations placed on educators through accreditation standards, albeit with 
limited guidance on how this should be implemented (Sinfield et al., 
2025). Conceptual drivers for public involvement illustrated important 
context, for example, activities designed to challenge negative 

stereotypes or promote person-centred care. These drivers suggest that 
choices to include members of the public were situated in a broader 
context of values rather than being arbitrary.

Situating learning activities within existing pedagogical approaches 
helps readers understand how learning is intended to occur and supports 
the transfer of knowledge between educators. The plurality of ap
proaches identified in the review demonstrates how theory articulation 
matters as people operate with different assumptions and underlying 
considerations. Articulating theoretical underpinnings of an educational 
activity does not of itself ensure quality educational activity. However, 
being explicit about theory means that we share our thoughts, ideas and 
processes with others. This is particularly important as it helps educators 
and researchers to interpret, adapt and transfer approaches across 
different educational, cultural and regulatory contexts with clear 
understanding.

Where theoretical rationales and pedagogical underpinnings were 
articulated they gave the reader a greater insight into the intent and 
actions of the educator. There was evidence of advancements in this 
field with sources such as Dix (2016) and Grosvenor et al. (2021)
developing models and theories for practice. Further elaboration around 
theory could ensure pedagogical intent is clear, support evaluation and 
strengthen the coherence across the field.

5.3. Challenges in reporting and transparency in the literature

This scoping review has noted the depth and variety of educational 
activities and theories used in public involvement in pre-registration 
nursing education and noted how further clarity in reporting would 
aid understanding. For example, the opacity in learning outcomes, 
specific learning activities and evaluation mechanisms create challenges 
for understanding, evaluating and using the literature effectively.

It is possible that learning outcomes were specified and learning 
activities will have had a plan and align to student assessment activities, 
however, this is not routinely specified in the literature. This review 
demonstrates that authors were aiming to evaluate activities, however 
the scale, scope and perspectives involved were not always clear. Many 
of the evaluations focused on student or public perceptions of the ac
tivities, without considering educator perceptions. Educator insights are 
pertinent as they are trained professionals seeking to design and deliver 
education. They may have insights that students and public miss and 
thus propose changes to educational activities and pedagogical design to 
improve activities for future.

Challenges around educational activity evaluation may exist because 
of the nature of the intended learning, as some of the concepts might 
require time for students to process or apply. Indeed, some of the 
learning, particularly around challenging negative stereotypes or pro
moting person centred care, might be difficult to articulate or to mea
sure. Again, this review reveals complexity in this space, highlighting 
that tools have been devised to evaluate the involvement of the public in 
pre-registration nursing education (Tobbell et al., 2018). Though, these 
tools focus on evaluating involvement processes rather than educational 
outcomes, suggesting a blurring between evaluating involvement and 
educational activity.

This review has identified how support for members of the public 
and organisational support was not prominently reported despite prior 
literature highlighting its importance (Happell et al., 2015; Odejimi 
et al., 2021). Where documentation around support was specified, it 
revealed great insights into the considerations required for educators 
when selecting certain educational methods. Several sources noted that 
storytelling and teaching by members of the public engaged emotions 
(Feijoo-Cid et al., 2022; Ferri et al., 2019; Heidke et al., 2018; McGarry 
et al., 2015; Smith et al., 2016; Unwin et al., 2018), though it was not 
always clear what support mechanisms were available and how peda
gogical choices such as activity, group size or educational environment 
were considered in view of the potential for engaging emotions. Realistic 
descriptions of the resources required empower educators to make 
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informed decisions about their educational activities. This aligns with 
earlier discussion about clarity of educational activities as some sources 
noted the ability of members of the public to take part in training to 
support teaching (Maher et al., 2017) and some noted how the public 
requested this (Questroy, 2022). Overall, this review has demonstrated 
that the literature pertaining to public involvement in pre-registration 
nursing education is diverse and complex. Clearer documentation 
regarding theoretical underpinnings and educational activity would 
strengthen the ability for educators and the public to share, evaluate and 
advance knowledge across different educational contexts.

5.4. Implications and recommendations for future research

This review enables interested parties, whether nursing educators or 
members of the public, to explore the breadth, diversity and innovations 
in public involvement activities in pre-registration nursing education 
and put these into theoretical context. The findings may also support 
educators in countries where public involvement is not mandated, by 
providing insights into the range of activities currently reported in the 
literature. The findings of the review highlight how more detailed and 
transparent reporting of public involvement in pre-registration nursing 
education would benefit individual readers and the field collectively. In 
other public involvement fields, such as healthcare research, reporting 
guidelines have been devised to facilitate accurate reporting such as 
Guidance for Reporting Involvement of Patients and the Public GRIPP2 
(Staniszewska et al., 2017). A suggestion would be for GRIPP2 to be 
amended and refined for the purposes of pre-registration nursing edu
cation. For example, specifying information about the description of the 
activity, the learning outcomes, the pedagogical and theoretical un
derpinning, support and preparation, infrastructure and evaluative 
approach. Such an approach could be conducted collaboratively with all 
parties involved. By suggesting reporting on these elements, it may 
encourage greater transparency in the field of public involvement in 
pre-registration nursing education. Greater transparency could enable 
and facilitate innovation and evaluation in this field in terms of peda
gogical advancements which consider public needs, student needs and 
organisational resources.

5.5. Strengths and limitations

This review has several strengths. First, it has been comprehensive in 
its inclusion criteria by encompassing all types of published literature. 
Second, it has described and mapped this literature using the catego
risation or description as far as possible provided by the original authors. 
Third, the research questions are broad and have facilitated discussion 
of potential interest to all parties related to public involvement in 
nursing pre-registration education. Fourth, the review makes sugges
tions for future research and practice. Nevertheless, the review has po
tential limitations, for example in including research published in 
languages other than English and translating using AI, there is potential 
for some imprecision in our understandings of these papers. However, 
this relates to a small number of sources (n = 8 at full text review stage), 
which were not determinative of the final focus for discussion. In 
addition, it is acknowledged that public involvement in pre-registration 
nursing education operates within a sociocultural context, there may be 
challenges for readers, like our research team, to fully appreciate all the 
nuances operating, even if the sources were written in English.

6. Conclusion

This scoping review explored the methods of public involvement in 
pre-registration nursing education and the underpinning theories, 
frameworks and models involved. The findings illustrated sources from a 
range of countries and described a diverse range of educational activ
ities, although many were delivered through face-to-face approaches. 
The review highlighted the challenges of understanding how activities 

functioned due to limited reporting of learning outcomes, evaluation 
processes, support mechanisms and the realities of implementation. In 
addition, there was potential for conflation between theories, frame
works and models justifying public involvement and those elucidating 
pedagogical approaches and theoretical underpinnings were not always 
clearly articulated. Greater transparency regarding educational design, 
implementation and evaluation may strengthen the ability of educators 
and members of the public to share, adapt and advance knowledge 
across different educational contexts.
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