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Introduction

In 2003, McNeill argued that desistance research required a major shift in probation practice; a departure from practices underpinned solely by cognitive behavioural psychology focused on changing individual mindsets to practices attending to the relational and social contexts within and through which desistance occurs. Ten years hence, precisely how such a paradigm shift might be realised in practice remains inadequately understood. McNeill (2006:46) proposed that ‘offender management services need to think of themselves less as providers of correctional treatment (that belongs to the expert) and more as supporters of desistance processes (that belong to the desister).’ Maruna (2006:16) similarly argued that reintegration properly belongs to communities and to formerly incarcerated persons and that the role of the practitioner is to ‘support, enhance and work with the organically occurring community processes of reconciliation and earned redemption’. 

Building on these observations, this chapter will commence with a brief overview of the outcomes of desistance research to provide context to the principal focus of this chapter; exploring how such a paradigm shift can and should translate into practice. Moreover, recognizing that the process of desistance, and the people who support it, extend beyond penal practices and practitioners, the focus here is on how practitioners might begin to reconfigure their relationships with and to individuals, families, groups and communities in order to co-produce desistance.  Given that the emphasis of this edited collection is on penal practices and practitioners, this chapter will not dwell on the important role of peer-productive practices (Pestoff 2012) such as peer mentoring, self help, activism and mutual aid and their vital contribution in collaboratively co-producing desistance promoting community justice services. Such practices are discussed elsewhere (see for example Maruna and LeBel 2009; Weaver 2011; Weaver and Lightowler 2012; Weaver and McCulloch 2012).

Desistance: A Brief Overview of the Research

This chapter cannot fully critique the theoretical and empirical literature on desistance in any depth, not least in view of the sheer diversity of pathways to desistance that this body of work has revealed, whether through spirituality (see for example Giordano et al 2002; 2007; Maruna et al 2006), marriage (see for example Bersani et al 2009; Monsbakken et al 2012a; Sampson et al 2006; Savolainen 2009), parenthood (see for example Bersani et al 2009; Edin and Kefalas 2005; Kreager et al 2010; Moloney et al 2009; Monsbakken et al 2012b; Savolainen 2009), or employment (see for example Owens 2009; Rhodes 2008; Savolainen 2009; Uggen 2000; Uggen and Staffs 2001). Even within these many pathways, significant  divergences of experience have been reported across ages, gender, ethnicities and religions (for an overview see Weaver and McNeill 2010). Moreover, research has revealed some conditional interaction between these various transitional events and experiences, – such as, for example, the links between employment and investment in significant intimate relations and/or parenthood (see for example Bianchi et al 2005 cited in Bersani et al 2009; Edin et al 2001; Laub and Sampson 2001; Owens 2009; Rhodes 2008; Savolainen 2009). The natures of these interacting life transitions influences the various impacts they exert on people’s identities, behaviours and social contexts. Employment can, for example, provide the economic resources that facilitate both marriage and family formation (Lichter et al 1991 in King et al 2007) and, in turn, the realisation or animation of the assumed social role and identity as a provider (Bersani et al 2009). Similarly, providing for one’s family can be a powerful motivator to obtain and sustain employment (Edin et al 2001; Edin and Kefalas 2005; Savolainen 2009). In turn, the absence of employment can generate financial pressures on families who may alleviate these pressures by resorting to illicit activities (Shannon and Abrams 2007; Moloney et al 2009; Wakefield and Uggen 2008 in Savolainen 2009). 

What emerges from a critical reading of this research literature, then, is that it is the complex and contingent interaction of various opportunities for change, mediated through the lens of an individual’s personal priorities, values, aspirations and relational concerns that (sometimes) imbue these events or experiences with significance and which directly influence their potential to enable or constrain processes of change, at different stages in a given individual’s life (Weaver 2012). 
Although there is an ever increasing body of research investigating the phenomena of desistance, there has been much less research on the role of penal practitioners in supporting the process (although see for example Farrall 2002; Liebrich 1993; McCulloch 2005; Rex 1999). However, some central themes have emerged from desistance research more broadly that can inform professional practice. The concept of ‘hope’, for example, emerges as a dominant theme in much desistance research (Burnett and Maruna 2004; Farrall and Calverley 2006; LeBel et al 2008), although it is equally recognised that unless hope is embedded in tangible social opportunities to change the direction of one’s life, it is not sustainable; rather, ‘hope, expectation and confidence fade quickly on an empty stomach’ (McNeill and Weaver 2010:4). Practitioners have a crucial role to play in conveying hope – by communicating their belief in the individual, by recognizing and reinforcing their efforts to change and by developing and supporting access to opportunities for change. This necessarily requires that social circumstances and structural obstacles must also be recognised and taken into account in thinking about how to support desistance – not least because people trying to desist can face particular challenges relating to stigma, damaged or fractured personal and social networks, community hostility and distrust, and exclusionary social and penal policies and strategies that actively inhibit access to the kinds of supports and transitional opportunities people need in order to move on in life.  In this vein, fostering different kinds of connections between people has emerged as central to practices oriented to supporting lasting change, not least because relationships of different forms are often the vehicle through which newly forming identities (such as worker, partner, or parent) are realized, solidified and sustained. Indeed, while desistance may be one of the ends (or objectives) of penal practices, for the would be desister, desistance seems to emerge rather as the means to actualizing their individual or relational concerns, with which continued offending is more or less incompatible (Weaver 2012). In practice then, interventions and initiatives could and should focus on supporting ‘[networks of] relationships to produce changes in both context and in behaviour through the modification of existing relations; . . .[practices should] activate the natural potential of social networks and make use of innovative forms . . . of relationality’ (Donati 2011: 95). 

Co-Producing Desistance

If, then, desistance is about more than simply reducing re-offending, this would suggest that supporting desistance requires going beyond a sole focus on the individual, as if their offending behaviour occurred freely and in isolation, to address the social opportunities and obstacles that either help or hinder desistance (see for example Barry 2006; Farrall 2002). Taking desistance research seriously requires seeing offenders in the context of their relationships with families and communities (or lack thereof) and it requires the building both of professional relationships and of social and community networks to enable change.  
All of this implies the need for practitioners to interact and negotiate with individuals, their families and communities to co-produce desistance, which means mobilising their resources in the development, delivery and innovation of penal practices, which, in turn, requires that practitioners find new ways to engage and work with these groups (Weaver 2011). Co-production is a term for such collaborative efforts, reflecting, in this context, the interdependent relationship between professional service providers and individuals, their families and community groups as co-producers in enabling desistance (Pestoff 2012). Co-production has been broadly defined as ‘the provision of services through regular, long-term relationships between professionalized service providers (in any sector) and service users and/or other members of the community, where all parties make substantial resource contributions’ (Bovaird 2007:849). Bovaird (2007) illustrates that co-production manifests on a continuum of user and professional collaboration, from user co-delivery of professionally designed services, to full user/professional co-production, to user/community co-delivery of services with professionals, with little formal planning or design. On this continuum, there are typologies of co-production, which distinguish between individualistic forms of co-production and group and collective forms (Brudney and England, 1983: 63–4 in Needham, 2008; see also Bovaird and Loeffler, 2008). Individual co-production produces outcomes that benefit the individual participants and this, according to Bovaird and Loeffler (2008), is presently the dominant co-productive strategy. Group forms of co-production typically bring users together to shape or provide services, and collective forms are those strategies that ‘benefit the whole community rather than just groups of users’ (Needham, 2008: 224) although, as Needham (2008) observes, these are not discrete categories, other than in a conceptual sense. The remainder of this chapter therefore will attempt to illustrate how practitioners might work with and through individuals, families, groups and communities to co-produce desistance across these different domains.

Individual forms of co-producing desistance

Individual co-production produces outcomes that benefit the individual participants, and in this context, the focus is on co-producing individual desistance. The essence of co-production is collaboration and the reciprocal contribution of each party’s resources to produce mutually agreed outcomes. Practitioners are central to the delivery of co-produced penal practices, in utilizing their professional expertise to build and sustain constructive relationships through practices which both recognize and mobilize individuals’ expertise and assets to co-produce positive outcomes (Needham 2009).  
There is a wealth of evidence suggesting that the quality of the relationship between practitioners and the people they work with is crucial in not only enhancing compliance and promoting the legitimacy of interventions (Robinson and McNeill 2008), but in supporting desistance (see for example Leibrich 1993; 1994; Rex 1999; Barry 2000; Burnett 2004; Burnett and McNeill 2005; Hopkinson and Rex 2003; McNeill et al 2005; McNeill 2006; Phillips, this volume). In various studies, service users have said that what they have valued in this relationship is having someone that they could get on with and respect; who treated them as individuals; was genuinely caring; and was clear about what was expected of them and trusted them when the occasion called for it (Liebrich 1993, 1994). Consistent with co-productive approaches, people value being actively engaged in the process of change (Rex 1999); indeed, it has long been recognized that positive motivation for change emerges in and from collaborative and democratic relationships (Miller and Rollnick 1991; Rollnick and Miller 1995). Placing people at the centre of the change process, identifying outcomes together rather than just seeking responses to professionally predefined problems (Needham 2009), is more likely to motivate people to be active in taking things forward than having things done to them or being told what to do. Co-producing desistance implies thus that practice should be constructive, forward looking and, through dialogue and negotiation, respectful of each individual’s ownership of their own change process. 

People’s individual backgrounds, social circumstances, strengths and needs vary. Quite obviously, then, there is no single method or means of intervention to suit everyone, but rather there is a need for a plurality of multi-dimensional approaches. Research on desistance has revealed that the types of support people require are not only personalized but holistic in form, in that they recognize and respond to the realities and complexities of individuals’ lives (Burnett and McNeill 2005; Farrall 2002). Assessments thus need to take account of the individual, their rights, strengths and subjective identities, while also locating the individual in situ, in the concrete realities and textures of their lives. Narrative approaches (White and Epston 1990), for example, can assist practitioners to co-produce the kinds of assessments that facilitate an in-depth understanding of what motivates the individuals they work with, the significance of potential opportunities for change and how they might interact with an individual’s personal priorities, values, aspirations and relational concerns such that they might enable or constrain change. In particular, using narrative approaches to elicit life hi/stories to explore and address people’s internalized discourses -- discourses that ‘produce a set of expectations that positions the person within an available discourse…[or that] reflect a particular positioning in relation to others’ (Roscoe and Madoc Jones 2009:5) -- can also support the kinds of narrative restructuring of an individual’s self-understanding, which Maruna (1997, 1999, 2001) identified as a key element in processes of personal change.
Taking a whole person approach and focusing on people’s quality of life, not just their offences, suggests a role for practitioners in advocating on behalf of individuals, and in forging partnerships with other organizations such as local authorities, voluntary organisations, user led organisations (Weaver 2011) social enterprises and mutual cooperatives (Weaver and Nicholson 2012) all of whom have a role to play in co-producing desistance. Depending on their prior experience of services, people might also need active encouragement and support to navigate access and engage with the help and resources available, to believe that such supports can be of assistance to them. Drop in multi-disciplinary ‘clinics’ or one-stop-shops (Commission on Women Offenders 2012) where individual service users can readily access a host of formal resources (be it parenting or independent living skills, welfare and financial advice, mental health and addiction resources, education, training and employment advice and support) might, for example, be one way of not only facilitating access to and engagement with rapid response services but also scaffolding services around the individual rather than matching people to services (Needham 2009).
However, beyond the kinds of supportive practices that can be co-produced between individuals, practitioners and a range of formal services, it is often informal social relationships and networks that are central to processes of change. Practice should therefore ‘focus on people as interdependent citizens embedded in a wide network of support including formal public services, as well as a host of less formal interactions and relationships’ (Needham 2009: 27). This means that practitioners also have a role in supporting the development or maintenance of a person’s positive social relationships, with friends and families, as well as engaging them as part of the change process. Family circumstances – whether providing the informal support, stability and security that facilitate desistance from offending, or contributing to the chaos, stress and trauma often underpinning offending behaviour in the first place are, thus, a critical consideration for practice (Trotter 2010; Vogelvang and van Alphen 2010). Families can be a vital resource, a source of emotional and practical support and informal social control. They also have in-depth knowledge of and experience of their family member and can notice behavioural changes that might be vital in anticipating difficulties and providing proactive and timely support (ibid).  In particular, as Shapiro and DiZerega (2010) observe, they will likely be the ones who continue to support their family member long after their involvement with formal services concludes.
Understanding families as the context of change and, thus, their dynamics, capacities, stressors, challenges and relationships to wider networks, associations and services, is critical to assessing and responding to the individual’s needs and strengths and those of their family (Shapiro and DiZerega 2010). Shapiro and DiZerega (2010: 247) suggest that eco-maps (‘a family mapping tool’) and social network analyses might assist practitioners in undertaking such assessments and developing family focused practices (see also Vogelvang and van Alphen 2010). In terms of interventions, offering parenting classes or even taking cognizance of people’s caring responsibilities in negotiating packages of support can help to alleviate the kinds of pressures that might overwhelm people. Family focused work might also mean, where appropriate, undertaking problem solving family work (on which see Trotter 2010) or developing mutual aid based group work interventions for families (discussed further below) or perhaps simply proactively referring such families to services that can support them, and, in turn, support them to support their family member’s desistance journey (Shapiro and DiZerega 2010). 

Group forms of co-producing desistance

Group forms of co-production typically bring service users together to shape or provide services. Such practices include involvement in decision-making processes focused on policy development, service commissioning, design, delivery and evaluation, resource allocation and the operational and strategic management of services. There are numerous examples across the UK of users of criminal justice services being involved in the design, delivery and evaluation of services and the development of policy – in delivering programmes and services; providing peer advice and support, engaging in consultative forums and advocating for the rights of similarly situated others, running networks or organisations and providing feedback through evaluation and research (for an overview see Weaver, 2011; Weaver and McCulloch, 2012).
How penal practitioners might work with groups of service users to co-produce desistance is less evident. Current approaches to group work in penal practice typically bring a collection of individuals together on the basis of various demographic criteria to participate in correctional programmes underpinned by cognitive behavioural psychology to address ‘criminogenic needs’. Building on the evidence reviewed here, a desistance focussed and co-productive approach to working with groups may have more of an appreciative, rather than correctional, focus and should be strengths-based and collaborative, oriented to generating and enhancing social capital, thus facilitating the development of new supportive social networks. 
Mutual aid has the potential to perform all these functions. While mutual aid manifests in a range of peer-to-peer activity, mutual aid groups can also function collaboratively with practitioners in the public and voluntary sectors to co-produce services (Burns and Taylor 1998). In groups, mutual aid is premised on the reciprocal exchange of help; the group member is both provider and recipient of help for the purpose of co-producing mutual/collective and individual goals. In this sense, mutual aid is both a process and an outcome (Steinberg 2004). Mutual aid groups are widely available in the community – not least in the recovery from addictions movement (for example, Alcoholics Anonymous or Narcotics Anonymous) and recovery in a mental health context. Given the prevalence of mental health and addiction issues amongst the offending population, signposting people to such groups could be constructive, as could inviting these groups to use criminal justice social work buildings, thus facilitating service user access. Perhaps more radically, practitioners could go further and support the co-design and co-implementation of mutual aid based group work (Steinberg 2004). 

Mutual aid based groups can operate in a whole range of different ways -- single-session, short or long term, open or closed, small or large, face to face or through the internet (Steinberg 2004) -  but they all prioritise and address the issues that matter to group members. The role of the penal practitioner might be that of mediator or facilitator of learning in the mutual aid process, thus ‘not only helping people help themselves, but to help each other as well” (Schwartz 1976: 194), such that the group ultimately becomes independent and self-sustaining (Steinberg 2004). As group members ‘become involved with one another, they develop helping relationships and become invested in each other and in participating in the group’ (Gitterman 2006: 93). What is perhaps distinctive about this model, or approach to group work, is the emphasis placed not just on outcomes but on processes of engagement and its impact on those engaged.  There is some evidence to suggest that mutual aid based groups can generate social capital and enhance feelings of individual and collective self-efficacy (Mok, 2005; Parsons et al., 1998; Riessman et al., 1993; Simon, 1994).  Further benefits of participation in these practices include:  reinforcement of personal learning; social approval and acceptance, sense of meaning, purpose and accomplishment and improved self worth and self esteem all of which are crucial to the desistance process (Burns and Taylor 1998). Being part of such a group can also offer a vital source of hope and encouragement, of advice and guidance, and an opportunity for both sharing and learning. 

A fundamental strength of mutual-aid groups is the process of sharing experience, strength, and hope and participants often emphasize that their expertise comes from “having been there too” and that they have valuable knowledge and skills gained from these experiences that can be shared with others to improve their lives. Not only can people who use services learn and benefit from other people’s experiences, they are more receptive to influence where the change-agent is someone with whom they can identify (Kelman 1958). This can communicate a sense of hope that the same benefits or outcomes can be achieved by them and they may be more likely to recognise the benefits of responding to this influence (Weaver 2012). Moreover, there is evidence to suggest that involvement in a helping role also helps the helper (LeBel 2008, 2009) and 'research [also] suggests that engagement with helping behaviours can also send a message to the wider community that an individual is worthy of further support’ (Maruna and LeBel 2009:69). 
Collective forms of co-producing desistance

Collective forms of co-production are those practices or strategies that involve and produce outcomes that aim to benefit whole communities or collectivities rather than just individuals or groups of service users. The role of the practitioner in this context resides in identifying and utilizing pre-existing community networks and resources to co-produce desistance (Barker 2010) and in building community capacities. In this context, practitioners might adopt a ‘community navigator’ role. The role of the community navigator is concerned with identifying and facilitating access to available community resources, aligning resources and cultivating new partnerships, and promoting collaboration between individuals, organisations and communities (Windle et al 2011) to build their collective capacities to co-produce desistance. In facilitating this, penal practitioners could engage in community resource mapping, also referred to as asset mapping or environmental scanning (Crane and Mooney 2005). Crane and Mooney (2005: 3-4) delineate four stages in the process of community resource mapping: 1) pre-mapping: to lay the foundation for productive collaboration between relevant stakeholders or co-producers 2) mapping: to determine which resources to map, how to map them and then collecting and analyzing the data generated to identify strengths and challenges 3) taking action: to allow stakeholders to determine the most useful plan of action for effectively addressing the data findings and established goals and 4) maintaining, sustaining, and evaluating mapping efforts:  continuously evaluating progress, making necessary changes to the plan, and learning from experiences.

Multi-stakeholder community resource mapping is one approach that can help build community resilience and develop partnerships to co-produce key desistance promoting resources. A further means of building community capacity, and thus co-producing community based desistance-supporting resources is through the development of multi-stakeholder social or mutual cooperative structures of employment. In general terms, co-ownership by practitioners, service users, and, as appropriate, community members or groups is the defining characteristic of social cooperatives and mutual public services (Weaver and Nicholson 2012). They enable members to create their own employment and provide support to each other through their membership of the social co-operative. The role of the professional in these structures is to facilitate the promotion, development, and success of each social co-operative rather than simply providing either expert assistance or rehabilitative services to individual members. Mutual or social co-operatives can offer vital social supports, contribute to the development of a more pro-social identity, increase levels of self-esteem, self-efficacy and provide a sense of purpose for both individuals and communities. Through the negotiation of mutual rights and responsibilities, mutual and social co-operatives can also promote active citizenship and generate wider and more sustainable social capital (Weaver and Nicholson 2012). 

Concluding comments

This chapter has explored the role of penal practitioners in working with individuals, families, groups and communities to co-produce desistance. Essentially, the challenge for practitioners, then, is to find new ways of promoting and supporting people’s social participation, capitalising on people’s strengths, building capacities, recognising and responding to the barriers people face, and creating meaningful and sustainable opportunities to live differently. This means progressing beyond the development and provision of services primarily focused on promoting abstinence from offending through the acquisition of new skills, towards supporting the realisation of good lives. A good starting point would be listening to and collaborating with current and former service users to identify what kinds of supports are needed, what are lacking and the ways in which this could be changed. 

Crucially, co-producing desistance supporting practices not only means relinquishing monopolies of power and service defined expertise but also the generation of reciprocal and collaborative relationships between professionals, service users, families and communities,  underpinned by mutual responsibilities. To facilitate participation, co-production requires organizational flexibility and support for the development of localized and innovative approaches so that policies and practices are not constrained by the narrower objectives and capacities of services and extant mechanisms of provision alone. This is because supporting desistance is not solely, if at all, the province of penal processes and practices; the process of desistance extends beyond professionally led practice, to what individuals and wider networks contribute in sustaining and supporting change. All of this implies the need to look beyond the practices and proclivities of the justice sector to find new ways to support people, communities and organisations to develop co-productive or collaborative relationships and responses to the issues and challenges they face. Desistance-supportive policies and practices, the pursuit of social justice and realistic measures to prevent and reduce the economic and social costs of crime and justice require a more radical, longer-term approach than we have at present, if they are to be effective and sustainable. Indeed, we might go so far as to say that the challenges of supporting desistance compel and require criminal justice to engage fully and unreservedly with the challenges of building social justice and wellbeing.
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