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Glasgow’s women’s community justice centre, Tomorrow’s Women Glasgow (TWG), opened in January 2014 as a mutli-disciplinary model of service provision. Its original objective was to identify and provide support to 100 women with the greatest needs and at greatest risk of offending. From the outset, TWG aspired to embed the principles of coproduction into its design and delivery, informed by models of self-help, mutual support, service user engagement and co-production. Given their commitment to service user involvement and co-production, the then named ‘implementation steering group’ overseeing the development of TWG also wanted to reflect on and learn from the implementation processes, impacts and sustainability of the model of co-production developing within TWG. This research was commissioned to both inform that process and support that learning. 

This research sought to understand processes, dynamics and experiences of co-production over time in a community justice context, focusing on three research questions:

1. What are the processes through which a co-productive strategy and practice has been developed and implemented?

2.  What are the impacts and effects of adopting and implementing a co-productive strategy and practice?

3. What are stakeholders’ experiences of adopting and implementing a co-productive strategy and practice?

This research took place over a 24 month period at an early stage in TWG’s development to assist stakeholders in developing a co-productive strategy and approach at this critical development stage, and to study coproduction stage by stage, watching it progress from the vantage point of several parties.

Methods 
This research was undertaken using the following qualitative methods:
· A literature review 
· Initial interviews with steering group members (10), centre staff (10) and service users (9) (June-July 2014) 
· An action learning workshop (November 2014) 
· Follow-up interviews with steering group members (9), centre staff (8) and service users (9) (April and July 2015) 
· Documentary analysis of policy, strategy and operational documents. 


Analysis was on-going throughout the research. Emerging themes from the interviews, coupled with the existing literature on co-production, user-involvement and partnership working formed the basis of the analysis. 



KEY FINDINGS
Here we present our key findings in relation to the development and operation of TWG, co-production and we highlight what is emerging as working well. 
The Development and Operation of TWG 
· There was consensus that there remains a shared vision for TWG across stakeholder groups albeit the means through which that vision might be realised has altered over time. This is in no small measure an outcome of both the complexity of women’s needs but also an outcome of what women feel works for them – to which TWG have closely attended. 
· Over time the criteria for inclusion in TWG has shifted towards an aspiration to also offer a more preventative or early interventionist approach to women at risk of custody and diverting them from that. 
· The number of women that staff members are supporting is reportedly greater than initially envisaged, as a result of the smaller number of women exiting TWG and the greater number of women engaging in TWG which would appear to have had a concomitant impact on caseloads, and, unavoidably, practice.
· Core elements of the TWG model include the assertive outreach approach and the programme of activities. 
· The outcomes of participation in the diverse programme of activities includes an enhanced sense of connectedness and self-worth; increased confidence and perceptions of self-efficacy; a sense of structure, purpose and place; and, just as importantly, a means and mechanism of escape – a chance just to be.
· What emerged, possibly as an outcome of responding to crises and/or increased workloads, is that the staff felt that at the time of interview, they were working quite individually and separately from their colleagues. Such an approach can breed a needs led or crisis driven response to women which all too easily can obfuscate women’s strengths and squeeze out an assets based approach. 
· The physical and relational environment has emerged as key to the culture and operation of TWG, to which the women have warmly responded. 
· Differences have arisen in terms of how the physical space should be used i.e. a drop in centre or as a base from which to conduct assertive outreach; a place in which women can find a sense of belonging to discouraging dependency and supporting women to move on and find that place from within their own networks and communities. 
· What seems to have happened given the complex needs of women, is that an assertive outreach approach has necessarily emerged as a key element of the service.
· Organisational and procedural constraints continue to frustrate opportunities to not only work in the moment but to adequately plan for and coordinate activities. Alongside the lack of movement in this area has come a level of benign, if not frustrated, acceptance and resignation which is shared by both centre staff and service users alike and which may be attributable to the bureaucratic nature of large local authorities. 
· What the steering group offers, that, perhaps, can be easily overlooked, is its role in ensuring that partner agencies remain engaged and committed to coproducing TWG which is fundamental to its operation and success. Relatedly, there is scope for the steering group to [co-]develop a 3-5 year plan sustainability and future direction – connecting what TWG is doing to wider cultural and organisational changes across the community justice sector and beyond. 

Coproduction
· Despite disparate understandings of what coproduction means, there is a shared notion that implies, implicitly or explicitly, notions of equality, reciprocity and exchange. 
· What emerged was an understanding of and insight into how capacities for coproduction emerge over time as did the value of having a choice of participative opportunities that women could opt in to or out of.  Indeed, TWG have developed a continuum of opportunities for coproduction reflecting different women’s capacities, interests and motivations at any given time or, to put it differently, a continuum of opportunities through which a given individual might progress through, reflecting their enhanced capacity to coproduce over time. 
· The model of coproduction that has emerged can be aligned with Needham and Carr’s (2009) ‘intermediate’ level of coproduction - this approach is largely premised on models of consultation through discrete opportunities for collaboration which provide a greater level of communication and involvement between service providers and service users. 
· At the same time, this ‘intermediate’ level may reflect where TWG are in the process of developing a coproductive strategy rather than representing an end point; it may be that reaching this intermediate stage is, then, a stepping stone to a more ‘transformative’ level (Needham and Carr 2009) in terms of developing women’s capacity for and involvement in mechanisms of planning, delivery and governance.
· At the time of interviewing, a number of opportunities had been implemented ranging from informal interactions, a suggestion box, a communications group, service user – centre staff meetings and service user – steering group meetings. These approaches principally reflect a commitment to individual forms of coproduction and the development of group forms of coproduction. More collective and thus transformative forms of coproduction were not, at the point of interviewing, evident. Nonetheless, a number of women, centre staff and steering group members continued to express not only aspirations towards such an approach but indicators as to where that movement might be occurring – for example, in the interactions between steering group members and women. What also emerged was the naturally occurring development of informal peer support or mutual helping between women. 
· What also emerged as significant was the need to formalise mechanisms for women to ‘have their say’ but for such a framework to be flexible and opportunity-led. Coproduction can not be an add on. To be effective it must be a core function, a way of doing services and our analysis suggests that this requires a dedicated resource.
· We identified two main areas in which women were actively coproducing in 2015. Firstly, women are influencing the nature of service delivery in terms of influencing the kinds of activities provided by TWG. As we note above, this was in a consultative form rather than facilitative. Secondly, women are coproducing a sense of community in terms of co-creating a dynamic culture of collaboration and acceptance, shaping how the centre feels through a culture of mutual helping and support. This is both encouraged and enabled by the attitudes and approach of centre staff, their manner of relating, and a broader commitment in TWG to embedding a culture of inclusivity and participation.
· Developing a coproductive strategy and practice is not without its difficulties and the complex and interacting needs of TWG’s women and its host’s organisational procedures and processes have represented the greatest challenges. 
· What enables coproduction is time, trust and relationships and TWG have invested in these areas from the outset. In particular, enabling participation among seldom heard and multiply marginalised peoples requires service providers to create a variety of choices about what to get involved in, that are appropriately flexible and respecting of women’s circumstance, priorities, needs and choices, and ,as part of that, their capacities and motivations without creating undue or additional pressures of them.

What works well 
· By 2015, TWG was contributing to an impressive number and variety of outcomes. The women themselves identified major changes in their lives helped by TWG. What was particularly noticeable, and moving, was how TWG was assisting the change process for each woman across a range of different psychological, practical and social issues, with changes in one area thus contributing to change across others.
· Members of the Steering Group identified that changes at the individual level, were impacting upon offending frequency and severity, reducing breach and compliance issues, and leading to less contact with criminal justice authorities.
· A range of factors were perceived to have an impact on the success of TWG which related to the approach taken i.e. a combination of immediate, responsive practical support and assertive outreach as well as the relational dynamics and approaches co-created between centre staff and women as well as between the women themselves – and the outcomes these engendered.
· By helping the women keep their minds occupied, the activities are providing a sense of relief and an escape from the realities of their lives. The activity groups also provide a very useful structure for the women, helping to punctuate their days and support a sense of routine, but they appreciate that the groups are informal, so they can drop in as and when. The women also noted the value in having an opportunity to develop their skills and do things they have not experienced before.


AREAS FOR FUTURE DEVELOPMENT 
Recognising that TWG is still at an early stage of development, the research findings highlighted areas where TWG could next develop and make improvements. These have been divided into two categories, those related to working with women and those more specifically related to co-production.
1) Approaches to working with women 

· [bookmark: _Toc456957407][bookmark: _Toc450920957]Activity Groups: emerged throughout the research period of critical importance to the women we interviewed. Activities are more effective in engaging women, and thus contributing to outcomes, where they allow for flexible levels of engagement, are relatively informal but focused on an end outcome. It was observed by a number of interviewees that activity groups have a tendency to run for a short time, and then stop for a while, for a range of reasons. There was a feeling among centre staff that the responsibility for progressing activities resides with them, but this was not considered possible in addition to managing their casework. A number of interviewees felt that a designated worker might be one approach to alleviating the pressure on workers and improving the coordination of activities, if not opportunities for coproduction, with which we could concur.
· [bookmark: _Toc456957408]Volunteers, peer support & community links: The goodwill and desire to contribute to TWG came through loud and clear from the interviewees. Several of the service users we interviewed were keen to help out with activity groups, help with fundraising, and taking responsibility for being the ‘meeter and greeter’. Some women suggested that they would value the opportunity to run or coproduce activities, for others, the realities of their lives can represent a barrier to realising their aspirations, although as some centre staff have suggested, there is a minority of women who are considered sufficiently stable to make such a contribution.

· The culture and ethos of TWG has enabled the emergence of informal peer support and mutual helping between some of the women engaging therein. To date limited work has been undertaken to encourage, nurture or support volunteers or to introduce more formalised mechanisms of peer support, both from the wider community and the women supported by TWG. We have no way of assessing whether this is due to the capacity or interest of the women attending TWG or due to staff resource issues, however, we did find many examples where women thought they had something to offer than would benefit TWG and this was recognised by the centre staff, but it was perceived that women’s capacities to coproduce were changeable and there wasn’t the capacity in the team to organise, support and encourage it. This is an example where potentially spending money upfront on a community development worker could potentially save money in the longer term, in building links to voluntary services/resources and to nurture the involvement of the women. 

· [bookmark: _Toc456964584]Workload and crisis support: What is clear from the interviews with the centre staff is that their workload is becoming unsustainable if TWG intends to continue providing an intensive, wrap around service to a wider population of women than those originally targeted. There were subsequently concerns expressed by staff in 2015 that they were so busy responding to the immediate crises as they presented themselves that TWG was in danger of becoming a crisis intervention centre. TWG is potentially then at an important point in its development where it has a decision to make about what its focus is on, and how to ensure it retains this clear vision. Should TWG focus primarily on responding to crisis or building strengths and capacity? Can it do both to the extent to which it is seeking to do so? 

· Linked to the issues of workload, communication between the centre staff was highlighted by a few interviewees as a challenge. The team were not always aware of developments in a woman’s life and highlighted that opportunities to get together with their colleagues to discuss individual women and the approach being taken as a team were rare. Again, the sense was that everyone is so busy doing the work there is limited time to think and reflect to make sure what is being done is the best approach. It might be suggested, thus, that coordinating regular case management reviews to reflect on progress and exchange information is a core area for practitioner or practice development.

· [bookmark: _Toc456964585]Support at all times: The issue of flexible opening times emerged more strongly in 2014 than 2015. We concluded that it is perhaps more appropriate to reflect on how to ensure women have appropriate support at all times. This is where the volunteers and peer mentors, discussed above, could contribute significantly. Other apporahces might include arranging a staff presence at the weekends, or the introduction of shifts to facilitate an extension in the operating hours of TWG, and to facilitate a bit more flexibility. Perhaps this would also be an area where third sector partners could contribute, where contracts may be more flexible. Although women were not clearly articulating and campaigning for extended opening hours, they were referring to being lonely, and not having support, particularly in evenings, at weekends and during the Christmas holidays. 

· [bookmark: _Toc456964586]Expanding the model: Interviewees also saw great potential in expanding the model, in terms of working with women at an earlier stage, developing stronger partnerships with a greater range of agencies, and the establishment of additional centres closer to the women’s local communities. Another aspect of this theme were differences among the women (and staff) as to a) whether they wanted the centre to be expanded in terms of being busier and b) whether they wanted TWG to expand to include a mixed or diverse group of women or just those women who are similarly situated to them. Those women and staff who wanted a busier centre with a diverse group of women attending often referred to other centres, such as Tomorrow’s Women, Wirral. Other’s however appreciated the fact that those attending the centre were in similar positions to themselves and had shared backgrounds and experiences and this resonates with wider evaluations of women’s centres. It may be that such differences reflect differences in women’s sense of self and processes of change.

· [bookmark: _Toc456964587]Connection women into localities: A core objective of TWG identified in 2014 was the need to coordinate care within the centre with a view to linking women into the relevant mainstream services and supports in their localities. One Steering Group member reiterated concerns surrounding women’s potential for dependency on TWG and another interviewee suggested that promoting their independence was an area for potential development. This would also connect with the observation surrounding the importance of, yet challenges of, developing bridging social capital and supporting women’s integration into their communities. 

· [bookmark: _Toc456964588]Consolidating and disseminating learning: In acting as a bridge between the women and other services/supports, TWG is also helping to educate other organisations about the lives of these women and what would support them. They are thus acting as an important communication channel, and helping to better articulate the experiences of an often neglected and seldom heard from group. Nonetheless, there was general sense emerging that there is a need to both reflect on and consolidate the learning that had happened since TWG opened but also a need to share and disseminate that learning to shape and influence wider organisational thinking and practice.
[bookmark: _Toc450920966]
2) [bookmark: _Toc456957415]Developing Coproduction in TWG  

· Communication is a concern in relation to coproduction and we noted some uncertainty surrounding the outcomes of some of the suggestions advanced by some of the centre staff and women. Perceptions of impact are central to the effects and outcomes of coproduction and sustaining motivations to coproduce so giving coproduce.

· For TWG to progress from an intermediate level of coproduction to a more transformative level of coproduction, there is a clear need for leadership. By this we mean the need for a ‘coproduction champion’ or dedicated worker. This might also improve the coordination of activities and alleviate some of the felt pressures on centre staff. Time, human and financial resources as well as careful planning and coordination help enable women’s involvement. Coproduction can’t be an add-on but must be a core feature of operation.

· There is also a need to move beyond the willingness to coproduce to create or shape the conditions in which the kinds of organisational processes and procedures necessary to enable and support coproduction are developed so as to structural and procedurally facilitate a coproductive environment. 

· Across both tranches of interviews, some women have expressed a desire to be more engaged in providing peer or mutual support to other women and to coproducing or co-facilitating activities and groups with workers. This emerged even more strongly in our latter interviews suggesting an increase in some women’s assessment of their readiness to test this out. 

· Developing more collective forms of coproduction could be realised through the recruitment of volunteers – both from outwith TWG but also from within TWG.

· While the complexities of women’s personal circumstances were frequently recognised as barriers to participation, there is a risk that these more visible challenges render the assets and potential contributions of women less visible.

· Concerns were expressed about cultivating a culture of dependency and this is an area worthy of further consideration. The tension resides in the need to encourage engagement while discouraging dependency, balancing women’s participation in TWG with their participation in service in their localities and their participation in their communities more broadly. 
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In April 2012, the Commission on Women’s Offending published its findings into the circumstances of women involved in the Criminal Justice system. In recognition of the complexity of the needs of many of the women involved in the Scottish Criminal Justice System, the Commission’s Report made a series of recommendations. One of these was the establishment of local women’s community justice centres, where multi-disciplinary teams would coordinate a range of supports. At a minimum, such teams would include a criminal justice social worker, a health professional and an addictions worker. The intention was to improve women’s access to a consistent and holistic range of services to reduce re-offending and support their recovery and social reintegration. 

The impetus for the development of Glasgow’s women’s community justice centre, since named Tomorrow’s Women Glasgow (hereafter TWG), emerged from this recommendation. Its objective was to target 100 women with the greatest needs and at greatest risk of offending. From the outset, TWG aspired to embed the principles of coproduction into its design and delivery, informed by models of self-help, mutual support, service user engagement and co-production[footnoteRef:1]. TWG opened in January 2014 as a one-stop-shop model of service provision; since its inception, a range of agencies have been co-located in TWG including a consultant psychologist, mental health nurses, addiction experts, social workers, social care workers, mentors, a prison officer and a housing officer. In addition, TWG operates a model of ‘assertive outreach’ which is, essentially, an intensive, coordinated and flexible approach to providing support for hard to reach service users with complex needs. [1:  In 2012, Beth Weaver was commissioned by Glasgow City Council to provide a briefing paper outlining contemporary analyses of models of self-help, mutual support, service user engagement, and co-production and to inform the development of TWG. 
] 


The Scottish Government provided funding in 2013/14 and 2014/15 to facilitate the establishment of 16 community justice centres (or a related re-structuring of the mechanisms for the delivery of support to women involved in the criminal justice system in Scotland). At the conclusion of this pilot phase, an evaluation was commissioned by the Scottish Government to see how the different community justice centres or related structures were implemented and to what extent they contributed towards positive outcomes for women (see Dryden and Souness, 2015). Given their commitment to service user involvement and co-production, the then named ‘implementation steering group’ overseeing the development of TWG also wanted to reflect on and learn from the implementation processes, impacts and sustainability of the model of co-production developing within TWG. This research was commissioned to both inform that process and support that learning. 

[bookmark: _Toc447639408][bookmark: _Toc447686611][bookmark: _Toc447691585][bookmark: _Toc447693969][bookmark: _Toc447694092][bookmark: _Toc447710011][bookmark: _Toc447710166][bookmark: _Toc447710785][bookmark: _Toc447711565][bookmark: _Toc449024512][bookmark: _Toc456965911]LAYOUT OF THE REPORT
Chapter 2 describes the aims and objectives underpinning the research and outlines the methods used. Chapter 3 explores the development and operation of Tomorrow’s Women Glasgow (TWG) since its inception whilst Chapters 4 explores the meanings, operationalisation and outcomes of pursuing a coproductive approach in this context. Chapter 5 looks at the impact of TWG, why it is working well and identifies areas for development. Chapter six concludes the report by discussing what this tells us about coproduction, looking at the key themes emerging from the findings, notably in respect of the research questions. This concluding chapter also offers some recommendations for the future development of TWG in relation to coproduction.

[bookmark: _Toc456965912]WOMEN AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE
A high proportion of women who are involved in the criminal justice system not only have a history of trauma and abuse (Prison Reform Trust, 2015) but also have overlapping problems with personal or social network associations (be this coercive or anti-social relationships or a lack of associations), difficulties with child care, mental and physical health needs (including addiction and its effects), financial difficulties and debt and victimisation (Bloom, Owen and Covington, 2003; Commission on Women Offenders, 2012; Corston, 2007; Covington, 2003; Salisbury and Van Voorhis, 2009). 

As the Commission on Women Offenders (2012) observed, the female prison population more than doubled between 2001-2011 (see also McIvor and Burman 2011) and, at that time, Scotland had the second highest female prison population in Northern Europe (Prison Reform Trust, 2015). Across the UK, more than 13,500 women are imprisoned each year (Prison Reform Trust, 2015), usually for non-violent offences and often for first offences.  It was in this context that the Commission on Women Offenders report (2012) was tasked with reviewing the evidence and proposing pragmatic recommendations to reduce the number of women reoffending and going to prison. As previously noted, one such recommendation was the establishment of women’s community justice centres. Related policy developments include supporting a national mentoring scheme for women leaving prison and working with the Scottish Prison Service to provide smaller regional and community-based custodial facilities across the country.


[bookmark: _Toc456965913]Women: Recovery and Desistance
Addictions are significantly implicated in women’s offending; in turn, a high prevalence of abuse and mental ill health underpins women’s addictions (Covington, 2008). Women in prison in Scotland report ‘a high incidence of drug addiction (estimated 98%), mental health problems (estimated 80%) a history of abuse (estimated 75%) and very poor physical health.' (HMP Inspectorate of Prisons, Inspection Report 2005 quoted in Scottish Government, 2010). Despite women’s multiple, complex and interacting needs, women can and do recover and desist from offending. According to the Scottish Government (2010), that process of change can take 4-5 years for alcohol users and typically 5-7 years for opiate users. White et al., (2012, p299) argues that recovery, defined[footnoteRef:2] in The Road to Recovery (Scottish Government 2008) as ‘a process through which an individual is enabled to move from their problem drug use, towards a drug free lifestyle as an active and contributing member of society’: [2:  As with the term desistance, numerous definitions abound in the literature. ] 


‘seems to depend on the interaction between differing levels of personal/family/community recovery capital and different degrees of personal vulnerability and problem severity/complexity/chronicity’. 

The best predictor of recovery is, reportedly, the extent of recovery capital (Scottish Government, 2010). ‘Recovery capital’, introduced by Cloud and Granfield (2008), refers to the collective internal and external resources that can be mobilised to initiate and sustain personal recovery. Recovery capital is conceptually linked to natural recovery, solution-focused therapy, strengths or asset based approaches, resilience and protective factors and the idea of wellness and human flourishing (White and Cloud, 2008).  It is beyond the scope of this chapter to offer a review of the research into pathways into and processes of recovery and desistance and what supports it. However, what has emerged from a close reading of this research is the importance of individual agency and motivation (for example, Best and Laudet 2010; Bottoms and Shapland, 2011; Farrall, 2010), practical supports to overcome the myriad challenges that people face in processes of recovery, desistance and reintegration (Farrall 2014; Scottish Government 2008, 2010), the role of peer support and mutual aid (White, 2009a; Weaver 2015), family and kinship networks (Calverley, 2012; Laudet et al., 2000, 2002; Weaver 2015) and communities (Farrall, 2002; White, 2002, 2009b) – as well as more formal supports (Farrall et al., 2014; White et al., 2012). In this regard, there are many synergies between research into recovery and desistance and many of the findings and approaches advocated by the recovery literatures are applicable to supporting desistance. However, the dynamics of desistance (and offending), as with recovery, have to be understood in the individual, relational and structural contexts within which these behaviours are embedded and sustained (or otherwise) – at the level of the individual (Weaver, 2015). What emerges as significant across both the recovery and desistance literatures is the relational context, or more accurately – the importance of social relations, in and through which change is enabled and sustained, which in turn has implications for how change might be best supported.

The need for relatedness reflects the human need to mutually and reciprocally relate to and care for other people and ‘involves feeling connected (or feeling that one belongs in a social milieu)’ (Vallerand, 1997 p.300). The need to belong is realised through relationships experienced as combining “stability, affective concern, and continuation into the foreseeable future” (Baumeister and Leary, 1995, p500). This emotional drive for social relatedness or connectedness is a motivating force underpinning human behaviour (Baumeister and Leary, 1995; Ryan and Deci, 2000). In similar vein, Jordan (1991) advances a relational cultural theory which reasons that for women in particular, their primary motivation throughout life is the establishment of a strong sense of connection with others. Females develop a sense of self and self-worth when their actions arise out of and lead back into connections with others. It is perhaps, then, unsurprising the women’s offending, recovery and desistance is often embedded in their relational worlds (e.g. Barry, 2007; Gomm, 2013; McIvor et al., 2004; McIvor et al., 2009). Processes of recovery and desistance are not, then, solely within-individual phenomena; they are also dependent on interactions between individuals and their relationships, their immediate environment, community and social structure. Fostering connections between women, restoring relationships and building social capital are thus key components in recovery and desistance.



[bookmark: _Toc456965914]Evaluations of women’s centres
There has been increasing recognition of the need for gender responsive or woman-centred services to reflect and respond to the distinct needs of women. Such services are defined by Covington (2008, p377) as:

‘the creation of an environment – through site selection, staff selection, programme development and program content and materials – that reflects an understanding of the realities of women’s and girls’ lives and that addresses and responds to their challenges and strengths’.

The principles of gender responsive practice have been delineated as follows: 
· Gender: acknowledge that gender makes a difference
· Environment: create an environment based on safety, respect and dignity
· Relationships: develop policies, practices and programs that are relational and promote healthy connections to children, family, significant others and the community.
· Services: address substance abuse, trauma and mental health issues through comprehensive, integrated and culturally relevant services.
· Socio-economic status: provide women with opportunities to improve their socio-economic conditions.
· Community: establish a system of comprehensive and collaborative community services (Bloom, Owen and Covington, 2003 in Covington 2008, p378).

These principles are (implicitly at least) evident in the recommendations of the Women’s Commissions Report (2012) and should inform the development of gender responsive services for women involved in the criminal justice system and, in particular, the establishment of community justice centres and multi-disciplinary teams.
	
There are a number of evaluations of women’s centres (see for example Burgess, Malloch and McIvor 2011; Corcoran et al 2011; Dryden and Souness, 2015; Easton and Matthews 2011; Hedderman et al 2011; Radcliffe and Hunter 2013; Nugent, Loureiro and Loucks 2010). Given the limited scope of this review, in what follows we present an overview of recurrent themes which we disaggregate into effective practice and effective partnerships:

[bookmark: _Toc450920631][bookmark: _Toc450920904][bookmark: _Toc456965915]Effective Practice
•  Women value the safety they experience from the women only environment of the centres (Dryden and Souness, 2015; Easton and Matthews 2011; Hedderman et al 2011; Radcliffe and Hunter 2013).

•  Services vary in the extent to which they enable the integration of women who offend with women who have not offended (Radcliffe and Hunter 2013); this echoes Needham and Carr’s (2009) observation that co-production may be more effective at generating bonding, rather than bridging social capital. 

•  Supporting women to make changes in their circumstances was sometimes challenging, but building confidence and self-esteem was a crucial factor in this process (Burgess et al 2011, Dryden and Souness, 2015).

•  Support needs to be available at a stage where women feel ready and able to make changes. Burgess et al (2011) emphasised the importance of working at the woman’s pace and informed by realistic expectations of what can be achieved. Dryden and Souness, (2015) emphasised the need for sequenced support which promotes stability, readiness to change and immediate needs, before attending to longer term outcomes such as volunteering, training or employment, for example.

•  Although women are offered the option of returning for support should they need to, problematically, the timeframe for contact at the centres evaluated by Radcliffe and Hunter (2013) was limited. Yet Burgess et al (2011) observed that women particularly valued support at a point of crisis which, they argue, reduced their perceived need to revert to offending behaviours (see also Dryden and Souness, 2015).

•  The immediacy and nature of case workers’ responsivity to individual’s felt crises were critical; women valued workers who were willing to listen, non-judgemental, optimistic about women’s potential for change and available for emotional support (Dryden and Souness, 2015). They also valued being allowed to take the time they needed (Easton and Matthews 2011; Hedderman et al 2011).

•  The case worker’s multi-faceted role is key in delivering intensive supportive services that are focused on the identification of an individual woman’s needs (Radcliffe and Hunter 2013), contributing to the development of meaningful activities and interventions and facilitating links to wider services and to the community (Easton and Matthews 2011; Burgess et al 2011). Burgess et al (2011) identified that women value emotional support and help to deal with practical issues. Being treated as an individual as opposed to a case was not only valued by women but was, in part, experienced by women’s active participation in creating and reviewing their own support plans (see also Easton and Matthews 2011). 

•  Services should offer a supportive learning environment and a wide range of educational, training and employment opportunities tailored to the needs of vulnerable women (Radcliffe and Hunter 2013).

•  Women value informal interactions, peer support, a sense of being respected and not being judged (Dryden and Souness, 2015; Easton and Matthews 2011; Hedderman et al 2011). In particular, Dryden and Souness (2015) noted that women particularly valued the opportunity to connect with other women in a way that many had not previously encountered or experienced in difference service contexts.

•  Overcoming reluctance to engage can be a challenge (Burgess et al 2011); Hedderman et al (2011) found that women value the encouragement to attend and participate that workers communicated by following up absences with telephone calls and letters. In these cases, the emphasis was on proactive outreach rather than enforcement and on offering support rather than threatening sanctions. Dryden and Souness, (2015) noted that women appreciate practical assistance to overcome barriers to accessing services including flexible appointments and follow-ups, which stood in contrast to their experiences of engaging in mainstream services from which women may often be excluded after a series of missed appointments.

•  The quality of the environment emerged as a central theme in Hedderman et al’s (2011) evaluation; the bright colours and modern furniture communicated to the women that they were worth spending money on and the display of their artwork contributed to a sense of ownership and shared community.

[bookmark: _Toc450920632][bookmark: _Toc450920905][bookmark: _Toc456965916]Effective Partnerships
•  Multi-agency working and information sharing is crucial to the development of a holistic service, enabled by co-location of a range of service providers and effective partnership working (Burgess et al 2011; Radcliffe and Hunter 2013).

•  The involvement of external partners in steering groups is particularly valuable in terms of aligning the centre with local strategies for policing, housing, mental health, throughcare and addictions (Radcliffe and Hunter 2013).

•  Similarly, the development of effective links between the centre and housing, education and training providers and services supporting women with complex mental health needs, addiction and past/present experiences of violence and abuse cannot be overstated (Radcliffe and Hunter 2013).

•  The steering group had an important role in guiding service development and facilitating partnership. It was beneficial that it included relevant agencies able to respond when a particular need was recognised. It meant that potential issues could be resolved relatively quickly and appropriate advice provided (Burgess et al 2011).

•  Fostering strategic relationships and the existence of champions in partnership agencies increase the likelihood of awareness raising and buy in from operational staff, and, therefore, increasing referrals and information sharing (Radcliffe and Hunter 2013).


[bookmark: _Toc456965917]COPRODUCTION

[bookmark: _Toc456965918]Definitions and Explanations
Co-production is essentially a term for a particular type of relationship between services, service users and others from which an inherently different way of ‘doing’ services emerges. Needham and Carr (2009) differentiate between service user involvement and coproduction which relates primarily to degrees of power sharing, influence and change. Co-production is essentially a term for a range of collaborative practices, reflecting, in this context, the interdependent relationship between professional service providers and those who use services (Pestoff 2012). Co-production has been broadly defined as ‘the provision of services through regular, long-term relationships between professionalised service providers (in any sector) and service users and/or other members of the community, where all parties make substantial resource contributions’ (Bovaird 2007,  p849). Bovaird and Loeffler (2013, p4) have more recently expanded the definition to ‘professionals and citizens making better use of each other’s assets, resources and contributions to achieve better outcomes and/or improved efficiency’. Bovaird (2007) illustrates that co-production can manifest 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, p63–4 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, p224). As Needham (2008) observes these may be discrete categories, in a conceptual sense, but not in terms of the outcomes the different strategies potentially produce.
In seeking to elaborate how different levels of co-production exert different effects, Needham and Carr (2009, p6&9) differentiate between descriptive, intermediate and transformative models of co-production.
Descriptive – compliance: already takes place at the point of service delivery and involves professional-user collaboration in processes of assessment, planning, intervention and review to achieve individual outcomes. This model is premised on the recognition that the delivery of services is dependent on a level of productive input from those who use them, even if it is solely compliance with an externally-imposed regime, norms or requirements. Necessarily, this model allows limited scope for substantive change either by or for service users.
Intermediate – support: denotes a greater level of communication and involvement both from those who use services and their informal support networks. While this can enhance mutual recognition and understanding, there is a danger that it can serve to legitimize existing approaches and help service users appreciate the constraints on service provision rather than changing organisational culture and improving provision.
Transformative: At its most effective, co-production can involve the transformation of services but this requires a shift in power and control through the development of new user-led mechanisms of planning and delivery, management and governance. The idea is to embed co-production in organisational governance as opposed to creating discrete opportunities for collaboration.
Critically, Needham and Carr (2009, p7) recognise that how the ‘distinctions and dilemmas of co-production play out’ will vary between different types of public service, in different conditions and in different contexts. Like Needham and Carr, for us, it is helpful to distinguish between forms of user involvement which are consultative or advisory, and those which are more participatory and involve actual decision making.  It is the latter we are referring to when we speak of co-production. 
Slay and Stephen’s (2013, p3) review of the literature on co-production in a mental health context identified six general principles. They argue that co-production in practice will involve alignment with all of these principles which are underpinned by similar values.
1. Taking an assets-based approach: transforming the perception of people, so that they are seen not as passive recipients of services and burdens on the system, but as equal partners in designing and delivering services.
2. Building on people’s existing capabilities: altering the delivery model of public services from a deficit approach to one that provides opportunities to recognise and grow people’s capabilities and actively support them to put these to use at an individual and community level.
3. Reciprocity and mutuality: offering people a range of incentives to work in reciprocal relationships with professionals and with each other, where there are mutual responsibilities and expectations.
4. Peer support networks: engaging peer and personal networks alongside professionals as the best way of transferring knowledge.
5. Blurring distinctions: removing the distinction between professionals and recipients, and between producers and consumers of services, by reconfiguring the way services are developed and delivered.
6. Facilitating rather than delivering: enabling public service agencies to become catalysts and facilitators rather than being the main providers themselves.

[bookmark: _Toc456965919]Coproduction in Practice: the evidence
To be truly transformative, co-production necessitates a new relationship and different roles’ (NESTA 2012: 3); a change in ‘mindset and a style of working’ (Needham and Carr 2009, p4)’ (Durose et al 2013, p18).
Needham and Carr (2009, p1) suggest that ‘co-production is a potentially transformative way of thinking about power, resources, partnerships, risks and outcomes’. Durose et al (2013) suggest that co-production in practice can be understood as the combination and exchange of resources and strengths in new and creative ways and forms. It can contribute to more effective services by making them better informed by communities/service users’ needs (see also Needham and Carr 2009), with the same communities and service users then contributing to improved services, outcomes and achievable and sustainable solutions. To realise co-production, change must be both enabled and supported. Durose et al (2013) reason that a rapid disinvestment of roles or resources or, conversely, over-direction from the centre (however identified) is likely to impede progress. 
A systematic review of empirical research conducted by Voorberg et al (2013) concluded that across the literature, the objectives underpinning co-productive practices were rarely developed or articulated. Most studies seek to identify the influential factors - that is those factors that influence the process and practices of co-production on the organisational side and on the citizen/service user side. Resultantly, there is a dearth of systematic evidence of both the experience of co-production (Parrado et al 2013) and the effects of co-production – both in terms of the process of participating in co-productive practices and in the outcomes of co-productive practices, for organisations and for end-users of the service (Voorberg et al 2013). Voorberg et al (2013) conclude that, given this evidence gap, the impetus behind co-production often resides in its symbolic or normative value; put simply, it represents a virtue in and of itself. They advocate for further research into outcomes and conditions/circumstances under and through which these outcomes occur.
Drawing on the work of Parrado et al (2013), Needham and Carr (2009) and Voorberg et al (2013), the factors which influence the process and practices of co-production on the organisational side include:
•  The compatibility of organisations to co-production. This refers to the extent to which organisations are both amenable to and geared up - structurally and procedurally to facilitate a co-productive environment (Voorberg et al 2013; Parrodo et al 2013). Needham and Carr (2009) suggest that transitioning into a more co-productive way of working may require organisational change, the development of new regulatory and commissioning structures which a PSP has potential to afford, not least if funding is sustained and secured and the initiative reinforced by organizational support.

•  The attitudes and willingness of organisations, policy makers and front line practitioners influence the extent to which co-production can be realized and how participation in co-productive practices is experienced.

•  Risk averse, conservative and highly professionalised services can stifle opportunities for co-production; such a culture can influence the attitudinal culture/environment which shapes the behavior of practitioners (Voorberg et al 2013; Parado et al 2013). Where citizen/service user involvement is regarded as risky it will be met with resistance. Indeed, Needham and Carr (2009:8) observe that ‘professionals may be resistant, unless co-production is associated with an increase of resources rather than a threat to status. Rather than ignoring tensions or conflicts between professionals and users, or between other sets of stakeholders, they should be discussed openly’.

•  Parrado et al (2013) highlight the need for training, guidance and support to front line practitioners tasked with fostering co-production. This would include when and how to relinquish power and to recognise the expertise that reside on both sides of the professional-end user distinction i.e. letting go of the need to provide to or ‘do to’ rather than co-produce and ‘do with’. Practitioners may need support to understand the benefits of co-productive practices and to identify new opportunities for collaboration (see also Needham and Carr 2009). Such an approach requires empowerment, therefore, of not only users but service providers and practitioners. 

Building on the notion of understanding the benefits of co-production, the evidence reviewed underlines the importance of and clarity about incentives to co-produce services – for not only organisations but end users (either at the level of the individual or the collective). The factors influencing the process and practice of co-production on the citizen/service user side include:
•  The characteristics of service users/citizens can influence their willingness to co-produce; it is noteworthy that Parrado et al (2013) observe that women and older people are more open to co-production than others. Voorberg et al (2013) suggest that willingness can be shaped a belief that they can make a contribution and can exercise influence over the quality of service, which is informed by knowing how and where they can influence – for example by responding to shortcomings in service provision (Parrado et al 2013).

•  Social capital (associated by Needham and Carr (2009) with reciprocal relationships that build trust, mutual support and social activism within communities of interest) needs not only to be present  but needs to be generated and energised if co-productive practices are to be sustainable (Voorberg et al 2013).

•  The attitudes, values and motivations of service users can explain differences in co-productive behavior which appears to be linked to incentives. Parrado et al (2013) cite Sharp’s (1978 in Alford 2002) distinction between incentives as follows: material incentives (money, goods, services); solidarity incentives (sense of belonging to a group); and expressive incentives (intangible rewards or satisfaction with morally good actions/normative). Alford (2002) expanded this to include avoidance of sanctions, however defined, for deviating actions and intrinsic motivation – realising a sense of self determination and competence. Alford concluded that material rewards and sanctions are only effective incentives in the simplest of tasks. Incentives for co-production are usually expressive, solidarity, intrinsic and motivated by self-interest (personal motives) or altruism (collective/cooperative motives)

•  Associated with incentives and motives for co-production, having a clear focus and, thus, identified objectives (discussed below) is important; rather than generic participatory activities, a clear rationale or objective is fundamental to encouraging and sustaining co-productive practices.

As themes from the research evidence discussed above imply, and as Voorberg et al (2013) conclude, empirical data to date has been concerned with the factors that enable or constrain co-productive practices i.e. incentives for and influences on participation. Where outcomes were articulated, discussion is primarily related to the contribution of co-productive practices to the effectiveness or realisation of pre-existing service objectives. They ultimately conclude that there is little systematical empirical data to provide evidence of outcomes of co-production (see also Parrado et al 2013). 
Despite this gap in evidence, co-production is widely claimed to offer 'intrinsic benefits' for individuals (Carr 2004, p8). Intrinsic benefits are those individual personal gains acquired through participation. These include, for example, gains in self-efficacy, self-esteem and increased social contacts (or social capital) which collective involvement in having a say on matters of concern can produce. While intrinsic benefits are important, there is no significant evidence base testifying to the efficacy or otherwise of such processes in promoting change and improving services, policies or practice (Weaver and McCulloch 2012). This does not mean that that these changes and improvements are not occurring, just that they are not systematically evidenced.
Service user involvement in and coproduction of services and supports for people in recovery both in a mental health and addictions context is well established and indeed this approach is now recognised in Scottish policy: 
Recovery is most effective when service users' needs and aspirations are placed at the centre of their care and treatment….an aspirational and person-centred process (Scottish Government, 2008, p23).
Like the recovery literature, desistance research 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).
There are numerous examples across the UK of criminal justice service users being involved in the design, delivery and evaluation of services – 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 and Lightowler 2012). However, these tend to focus on low levels of involvement rather than involving a transformative power shift. There are few examples of deeper co-production occurring in criminal justice. Additionally, there is little systematic or comparable empirical evidence of the impacts and outcomes of service user involvement across criminal justice. 
The involvement of service users in supporting or advocating for similarly situated others can be viewed 'within the context of a wide social movement that encompasses the philosophies of self-help and ground level participation in decision making' (Rutherford 2012, p4). Self-help groups vary in size, scope and purpose but Alcoholics Anonymous might be one of the more widely recognisable examples; such groups rest on the premise that people with similar problems and shared experiences can be of mutual assistance and that the experience benefits both the provider and the recipient of that assistance. LeBel (2007) explains that this phenomenon, which has been termed the 'helper therapy principle' suggests that it may be more reintegrative to give help than to receive it because “those who help are helped most” (Gartner & Riessman, 1984, p19 quoted in LeBel 2007, p3). 
Yet, there is little empirical and comparable evidence of the extent of, and possible benefits, impacts and outcomes of service users in a criminal justice context engaging in generative or helping and advocacy or activist endeavours (although see Maruna, LeBel, & Lanier, 2003; Bazemore & Karp, 2004; LeBel 2007; LeBel 2009; Maruna and LeBel 2009). However, Maruna and LeBel (2009:66) suggest that when a person is voluntarily involved in a helping collective, he/she is 'thought to obtain a sense of belonging' (see also Cressey 1955, 1965; White 2000), or solidarity, through the 'sharing of experience, strength and hope', which is both a fundamental strength of mutual-aid collectives, and critical to their success. Moreover, there is some empirical evidence to suggest a positive relationship between generativity (Maruna 2001), volunteering (Uggen and Janikula 1999), help-giving behaviours (LeBel 2007) and advocacy or activism (LeBel 2009) and desistance. In turn 'research suggests that engagement with helping behaviours can send a message to the wider community that an individual is worthy of further support and investment in their reintegration' (Maruna and LeBel 2009, p69). Engagement in generative, mutual-aid and advocacy behaviours could, then, help to mitigate some of the stigma that people experience and support their reintegration (see also Maruna et al 2004; Maruna and LeBel 2009; LeBel 2007; LeBel 2009).
Clinks (2010; 2011) published a review of different models or approaches to service user involvement in the criminal justice system in England and Wales. They observed that while prisons have been using some form of consultative user group for a number of years, the extent of participation and involvement varied widely (Clinks 2011; Edgar et al 2011). These groups take the form of various theme-based or functionally-driven committees or elected prison councils (as in the User Voice model). However, Clinks (2011) found that there were few service user groups in place in community based services, where it was more common to find evidence of individual engagement practices, peer mentoring and peer support groups than consultative or advocacy-oriented service user groups.
On the basis of their review, Clinks (2011) differentiate between the role of committees which are essentially consultative service user groups and the role of councils, which are more participatory and involved in decision making processes, echoing Needham and Carr’s distinction between service user involvement and co-production. They suggested that committee and council meetings should involve service user representatives and staff to address a wide range of issues arising. Clinks (2010; 2011) emphasises the significance of managing expectations and boundaries in this context, suggesting that agenda setting can be helpful, particularly where both staff and service users identify agenda items. Where possible, Clinks (2011) suggest that decisions should be made collaboratively between staff and service users at the meetings, or agree action points to be resolved further to the meeting. Clinks (2011) further recommend that service users are given training in, for example diplomatic skills, facilitating and chairing meetings, listening, communication and customer service skills, conflict resolution and how to manage bullying and peer pressure. 
Clinks (2011) survey of probation staff identified their belief that user involvement improved the way services were designed and delivered. Staff seemed convinced that not only does service user involvement improve operational outcomes in terms of the way services are designed and delivered, but also contributes to more substantive outcomes such as supporting compliance and reducing re-offending. Moreover, staff recognised that there were affective outcomes for those involved, including improved self-esteem, self-respect and confidence.
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This chapter has provided the background and context to the research, outlining the policy context and the relevant research surrounding recovery, desistance, women’s justice centres and coproduction. Research into recovery and desistance points to the impacts that participatory practices can have on individuals (both those making a contribution and those benefiting from that contribution) and their processes of recovery and desistance. Not only can harnessing the experience and expertise of service users inform the development of services, enhancing their efficacy, but they can strengthen the credibility, meaning or legitimacy of those interventions to other service users, and motivate others to initiate recovery and processes of change more broadly (Weaver 2011, 2015). 
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[bookmark: _Toc456965922]AIMS AND OBJECTIVES OF THE RESEARCH
Although policy / practice documents on how to go about partnership working and enlisting and engaging service users are now relatively commonplace, research into organisations that have attempted to implement co-production, even to a small degree, is more limited – even more so in the community justice arena. This research was intended to support TWG’s development and continuous learning in this area. 

The main research questions and objectives are as follows:

1. What are the processes through which a co-productive strategy and practice has been developed and implemented?
- How has the process of co-production developed over time and what particular approaches have been adopted; 
-To what extent have service users been involved in planning, delivering and implementing the Centre and interventions therein?
- What challenges, barriers and benefits have there been in implementing a co-productive approach?

2. What are the impacts and effects of adopting and implementing a co-productive strategy and practice?
- What effect has adopting a co-productive approach had on the design, development and implementation of the Centre (from both a professional and service user perspective)?
- How has the adoption of a model of co-production impacted on partnership working, professional cultures, practices, and relationships and inter-agency communication?
- How has adopting a model of co-production influenced and shaped service users levels of involvement and investment in and experiences of services and professional relationships?

3. What are stakeholders’ experiences of adopting and implementing a co-productive strategy and practice?
- How have stakeholders experienced the process and practice of co-production?
- What are the motivations, incentives and disincentives towards co-production across stakeholders; how and why, if at all, do these change over time?
- To what extent is there consensus across stakeholders surrounding the objectives of co-production in a community justice context and to what extent and in what ways have people’s views changed over time?

This research therefore sought to understand processes, dynamics and experiences of co-production in a community justice context. Understanding how a co-productive approach to the development of TWG (and the effect of the co-produced interventions therein) has impacted service users; professional cultures and practices; processes of partnership working and inter-agency communication and co-operation; service development and delivery is of significant theoretical and practical interest to wider criminal justice policy and practice across professional domains, as well as wider social policies and practices surrounding organisational reform. 

The development and implementation of a co-productive strategy, ethos and culture is a long-term process, which impacts on an organisation at various speeds. Once the process has been set in motion, whether the first cohort of service users remain involved for several years (perhaps adopting quasi-staff or mentoring roles) or remain only a short time before being replaced by a new cohort, there is no obvious endpoint. Attending to the ‘user voice’ becomes a continuous process. A piece of independent research such as this, however, – as opposed to continuous organisational monitoring - needed to be time limited, even if, as in this case it might be, the endpoint is somewhat arbitrary.  This research took place over a 24 month period. The purpose of this research was to assist stakeholders in developing a co-productive strategy and to study its stage by stage progress from the vantage point of several parties.

[bookmark: _Toc456965923]METHODS
This research was undertaken using the following qualitative methods.

1. A review of literature on policy and practice of co-production, user involvement and engagement and evaluations of service development and practices in this area (see Chapter One). This review informed the development of the research instruments, measurement tools, the analytical framework and the conclusions and recommendations.

2. Initial interviews with steering group members (10) and centre staff (10). Initial interviews were undertaken between June-July 2014. These interviews were designed to elicit initial views, perceptions and expectations of the process, operation and effects of the co-productive strategies and practices. Interviews sought to identify concerns, hopes and aspirations; to identify individual, professional and organisational objectives, incentives and disincentives to participating in both the development and implementation of the Centre and in a co-productive endeavour. 

3. Initial interviews with service users (9). Initial interviews with service users were conducted in July 2014. These interviews sought to ascertain services users’ views as to the extent to which they wanted to be involved in a coproductive process and in what ways; what their views on the proposed service were and what they hoped to get out of it; what depth of commitment they would be willing to give to co-producing this service and why; and what the incentives and disincentives were.

The average age of the women interviewed at this time was 37 years old; all of whom were white, Scottish in origin. This is broadly consistent with the average age and ethnic profile of women participating in the 16 community justice centres evaluated by Dryden and Souness (2015). They reported that the average age of women was 34 years old and that the majority of women were of white British origin. The women we interviewed at this time had all attended TWG for between 1-9 months with the average length of attendance at 4 months.

4. Action learning workshop. The outputs from these initial phases of the research (outlined above) were fed back to the various stakeholders at a workshop facilitated by the research team on 10/11/14. The intention of this was to inform practice and the development of the centre in the direction decided by those involved. At this point, a briefing paper analysing the findings of the literature review and stakeholder interviews was disseminated and informed the workshop based discussion with the various stakeholder groups at the workshop to inform the implementation process. 

5. Follow-up interviews with Steering Group members (9) and Centre staff (8). Interviews with Steering group members were undertaken between April and July 2015. 6 of these interviewees were interviewed previously and a further two of our interviewees in this phase represented the same organisation as those interviewed in the initial interviews. Interviews with Centre Staff were undertaken in April 2015 and the interviewees were all of those interviewed previously. These interviews were designed to elicit stakeholders views and experiences of the different co-productive approaches implemented, their experiences of the co-production process and interventions, exploring opportunities, obstacles and barriers (and how these were addressed) to implementation; the impacts and effects of pursuing and implementing a co-productive strategy and practice. Other areas of enquiry included changing expectations and experiences of participation for individuals and agencies and any impacts on professional relationships; issues around different approaches and different expectations of stakeholders. Interviews also enquired to whether and how adopting a co-productive model and process contributed to, shaped and influenced the design and implementation of interventions, identifying differences in experiences of collaborative working and professional relationships (both between professionals and between professionals and service users) over time. Questions surrounding levels of user involvement and its relationships to partnership or co-productive practices enabled us to identify, in particular, any issues and challenges to further or deeper involvement.

6. Follow-up interviews with Service users (9). Interviews were undertaken in August 2015. To be precise, six interviews and one focus group comprising three women were undertaken. These interviews were also designed to elicit views and experiences of process, operation and effects of the co-productive strategies and practices implemented over time; to identify and explore the opportunities, challenges and obstacles encountered in the process; views and experiences of participation in TWG and the outcomes of their involvement, e.g. how much impact or influence did they feel they were able to exert? What difference TWG had made, if any, to them.

Of the women we interviewed in August 2015, the average age of the women interviewed at this time was 39 years old; all of whom were white, Scottish in origin. While we did not collect data on length of involvement in TWG from focus group participants, the women we interviewed had all attended TWG for between 1-2 years with the average length of attendance at 1.7 years. Of the interviewees, 4 of these were interviewed in 2014. It was not possible to re-interview all of the same women we interviewed in 2014 due to different reasons pertaining to their lack of availability.

7. Documentary Analysis. The process of documentary analysis, in conjunction with the interviews, of policy, strategy and operational documents throughout the research period enabled us to study the implementation and operation of a co-productive strategy and practice across the Centre since its inception; to identify the extent to which a co-productive strategy and practice has been realised and the particular approaches that have been adopted; to explore levels and nature of involvement across agencies and service user groups; to identify the allocation of roles, and frequencies, format and foci of meetings. 

8. Analysis was on-going throughout the research periods. Emerging themes from the interviews, coupled with the existing literature on co-production, user-involvement and partnership working formed the basis of the analysis. Consistent with the exploratory nature of this research, the analysis was informed by the views, experiences, issues and events emerging within and across individual transcripts and the analysis of policy and strategy documents. This interpretive process explored patterns, themes, regularities and paradoxes and identified correlations and exceptions across the various stakeholder interviews.  



[bookmark: _Toc456965924]LIMITATIONS
While we sampled steering group and centre staff members by role, the women who participated in this research were those who were or who had been engaging in TWG which, arguably, leads to a positive sampling bias. However, given the focus of our research was not an evaluation of outcomes but an exploration of process and effects of participation, this was deemed acceptable for this research enquiry. While obtaining the views of those not participating, it was beyond the scope of this research enquiry. Although there may have been some ‘availability bias’ in the final sample of participant interviewees, we do not think that this will have had a major impact on any of our conclusions about impact (and the range of their feedback supports this assumption). Selection of interviewees from other stakeholder groups was made purposively, as noted above, and so does not raise the same issues concerning possible selection bias.
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[bookmark: _Toc450809296][bookmark: _Toc456965926]Vision 
At the outset of the project, it was envisaged that the Women’s centres in general “would provide women involved in the criminal justice system access to a consistent range of quality services which will empower them to make a more positive contribution to their lives, their families and society and reduce reoffending” (PID. VO.4. 03/06/13, 4.2). The articulated objectives for TWG were:

I.	Provide a safe, gender specific environment where the voice of the user is embedded.
II.	Utilise a co-ordinated, multi-disciplinary, single point of delivery approach, tailored to better meet the needs of women in the justice system including:
•  person centred offending interventions;
•  structured and bolt on services;
•  peer support;
•  self help
•  continuity of care (stickability); and
•  an exit strategy which enables women to return to their communities with the tools/life skills to cope.
III.	Bring about a reduction in the duplication of effort through effective, open, robust, real time information sharing (collaboration) driving effectiveness and efficiencies.
IV.	Overcome structural barriers to build stronger links to improve pathways to existing infrastructures and services - both within the system and in communities.
V.	Utilise access criteria which will deliver a genuinely different approach.
VI.	Use continuous monitoring (self-evaluation / qualitative) to enhance the delivery of services.

The core objective/vision articulated by professional stakeholders in our interviews in 2014 was to facilitate a reduction in offending and, in that, to contribute to improved outcomes for women. It was generally agreed that TWG’s objective in this context was to facilitate and increase access to core services and supports through the coordination of care within the centre with a view to linking women into the relevant mainstream services and supports in their localities. A related objective, or at least intended outcome, was to alleviate pressures on other services. Involving service users in shaping the development of TWG, in particular, the nature and range of activities offered, was widely recognised as one aspect of the overall approach to meeting these objectives, which further included a multi-disciplinary environment which would provide intensive support as well as a model of assertive outreach (involving pro-active, persistent attempts to find and engage with women wherever they might be). The motivations and objectives for attending TWG by the women we interviewed in 2014 were to help to get help to give up offending and/or their dependencies on drugs or alcohol. As part of that many women emphasised a desire to increase their self-confidence and to learn how to manage their anxiety. Women particularly valued support to address their problems with housing and/or concerns relating to their children.

In the final phase of interviews in 2015, we asked interviewees if consensus remained about the general vision for TWG. The response from steering group and centre staff professionals was yes, the overarching vision or objectives for TWG remained in place; people agreed that there was consensus about what that vision was:

I think the vision has retained itself and I think I could probably say that for most partners … I think there is a consistency about the vision, it’s pretty straightforward in a sense, engaging with women around their offending needs in a holistic way and trying to create an environment where people are welcome and their own to use (Steering Group Member, 2015) 

I think the vision is still very much there… I’ve not experienced or witnessed or anecdotally heard from front line right through of any deviation from the vision.  I think probably there’s a kinda feeling now of resigned assurance, if you like, that the model is right (Centre Staff, 2015) 

I think, of all the partners in the project are very clear about where they want things to go.  I don’t think that’s diminished at all.  I think, if anything its grown (Centre Staff, 2015) 


Further, given the change in the Scottish Government’s strategy, to support women involved in offending in smaller community facilities rather than larger, more isolated prisons, this has potentially reinforced the vision and direction of TWG. However, whilst the overarching vision remains the same, the means through which these objectives might be realised has altered over time. 

[bookmark: _Toc450809297][bookmark: _Toc456965927]Women attending TWG
Although everyone involved has always been aware of the complexity of the needs and lives of the women supported by TWG, what emerged from the interviews was the development of this understanding and the recognition over time that the service would need to adapt in response:

Elements to the learning have maybe changed some directions of how we – what we do and how we deliver (Centre Staff, 2015)

I don’t think initially that they believed that they were gonna be working with women who had … such acute needs and I think there was an expectation possibly of not so much those who were working operationally but those who probably strategically thought that you would work with a woman for a period of time and then everything would be OK (Steering Group Member, 2015)

I think it was always under estimated the length of time that that would take for women to turn their lives around.  I think I said the last time that you don’t turn 30 years of abuse round in a matter of 6 months or a year or even 18 months… cos I don’t think you can put a time on it cos everybody’s different, you know, everybody’s experience is different in how they experience that personally (Centre Staff, 2015).

Initially, the plan was for TWG to ‘work with women intensively over a 9 month period to promote stability and to ensure throughput…It is entirely feasible for women to have finished the intensive support element of the service but still attend the centre for self help mutual aid purposes and lighter touch interventions until such time as they no longer require this’ (PID, V.O 4, 03.06.13 5.5 & 5.7). By 2015, it was widely recognised that the period that women require intensive support is considerably longer than 9 months, due to the complex, multi-layered and embedded nature of the issues and difficulties this group of women face.

[bookmark: _Toc450809298][bookmark: _Toc456965928]Referral criteria 
A further area in which the initial vision was reported to have altered was in terms of who TWG should be targeting and providing support to. The initial vision was: 

The Centre will target 100 women who score high or very high in LSCMI. There are a number of reasons for this target group namely:
I. They are the very women who the Angiolini report suggested require better co-ordinated more intensive support.
II.	Due to complexities of their needs it is acknowledged that this group of women will use significant resources and services, creating stability should reduce use of these resources.
III.	As a result of their needs/experiences they will benefit from the resources available. 
IV.	It is a clearly defined criteria.
V.	The assessment of risk/need is based on factors associated with offending (PID. VO.4. 03/06/13, 6.1).

In 2014, participants expressed different views about the criteria for referral and concerns about using LSCMI to assess risk, which they reasoned was developed around men’s rather than women’s risk indicators. There was general consensus that TWG was engaging the ‘right’ women as per their original vision, although the utility of LSCMI as a measure of risk and or vulnerability in and of itself remained questionable.  What further emerged from our final tranche of interviews in 2015 was the view that the criteria for inclusion should expand, or that it already had expanded, in part to offer a more preventative or early interventionist approach to women at risk of custody, with a view to intervening and diverting them from that:

The main discussion about the vision and the purpose has been – wouldn’t it be good to be able to work with more women and not just those at the highest risk.   So being able to take a more preventive approach (Steering Group Member, 2015)

We think maybe we could target women that are kinda at risk or on the cusp of kinda coming in (Steering Group Member, 2015)

I’d like to see a service being able to pick up the women who are earlier on in their offending pathway (Centre Staff, 2015) 

Because we’re no longer getting Scottish Government funding, we can be a wee bit more flexible with the referrals, as long as everyone has had involvement in criminal justice or is involved in criminal justice and is extremely vulnerable.  We’ve also had a couple of self-referrals which has been great (Centre Staff, 2015) 

Taken together, therefore, we can see both an initial underestimation about the amount of time that women would require intensive support from TWG, and at the same time a desire to reach a wider group of women than originally envisioned. This means that the number of women that staff members are supporting is much greater than initially envisioned, as a result of the small number of women exiting the service and a wider range of women engaging, as one interviewee put it “the caseloads grow but nothing falls off the end” (Centre Staff, 2015). This would appear to have increased the workloads of the TWG staff; workload issues were significantly more prominent in participants’ responses in the 2015 interviews. Additionally, given the need to respond to important, presenting needs and, often crises, there is a risk that the staff may struggle to fulfil the more innovative and preventative element of their role:

I’m a wee bit concerned that, you know, with so many who are in crisis, that we’re at risk of becoming a crisis intervention centre…they only come again, call again with another crisis and, because staff are so busy running around looking after lots of them (in terms of their needs rather than just the women) it tends to become – it becomes a case of firefighting (Centre Staff, 2015)

Well, we’ll just become another area team really, you know, another kinda multi-disciplinary area team with all these cases …I am struggling to do that with the number of women I’ve got and I’ve only got about 15, 16 women on my caseload but I can’t give them that intensive service that I was meant to give (Centre Staff, 2015).

As the referrals and the reputation of TWG grows it is perhaps an important point, two and a half years in, to revisit the objectives; whilst the overarching vision has remained constant, there is perhaps an increasing need to focus, otherwise, unless additional resourcing is forthcoming, TWG might struggle to meet everything expected of it. However, we might usefully reiterate that, like all qualitative research, the views represented here capture a snapshot of people’s perceptions at a given time; one year later, these views, and the circumstances that underpin them, may have altered again.

[bookmark: _Toc450809300][bookmark: _Toc456965929]Re-balancing what TWG does
The level of complexity of the lives, and thus needs, of the women engaging with TWG also altered the balance of what the centre would do. In 2014, the adoption of a trauma model was a distinctive feature of the service offered and this was led by a specialist based at TWG. What emerged through our interviews with professional participants in 2015 were questions around the salience of basing psychological provision for trauma in TWG itself. The reality of the complexity and needs of the women engaging with TWG was that they didn’t want, and they weren’t ready to explore in-depth their issues, at least initially: 

The discussions around psychology have been very interesting… what they’ve found is that many women don’t want to go into in-depth discussion of their issues.  They want help with coping on a day to day basis but they don’t want – at this point – to be, you know, looking at the underlying causes and trying to sort that out for themselves.  So that was – it needs to – you need to have people available that can do that as required, but it’s maybe you don’t need somebody there all the time (Steering Group Member, 2015) 

What we thought we might get more change out of was using the psychologist as someone who was providing direct interventions and orchestrating programmes.  It didn’t work that way (Steering Group Member, 2015)

Women weren’t ready for that traditional psychology face to face counselling, they just weren’t ready, they had other things to deal with and we just needed to, over the period of time, accept that was the situation (Steering Group Member, 2015). 

It is a widely held view that women are not ‘ready’ or do not wish to explore issues of trauma at this stage in their recovery.  What the centre staff and management noticed was thatearly on in their engagement in TWG, the women were too chaotic, often related to drug use and other issues, and weren't ready or able to participate in one-to-one counselling approach. Then, when the women had embarked on recovery and desistance, they were more concerned with dealing with other issues associated with getting their lives back and moving on, rather than looking back. So they wanted to 'get their kids back', 'sort their health out' etc. What the women wanted from TWG instead was an opportunity to engage in peer and professional support and participate in various activities through which conversations could happen about issues that matter to them, as the quotes below, and further discussion, illustrates:

What we have recognised is that structured offender focused or psychological focused programmes are not fit for purpose for the group of women we’re working with - to such an extent that we have now stripped back all the programmes (Steering Group Member, 2015). 


Women getting together…Getting empowered, aye, definitely.  And being able to talk about things freely, do you know what I mean, women’s issues (Service User, 2015).

What has become clear is that at the point of being able to re-position themselves regarding previous history of trauma, the women first need to feel safe, have practicalities sorted – have a place to live, a GP, have access to their children and so on. Until this point, what they welcome is an ability to be distracted from their issues, to be welcomed and accepted, and to be treated like a person rather than a problem or service user. Art, gardening or jewellery making classes, where women can keep busy making and doing things, and use the opportunity to talk to others with similar experiences, though not about these experiences or issues, has an important therapeutic and stabilising effect. They need to avoid the full pain of what has happened to them because they are not yet ready to cope with it.  What is also striking is how when they are experiencing chaos the women need other people to see them, see them as people without passing judgement. The importance of the need for human contact and relationships means that activities that don’t on the surface appear to be addressing particular issues or needs, are nevertheless an important contribution to building their capacity to change.

[bookmark: _Toc450809301][bookmark: _Toc456965930]The Programme of Activities 
The programme of activities emerged as one of the most important elements of the TWG model, its importance in ensuring the success of TWG is discussed in Chapter 5. There has been important learning for TWG around relaxing the structure to improve women’s opportunities to engage in, and uptake of, activities. Initially there were closed groups that women signed up to, but the experience was that those signing up then may not attend and other interested women would be excluded because places were already full:

Cos at that last cookery, it was only 4 that was to cook at a time and I felt I was missing out cos I’d not been picked at that time (Service User, 2015).

Therefore, a decision had been taken in 2015 to make sure activities were more flexible and open to more women to engage with:

There’s no closed groups, they’re open groups and they’re open groups for a reason because it’s too difficult for women to commit to attend in 6 weeks (Centre Staff, 2015).
The programme of activities however remained of fundamental importance to the women, though staff occasionally wondered if they were maximising the potential of these activities, and fully using the learning they have developed over the past couple of years:

All the classes they’re doing, like jewellery making, cooking, all that.  It’s really basically learning how to survive again (Service User, 2015)

They love getting involved in the groups, it’s like really – it brings us all together and we’ve done things that we’ve never done before (Service User, 2015)

We’ve learned that they like the arts and crafts stuff, they like the tangible stuff that they can make and they can do in the garden.  (Centre Staff, 2015). 

The activities help develop the women’s confidence, encourage them to try new things and develop a more open mind; “I didn’t think I’d like cycling, I love it” (Service User, 2015). The women particularly benefitted when they were good at something and asked to help out with an activity or task, “somebody finds use for me and it’s just a nice wee feeling” (Service User, 2015).

In addition to activities, TWG has also organised specific days/events, such as the ‘family day’ and a ‘Christmas lunch’ where the focus has been primarily on having fun. These occasions appear to have had a particular significance and importance for the women, and there appears to be something gained if having time and space focused just on having fun, where sometimes the women can have an escape. Additionally, perhaps such events help the women to experience being part of society through their involvement in these commonplace social rituals and help to demonstrate that they matter, “The fun days seem to work better sometimes than the groups actually” (Centre Staff, 2015). As one interviewee noted, such changes are to be not just expected but actually welcomed:

I get a sense that priorities might have had to change but that’s really good that you’re feeling that responsiveness, you know. There’s been a lot of consultation with the women as well and, you know, listening to the women and listening to what the issues are (Steering Group Member, 2015)

[bookmark: _Toc450809302][bookmark: _Toc456965931]Holistic and integrated approach
The original vision involved “a co-ordinated, multi-disciplinary, single point of delivery approach, tailored to better meet the needs of women in the justice system” (PID. VO.4. 03/06/13, 4.2). Whilst this vision remains, there have been challenges and slight changes to how this is operationalised. 

The model of practice that has emerged can be broadly defined as a holistic and integrated approach within which a case management model is applied. This involves individual staff, who are matched to individual women, doing specific work with those individual women. Thus, each woman has a key worker, whose role is to both provide and broker direct interventions and coordinate multi-agency responses and reviews. However, what emerged from our interviews is that the staff felt that, at the time of interview, they were working quite individually and separately from their colleagues. It might be suggested, thus, that coordinating regular case management reviews to reflect on progress and exchange information is a core area for practitioner or practice development:  

We still work very kinda solo in that respect.... everybody’s got a kind of piece of work that they’re doing with that woman, so the focus is on, you know, that particular piece of (work)…I probably envisaged that we would be doing more kinda working as a team round that case and sitting down and having more chats about, you know, where everybody was going.  But we don’t (Centre Staff, 2015). 

We don’t sit down and have like kinda main chats about cases, you know, we don’t have a sitting round – right, you three are working on this case, let’s sit down – you know, even on a weekly basis or a fortnightly basis and pool together where we’re all at (Centre Staff, 2015).


There appears to be something happening here around staff having the time and space (or perceiving they have the time and space) to come together and reflect together about the women they are working with. This might imply that issues of workload and responding to expressed crises appear to be affecting how TWG, or the practitioners therein, feel able to operate. There is perhaps also something emerging here about the culture of TWG, in that individual workers see themselves as taking responsibility for different issues and undertake work focused on addressing each one. This potentially leads to a vicious cycle of looking at needs, reacting to needs and crisis and doing so again and again, with the time and opportunities to build strengths/assets squeezed out given the importance and significance of these times of crisis. What has emerged from this is the importance of practitioners learning not to react to crisis, but to respond in a controlled and coordinated manner, reflecting trauma informed practice approaches. 

By the time they come to us, they’re so used to using services as crisis services, that actually it’s difficult to say, hold on a minute actually, we will help you with your needs but we’re not a crisis service, we’re going to just actually help to understand what’s going on and then think about where we go together (Centre Staff, 2015)

I’ve got women who they’ll go off the radar for a good few weeks, you can’t track them down but if they know where – they’ll get in contact with you or they’ll come in normally if they’re not in a crisis by that point obviously but they’ll come in (Centre Staff, 2015).

In addition to building in time for the team to discuss the women they are working with, centre staff also reflected on the fact that due to the demands and challenges that the design and development of a new service, and a new way of doing services engender, they hadn’t, in 2015 at least, had an opportunity to sit back and explore as a team how they are working together and whether the balance of attention is right. It may be that regular opportunities to reflect on the overall model would benefit the team, such as an annual development day or quarterly reflection sessions. 

The other challenge that TWG has faced around its offer of a holistic integrated approach was the threat to the sustainability of the Housing Support Worker. While, in the period since our interviews took place, this role has been continued and additional supports put in place, at the time of interviewing this was identified by interviewees as a significant loss given the pertinence of immediate support with housing for the women accessing TWG. The uncertainty surrounding the continuation of this seconded role reportedly resided in the fact that the partner involved here indicated that they did not have sufficient funds to pay for a secondment in its entirety and also questioned the remit of the post, given that they are fundamentally a housing provider and as the majority of TWG’s women don’t have housing what is potentially needed is more of a homeless worker rather than a housing sustainability role. This highlights the importance of securing secondees to the operation of TWG, and the challenges in ensuring that all partners prioritise the continuation of their secondees, particularly when partners are experience significant reductions in funding and resourcing. However, in many respects this is one of the great successes of TWG, and the commitment and involvement of partners was recognised by Steering Group and Centre Staff: 

[Name of partner] have been fabulous in their commitment, I’ve gotta say that.. giving it support, the approach support as well as personnel support, they’re in with this for the long term (Steering Group Member, 2015).

[bookmark: _Toc450809303][bookmark: _Toc456965932]The physical ‘centre’
The physical environment has been recognised by everyone involved in TWG as having a significant impact upon the culture and operation of TWG. In 2014, the service users we interviewed comment that:

Environment is really laid back and relaxed (Service User, 2014)

This is relaxing…it's a cracking environment (Service User, 2014)

It was quite homely, I thought (Service User, 2014).

By 2015, the level of attachment to TWG seemed to have enhanced, with references to the space being like a home, the main room in the centre being a “living room” and those involved being like a “family”:

It’s like a home from home (Service User, 2015)

I would say it’s like a wee family in here (Service User, 2015)

We all sat round the table in the living room and we basically give our views (Service User, 2015)

[The staff] want us to feel as if this is ours.  That’s the impression (Service User, 2015).

The culture that the physical space, combined with the attitude and approach of the staff, helps create was commented on by most, if not all, interviewees. It is a real achievement, particularly given the previous experiences of services by the women, and is the basis for everything else that happens in TWG:

Does our culture that we’ve created with people that use that service, does it permit, does it encourage, does it give space to and life to the women’s views about their service?  I think I’d say yes in relation to that (Steering Group, 2015) 

This is a really welcoming, open thing, you know, you can go in and make a cuppa tea and sit down, you’re not continually scrutinised…I just think it’s basic human interaction that I think’s made the difference (Steering Group, 2015).

A positive change since the initial interviews is that TWG have occupied the entire floor of their building, which they previously shared. This has involved having an extra couple of rooms, making it “a lot easier now to take a woman somewhere private if they come in and they want to talk to somebody” (Centre Staff, 2015).

The women are also increasingly taking responsibility for setting the tone of the centre, being particularly keen to make sure new members feel comfortable when they come into TWG for the first time:

If somebody’s just come in, I try and be – hiya, how are you doing, and make them feel welcome (Service User, 2015)

A new woman came in and I saw her over at the kettle and I think she was making herself a cuppa of tea or something and one of the service users who’s been coming here a long time, I just heard her saying as I was passing – listen, do you want a hand?  And as she was saying that, she got up and she went over (Centre Staff, 2015). 

The women’s relationship with ‘the centre’ as a physical space has been subject to some consideration during TWG’s development. The Steering Group and Centre Staff have been keen to ensure women develop a healthy relationship with TWG and there has been anxiety expressed about:

The dependency on a physical building that appears to grow with some people and I’m really quite anxious about that.  I really want us to try and genuinely get a flow away from it (Steering Group, 2015). 

Within the Centre Staff team, however, there seemed to be less concern with the concept of dependency, than with a recognition of the need to build women’s connections with other people/services in their local area as well as supporting their connection to, and engagement in, TWG:

I think that’s what we’ve got to be talking about is the healthy attachment rather than dependency (Centre Staff, 2015) 

It’s about thinking about the more community based organisations, you know, helping out – local food banks, church groups are often very popular.  It’s about finding out what’s in the woman’s own area and linking her in with those, the kinda mainstream community groups.  And also things like colleges, local businesses (Centre Staff, 2015).

For the women, who often don’t have anyone else in their lives, TWG is a very important attachment for them, “now I’m not on my own.  I’ve got Tomorrows Women” (Service User, 2015). 

What also emerged from the interviews in 2014, in particular, in the early phases of the implementation of TWG, were differences over the concept of ‘the centre’ and what this means in terms of the use of the space. One the one hand, the centre was conceptualised or envisioned in terms of a bustling hub that women can drop in to and engage with; on the other hand, the centre was conceptualised as a base from which to operate assertive outreach for the purpose of connecting women into services in their localities. Relatedly, emphasis was placed on the need to balance the aim of encouraging engagement while discouraging dependency and, as part of that, balancing participation in the centre with participation in services in their localities and communities more broadly: 

I know there’s been a huge emphasis on the word centre and … that it’s gonna be this hub for women…For me, it’s about it being a base for us to chase women, to look for women, to engage with women… the reality is that – yes, the centre’s important and it needs to be seen as a safe place for women to come to but …[it’s] about complementing and enhancing what’s there so that we can actually put the intensive supports in, allow a woman to re-initiate, re-engage with local services and hopefully build a connection back with an area in the city that she either is from or she wants to be (Steering Group Member, 2014).

I want to see it as a physical space where women can come in and use the facility that’s actually there …  So I want the centre to be used as a centre, I want folk to come in, I want folk to feel comfortable in it (Steering Group Member, 2014).

I think that my vision is that it’s a hustling bustling centre with lots of activities going on and maybe eventually very long term it would be a women’s centre …so you’ve got women who have histories of offending but you’ve also got other women there who are either peer mentors or role models  (Centre Staff, 2014).

In our interviews in 2014, Tomorrow’s Women in Wirral was frequently cited by centre staff and service users as an aspiration - or ideal type - of centre in terms of its purpose and functioning. In 2015, we revisited impressions about what the centre was about and how it was being used. There were similarities with the views expressed in 2014, but over time there appeared to be greater acceptance, particularly amongst staff, that a key element of TWG  is outreach work rather than having a busy centre:

I think originally people had expected that the centre would be used more and drop ins and things would pick up and the reality is the women who use that are a narrow group of the overall client group (Steering Group Member, 2015). 

There’s more focus on assertive outreach within here and I feel assertive outreach does work because women will see that you’re not gonna give up (LAUGHS) although some women will go, no, forget it (LAUGHS).  But there is women will see like we’re not giving up and they will eventually start coming.  So I think perseverance (Centre Staff, 2015).

Though it was recognised that providing activities and services within the centre was an important aspect of the model, but one that has perhaps been given less attention given the necessary focus on the outreach work, for this demographic:

They said it was gonna be a one stop shop and it’s not really…because you’re signposting other services sometimes but I think sometimes maybe it’d be good to have some of the other services based in here with you, you know (Centre Staff, 2015)

There’s certain groups that are quite popular, so I would say there’s maybe a core of 4 or 5 women who would come every week and then there’s other women who maybe dip in and out of the service, dip in and out of groups, depending on what’s happening for them…they do come in for activities (Centre Staff, 2015)

I would say it’s a bit of both.  There is the kinda hub or the kinda drop in, women can come in at any time.  One of our women came in yesterday for a coffee.  There was nothing on but she came in for a coffee but women will come in, in crisis, but there’s also that, you know, we’ll go out and chap doors or try and track people down (Centre Staff, 2015).

There was a sense amongst some of the service users that if activities were available, that they could just drop into, that they might spend more time in the centre: 

I come in here and I’ll do the classes, I’ve talked to whatever worker’s on duty or whatever worker’s about, drink coffee, do phone calls, so a number of things really.  I would say an afternoon a couple of days a week (Service User, 2015) 

I want to come to the cookery thing when it starts…It just depends on what’s on… Art.  I was doing tennis on a Tuesday but unfortunately incapacitated to do that.  What else do I do?  Jewellery making and bag making (Service User, 2015) 

I see the psychologist just now but I do get involved in the groups.  I like the social aspect of it, coming down with other women… you come down and sound off in here…I come down quite a lot, maybe 3 days a week for the classes (Service User, 2015).

Of the women interviewed, most attend TWG specifically for certain activities as well as the social aspects, in addition to accessing or engaging in specific interventions which for two people included trauma informed counselling. In general, most women said that their attendance at the centre depended on what activities of interest were on. Levels of attendance ranged from once a week for an afternoon or morning to 3 days a week for a morning or afternoon which implies that we only interviewed those with quite regular attendance and that we were unable to capture the views of those less engaged. However, as a purposive sample, speaking to those with a consistent and regular level of attendance meant that those being interviewed were in a better position to be able to comment on the areas of enquiry with which this research is concerned. 

[bookmark: _Toc450809304][bookmark: _Toc456965933]What has stayed the same
In addition to what has changed during TWG’s journey, it is also useful to reflect on what has stayed the same. On 10/11/2014, a workshop was held to discuss the findings of the first phase of the research, and to work collaboratively to inform the next stage for the second year of the development of TWG.  The improvements identified at the workshop included providing a more structured and diverse programme of activities (see section 3.3.1); clarifying the referral and criteria for inclusion processes (see section 3.2.1); addressing the constraints that procurement processes exerted on practice; consideration of more flexible opening hours i.e. evenings and weekends and consideration of the use of volunteers – both from among the existing or former service user group but also from the community (discussed in chapter four), more broadly; the role of the steering group and the relationship between the steering group and service users and centre staff; and issues of sustainability and continuing funding. Interviews with key stakeholders in TWG identified that six months, limited progress had been made in these areas, which we discuss in more detail below:

I have to say, not all of these issues have been discussed at the steering group (Steering Group Member, 2015).

In terms of those specifically, we’ve had quite marginal progress, to be honest (Steering Group Member, 2015).

Not much [change in terms of workshop outcomes], to be honest with you, no (Centre Staff, 2015).  

[bookmark: _Toc450809305][bookmark: _Toc456965934]Procurement  
Procedures around procurement emerged as a significant operational constraint in 2014. Given the difficulties with engagement and planning that appear to be characteristic of working alongside people with complex needs, such processes seemed to frustrate opportunities to work in the moment. At the workshop, participants proposed that the rules surrounding procurement of goods should be examined to see if there could be any movement within this. Key areas of frustration were the absence of any immediate financial sources on which to draw to, for example, buy tea-bags or to take a woman for a cup of tea, or in terms of the acquisition of ‘household resources’ i.e. table-lamps which cannot simply be purchased but must be authorised and then acquired from approved providers, often at considerable additional expense:

[Procurement] really hampers the ability of staff and the women to be able to do things easily and in a – I want to say an everyday normal fashion that you can go to the shops and just buy things and get the money back and also you can make simple purchases and cheaper purchases.  It’s incredibly complicated, so it inhibits things that they can do and also other stuff about – I don’t know – what the women can do and what the centre can offer services wise is inhibited by the procurement (Steering Group Member, 2015). 

The participants in the final phase interviews in 2015 generally felt that, although staff now have access to petty cash, which reportedly was not previously in place, that the issue of was largely unresolved and was unlikely to be so, despite a universal recognition of the impact of such processes on practice:

The procurement stuff - that was never gonna happen…We run and work in a fucking huge pain in the neck bureaucracy and anything round about procurement is just a pain in the neck bureaucracy.  That’s what it should be called – it should be not called procurement.  So we’re never gonna make changes in these things and we just had to deal with that (Steering Group Member, 2015).

It’s certainly a wee bit easier than what it was when we first came here because at first we couldn’t get money for anything like milk and bread and things like that…having petty cash here was a big issue cos we never had it before.  OK, it’s been limited to how much we can get out of it but it means at least we know it’s there instead of taking it out of our pay (Centre Staff, 2015).

In relation to procurement, no, it’s still the same.  It’s pretty awful, actually.  That’s definitely been a barrier (Centre Staff, 2015).

In general interviewees were resigned to working in a system where this was the situation, and most did not entirely understand why it needed to be this way. However, whilst this frustration is understandable, the challenges of changing systems to operate more cooperatively with changing practices, of translating visions into practicalities, is well documented (Blume, 2016). A couple of interviewees, however, wondered whether a credit card could be arranged to pay for equipment or goods, say below £200, with perhaps the centre manager or service manager having the appropriate approvals to spend within the agreed budget. From a wider efficiency perspective it was also interesting to note the examples of how much interviewee’s referenced having to pay:

200 quid for a hoover and it took 6 weeks when we could have gone down to Argos and gotten one for 40 quid and had it tomorrow (Steering Group Member, 2015).

Last year we bought some of these mixers you can get for 7.99 out of Asda, I think they paid £120 for them (Centre Staff, 2015).

Obviously given the financial constraints and a limited budget, the inability to resolve this issue is means that TWG is potentially paying thousands more than is necessary, (as are many other organisations), which might imply that there are less resources to spend on supporting the women. Such equations also do not take into account the time spent trying to resolve such issues. This was a particular issue towards the end of the financial year when TWG realised that they still had funding left that would need to be returned if not spent but “even then, we were still restricted on what we could use it for” (Centre Staff, 2015).

Interviewees specifically linked the lack of flexibility around procurement to being a statutory body: 

The procurement is murder.  It’s the systems in place that the council have got.  I think where you see – when we visited Leeds last, the Together Women, they were a statutory body originally and the reason they threw off these shackles because they could think outside the box, they weren’t restricted within how they could spend their money (Centre Staff, 2015). 

Aye.   We’re still – I feel that we’ve still got our hands tied with that, so we have.  We don’t seem to have the same freedom that maybe third sector have (Centre Staff, 2015). 

Third sector partners also recognised this, and some interviewees from the third sector made offers to support TWG in this regard. It therefore, may be that, with a bit of creativity, TWG could pay a third sector partner organisation to provide a procurement service, with more freedom to source the best priced good rather than from a restricted range of suppliers: 

What you pick up are the frustrations that you would expect from something that’s controlled by the local authority and it’s a lot of the bureaucracies that make things – in fact, just before you came, we were talking about how frustrating it must be.  I think (name) wanted to do something – I don’t know – it was a jogging group or something – and wanted to go and buy something really cheaply.  I don’t know what it was, high vis thing, something from the pound shop anyway, but she couldn’t do that…that’s where we’ve said if we can help in any way, because we’re not tied by the same bureaucracy, you know (Steering Group Member, 2015). 

[bookmark: _Toc450809306][bookmark: _Toc456965935]Flexible Opening
While the idea of an ‘out of hours’ service was only briefly mentioned in our initial interviews:

I think there needs to be some out of hours, maybe a help line or set up to Samaritans or something or taking it turns of being on call.  I think there needs to be evening and weekend support because crisis doesn’t just happen, it’s not just Monday to Friday 9 to 5 (Centre staff, 2014).

The suggestions that this may be an area for development emerged at the workshop we facilitated. 

In the second phase of interviews the women did not specifically raise opening hours and centre staff did not think that flexible opening was a major priority for the women:

Opening hours [is] not a major issue at the moment, women aren’t campaigning for it, and that’s what it would need. I suppose it needs to become a big issue and I think just now it’s probably not a big issue (Centre Staff, 2015).

Additionally, there were mixed views about the extent to which this should be an aspiration for TWG:
	
We’ve got crisis lines, we’ve got other crisis centres, we’ve got – so it is the bit about we need to be realistic about, you know, what the service delivers (Steering Group, 2015). 

9 and 5 is quite difficult on the people who actually look to use it, you know, I mean, chaos happens at any particular point.  I mean, I know they’ve got – I think they’ve got somebody on call  most of the time now…And that’s helpful, that’s helpful but I think flexible time – I mean, for me, if we’re absolutely serious about attempting to change people’s lives then, you know, you do need a wee bit of support at the times (Steering Group, 2015).

On the one hand we’re saying we want to be innovative, a centre that covers all things but we’re still quite restricted and we’ve said before with a lot of these women, appointments don’t work.  So on one hand you can’t say, well appointments usually are 9 to 5 Monday to Friday (Centre Staff, 2015).

Similar to the procurement issues there seemed to be an acceptance that, this is just the way things are, with people aware of the barriers to changing this, particularly around staff contacts and funding, and a perception that now may not be the time to extend this:

[extending opening hours] it’s not gonna be within the foreseeable future because we’re still at that very vulnerable stage there in relation to funding (Centre Staff, 2015). 

The wish list would be 24/7, 365…I think the reality is that…like yesterday afternoon, there was 3 women in at that point in time (Centre Staff, 2015).

I don’t know how that would go with the amount of personnel you’ve got, how it’d work.  You’d need to increase the personnel I think and there’s obviously money involved in that, isn’t there, if the council’s got it (Centre Staff, 2015).

It appeared, however, that the staff team were already doing what they could to work as flexibility as possible on a case by case basis, which some interviewees thought was sufficient to respond to this:

That’s not happened officially but the staff – we are flexible.  We do regularly kinda – staff will start earlier or work later to support a woman if it’s needed, although it’s not like we’re starting at certain times (Centre Staff, 2015).

I still think it requires to be a day service but with a flexible arrangement and I think in the main staff aren’t rigid to finishing within core hours and at the moment it’s done on a case by case basis (Steering Group, 2015).

Other suggestions to address the barriers expressed above included bringing in volunteers out of hours, thus avoiding the issues around staff contacts. Interestingly, the important issue for the women is that they have people they can call on at any time, and while this does include professionals, the support of each other and of family and friends, is also of critical importance. 

(TWG has) given me a focus…but I still feel inside that when I leave here at night, I go back home again and cry cos I'm alone (Service User, 2014) 

Some of the women like meet up at the weekends and things like that cos some of them don’t get out the house, so we’ll meet you and sometimes if they don’t, they go up to their houses and things like that (Service User, 2015)

A lot of the people, a lot of the members that come in kind of – they all get on, they all meet each other outside for coffees and all that and that’s good, that’s great if that’s what you want to do.  I don’t.  I come in, as you were just saying, and I’ve got my own life outside (Service User, 2015).

What is perhaps, therefore, more appropriate to reflect on, then, rather than ‘flexible opening’ is how to ensure that women have appropriate support at all times, and particularly outside core office hours, and, as part of that, ensuring a continued focus on building the support for women offered by other service users and a wider network of peers and community members.

[bookmark: _Toc450809308][bookmark: _Toc456965936]Governance and relationships 
The PID identified the following governance structure:

The Partnership Steering Group will provide overall project oversight and governance. The Group will meet quarterly over the lifetime of the Project. The Group will update progress and seek support and commitment from the wider Workstreams on a regular basis. The Workstream leads will drive specific tasks to develop the delivery model and plan implementation. Workstream leads will provide update reports to each Partnership Steering Group meeting and provide updates to the workplan delivery, slippage and lessons learned to the Project Lead (PID.VO.4. 03/06/13, 4.2).  

Interviews in 2014, however, revealed a lack of clarity about the role of the Steering Group not just among centre staff and women, but also among steering group members:

I think it’s more ratification and sign off rather than actually advice and guidance, if you like” (Steering Group Member, 2014).

The steering group is there to guide it, but how can you guide it if you don’t know what you’re guiding.  So I don’t know what activities are happening now in that centre and I’m a member of the steering group, so how can me as a steering group member then approach change in my organisation if we don’t know (Steering Group Member, 2014).

Consequently, this formed an area of discussion at the workshop around what was being steered including, for example, financial management, sustainability and transitions, the facilitation of communication between partners and, as part of that, ensuring transparency and accountability. Questions were also raised as to whether it was time to adapt the role of the steering group role and, thus, re-articulate governance relationships.

Following the workshop, this issue was raised at the steering group:

The relationship between the Women’s Groups and structured flow of communications with the Steering group had been picked up at the Co-production event noted at item 4(bi).  In discussion, it was broadly viewed that there was a general lack of understanding around the role of the Steering Group amongst service users and the TWG team.  It was further agreed that, given the move towards a new phase of operations, a review of the roles of the Steering Group and Thematic Group and relationship with all stakeholders would be timely (V2 Minute, TWG, PSG, 12.12.14).

As a consequence of these issues, and a change in funding arrangements, it was noted in the Steering Group minutes that:

It is timely to further develop and clarify Governance and supportive structure arrangements (Item 7a Revised Governance and Structure v. 1.2, 02/15).

The proposed and accepted revisions were that:

The steering group will continue to be responsible for oversight and ensuring the project delivers agreed outcomes. The steering group will maintain an advisory and supportive position in ensuring the long-term sustainability of the partnerships. The steering group relinquished responsibility to advise CJA and SG on best options of onward delivery beyond the initial funding period (March 2015) although they retained an advisory role…The different working groups were streamlined into one thematic group which maintained a focus on operations, resourcing, communications, performance and service user involvement (Item 7a Revised Governance and Structure v. 1.2, 02/15).

Interviews with steering group members between April and July 2015 confirmed that governance arrangements had been significantly streamlined.  Over time, this group has become more stable, despite shifts in membership, and, according to several interviewees this has enhanced communication and discussion at the group. The Scottish Government have withdrawn from this group following the conclusion of the pilot phase and this has changed dynamics, with different expectations and stronger relationships experienced:
 
Well, we went from, you know, stage 1 getting it up on the ground, stage 2 thinking how it was operating and … performance data etc.  Stage 3 was about sustainability and we’ve got, you know, 95% of the sustainability in place… it has evolved to a slightly different level and, as I said, that’s why at the last steering group we reviewed the purpose and role and will be tightening the partnership of the steering group but investing more in the thematic group, so a lot more partners will get involved in the thematic and a tighter less frequent meeting of the steering group really to keep a long term strategic vision for the organisation to proceed (Steering Group, 2015).

I think, you know, to start with, it was quite hard to get engagement with the steering group.  There were a lot of people that would come along and not say very much, I think because of being together longer, the people that are there and still there, although there is some change in who comes along, but it’s a more stable group now, we know each other better, there’s better kinda discussion (Steering Group, 2015).

I mean, the first couple of Steering Groups I went to, it was like, gosh there’s so many people here and I was a bit shy – not shy but didn’t feel I had anything to contribute, I felt I had to listen quite a lot.  But now I’m feeling a bit more comfortable and confident about chipping in (Steering Group, 2015). 

The above quotes illustrate that there were structural and funding changes which have altered the Steering Group’s purpose and membership. In addition, some of the key changes have evolved over time as relationships have developed and strengthened. There is also perhaps something to reflect on regarding have a core funder on such a group, and how this influences discussions and the balance of the partnership.

Ongoing challenges for the steering group are around maintaining membership and participation. Several interviewees noted that they dipped in and out of meetings at different points, often contributing more behind the scenes, in their own organisations or with TWG staff when such involvement is beneficial. Several members of the Steering Group also identified as being peripheral to TWG, and identified that they had, and should have, a limited role in decision making given their distance from it. Interviewees also reflected on the importance of their participation in the Steering Group given that TWG is up and running, and because the future funding is primarily in place: 

What we have seen is a small dip in the level of participation of some of the partners.. it reflects maybe – part of the sting could be it reflects a confidence that things are ticking over now (Steering Group Member, 2015).

There was a suggestion that the Steering Group could meet more infrequently, perhaps 2 times a year and, indeed, this has since transpired. Some also wondered if the Steering Group should always be ‘a time limited venture’ (Steering Group Member, 2015) as the focus becomes more on operational concerns, and as the way of working is embedded across the partners. There, is, however, something to be careful of here, around ensuring that partners remain engaged and committed, particularly at a time when there has been key personnel changes on the Steering Group (change in chair and social work lead for instance). There is also perhaps an opportunity here for the Steering Group to reflect on what would be useful for them to focus on, and perhaps choose a small number of strategic priorities where progress has been more limited than originally envisioned, and seek to support change in these areas - such as issues around procurement; flexible opening times; the recruitment of volunteers; improving the participation of community groups and volunteers etc. The importance of the Steering Group was also reiterated around future sustainability and ensuring there is a continued emphasis on collecting the data to enable TWG to make the case for future investment:

That’s why we still need a steering group, we still need to collect performance information, etc, etc (Steering Group Member, 2015).


[bookmark: _Toc450809309][bookmark: _Toc456965937]Sustainability and funding
The sustainability of the service was frequently raised by Steering Group members and centre staff as an aspiration but also as a concern during interviews in 2014. Some questions were raised about what sustainability looks like: does it include new long term funding or the reorganisation of services or human resources, or the expansion or dispersal of the current model? Some Steering Group members suggested that it might have been helpful to build in plans for sustainability from the outset, although it was equally recognised that, in the absence of evidence, partners may have been reticent to commit resources to any one approach.

In 2015 there was greater clarity and confidence about future funding, with greater evidence of partners committing to TWG on a longer term basis through continued funding or commitments to release secondees. There was a noticeable sense of relief that the partnership has managed to ensure the sustainability of TWG, and we perhaps captured the palatable sigh of relief in the 2015 interviews, though some interviewees already had one eye on the future possibilities:   

I’m glad that we did get the agencies to say, yeah we’ll continue to second. It’ll still be up for review and we’ll need to argue for that to be more permanent and there’s no real plans to extend, which is somewhere we want to get to, but at least at the moment we’ve got the funding and the staff to continue (Steering Group Member, 2015).

I think the sustainability agreements have kind of at least given some proof to that and I do think they’ve – they have cemented a view that the investment is now starting to show (Steering Group Member, 2015).

The model of secondments emerged as a particularly critical element for ensuring the future sustainability of TWG and for securing the contribution of partners. A few interviewees referred to the fact that local partners were now committing at least 80% of the funding for TWG, which is a real achievement particularly when compared to the sustainability, or lack thereof, achieved by other women’s centres initially supported by the Scottish Government. The benefits of having secondees working at TWG but also retaining connections to their home organisation and their specific professional networks, was also noted. 

For most partners whilst making a direct financial contribution does not appear to be a possibility, releasing staff as secondees where they will be working on the home organisation’s core objectives is something most partners appeared willing and able to commit to, albeit for the relatively short term. At the time of the 2015 interviewees, Health, criminal justice social work, SPS and SHINE had confirmed secondees for between a 6-12 month period. There was noticeable commitment amongst members of the Steering Group to continue doing this, but also a level of realism about what it was possible to commit to on a longer term basis, and an acceptance that such commitments would need to reviewed depending on the impact of TWG and the effectiveness of contributing the particular secondee involved:

We will continue to support that for another year… I mean, given that we’ve got budgets on a yearly basis like everybody else, difficult choices have to be made and we would need to look at, obviously in discussion with Tomorrows Women, about the I suppose effectiveness of that (Steering Group Member, 2015). 

In addition to the existing secondees, however, some of the partners appeared to be in a position to look at increasing their contribution to TWG, and were looking at the wider benefits or reach that would be possible through TWG:

So we’ve got a mentor that’s permanently there and I’ve offered to provide another mentor as well from the women’s mentoring service I’ve got here that work with non-SHINE criteria, i.e. long termers, structured deferred sentencers, lifers.  So I think there’s a commitment from the agencies to maintain that engagement with the centre and secondments where necessary (Steering Group Member, 2015).

However, such commitments and contributions were offered and negotiated on an individual basis. This would imply that the relationships between TWG and the steering group, and thus with other partners and contributors, are critical for the continued commitment of secondees. It is worth reflecting on the fact that the housing secondee post was, at the time of interviewing, under threat following a change in the senior member of staff at the partner organisation involved in TWG. It is thus of fundamental importance for such personnel changes to be noted and attempts made to engage with senior decision makers in the partner organisations at an early stage. It is also a reminder to engage with every organisation beyond those directly involved in the Steering Group or negotiating secondees, as people inevitably will move posts. 

[The partner] pulled the housing post - because didn't see this group as a priority for housing advocacy, and due to staff change issues the decision not based on the best available evidence (Steering Group Member, 2015).

Several Steering Group members also wanted to encourage a wider discussion amongst partners about their future contribution over the next couple of years, asking “do we believe in this enough to extend it?” (Steering Group Member, 2015) and some reflected on the potential for secondees to become more permanent arrangements, committing as part of a mainstream budget. It was also made clear that the wider financial and political climate is likely to have a significant impact on the longer term possibilities for TWG:

They’re saying they’re not directly funding any more after sort of 2017, so everybody – it’s … on everybody’s lips …about sustainability.  So I think it’s an ongoing issue…It’s not easy to see because there’s so much change in the criminal justice world with the Community Justice Authorities disbanding…with a constrained operating environment, a fiscal crisis (Steering Group Member, 2015). 

There is therefore, perhaps a window of opportunity for the Steering Group to address these issues and look to develop a 3-5 year plan for sustainability and future direction, addressing some of the words of caution referenced above, and making a stronger case to connect what TWG is doing to wider cultural and organisational change across the community justice sector (and indeed in other sectors).

This isn’t about new money, it’s about re-profiling what you do and that wasn’t to save money, that was to get at these behaviours need to change, service delivery needs to change because there are inefficiencies and duplication in the way that we’re delivering services at the minute (Steering Group Member, 2015).

There are also much bigger questions around the funding and sustainability of community justice services, which TWG is influenced by, and perhaps has an opportunity to share learning about, to affect wider changes:

There’s a larger question about the incentives within partner budgets to fund this area of work and it comes down to a couple of things.  One is: who are the beneficiaries of the work being successful? And who are being asked to contribute?  So if you look at the Section 27 budget which funds criminal justice social work, there’s no reward for taking people out of the justice system…[TWG have] taken this much business out of the courts, we’re not closing a court room or firing a sheriff and saving real money to feed back the way (Steering Group Member, 2015).

Finally, it is worth reflecting that the impact of the uncertainty about the future funding of TWG and thus the money available, has a significant impact on the operations of the centre, in terms of committing to on-going resources, services and groups. It is something that the women themselves were very much aware of, and wanted to contribute to in respect of fundraising or helping out:

It’s just the money, that’s what it is, it’s just the budget cos the last time Lucy came in and done like 2 days or something, she came in and like just helped but that was off her own back and then I was like, are you coming back?  And the other lassies were like, are you coming back next week?  And she was like, no that’s my time up, next time we need to get paid and I don’t know if we’re gonna be getting paid, so I don’t know if I’ll be back.  And I was like, oh right (Service User, 2015).

There is something to be done here, therefore, in ensuring that the Steering Group, Centre Staff and Service Users work together, and that clear communication channels operate between everyone involved, to ensure that there are no inappropriate or inaccurate messages about the future filtering down in an unhelpful or unstructured way.

[bookmark: _Toc456965938]Conclusions
This chapter explored how TWG operates as a women’s community justice centre - not in an evaluative sense but from the vantage point of the different stakeholders. In so doing we explored stakeholders’ vision for TWG, its aims and objectives, which, through various means, is focused on facilitating a reduction in offending and in contributing to improved outcomes for women at high or very high risk of not only offending, but by association, custody. There was and is a consensus that there remains a shared vision across stakeholder groups albeit the means through which that vision might be realised has altered over time. This is in no small measure an outcome of both the complexity of women’s needs but also an outcome of what women feel works for them – to which TWG have closely attended. Both these factors have shaped how TWG work with women both in terms of the content or nature of service delivery and also in terms of the duration that TWG work with women. It has been increasingly recognised that the women that TWG work with require intensive support for a much longer period than initially envisaged. 

At the same time, since its inception, the criteria for inclusion in TWG has shifted towards an aspiration to also offer a more preventative or early interventionist approach to women at risk of custody and diverting them from that. This means that the number of women that staff members are supporting is much greater than initially envisaged, as a result of the smaller number of women exiting TWG and the greater number of women engaging in TWG which has had a concomitant impact on caseloads, and, unavoidably, practice.

Alongside the value of an assertive outreach approach, the programme of activities has emerged as a key element of the TWG model. The outcomes of participation in the diverse programme of activities available to women includes an enhanced sense of connectedness and self worth; increased confidence and perceptions of self efficacy; a sense of structure and purpose, place; and, just as importantly, a means and mechanism of escape – a chance just to be.

While TWG operates as a multi-disciplinary team, what also emerged, possibly as an outcome of responding to crises and/or increased workloads, is individual staff members working with individual women. Some interviewees felt that, at the time of interview, they were working quite individually and separately from their colleagues. It might be suggested, thus, that coordinating regular case management reviews to reflect on progress and exchange information is a core area for practitioner or practice development.   Left unattended, there is a risk that such an approach could breed a needs led or crisis driven response to women which all too easily can obfuscate women’s strengths and squeeze out an assets based approach.

As important to ‘what’s done’, then, is ‘how it’s done’ and the physical and relational environment has emerged as key to the culture and operation of TWG, to which women have warmly responded. Nonetheless, differences have arisen in terms of how the physical space should be used i.e. a drop in centre or as a base from which to conduct assertive outreach; a place in which women can find a sense of belonging to discouraging dependency and supporting women to move on and find that place from within their own networks and communities. What seems to have happened, in possibly view of both considerations and the complex needs of women, is a core focus on outreach, at least in the early stages of women’s recovery, alongside the provision of centre-based activities which together offer different opportunities for women to access support and engage with TWG, according to their preferences.

Importantly, organisational and procedural constraints continue to frustrate opportunities to not only work in the moment but to adequately plan for and coordinate activities. Alongside the lack of movement in this area has come a level of benign, if not frustrated, acceptance and resignation which is shared by both centre staff and service users alike. In addition to operational shifts are the changes to the governance structure of TWG which has benefited from being more streamlined as well as being more recognitive of the need to engage with both centre staff and service users. What the steering group offers, that, perhaps, can be easily overlooked, is its role in ensuring that partner agencies remain engaged and committed to coproducing TWG which is fundamental to its operation and success. Relatedly, there is scope for the steering group to [co-]develop a 3-5 year plan sustainability and future direction – connecting what TWG is doing to wider cultural and organisational changes across the community justice sector and beyond. 



[bookmark: _Toc456965939]COPRODUCTION

[bookmark: _Toc456965940]The meaning(s) of co-production
In the literature, as in practice, there is considerable disagreement over the meaning of co-production and this level of variation was evident in respondents’ interpretations of the meaning of co-production when interviewed in 2014. Most people articulated that it implied professionals collaborating and consulting with service users to support change, with some respondents further acknowledging that co-production included a role for women in service design and development. Implicitly or explicitly, notions of equality, reciprocity and exchange were apparent.

Talking together, sharing decision-making, coming together as equals (Steering Group Member, 2014). 
I think a genuine co-production for me…I would be coming to you with a blank bit of paper and you’d be coming to me with a blank bit of paper and there would be talking about what purpose, what’s our common understanding here about our purpose and our aims and what is it we’re trying to do and then be working out how we kinda do that to meet that.  And you wouldn’t be my boss and I wouldn’t be your boss (Steering Group Member, 2014)

For me it’s all about service user involvement and initially being involved in supporting planning and care, but co-production is bigger than that, about looking at where there are opportunities across everything we do for service users to shape services (Steering Group Member, 2014).

While parity of power is an aspiration, it is a rarity in public services, and particularly in a criminal justice context. Following Bovaird and Loeffler (2013), a useful definition to work from might be: ‘the public sector harnessing the assets and resources of users and communities to achieve better outcomes’. While this is still operationally vague, and while it does not specify the contributions of the third sector, it retains an emphasis on reciprocity, it incorporates recognition of the relationships that exist between the various co-producers or stakeholders; it focuses on outcomes and not just services; and it encompasses an active role for both service users and for communities.

This chapter is concerned to reveal how such initial understandings or interpretations of coproduction played out over the two years of the development of TWG within which this research was undertaken, and thus, our interpretation of how these understandings translated, or otherwise, in practice.

[bookmark: _Toc456965941]Envisioning co-production and the role of service users
Moving beyond meanings in principle, in 2014 we asked people what they thought the role of services users should be and how they envisioned co-production operating in practice. As we noted in Chapter One, in thinking about how co-production might work, some academics have developed typologies of co-production which distinguish between individualistic forms of co-production and group and collective forms (Brudney and England, 1983: 63–4; see also Bovaird and Loeffler, 2008, Needham and Carr 2009). Individual co-production produces outcomes that benefit the individual participants and this, according to Bovaird and Loeffler (2008), is presently the main co-productive strategy operationalised in practice. It is this form that is also frequently articulated in respondents’ interpretations of co-production with regard to professional-user collaboration in processes of assessment, planning, intervention and review (as elaborated above) reflecting Needham and Carr’s (2009) compliant model of co-production discussed in chapter one. This understanding of co-production is more akin in many respects to ‘personalisation’ (in the form of increased personal control and choice across and within existing service provision) with an emphasis on supporting empowerment and self-help:

It’s women themselves taking responsibility but that they are able to design the care package … jointly (Steering Group Member, 2014).  

[Recognising] they’ve got some control over their own lives and its around about how we help them develop that control and how we help them build that up… seeing people’s attributes, giving people the opportunity to resolve their own difficulties…recognising that individuals can do things for themselves, can make positive choices, can make positive contributions in their own lives and to others, in formal or informal ways’ (Steering Group Member, 2014).

Other visions of co-production reflecting a more individualistic approach included providing a suggestion box, and women having a say on the content of activities offered in conversation with practitioners. There were also more indirect approaches for generating service user feedback on the services provided, such as analysing review minutes:

I think for me the review process, one to one reviews…it’s our job to go – this is a theme that’s come right across all the reviews here, you need to reconsider that or we need to introduce – or we need to actually say, the feedback we get – we’re not getting attendance at that but we’re getting a lot of attendance at this… here are the things that are clearly working, individuals have expressed this as well as that (Steering Group Member, 2014).  

Group forms of co-production denote a greater level of communication and involvement than individual forms and typically bring users together to shape or provide services. This can include peer to peer / mutual support activities and service user or multi-stakeholder forums for example. The ideas or visions expressed by steering group members and centre staff were varied and included a role for service users in peer mentoring roles or in working with practitioners to engage in outreach work, in facilitating groups, and participating in consultative groups:

Women becoming more involved in peer mentoring.  We’re looking, for example, at the Smart Recovery programme[footnoteRef:3] and that’s usually peer led…we met a woman last week – now, she’s not been part of the centre but she’s in recovery, she’s been in recovery for 4 years and I’m waiting for her to phone me because I’m really interested in her maybe offering a Smart Recovery programme to other women.  So I would like to see more groups service user led as well and that we would also have a service user group that I think is – they don’t need any staff there (Centre Staff 2014). [3:  This is something that remains outstanding. However, the broader service user involvement process has been developed by TWG and facilitated, in part, by an external agency.] 


I think my vision would be peer mentoring, that once women are really stable, they’ll help the other women and maybe even end up getting a job out of it (Centre Staff 2014).

Collective forms are those strategies that benefit or bring together a wider group or groups of people (which can include community volunteers rather than just groups of service users for example) to contribute to the design, development and delivery of services. Other than references to an enhanced role for volunteers or ‘representatives’ – ex/prisoners or other criminal justice related groups - and aspirations towards the Wirral model, this form of co-production, which is the most transformative, was less frequently referred to, which echoes its under representation in practice more generally:

[Developing] work placements or volunteering opportunities [for serving prisoners] at the centre because what we’ve got at that point is the case of women who have been in prison, are in prison and know the pitfalls of that and you might have somebody that’s not actually been in there yet and there could be an effect on that (Steering Group Member, 2014).

As Needham (2008) observes these different forms of co-production may be distinct categories, in a conceptual sense and perhaps in terms of process, but not in terms of the outcomes or benefits that the different strategies potentially produce where we may find considerable overlap. However, what emerged from our interviews was a vision of a continuum of opportunities for co-production reflecting different service users’ capacities, interests and motivations at any given time, or a continuum of opportunities for co-production through which a given individual might progress through, reflecting their enhanced capacity for co-production over time:

[co-production means] opportunities to influence, to shape what services they receive and how those services are delivered…But it’s about them being able to choose the time and the opportunity when they want to do it (Steering Group Member 2014).

You don’t have to come in here and be a volunteer and then be a peer support worker…there’s different levels for different women and some might plateau. Then that’s for us workers to support that. Some people might go above and beyond anybody’s expectation and it’s for us to support that as well, so there’s different levels (Centre Staff 2014).

You get this kind of brief window often with …any service user…where people are making big changes, from early on, [when its] difficult to get meaningful engagement.  You can have suggestion boxes, you can ask everything and …you hope workers in their therapeutic engagement engage people in an active part of their planning.  Then they get to a point where actually they’re starting to see a bigger picture and they’re really able to contribute to shaping more of the centre…  So whatever we do in terms of engaging women, it’s gotta be at every point of that spectrum.  It’s gotta respect the fact that people will move through that, so you’ve gotta constantly be – if you have a service user steering group or something, if you have a group that manages things within the centre, it’s gonna change and every 3 months you’re gonna have different people on that group involved in that way (Steering Group Member 2014).

The idea that capacities for co-production evolve or progress over time was echoed by some service users as was the value in having a choice of participative opportunities which they could opt in or out of. Indeed, not everybody wanted to coproduce; three out of the nine women we spoke to in 2014 said they weren’t ready to engage at that level and expressed a preference to engage as a user of a service provided, in relation to which they could exercise choice and express preferences, resonant with individual forms of co-production or personalisation. The remainder of the women expressed a desire for an enhanced level of engagement, echoing group forms of co-production. In particular, these women were or intended to engage in informal peer support, a communications group, service user meetings and were having a say as to how Soroptimist[footnoteRef:4] funds might be utilised: [4:  http://www.soroptimistinternational.org/] 


I’ve been to all the communications meetings, I’ve been to the committee meetings and, as I say, I’m starting up the newsletter and joining the committee to help spend these two cheques … which is great and it’s great knowing that – well, what would we like to do with it? (Service User, 2014)


A new lassie started and I brought her right in and made her a coffee and things like that …That was just off my own back…but I remember the way I was when I walked into it.  You didn’t want to go and sit down at the table and take your jacket off in case you were being a bit – oh, she’s a bit up front, know what I mean?  So just to make the lassie feel a bit …and not the way I felt, so it was good to do that.  You do feel good when you’re helping somebody (Service User, 2014).  

Some expressed an interested in co-facilitating groups with practitioners although as previously acknowledged, not everyone felt that they were currently in a position to realise such aspirations:

Well, we’re trying to get organising a walking group and organise for us to be trained to take the walking group (Service User, 2014)

Say for talk’s sake, right, a wee massage course.  The lassie comes in and shows me how it’s done and then I can break it down into how [other women] would understand it, if you know what I mean, and then explain to them, explain to somebody in that way what this is (Service User, 2014)

I think if I was in a situation where I was stable, I had my own house, I didn’t have so much stress on me, I definitely would – I know I could take on and do - I could do an arts and crafts and I would do it and I would basically like show the girls how to do shambala bracelets and this is stuff I look on the internet and this is stuff I teach myself (Service User, 2014).  

[bookmark: _Toc456965942]OPERATIONALISING CO-PRODUCTION?
[bookmark: _Toc456965943]Perceptions of Influence
In this section, we review how these meanings of and aspirations for coproduction have been operationalised. While we turn shortly to strategies for enabling women to coproduce, we turn first to stakeholders’ perceptions of opportunities to influence the development of TWG more broadly. This recognises that coproduction is not about valorising or prioritising one ‘voice’ over another but about working collaboratively, sharing experiences and pooling resources. In particular, coproduction is not intended to be substitutive, but additive (Durose and Richardson, 2016). Moreover, coproduction implies opportunities to influence, to have a say, to shape that which is ostensibly open to coproduction. However, perceptions of not only opportunities to influence but also the effect of influencing is fundamental in terms of not only incentivising coproduction but to building perceptions of self-efficacy and developing trust, both of which are the foundations of coproductive relationships (Fledderus et al., 2014): 

The idea is about creating a safe place but also kind of a friendly welcoming place, which has happened and it is a friendly welcoming place….Can it be a friendly welcoming place and not have service user involvement?  You probably can and it probably can at an early stage but there’s a point where there might be a frustration that it’s all friendly and welcoming but nothing is done with the ideas and the suggestions that come from the women.  And if that’s the case, there’ll be a point where it gets to – well, they’re nice and friendly and welcoming but it doesn’t get us quite – they’re not responding to the things that we would like and it could be so much better  (Steering Group Member, 2015).

Women need to feel more confident and valued and, you know, they need to have the experience that they’ve said things and these views get listened to and actually they do improve things, so it’s worth making that effort (Steering Group Member, 2015).  

Across the course of the research, there has been a general sense from all stakeholders that the centre staff and, in particular, its management team were the group primarily shaping and influencing TWG due to the nature of their operational role in service delivery: 

I think [TWG’s management group] has set the tone and… within that…they’ve recruited the staff and set up the ethos and the practices.  So I think they have influenced it and then I think it’s how the women have responded to that.  (Steering Group Member, 2015).

What the above quote alludes to, and to which we return, is the importance of creating a culture within which coproduction is possible. Where staff feel able to influence and are open to being influenced, women are more likely to perceive themselves as having opportunities to influence. As we noted in Chapter One, the attitudes and willingness of organisations and front line practitioners influence the extent to which co-production can be realised and how participation in co-productive practices is experienced by service users. 
The steering group members we interviewed also felt that they were influential in accordance with their role, responsibilities and relationship to TWG, which was primarily associated with guidance on and ratification of strategic and operational developments: 

I think we steer the direction of the centre and give, you know, give guidance on that and, you know, it was that group – it ratifies plans, etc that are saying, here’s what the team needs to be, here’s the skills that we need in that team  (Steering Group Member, 2015) .

The women we interviewed and wider stakeholders also expressed that women had an influence on TWG which was enabled in and through interactions with centre staff:  

Women are actually saying, well, this is very different to what I’ve experienced both in terms of the environment but in terms of how I’m treated, how I’m spoken to, the philosophy…. So I do think front line staff and the women were fundamental about giving us a steer as to what worked, what didn’t work, what was important and what wasn’t (Steering Group Member, 2015)

Absolutely, the women do.  Absolutely.  I think staff are more than willing to listen to them, take on board about what’s working and what’s not and alter things accordingly (Steering Group Member, 2015).

I think everybody is shaping the development, including the service users and the staff by coming up with different ideas, what about this, what about that, gotta keep trying and I think we’ll probably keep changing things to see what works and what doesn’t  (Centre Staff 2015).

However, what emerged from interviews with some centre staff (n=2) was that not all staff felt that they were able to exert an influence. For one person, this represented a shift in the way that they had previously felt able to exert an influence in 2014 which they attributed to a shift towards a reactive, crisis driven approach to service delivery, as we noted in Chapter Three; for another staff member, attempting to exert an influence was not something they felt that they had experience of: 

I think, aye, [that culture of collaboration] shifted a wee bit and … I kinda feel it’s a pity but we need to accept what we’re doing.  This is the way it is.  It’s gonna be (PAUSE) messy and unorganised and we just respond to what happens and that’s a shame (Centre Staff, 2015).

I don’t think anyone’s really been tested that way, so to then say how you think you would be valued or how your opinion would be then taken into kinda – it’s probably quite sad to think that I don’t really think I’ve had any experience of that (Centre Staff, 2015).

However, what also emerged from these interviews, and which they shared with some of the women (n=2), was an uncertainty surrounding the outcome of any proposals that had been advanced, what we referred to above as the effect of influencing. While all the women we interviewed in 2014 and 2015 felt that they could have their say, like some centre staff, what happened next, the outcomes of what they had proposed, for example, was not always clear. While both centre staff and service users recognised that there were significant structural (organisational and financial) constraints on capacities to influence (discussed further below) what these two illustrative quotes below also seem to suggest is a gap in communication, or awareness, at least:

[Re. perception of personal influence] That I don’t know because as I said, we did have the meeting and we’re still waiting on the minutes coming back (Service User, 2015).

The lead role [in taking things forward] is with, obviously, a staff member…But [women] will ask, when’s it picking up again, what’s happening? But it seems to be at management level that decide obviously whether we’re invoiced or whether we’re told a price and then obviously it’s okayed by management and then a start date’s given.  But sometimes it’s maybe not fed back, so that we don’t actually know that there’s work going on behind the scenes (Centre Staff, 2015).

A lack of communication or awareness of the negotiations often required to ‘make things happen’ ‘behind the scenes’ can undermine or obfuscate perceptions of influence, and this can then influence outcomes, such as personal confidence and self-efficacy (Carr 2004). While this was expressed by a minority of centre staff and women, given the relatively small sample size, this is not an insignificant finding. Yet, in 2014, it was recognised by two steering group members that co-production is not something that occurs at discreet levels i.e. between professionals and service users, but that the culture of collaboration and listening also needs to be implemented and sustained between professionals at different levels. This would suggest that the ethos of co-production needs to be embedded into the culture of organisations – not just on the front lines of service delivery:

What we’ve found in some of our other services is that’s about how we value our own staff as well.  So we’re saying to them, tell us how we can best – listen to them and supporting them in a way we need to learn to our mainstream service cos this is hard work and people must get burnt out and tired and not knowing where to turn.  So I think we need to learn how does a team really support the team members and how do we as managers and directors support them? (Steering Group Member 2014).

It’s as much about front line staff as it is about service users saying, see that, that doesn’t work.  And I don’t think senior management – and I include myself in that to a degree – spend enough time reflecting and speaking to front line staff about, we expect you to deliver something, are you able to do that?  (Steering Group Member 2014).

[bookmark: _Toc456965944]Model and Mechanisms of Coproduction
Beyond individual co-production, during the initial interviews (in June and July 2014), there appeared to be a core group of women who were engaged in groups which were focussing on aspects of service delivery:

There’s a sort of cohort of women that have been coming quite regularly and they’ll make suggestions to us about groups, so it’s mainly about the centre (Centre Staff 2014).  

At this time, we identified, then, that there was a commitment to individual co-production with group consultation on specific aspects of service delivery oriented to building capacities, supporting empowerment and enhancing service responsivity and this commitment has been sustained over the research period. 

There was a general agreement that aspects of co-production were occurring but that, in the summer of 2014, it was still very early days in the evolution of both the centre, in and of itself, and a more fully co-productive approach. The process of engaging service users had, at that stage, primarily evolved informally and organically and subsequent to the establishment of TWG, thereafter with the support of ‘Outside the Box’. It was suggested then that the next step was to formalise the otherwise informal and largely unstructured engagement practices: 

We’ve just agreed that we would start a service users’ monthly meeting with staff…and that’s to basically just really get down on paper what any issues are, developments of the centre, where women can become involved, we’ve already got a service user involvement group to look at money that the Soroptimists are giving us and we’ve also got the service users involved in the communications group.  But this one would be for staff and service users to steer the direction of where they’re going (Centre Staff, 2014).

What also needs to happen – and I’m not sure to the extent it does at the moment – is …to have the right structures in place and right systems… it’s about capturing things…informally but systematically so that it can be responded to…writing things down and not just a general discussion (Steering Group Member, 2014).

There was a sense that existing mechanisms for co-production were acceptable for the stage of development of TWG as a centre but also in relation to the challenges of engaging and sustaining engagement with the existing service user group and in relation to TWG’s stage of development as a centre: 

I think it’s still early days… It seems to be working just now…. I think we’ve got some really focused women just now who could be involved in that but I still see the chaos that most of the women [experience].  So it’s about if they’re having a great couple of weeks, great, they can get involved but just as easily they could have the next 8 weeks that there’s no engagement (Centre Staff, 2014).

Since our interviews in 2014, the focus has been on formalising mechanisms for and strategies of coproduction, building on the developments in the previous year, outlined above, and testing out ‘what works’ with the support of ‘Outside the Box’. These structures include monthly service user meetings, the coproduction of a newsletter within the context of a communications group more broadly and a suggestion box, as well as more informal interactions and, as we discussed in Chapter 4, a closer relationship between the Steering Group, Centre Staff and Service Users, through which women are invited to express their views and make suggestions. Nonetheless, there is a view that the process of coproduction is still evolving. 

What the quotes below reveal is that at the time of interviewing, the model of coproduction emerging was consistent with Needham and Carr’s (2009) ‘intermediate’ model of coproduction, which is premised largely on models of consultation through discrete opportunities for collaboration which provide a greater level of communication and involvement between service providers and service users. While this can enhance mutual recognition and understanding, Needham and Carr (2009) warn that there is a danger that it can serve to legitimise existing approaches and help service users appreciate the constraints on service provision rather than changing organisational culture and improving provision:

Through service users meetings, through talking to individual women, through sitting round – see in the big room for the women – there’s loads of informal discussions takes place there but we’ve got the suggestion box.  And we’re honest with women.  If we can do something and it’s appropriate, then aye, it’ll happen.  And if we can’t, you know, we’ll explain it.  I was explaining, for example – I know I’m going back to procurement – but I was explaining to the last service users meeting about the barriers and constraints and they get it, you know.  They said, like, oh right, fine, we didn’t know that, you know.  (Centre Staff, 2015).

There is a service user meeting, there is also the staff meetings and things are discussed backwards and forwards….I do wonder whether it is more consultation on the whole.   We’re still in the testing phase because I think we’ve had service user involvement meetings since the end of the summer, so maybe August [2014] was the first one.  I think the jury’s still out on how useful they are and whether or not they work and making them better and making them more effective (Steering Group Member, 2015).

Notwithstanding this, such a model may also be categorised as ‘intermediate’ in the sense of being a transitional phase - as a stepping stone to a more transformative[footnoteRef:5] model of coproduction, over time. Indeed, at the time of interviewing in 2015, there was a sense that TWG was at the stage of generating a continuum of opportunities for coproduction which they had envisaged in 2014 (discussed above), reflecting different service users’ capacities, interests and motivations at any given time or a continuum of opportunities for co-production through which a given individual might progress, reflecting their enhanced capacity for co-production over time:  [5:  At its most effective, co-production can involve the transformation of services but this requires a shift in power and control through the development of new user-led mechanisms of planning and delivery, management and governance. The idea underpinning transformative models of coproduction is to embed co-production in organisational governance as opposed to creating discrete opportunities for collaboration.] 


I think the opportunities [for coproduction] – we’ve been growing the opportunities, we haven’t necessarily realigned them.  (Steering Group Member, 2015)

No, [the approach in place] is as I would have expected and I envisaged… I think the important thing was to create opportunities for women to participate as and when they wanted and it not to be a big deal for the times when they can’t because it’s always gonna be the last thing on the list, it’s not even gonna be on the list (Steering Group Member 2015).

We discuss what women have influenced and how they would like to be involved, in their own words, as this chapter progresses, but in terms of understanding the model of coproduction in operation at the point of interviewing, we asked people what was being coproduced. What emerged across our stakeholder interviews was the idea that ‘women want to be involved in what happens to them’ (Steering Group Member, 2015). This also points towards a more intermediate model of coproduction, in terms of exercising choice and control within extant service provision, rather than seeking to alter the ‘status quo’: 

There’s a strong desire [among women] to [participate] when the time is right for them.  ….. But I think their desire to be involved is peripheral.  It’s the peripheral stuff, it’s the cooking groups, the gardening, the can we have activities.…it isn’t necessarily challenging the status quo. (Steering Group Member, 2015).

I mean, my impression or my feeling about the way Tomorrows Women works is it’s in the individual interactions that that user involvement, if that’s the right term, that coproduction, that’s where it really makes a difference. You know, we think it’s about deciding whether the centre’s in the Gorbals or Easterhouse or wherever or that it’s got 5 rooms or 10 rooms.  But actually it’s – what’s gonna happen to me, and, how do I how do I feel in that care, consultation or interaction (Steering Group Member, 2015).

In 2014, as we noted above, some women expressed an interest in some of the women volunteering and/or co-delivering some of the activities, rather than simply having a say on what activities might be provided. Moreover, this was an aspiration also articulated by some professional interviewees. However, in 2014, there was a general consensus that the women attending TWG had not reached a level of stability that would lend itself to embarking on such a commitment. One year on, it was clear from some interviews with Centre staff that this remained an aspiration as yet unrealised but which was still a live area of discussion and development. Moreover, a number of centre staff (and women) recognised an enhanced capacity among some of the women attending TWG that would lend itself to the pursuit of a deeper coproductive approach that perhaps makes more use of people’s assets than the more consultative extant model in a manner commensurate with the principles delineated by Slay and Stephen (2013), outlined in Chapter One:

[Co-delivery of Groups?] Not as yet but there has been talk about that.  [Names of Staff] have just started a walking group and … we are still looking at … having a couple of the women involved as walk leaders.  I’m not sure about other groups at the moment but there has been talk of that, aye…and again that’s maybe women feeling more confident about how they’re feeling (Centre staff, 2015).

I think it’s developing in the way that we want it to but, in relation to like, for example, peer mentoring which was a vision and still a vision of ours, it’s – there’s a couple of women who actually were not part – who have not came through Tomorrows Women but who were interested in becoming peer mentors and one has now got a job with SAMH, so she’s unavailable and the other one is now doing a social care course...aye, she’s no longer available.  But I think that it would be really good – as I said, there’s a couple of women who are kinda on that cusp but they need training.  So I think – I’m hoping that this year we’ll see – we’ll begin to see women coming through and getting the right and the appropriate training to become peer mentors, you know, even if it’s just, you know, like welcoming women into the centre or whatever.  So aye…I think that we’re going in the right direction  (Centre Staff, 2015).

I think there’s a few women now who’ve been coming here for quite a while that might be ready for that type of thing.  So that might be something that we could consider (Centre Staff, 2015).

Some interviewees noted that, while formalising mechanisms for women to engage in opportunities to have their say was important, any framework would need to be flexible and somewhat opportunity-led (Ward, 2002), reflecting women’s availabilities and fluctuating capacities to commit. While, as the quote below elaborates, attendance by women at the service user meetings is somewhat unpredictable and changeable – different women will attend different meetings. While this may represent some challenges in itself, what this does enable is a more diverse representation of women than a more structured and closed group of service user representatives can, and which is so often thought to elude related structures (Beresford and Campbell 1994). Moreover, the decision to include centre staff is not only consistent with the principles of coproduction but is a critical consideration in itself, given practitioners’ role in influencing service users’ experiences that are ‘shaped almost entirely by their interaction with the frontline provider’ (Needham, 2008, p. 223) and, in encouraging participation, as the quote below reveals:

OK.  Right.  I think – so the [service user meetings] started and the intention is – was to have them monthly and I think the reality is that it’s about every other month, that they’ve happened.  And the dynamic is that there’s about … 3 or 4 staff and 4 or 5 service users -- on the whole, the service users are not – there isn’t a continuity that nobody will have come to the same one, nobody will have gone to all of them…it’s quite fluid in that respect. Because it just depends what else is going on and things change...  We have had some where nobody’s turned up, or one person, one service user and it is dependent on the staff encouraging the women to come along and also participating ….  But the staff participation I think does help.  It does help in the meetings to just test out ideas and the conversation and the flow of things but their role is also crucial in promoting and getting the women to come to the meetings (Steering Group Member 2015).

There’s always a different dynamic because there’s new people coming in and you’re kinda looking out for them as well, as well as yourself.  The dynamic changes all the time so like we all kinda try our best to support each other to the best of your ability basically (Service User, 2015).

Women’s participation in service users meetings is, as the first interviewee above explains, ‘dependent’ on centre staff taking an active role both in encouraging women’s participation but also participating themselves. Indeed, what emerged strongly in our interviews with centre staff was that ‘doing’ coproduction properly required effective leadership or facilitation. However, constraints seem to reside in what were considered to be escalating workload demands. As the excerpts below illustrate, there was a clear sense among centre staff that organising, facilitating and developing coproductive practices should comprise a role in and of itself. This resonates with findings elsewhere which suggest that in the absence of a dedicated ‘champion’ or human resources more generally, even among the most willing and committed staff, such practices are often dispensable in the face of competing and important demands and limited resources (Weaver, 2011):

[We need] workers or a volunteer, yeah, or an outside organisation [or] we could do something more realistic with the workload, and free up an existing member of staff (Centre Staff, 2015).  

What’s negotiable within that is, you know, for groups to happen, for things to happen, if we take responsibility for that on top of the work that we’re doing.  And if we don’t, it doesn’t happen and that’s the truth and there’s lots of things I could say that I’d love to do this, I’d love to do that but I don’t have the capacity…(Centre Staff, 2015).

I’m just also thinking there’s the newsletter …Well, the first one went well and the second one there was less involvement which again I think this came back down to the member of staff that I worked with on the first one has gone on maternity leave, so there was kind of a gap and it’s that thing about the role with – you need somebody at the centre who’s taking it on  (Steering Group Member, 2015).

Sustaining [participation] in any way – because of chaos in women’s lives and sustainability and having, you know, maybe one person to keep co-ordinating all that cos you need to keep things alive, don’t you? (Centre Staff, 2015).

While it is beyond the scope of this research to identify causal explanations, some interviewees observed a drift or loss of momentum in some of the coproductive mechanisms at the time of our interviews, both in terms of facilitation and attendance, both by staff and service users:

I don’t think April’s [meeting, 2015] took place. ..I’m just trying to remember cos I missed two of them just with other commitments (Centre Staff 2015).

I think there’s been things set up like the service users group which seems to have – I think that’s – I don’t know what’s up to that, I have to be perfectly honest – and the newsletter group, I don’t know what’s happened to that either.....Not since – like the newsletter group was supposed to be on a Thursday but it’s not happened because I don’t think there’s anybody to take it over since [staff member was absent]…And …the service users was the first Monday of the month, was offset a bit by Easter and it was supposed to happen but I don’t think it happened and I don’t know what happened to the newsletter group….And it’s things like – I was with a service user the other day and we were in the big room and we were doing something.  She’s fairly new and I went in a cupboard and I went, what’s that doing there?  It was the suggestion box for women to use about how we run and then that goes in the service users group.  It was in the cupboard cos somebody had cleared the table to do something but hadn’t put it back.  So simple things cos nobody’s responsible for anything (Centre Staff, 2015).

I think at the moment I feel as though we’ve lost a bit of momentum.  I feel as though there’s a bit of a lull for everything, whether it be the service user [meetings] obviously come April there, we didn’t have the meeting and we’ve not really got many groups on at the moment. There are some starting but I think because of that, you don’t see the turnover of women coming in, which then has an impact on moving things forward and the feel about the place.  So I don’t know.  I think there’s been a bit of a lull, I would say (Centre Staff 2015).

We asked women about their experiences of the service user meetings and, where women were not involved in these meeting, whether this would appeal. As the foregoing discussion has made clear, some women’s current circumstances posed a barrier to participation previously, although the idea of becoming more involved was articulated:

I’m actually really thinking about filling my time cos my mental health hasn’t been really good lately, that’s why I’ve not been in (Service User, 2015).

For another, an unanticipated (perhaps) or unintended outcome of the service user meeting was the opportunity to engage with other women:

Sometimes I get a catch up with the lassies as well, it’s a wee catch up with them as well (Service User, 2015).  

While another service user attended these meeting because she was keen to keep abreast of developments at the centre, she also noted that they could be ‘boring’ at times:

They can be boring… but obviously – well, I go because to find out what’s happening with the centre.  It’s the only way I’m gonna know what’s going on (Service User, 2015).

However, one woman we spoke to who attended TWG regularly was seemingly not aware that they were being held although she also noted that her attendance was generally contingent on other commitments:

See if they were to say to me, would you like to come to this meeting, I would go if I had – like if it would fit in with my time schedule but I’ve never been offered or anything.  Is that like us – they have a meeting with like us? No … I didn’t know that they kinda had one.  I thought that was just like staff (Service User, 2015).  

[bookmark: _Toc456965945]What gets coproduced?
As we noted above, the model of coproduction currently operating in TWG might usefully be aligned with Needham and Carr’s (2009) ‘intermediate’ level of coproduction. Within this level there is a strong commitment to individualistic forms of coproduction with opportunities emerging for women to participate in group forms of coproduction (i.e. service user meetings, communications group, liaison with the steering group) in additional to informal interactions through which women can have a say on matters of collective concern, notably around the activities provided by TWG.

Well, my understanding is also that the whole kinda case management approach is all about empowering women, that they represent and designing it, you know, their own care package.  And other than that, the women have been involved in - one of the more popular ways women have got involved is through the newsletter and the communications group and that does seem to draw a number of women into talking about the centre, talking about their experience.  And they even wrote a guide around Christmas time for other women in the centre, you know, so those that got involved wrote a guide about, you know, helpful numbers, what else you can do (Steering Group Member, 2015).	

Our analysis of interviews from both tranches of interviews in 2014 and 2015 reveals two main areas which interviewees recognise have developed as a consequence of the women’s influence and as an outcome of a commitment to consultation, collaboration and coproduction (intended or otherwise). These areas are: influencing the nature of service delivery at TWG, primarily with regard to the kinds of activities provided (see also section 3.3.1), and coproducing a sense of community through a culture of mutual helping and peer support.

[bookmark: _Toc456965946]Influencing the nature of service delivery
There was a clear sense from all stakeholders (including women) that women influenced the kinds of activities provided by TWG: 

Probably [having a say] on the groups, you know, what’s working and what’s not working.  …You could just say to them or else [name] will come and say – run something by us, you know….  But it’s good that the staff take the time in the living room and they do run things by you, and any information they leave on the table for you (Service User, 2015).

It was me that named it Tomorrow’s Women…. and I picked the symbol as well, the wee crucifix in the circle.  I picked the symbol as well and the first woman to be in it. … Well, I’ve came across with the last group of lassies and I said jewellery making, or cooking and they’ve done jewellery making now since I’ve been away (Service User, 2015).

Indeed, as we noted in 2014, and as discussed in section 3.3.1, the nature, diversity and frequency of activities was and is an area of significant interest for women attending TWG, for a variety of reasons. However, as we noted above, at the time of interviewing (2014 and 2015), their input into the nature of service delivery was primarily consultative; no women had been at that time involved in co-facilitating or sole-facilitating a group/activity. What also emerged was that while women were able to have a say on the nature of activities being provided, the extent to which – and when - they were progressed was dependent on a) organisational processes, notably financial processes or what partners could offer and b) staff members taking a lead on organising or facilitating the relevant group and thus, the coordination and planning of such activities, as noted in the preceding section. Given the stage of development it was also the case that some activities were being tried and a decision was then taken not to pursue it in the future:

I think the beauty therapy room was one of them, the therapy in relation to the nails and the massages and stuff like that.  But again, the problem we have is we’ve now got all this equipment that’s lying in a room and apart from the massage chair, which is easy to go in and use, nobody’s had their nails done, nobody’s had a massage, nobody’s really used any of the stuff that’s in there….. we’ve got this equipment that we don’t really [use] (Centre Staff, 2015).

In terms of some of the things that happen, yeah, like the relax room, the pamper room or whatever it’s called…..  Not used but they got it (Centre Staff, 2015).

[bookmark: _Toc456965947]Coproducing a Sense of Community	
Another significant area in which coproduction was felt to be occurring, not least by the women we interviewed, was in terms of co-creating a dynamic culture of collaboration and acceptance, in terms of shaping how the centre feels through a culture of mutual helping and peer support (see discussion in section 3.5). As we noted above (and below), this is encouraged by the ethos and enabling approach and culture of inclusivity (and thus the manner of relating) that has emerged as characteristic of TWG centre staff:  

I think what I see is the service responding to individual women and they probably don’t see that as service user involvement but I would, you know.  And I think that they are involving women in a far more formal way …. but also just by the way they are with women and the way they’re trying to – you know, you do see it the way they try and shape the service to suit (Steering Group Member, 2015).

Staff and the women in general.  I think you’ve got a kinda welcoming informal attitude and I think the women like that and then the women can feel part of that and once they’ve gotten used to coming in quite regularly, they feel part of that and they feel kinda welcomed and so the women as well….So the women are feeling part of this centre (Centre Staff, 2015).

We’ve got women quite openly saying, look, I’m – you know, I’ll be here 5 days a week and they are here 5 days a week.  We’ve had women motivated, they’ve updated the clothes bank, they’ve done – sorted out all that – that room, the art room.  That was all done by the women.  They got the furniture, sorted the room out, cleaned the room out, got everything in place.  There has been motivations to go on visits, there’s been – there’s a walking group now.  Women are talking about wanting to be peer mentors now.  There’s a motivation to giving something back either because for themselves or for others.  I think there is an example – as I said to you, a woman’s appearing at court today, one of the women said, I’ll come along and I’ll be there as a bit of moral support to you….That’s happening more and more now.  Interestingly, over Christmas/ New Year, quite a number of women had met up and established contact over Christmas / New Year as a mutual support to each other….Because they didn’t want to be isolated over that period of time.  Other women who are either getting contact with their children or have – we’ve got a couple of women who have now got the care of their children again. They’re supporting each other because women are at different stages…(Steering Group Member 2015).

While we noted this emerging in 2014, this informal approach to peer support and mutual helping emerged very strongly in our interviews with women, in particular, in 2015:

I think if there’s women in the room already when you bring a new service user in….I think they can speak to the women better, the new women we bring in.  And I’ve done it, I’ve brought somebody in and you’ve got maybe some of the older kinda mothering types who will kinda take over.  If I say, right, I’m gonna go and take my jacket off, that’s usually an excuse but I’m just gonna go into the office and take my jacket off and I’ll be back in a minute and usually by the time I come back, they’re talking to the other women, the kettle’s on and that – I just kinda pop my head round, then go away again for another couple of minutes… if there is somebody in that day when you bring a new person in who’s been here for a while or who’s came and now moved on because they can talk to the women and that’s about the role model stuff that I think’s really, really important and that’s why we should still, I think, open this up a bit.  (Centre Staff, 2015)

Some friendships have been made …  I don’t know that they’re quite on the mutual support but there is sharing of experiences and not quite we’re all in this together but there clearly is a bit of a common bond.  ….When I think of groups that I would definitely call peer support groups I’m not sure that they would – I would call them a peer support group in that respect but I think there are friendships and they do – there is some support there…. [but] I think, as an observer, the key relationship is the women to their worker (Steering Group Member, 2015).

Like see even as a wee group, even though different and new people come in, we do all kinda like we welcome each other… it’s not as if it’s like you get a wee clique or anything …It is just take me as I am basically. See like I don’t like talking about certain stuff and that but when lassies talk to you and that, it kinda does make you feel comfortable more to kinda thingmy and you do talk, you realise you’ve got – it’s like a lot in common and you refer to stuff and then like they’ll tell you how they dealt with stuff and then you’re like – and you relate to them….That’s how I’m still coming just now.  I never had to in the first place but I want to (Service User, 2015).

Well, it’s just really like talking to the lassies, sometimes they ask support, sometimes cos I’ve got my wee boy back, they ask what I’ve done and things like that and then when I tell them, they sorta feel at ease, oh well I could do that, so if I just keep doing this.  So I sorta give them ideas of how to help them with their weans and not to do to the social work, don’t shout at them, don’t do this, don’t go off your nut cos it doesn’t help.  So things like that, I sorta help out with or sometimes just a listening ear for them (Service User, 2015).


Thus what seems to be emerging is a culture of care, of community, of mutual support in relation to which the women we interviewed, clearly feel a part of – if not central to:

I think it already does [feel like ours] the way like colour wise, we’ve even put our own touch into it, we’ve got our own say, our own laws …it’s a real like – we don’t have to talk about anything.  Like say if we don’t want to talk about being in prison and all the rest of it, we don’t have to.  It’s a rule that you don’t have to talk about anything (Service User, 2015).

See with the jewellery making, [name 1] was stuck on a chain for about 3 weeks and it was black and white and I ended up helping her and it was like then [name 2] was asking for my help because I could do it and that’s what [name 3]  said.  She was like, you’ve been a great help the other day, like my wee second teacher.  So it’s not.  Like we do all kinda help and that anyway… because we all kinda know each other and that anyway.  I don’t think they would say – like, we do know that some of us are kinda better at stuff (Service User, 2015).

[bookmark: _Toc456965948]Limits on and challenges to coproduction 
While there is a clear commitment to coproduction in TWG, running alongside that is a perception that there are not only limits on the levels of coproduction occurring but what might also be realisable, or realistic, in this context with this service user group:

I’d have thought there was quite a lot of things [they don’t have a say in] (Steering Group Member, 2015).

I suppose the things that are easily negotiated are kinda contents of programmes, you know, what the women want to do when they’re at the centre, how they attend the centre, when they’re seen, where they’re seen.  That’s all very easily negotiated.  I suppose things that are less negotiable, it’s your procurement, isn’t it?  Those are more difficult.  Staff and financial things.  Some of the strategic stuff that’s got to be fed back isn’t necessarily negotiable and that’s just life.  That’s what we’ve all got to deal with (Centre Staff, 2015).

In this section we discuss the limits on and identified challenges to coproduction in this context and with this service user group. The most frequently identified challenges for co-production in this context identified in 2014 were a) the challenges of sustaining co-productive practices with this service user group and b) the need for clear parameters and c) structural constraints surrounding procurement, for example. However, in 2015, one woman also raised the issue of other service users’ readiness to accept service user involvement or coproduction by other service users, which was also echoed by a staff member.

[bookmark: _Toc456965949]Coproduction with women in the justice system
As we discussed in Chapter One, TWG works with women involved in the criminal justice system at high or very high risk of offending and/or imprisonment. This population typically have a history of trauma, abuse, and addiction alongside other vulnerabilities and related and overlapping problems with accommodation, personal relationships, child care and health concerns. As the quotes below illustrate, the complexity of women’s needs represent a distinct challenge in terms of engaging those accessing TWG in coproductive endeavours – not least given the challenges experienced in sustaining engagement with this population in the centre more generally. As the quotes below express, faced with complex issues and crisis, participating in service design and service delivery is not a priority concern. Indeed, as we noted in section 4.2 some women just wanted to receive a service rather than participate in its production:

I mean, is [it] really that [much of a] priority in their life (LAUGHS) to go to the centre for that discussion?  …I mean, they’re trying to survive.  I think a whole load of … issues need to be dealt with before I think we’ll truly get a woman sitting down and saying, right I want to consistently commit to this (Steering Group Member 2014).

What emerged then was, particularly one year on, a sense that different women were at different stages – and this indicated that there was a right (and by association – wrong) time to try and engage women in coproductive projects and practices. Women had to move from crisis to stability before being able to participate, thus women’s personal circumstances affect when and how they get involved. ‘Hard to reach’ or ‘seldom heard’ from people are often excluded from coproductive or participatory practices for precisely this reason (see for example, Robson et al., 2008), but it is clear that, through the development of a continuum of informal and more formal opportunities for women to get involved (discussed previously) TWG tries to overcome some of these constraints. At the heart of this is the development of trusting and open relationships, which take time to develop, and practical, responsive support:


Well, I still think the biggest barrier is the fact that, actually, women have to be in a place where they feel that they can focus a little bit beyond themselves to get really involved, you know.  If your core focus is I’m trying to deal with my housing or my relationships or my addiction or whatever else is the core issue, then you know, telling somebody, well I think the walls should be a different colour and you should be open on a Saturday doesn’t even come into your mind…  So you know, it’s always going to be reality that we’re talking about, in this case people who have, you know, the most chaotic presentations  (Steering Group Member, 2015).

I suppose from grand ideas about we will after 12 months have a fully functioning peer support structure, a social enterprise, structured programmes around about managing offending and all that – they were all just ripped up.  I think for some women, it’s taken us 12 months to get them to engage with us, to trust us enough.  I think the team collectively … have not fully appreciated the concentration of need that women have, the absolute chaotic nature of their lifestyles and the associated influences and pressures, more often than not negative, on their lives and the impact that it’s had (Steering Group Member, 2015).

It depends on the women’s stability at the time.  The women who come to the centre often have different priorities, you know, if somebody’s just released from prison, she’s homeless, she’s got no benefits, she’s not interested in co-production on release.  She’s interested in getting somewhere safe to sleep, getting her money sorted out.  So it’s about priorities and just doing the right thing at the right time (Centre Staff, 2015).

[bookmark: _Toc456965950]The need for clear parameters  
Working with seldom heard, multiply marginalised women who are also involved in the criminal justice system necessarily places some parameters around levels of involvement. Clarity is necessary about the limits of involvement, about the purposes, objectives and boundaries of decision-making in terms of managing expectations, enhancing self-efficacy and building the trust that is necessary for coproduction (Fledderus et al., 2014). However, what those parameters are – or whether these have been agreed – was not evident from our interviews:

We want user involvement and we want to hear views.  What we’re less good at is acting on that.  So I guess we’d need to have worked out – well, what are the kind of parameters of that?  What can we truly coproduce in this?  Cos there’s no point getting people to – well there is a point, people can advocate and argue and over time views change but you don’t want them – you don’t want to set up unrealistic expectations, people think, well I did all that work and it was never gonna change anyway.  That’s often how we’ve lost trust with communities cos we consult and then it doesn’t change anything (Steering Group Member 2015).  

I mean, obviously one issue is that co-production relies on people making a choice and there’ll be elements where the parameters are set…I think fundamentally we have to accept that that is a parameter that we have to work within…. And as long as we understand that service user engagement can be taken to a level – there’s one that’s a bit about a principle.  The other one’s a bit about a reality … we work with people who’re on a statutory order, it’s partly about public protection as much as it is about managing complex need.  But it’s recognising that as long as there’s a level of input and contribution… but there will be occasions where you say, sorry that’s not negotiable, that’s not up for discussion. The reality is that’s how it is.  And as long as that’s quite clear – my experience has been if you’re up front and clear with folk right at the beginning, you don’t really have an issue (Steering Group Member, 2014)

I suppose so many of these women have traumatic backgrounds and many of them have borderline personality disorder and that does mean managing transition for them in certain ways, it does mean involving them in decisions but it’s also about how you cope with manipulative behaviours and it sounds judgemental but that’s just part of that whole condition.  So it can’t just be whatever you want – I know nobody’s saying that but it’s about their voice being part of that (Steering Group Member 2014).


[bookmark: _Toc456965951]Structural or organisational constraints
Other challenges and constraints were more structural in nature; the principle constraint for centre staff was the organisational processes and procedures around procurement and compliance. Given the difficulties with engagement and planning, that appear to be characteristic of working alongside people with complex needs, such processes seemed to frustrate opportunities to work in the moment, see section 3.6.1. 

These challenges imply the need to move beyond the willingness to coproduce to creating conditions in which the kinds of organisational change necessary for coproduction can occur (on which see Blume 2016). Indeed, as we observed in Chapter One, organisations need to be structurally compatible with coproduction. This means the extent to which organisations are both amenable to and geared up - structurally and procedurally to facilitate a co-productive environment (Voorberg et al 2013; Parrodo et al 2014). Needham and Carr (2009) suggest that transitioning into a more co-productive way of working may require organisational change. While, as we noted in 2014, TWG is experienced by the women we interviewed as a safe space which is reinforced by the informal, welcoming, non-judgemental and supportive relational atmosphere, issues surrounding procurement processes that were commented on in 2014 remain frustratingly the same in 2015. For a number of interviewees, the hosting of TWG in a large public sector bureaucracy substantially contributed to these constraints:

There can be a mismatch between the existing kind of governing structure and this desire to kinda move to a much more kind of messy, if you like, co-productive atmosphere where accountability is maybe less clear cut in that kind of production period  (Steering Group Member, 2015).

I think for the centre to go to the next stage, it needs to have autonomy, it needs to have far more autonomy I guess over its finances and its ability to do things (Steering Group Member, 2015).

Interestingly, some of the women we spoke to were well aware of the financial and procedural constraints both in 2014 and in 2015 and were keen to get involved in fundraising:

Well, the fundraising thing’s not went ahead.  We’ve suggested that for weeks, we’ve suggested that since the jewellery making class and that’s been maybe 2 months that finished now cos obviously we’ve made the bags and that after that.  … I don’t really know why they wouldn’t cos it’s based on funding this, ain’t it, it’s run on funding, so you’d think that us wanting to put a wee bit back into it…We just suggest stuff and hope that – well, that’s how we’re making cushions and that, like to provide the centre but you do want to – the money for like when they go out on their day trips and stuff, for the bikes and stuff.  But I mean, they pay for all that, so it’s like if they’d a bit of money, that would thingmy that and, as I say, to buy the materials and stuff would be thingmier for them (Service User, 2015).

Other constraints were seemingly unnecessary obstacles, such as the requirement for women seeking to coproduce to complete a disclosure, when her criminal convictions were already known to TWG. What this points to is a risk averse culture more typical of public sector services than voluntary sector organisations manifest in the challenges that large-scale bureaucracies represent in terms of the need to comply with health and safety regulations, financial regulations, public liability issues and so on. As we observed in Chapter One, and as the following quotes reveal, risk averse, conservative and highly professionalised services can stifle opportunities for co-production; such a culture can influence the attitudinal culture/environment which shapes the behaviour of practitioners (Voorberg et al 2013; Parado et al 2014). Where citizen/service user involvement is regarded as risky it will be met with resistance, either at an institutional or individual level:

I’ve got a woman who’s a qualified hairdresser, a woman I work with, a service user, and, you know, and I said, you could do women’s hair…Great idea but they’re like that, oh I don’t know, she’d need to do, you know, the disclosure form, oh … The red tape, you know, having people who could be potentially women volunteers within the centre.  We’re not asking them to go outside the centre and invite strangers but, you know, that’s the kinda response – well, they’ll need to go through a disclosure and that terrifies women…And I really don’t know what’s the purpose of that?  It’s only gonna come back with information that we know already…  Well, we would know that. We would know these things because we’re social work, we’ve got access to their records, we’re criminal justice.  Do you know what I mean? (Centre Staff, 2015).

I’m being honest here and I’m sure my colleagues in the local authority would – there’s so many bureaucracies and there’s a risk aversion there that sometimes makes creativity and it stifles innovation a little bit.  And I mean, there’s examples come up at nearly every meeting and it’s like, well, … Do you know what, I think they’ve got to learn for themselves… but what’s then important is that you’ve got people that will accommodate potential mistakes and that’s why sometimes if you’ve got a risk averse environment, if you like, it can be difficult because then you’ve got the potential for blame and it’s a shame because you’ve gotta learn   (Steering Group Member, 2015).

Increasing caseloads were also cited as a constraint – and an increasing constraint – on both effective and responsive practice with women in crisis and in developing innovative and coproductive projects and practices with women:

Compared to area teams, our caseloads are relatively low but I would say you’re doing a lot more intensive work with women. I mean, you could spend a whole week working with one woman, you know, doing various things, that would take up a lot of your time.  So aye, if the caseloads continue to get higher, that would be a challenge because you wouldn’t be able to put in the same amount of work (Centre Staff, 2015).

My one worry is that we get too many cases because you would just dilute the work that we’ve got and we wouldn’t have the time to do the essential work.  I mean, I’ve done it, I’ve had to sit in somebody’s house for 2 hours because they chose that day to want to talk, you know, they were feeling lonely, vulnerable, they didn’t have anybody else to talk to and it was just I was that person and I am privileged that I’ve got that – I can do that, you know, or if I’ve got something else in my diary, I’m able to phone up and say, look, I’m gonna be late or I’ll leave enough space so that I know, just in case.  But I would worry that if my caseload got a lot bigger, cos we are getting a lotta referrals in, if my caseload got too big, they would get a diluted service.  Or we would turn into a crisis centre and I don’t want that either (Centre Staff, 2015).

The time factor.  Again, that’s time and capacity with the workers.  We did bring somebody in, it worked quite well then.  That was Outside the Box (Centre Staff, 2015).

[bookmark: _Toc456965952]Resistance from other service users?
One centre staff member and one service user pointed to the potential for resistance from other women to women coproducing, for example, activities alongside practitioners, which was attributed by one practitioner to the potential for status envy: 

You’ve gotta think if really that would maybe make the other women feel a bit uneasy..... Like …kind of a trying to be the teacher’s pet and all that, do you know what I mean, kind of like that.  …So, you know, you could get people that go ‘fucking idiot’, know what I mean, like ‘who does she think she is?’, do you know what I mean?  (Service User, 2015)

There could be petty jealousy. You need somebody to be involved with all the women about roles, you know, and stuff like that.  Status is important…. There was a woman came here from [name of organisation] …who had been through the peer training and who’d come here offering her services here…and she got a bad reaction from some of the women here.  …Cos they knew her from prison. So not from staff but from service users and that’s what I mean about status of the women could be a barrier … Now, that’s about confidence and security and self-image and stuff like that.  … I think the women who use this would like to become volunteers, would like to have that status.  …  I would like to pursue a couple of voluntary placements for women I work with outside.  Having the time to pursue that, is another issue cos it’s not a crisis thing… I think [in TWG is] where they would feel safe to test that kind of status out.  But we’ve not been able to develop that bit.  They’re still service users   (Centre Staff, 2015).

However, none of the other women we spoke to suggested that this would represent a constraint on their participation and none of them expressed any resistance to other women coproducing, for example, activities with staff. 

No.  I mean, you have to come and go with everybody a bit.  If somebody minded, I’d rather they voiced it and said and I could say, well what is it? …What is it, what’s bothering you?  Do you wanna help as well?  Sometimes people just like to take the reins and so you have to kind of bring them in and go, right, well, try this. Or come with me (Service User, 2015).

[bookmark: _Toc456965953]Opportunities and Enablers for Coproduction
The feedback we received in 2014 about the kind of opportunities for participation that Tomorrow’s Women value was that the women prefer to participate in task centred rather than talk centred opportunities for participation:  

A lot of women don’t feel confident sitting around a table talking…having real hands on stuff … we’ve noticed that that’s when the women talk more, co-operate better and things kinda happen rather than sitting round and listening in groups (Centre Staff, 2014).

 [We need to] make sure that all the women get an opportunity cos groups aren’t good for everybody and certainly for this group of people…there’s some issues about groups…groups that are about formal service user involvement appeal to people who like formal settings, who like to be part of a committee and like to be in that situation and it gives them a bit of status (Steering Group Member, 2014).

In the previous section, we explored the constraints on and challenges to coproducing TWG. In this section, we explore what enables the development of a coproductive approach with TWG’s service user group. Core themes emerging from our analysis of interviews suggest that time, trust and relationships are central to supporting participation. The attitudes of staff and the relationships between centre staff and women shape and influence women’s experience of TWG, as we noted in Chapter Three, but they also shape and influence propensities to and experiences of participation, to differing degrees. Developing trust, mutual understanding and respect are the foundations of participation as is the development of a culture of inclusiveness:

I mean, I think part of it – a big part of it is staff attitude…a big part of it is how staff approach this, how they view the rights and citizenship of people using their services.  I think that’s always a core thing (Steering Group Member, 2015).

There’s more of a comfort now that there is a level of trust been built up between management, staff – management, staff and women and women than the other way about.  And I think that’s making a difference now (Steering Group Member, 2015).

In addition, and while it might seem obvious, trusting relationships and, as part of that, trust in the process of participation, takes time. For many women involved in the criminal justice system, participatory or coproductive practices represent a departure from their experiences of services heretofore, and so trust in the process (and its outcomes) needs to be established. Relatedly, for some it may be that they have been let down or disappointed by similar experiences previously:

I think probably at first they were a bit wary, you know, like – why are you asking our opinion? (Centre Staff, 2015).

The physical localities are almost just kinda like a straw horse for the change in approach and behaviour and info sharing and trust that needs to happen to really have a truly co-produced holistic service.  We need to break down all of those barriers and it’s not gonna happen overnight and it’s actually gonna be based on individual relationships that are built and they take time to build.  (Steering Group Member 2015)

I think just the women are quite open about what they want and women are talking about wanting to get involved with a lot of different things, so they are.  And again, obviously, that’s been - relationships have been built up for quite a while but I think that’s a positive thing that they are wanting to get more and more involved. … There’s a lot of relationships been built and what you’re finding is a lot of the women who have been here longer, they’re kinda taking the newer ones on board and making sure they’re alright, making them feel welcome and stuff like that.  Oh, there’s definitely – that’s – there’s definitely relationships been built  (Centre staff, 2015).

I’ve heard the feedback of what women are saying, you know, I have been listened to here and that’s made a difference and…They said the way people are – you know, people talk to me or the way I’m listened to here is so different than other things I’ve experienced in my life.  So I do think that’s the key (Steering Group Member, 2015).

In similar vein, creating a sense of community as part of a culture of inclusivity, feeling trusted, valued and respected, creates a natural pathway towards encouraging increased participation. It generates a sense of belonging, of place, and of acceptance:

I think women just want to be listened to….[women] feel safe, relaxed and comfortable in this environment, which is conducive to feeling that they’re being treated with a level of respect and dignity that they maybe have not or have never experienced elsewhere.  I think the bit is that wherever possible, you kinda promote an open door, you know, approach…a really welcoming, open thing, you know, you can go in and make a cuppa tea and sit down, you’re not continually scrutinised about, where have you been, who are you going –I just think it’s basic human interaction that I think’s made the difference.  I don’t – I just think women just feel valued (Steering Group Member, 2015).

Given the experiences and complexities of women’s needs and vulnerabilities, developing capacities, feeling as though you are believed in, as though you have potential and assets that are valued are vital to enhancing self-efficacy and confidence which are necessary for women to feel that they can have an active role:
 
There’s … something about supporting the women to have the capacity to actually be active participants in that, you know (Steering Group Member, 2015).

It’s about their confidence and self-esteem. I think they need to be confident enough to be vocal.  Some of them are just – they just don’t – I think if you’ve been told you’re bad often enough, you believe it or you’re stupid, you believe it.  And for a lot of them, that’s why they won’t volunteer things.  They might say something to you on a one to one basis though and I think that’s where it’s really important because that’s our relationship with these women, that once they get to trust you and get to know you better (Centre Staff, 2015).  

In similar vein, rather than simply waiting for women to reach a level of stability and self-assuredness, it is equally important to be open to learning from those harder to reach – listening to and observing what is challenging for those not engaging:

Some women can barely get out of their bed to get to do what they’ve got to do never mind – I think that what constrains women from being involved more than anything is their own lives and the chaos of their lives.  I think they’ve got to be at a certain point in their recovery journey to feel that they can contribute but I suppose what I’ll always be on the alert for as a steering group member is to make sure that – if we’re finding it hard to engage with a woman, that in itself is the women communicating something that we need to listen to and act on, if you know what I mean. …It’s not being frustrated by that, although it must be really frustrating.  It’s saying, right, what’s not working here, what’s not right, is it the wrong time, the wrong place, is it – you know, so (Steering Group Member, 2015).

Time, human and financial resources and planning and coordination help enable women’s involvement; coproduction can’t be an add on, as we noted previously, because in the face of crucial and competing demands, it all too easily falls through the cracks:

I’m not saying it has to be Louise or Outside the Box but somebody has to be doing that, somebody has to have that as a responsibility because it’s quite – you know, that whole service user involvement – and whether it’s the same person as the volunteer co-ordinator or a group worker, do you know what I mean, but, you know, there has to be somebody whose job that is…There’s been the systems up like the suggestion box, the newsletter and stuff like that. I was consulting women individually…  But it’s not necessarily very organised, it’s fairly – and it always should be flexible so that new women can come in with who’s shaped it (Centre Staff, 2015).

A culture of openness and a willingness but a real genuine willingness to do that and not just a ticky box thing, it’s gotta be real and it’s gotta be real for the women.  We’ve got loads of different – there’s a service user involvement group going on – they’re all in now.  We’ve got something … which is a sort of – it’s like a members thing and you can – you’re automatically opted in if you use services but you can opt out if you want and there’s a core of sort of activists and they’ve got committees and they’ve got a budget, they’ve got all manner of stuff.  I can’t keep up with what they do, they’re doing that many things and they really do influence what we do. ….But not like coming to the board and things like that but they get a report.  Sometimes they do actually.  We have a slot at our board meetings that I suppose are a bit like a steering group meeting where services or people that want to come and do a presentation so that the board are aware, the board do service visits and we’ve got a service user involvement officer, if you like, that’s all she does is participation and we’ve got a citizenship programme and things like that (Steering Group Member, 2015).

As different stakeholders have recognised throughout the period of research, enabling participation among seldom heard, multiply marginalised peoples requires service providers to create a variety of choices about what to get involved in, that are appropriately flexible and respecting of the individual’s circumstances, priorities and needs and as part of that, realistic about individual capacities and motivations without creating undue pressure: 

I think you’ve gotta look at women individually and just be patient with them, just give them plenty of encouragement.  Women can’t be expected to participate right away, they’ll not, you know, you need to build up their confidence and make sure they’ve got the basic stuff in their life, you know, that’s, you know, they’re settled within their own life because they’re not gonna want to participate unless their kinda – their home life and stuff’s more settled, you know, sort out the chaos I suppose (Centre Staff 2015).

I’ve seen the way they organise those meetings and I think they have tried to keep them familiar, informal, comfortable, you know….the women you want to involve are often in two stages.  So one stage is actually they’re dealing with their own real life issues and that may often be a barrier to getting involved in any sort of level of involvement around the service design and, you know, input.  Or actually they’re doing really well and they want to move on and move past it.  So there’s a small window in the middle often is the only time you people there, they now engage with the service, they understand it, they’re doing well and they haven’t yet got to the point where they’re off looking for jobs and doing other things.  So there’s this constant kind of attention that not everybody going through the service is gonna be at a stage of involving themselves and I think that happens in community groups, doesn’t it? Who comes along, who gets involved is a narrow band of people for a whole variety of reasons and how you engage the wider group with – I mean, the things I don’t think they’ve done as much of is things like, well, you know, how well do we encourage and motivate people to use suggestion boxes and other things and I know there’s not – they’re not as potent as direct involvement but we have to give everybody every window we can to get involved (Steering Group Member, 2015).

Its about creating opportunities and alternatives and having a say in how those are delivered kinda creates – it’s a different way of thinking, it’s a different approach and it’s something new that they’ve not experienced before.  So for many of the women, they’ve never been asked what they wanted, never mind – so knowing that there is that kinda safe space where they can keep coming back and they are accepted but then saying, would you – what do you think about this, or do you like it, do you like that (Steering Group Member, 2015).


If we accept that the development of trust, which underpins participation in coproductive endeavours, takes time and is a process, given the early stages of not only the women’s process of recovery and desistance but also TWG’s stage of organisational development, it may be that more time is needed for a more transformative level and collective form of coproduction to emerge. While we noted in the preceding section, the need to manage stakeholders (including service users’) expectations by setting parameters or boundaries, what also emerged was the need to manage professional expectations about what could be done, with whom and when:

Well, I think [women] have to feel completely different about themselves than they do when they come to the centre for the first time.  So I think we need to manage our expectations about when it is reasonable to expect women to want to be able to co-produce.  I think when they first come to the centre, they’re not interested in co-producing, they’re just interested in surviving.  And then then input from the centre I think helps the woman to start re-assessing herself and her contribution and being able to give herself permission to ask for what she wants…If you think about the women that we are working with, they will very often have been in a number of really poor relationships where they have been submissive.  So actually asking them to be assertive is a step too far in the first instance and maybe what we need to do is capitalise on the assertive behaviours like cleaning the room and, you know, being active when they’re in the centre and building on that before we get to see them behaving in a way that we might class as co-producing because they’re actually determining the future delivery of services and so on.  I think maybe the point I was making about managing our expectations to see a woman contribute in any way, whether that’s making other participants a cuppa coffee when she’s in the centre or whether that’s, you know – I don’t know – explaining to somebody new what it was like when she came for the first time – that’s co-production as far as I’m concerned (Steering Group Member, 2015).

I think it’s just time.  I think it’s just, as I said, it’s been a much longer process of engaging women and women feeling confident enough to come into the centre and then, when they do come in, it takes a bit of time for them to feel – although I think every single woman has said, aye, no, this feels really, really good in here – but I think that the more comfortable they are in here, I think that’ll probably happen more. I think it’s time (Centre Staff 2015).

[bookmark: _Toc456965954]The Impacts and Effects of a Coproductive Approach
This study is not an evaluation of the outcomes of a user involvement or coproductive strategy. Nonetheless, we were interested to learn about different stakeholders perceptions of the process, impacts and effects of adopting a participatory approach in TWG from its inception, as a service. We have already discussed the process through which opportunities to participate have been developed; here we discuss stakeholders’ perceptions of the effects and wider impacts of the adoption of such an approach on both TWG and services more generally. Emergent themes included improved engagement; improved professional relationships; and the emergence of a distinct culture and approach in TWG. All of these aspects speak to the constructive impacts that a coproductive approach can and has engendered, although it was also noted that running alongside the cultivation of a sense of investment in and ownership of TWG by women, was the risk of creating a culture of dependency, which was also expressed previously in 2014. We discuss each of these areas of impact in turn.

[bookmark: _Toc456965955]Changed professional perceptions
Two professionals mentioned the constructive effects that observing or participating in an asset based practice approach had had on them as professionals. For one person, this encouraged them that such an approach could work despite their long held cynicism towards asset based approaches. Another person identified that they had developed a deeper and more nuanced understanding of the challenges that women in the justice system face through an enhanced exposure to the realities of their lives:

I’ve often been cynical about asset based approaches, you know, some folk don’t have a lot of assets to work with, you know, they need so much support before they’ll ever get to that stage.  So for me seeing people starting with that approach from the very outset has encouraged me that that approach works (Steering Group Member, 2015).

It’s totally changed me in how I see service users and how I’m working with them and understanding the problems they face, why some of them return to jail and that, you know.  So it’s been a big change for me. …Probably for me, it’s increased exposure to realities (Centre Staff, 2015).

[bookmark: _Toc456965956]Wider effects: organisational thinking and practice
There were somewhat mixed views as to how coproduction had been absorbed into organisational thinking and practice – both within TWG and beyond, in partner agencies and or in wider criminal justice social work services.

Only three people commented on how a coproductive approach had impacted on the design and development of TWG. Two people expressed a perception that the process of developing a coproductive approach in TWG was in its early stages, as we observed previously. One person expressed a concern, however, that ‘the next steps’ (which we discuss below) weren’t necessarily in place in order to more fully embed a coproductive approach in TWG. That said, the third interviewee suggested that the lack of discernible impact was an outcome of a coproductive culture and ethos from the start; in other words, TWG has always been premised on a participatory approach:

I think it has but I would say only – it’s only a little bit….  I think the first stages of taking the ideas and developing and using them, I think are there but the next steps aren’t necessarily there  (Steering Group Member, 2015).

I think it’s still work in progress.  I do see early signs that it is impacting, so I don’t think this is a tokenistic approach.  I think where it’s happening, it is happening for a purpose and it is actually being listened to but I think we’re just at early stages with it  (Steering Group Member, 2015).

Tomorrows Women Glasgow’s itself, you know, the staff who came along knew what it was about and therefore came with that ethos already.  It’s imparted it through its heart – you can’t see the change because it’s just at the heart of it (Steering group, 2015).

We also asked interviewees as to the degree to which they felt that the adoption of a coproductive ethos and approach had influenced organisational thinking and practice more widely, across criminal justice social work services and partner agencies in the area, although this approach has been a hallmark of the recovery movement for some time (see Chapter One). While these developments were not necessarily attributed to the approach taken in TWG, it does underline an increasing consciousness of and impetus towards a coproductive ethos towards service provision in Scotland more broadly, referred to as ‘the Scottish Approach’: 

There’s a lack of real understanding but right now people are asking about it and it is a question at any table these days.  You know, how do we involve service users, what’s their view, how does their voice contribute to what we’re doing and what we’re planning . It is rare now for us to do anything and for somebody not to be the first one on the table to say, what are we doing to include women in this?  So I do think it has had a stimulating effect beyond Tomorrows Women Glasgow.  …But we can see the impact I think is on, you know, the wider acceptance of it….In a very small way and I don’t wanna overstate it but in a small way, yes, that people will – you know, we’re doing something in – well, where’s the service user voice, what’s happening with that?...  I think people are increasingly accepting it and growing across fields where previously it was absolutely just, you know, not part of the thinking at all (Steering Group Member, 2015).

I’m also interested to see the benefit that it has for the organisation.  And also, more importantly, if you’re providing a public service, how does that benefit the service delivery as well.   So I’m kind of looking at it from the point of view about, well, if you’re planning in the future or you’re wanting to promote organisational developments in the future, then, you know, the learning that we’ve picked up, I think’s valuable.  I also think cos it cuts across more than one organisation, it’s been good cross learning as well (Steering Group Member, 2015).

Absolutely.  I don’t even think just in criminal justice, I think across patient contact, I think across SPS, I think Police Scotland.  All the key partners, I think it fundamentally should and we are trying to push the learning across the organisation as a whole (Steering Group Member, 2015).

However, as one interviewee explained, coproduction faces different challenges in different context:

I think for services like Tomorrows Women, there’s less challenges.  I think if we say, well that should be the approach we take, then other parts of that – you know, if that woman interacts with mainstream social work or with housing agencies or with the NHS or her GP, it’s a huge challenge to make that happen in every part of the system.  We set up programmes in the NHS to encourage that way of working and thinking but because we bureaucratise it, you know, people just are very cynical about it cos we’re trying to do it for 40 odd thousand staff.  So it does need local – it needs, you know, people that will develop that way of working at a local scale in services (Steering Group Member, 2015).  

[bookmark: _Toc456965957]Improved engagement
We have mentioned elsewhere that a more participatory approach enhances service user engagement, not least because of the impact of service users on shaping service provision, by harnessing their experiences of what works for them and, in so doing, can enhance the efficacy of services. Further, as an outcome of both a participatory approach and engagement in TWG, it can enhance people’s personal confidence, self efficacy and increase their support networks:

Well, we know that people – the evidence is, I believe... where services reflect service user views, people engage better, people stick with it better and it has a more positive impact…  So from that point of view, the issue is – does this enhance people’s receptiveness to the service and therefore if they’re more receptive, they engage and therefore are more likely to use that opportunity to make changes in their lives  (Steering Group Member, 2015) .

[TWG has made] a big, big difference.  A big difference because they had helped me get my self-confidence back and just knowing you’ve got people to come and talk to is comforting, you know?, whether you’re going through a hard time or whatever, for whatever reason, cos we all have like different things.  It’s just good to know that there’s people here (Service User, 2015)

I think it’s too difficult to say if it’s reduced re-offending because we can’t even say that as the centre as a whole yet.  But I think that it’s – certainly for me – it’s about that prosocial modelling, it’s about talking to women with respect … what I can say is that the more that women are engaging with us – and you just know it, you know, you can just feel it when you go into that room and there’s maybe 2 workers and a couple of women sitting have a cuppa tea or whatever – that the women feel comfortable enough to be able to just be who they are in here.  And the more they’re in here, the less they’re out there, you know (Centre Staff, 2015).

[bookmark: _Toc456965958]Improved professional relationships 
We have noted the centrality of professional relationships to incentives to participate, and to processes of participation and outcomes of participation. However, as this staff member pointed out, and as we discussed in Chapter One, coproduction alters the boundaries of professional relationships and alters traditional practitioner-service user dynamics. In so doing, it changes the way in which service users view practitioners which itself is likely to be an enablement to further engagement and has potential to effect the way a service user seems themselves, ‘through the looking glass self’ (Cooley, 1902)[footnoteRef:6]: [6:  The looking-glass self is a social psychological concept, introduced by Cooley in 1902. It suggests that a person's self grows out of society's interpersonal interactions and the perceptions of others. The term refers to people shaping their self-concepts based on their understanding of how others perceive them.] 


I think a service user sees you a wee bit differently if you’re trying to encourage them, what do you think and what would you like to see for this centre – as opposed to just not getting asked, just getting told, this is what’s happening.  So I think there is a different approach, the women see you differently  (Centre Staff, 2015).

[bookmark: _Toc456965959]Culture and approach
The people we interviewed suggested that a coproductive approach has contributed to a culture of partnership and participation in as much as it builds trust and enhances engagement and, in turn, having women engage in this manner shapes its culture. In similar vein, the following extracts below suggest that women’s responses reinforced the extant or adopted ethos and culture of TWG rather than altering it per se:

Yes, I think it has influenced in the sense that I think the staff and the management team had an idea and an ethos and an approach that they wanted to deliver and the service user involvement has backed that up and reinforced it, that that’s the way forward.  I think what service user involvement hasn’t done is change the approach that’s been taken (Steering Group Member, 2015).

I think certainly we selected people consciously because of their approach and their political approach to women as much as their practice approach to women and there was quite a significant selection in relation to that.  So that selective – that selection created an approach.  The approach then I think has been taken on by the women themselves and the snowball effect has occurred (Steering Group Member, 2015).

So I think that because of the environment that we as a staff team have created and women have picked up, this is really genuine, they’re not kidding on – then that has enabled them to feel comfortable enough to be who they are, if you know what I mean…  And I think that since we’ve started in here, this has always been a culture of partnership and participation from service users from the beginning and I think it’s about women being able to trust us and to say, right, they’re not putting it on, they are – it is OK, you know, they are alright  (Centre Staff, 2015).

That said, it was equally recognised that for some staff, adopting this approach represented a departure from previous approaches to practice. In this regard, it could be argued that adopting a participatory approach has shaped and influenced practice in ways that practitioners have since adopted as the norm, and thus may not retrospectively recognise. Irrespective of this, the quote below suggests that some practitioners have learnt an alternative way of ‘doing’ which represents a cultural shift from risk to trust, or learning to trust those classified as risky people, and in so doing, has contributed to the culture of acceptance, inclusivity and participation in TWG:

Staff, when they first came in, have all come from protected environments, some secure environments.  So the whole thing around about health and safety, staff protection, risk assessments – they were understandably all there.  And then you go – right, well we have a tea room ...  What do you mean?  What, women can just go in and make a cuppa tea?  Eh, well, aye.  Oh right.  Do we not need to be sitting there all the time and do we not make it?  ….What happens if something happens and kicks – what do we do with the knives in the kitchen?  …So I think understandably staff – I’m not saying they’re risk averse – but they were attuned very much to risk management or working in work environments where it was about security, it was about monitoring, …So the idea of – I mean, I suppose the interesting thing – folk were like that, we need interview rooms, we need interview rooms.  And we’re saying, well, look, we’re gonna have to double up, we don’t have that.  See the irony now is, folk don’t think about interview rooms.  They just go, I can take them down there, I’ll take them in there, I’ll see them there, I’ll take them out for a walk, you know.  I think folk are thinking in a much more attuned way about what would I want if I was going somewhere.  And if it means that I’m sitting in a café dining type area in that main room – so there’s folk making coffee, there’s a woman sitting on the chair – we’ve got women sleeping on the couch cos she’s just out the jail and you’ve got another woman comes in and I just think it is certainly reassured and opened up staff’s eyes because they’ve been historically used to working in a traditional social work setting or a health setting and all of a sudden now they’re like, God, you know, the worries about risk or women attacking women or staff being isolated or things being stolen or things being vandalised – nothing.  Not a single thing.  And yet we’re working with the most chaotic and needs led group of women offenders in the city and yet it’s been nothing but respect for property, respect for staff, respect for others.  And the only time that we’ve had the odd incidence is because of feuds from the jail or folk intoxicated or folk no well  (Steering Group Member, 2015).

[bookmark: _Toc456965960]A culture of dependency?
In our analysis of the first tranche of interviews conducted in 2014, we noted, in our briefing paper, that emphasis was placed on the need to balance the aim of encouraging engagement while discouraging dependency and, as part of that, balancing participation in the centre with participation in services in their localities and communities more broadly. The following extract suggests that this has not, as yet, been resolved. However, based on our analysis of wider literature and interviews across the research period, we are left wondering about the distinction between attachment to place and dependency and the potential merits of women who have long felt marginalised and isolated discovering a sense of attachment and belonging and recovering trust in people:

I mean, my observation is that we’ve got a number of core women in there that are very influential.  I’m concerned about that in the sense that, you know, they need to move on for nothing else other than workflow patterns, they need to move on.  But they also need to personally move on, which is about trying to shed some of the I’m still a service user type perspective of themselves and I am complementing, I’m a volunteer in relation to that.  And that’s maybe not moved on as quickly as what we want it to be and that’s sometimes because of the uniqueness of the situations that the women find themselves in but it might also be cos we’ve not pushed hard enough and I think I would be saying that there are maybe some women in there that we’d want to appropriately and kindly push out back into their own communities so that they’re not reliant on the centre’s assistance, they’re kinda doing it for themselves with appropriate support. …. I think there’s 2 women that are immediately coming to mind, even with my lack of visibility in the centre, that are frankly always there.  They’re obviously getting a lot out of it and I’m not trying to devalue that experience but I think to myself, look for goodness sake, I don’t want their identity to grow inextricably linked to the fact that they were a user of this particular service.  I want their identity to grow about a million other things, you know, what I can do in my own community, what I can do to get paid employment, what I can do to volunteer in other areas, etc, etc, etc.  So I don’t want their confidence or capacities to grown exclusively linked to the centre and there’s one or two of them that I can see in my mind that there’s a danger of that happening  (Steering Group Member, 2015).

[bookmark: _Toc456965961]Women’s views
Relatedly, for women, the impacts and effects of a coproductive approach reside in the kinds of activities that are delivered or otherwise, but also how it makes them feel in terms of gaining in confidence and self respect, feeling supported and valued and developing a sense of voice, belonging and place which, as we discussed in Chapter One, is key to both recovery and desistance:

I would just say mostly with the groups…  Like the arts and crafts, that got back up and started as well cos we asked for that cos we really enjoyed it as well and that’s started back up and running again (Service User, 2015).

I think it really does [make a difference]  because the things that we’re asked for, you know, not just like asked for, things that we all kinda thought, great, this will do us good to do things like that, like the gym thingies. ? …. Well, see the class that’s on just now, I was wanting to go to college to do this and it was like cushion embellishment and we were like, we asked last year for all this and there we go, it’s set up and running now.  (Service User, 2015)

It makes you feel more comfortable, that you’re listened to cos a lot of the time, a lot of the places, you aren’t.  No, it’s good that you’re listened to, your views and that count, you aren’t forced, as I say, or pushed into doing anything. …It’s brilliant to be able to be listened to and it’s actually genuine, like you’re listened to and you get feedback and it helps support you and pick you up as a person rather than think you’re like – well, an example with me with the social work – they don’t listen to me and I’ve sat at meetings and I’ve sat and they don’t listen and it’s like – phew, I’m like, right.  And it’s made me after meetings, like we’ve not had a meeting in months, I’ve just hit the drink after it, I’m like, they’ve not listened, bastards, and I’ve been like – phew.  In here, it’s like, no they will listen and if you’ve had a wee problem, they don’t judge you or criticise you or be like – right, that’s you, this, that. It’s like no, hold on, they’ll stick back up and it’s good that they’re more kinda neutral with you.  They don’t judge you – right, you’ve had a wee mistake, a wee slip up.  It’s not like – right, that’s you, this is it, end of, that’s you done.  It’s like – no, hold on, we’ll work to this.  It is.  I think it’s brilliant the support that you receive off them.  They check up on you as well as well.  See like if they can’t get a hold of you or anything, like Tracey, God rest her, it was (name) that found her cos they couldn’t get hold of her.  So even that, just like coming out to make sure you’re alright, you’re not lying dead, do you know, that’s just – even caring – like if they’ve not heard from you as well, that’s just like an extra support.  They probably don’t have to do it but the workers do do it on their own behalf because they do care and they’re wanting to help us (Service User, 2015).

You feel involved....you’re not a number and being told.  I mean, this is voluntary at the end of the day....You’re not getting told, you’re doing this or you’re doing that.  I don’t get a feeling there’s a them and us, the way I have in past services.  You know, it’s like we’re all equal in here…. and even up to (name) and like management in here….Keep speaking to the women.  Cos I don’t think you’ll get – the best experience you’ll get is off people that’s been there, done it and wore the t-shirt kinda thing.  So I think it’s about making the women feel important and that what they say matters, it counts.  They don’t feel belittled, do you know what I mean…	Cos you get a lot of that in services.  You’re just – you’re an addictions or sometimes I’ve been – I’ve felt as though I’m fucking that size and staff are up there and you’re just a statistic.  It’s not like that in here.  It’s not a nice feeling…As if you’re a nothing because you’ve got issues, do you know what I mean?  (Service User, 2015).

[bookmark: _Toc456965962]Conclusions
Within stakeholders’ disparate understandings of what coproduction means is a shared notion that implies, implicitly or explicitly, notions of equality, reciprocity and exchange. This chapter was concerned to reveal how these understandings translated, or otherwise, into practice. What emerged was an understanding of and insight into how capacities for coproduction emerge over time as did the value of having a choice of participative opportunities that women could opt in to or out of.  Coproduction is not, however, about valorising or prioritising the ‘service user voice’, it is not substitutive but additive, but it is about working collaboratively, sharing experiences and expertise and pooling assets and resources. However, as this chapter has elaborated, communication between different coproducers is fundamental to creating a culture within which coproduction might not only be enabled but sustained and that culture of collaboration and of listening needs to occur at all levels and between all the coproducers.

The model of coproduction that has emerged can be aligned with Needham and Carr’s (2009) ‘intermediate’ level of coproduction. That said, as we discussed, this may reflect a transitional stage for TWG rather than an end point, towards a more transformative level in the longer term. What we also identified was a strong commitment to individual forms of coproduction and the development of group forms of coproduction. More collective and thus transformative forms of coproduction were not, at the point of interviewing, evident. Nonetheless, a number of women, centre staff and steering group members continued to express not only aspirations towards such an approach but indicators as to where that movement might be occurring – for example, in the interactions between steering group members and women and in aspirations towards creating opportunities for volunteering.

What also emerged as significant was the need to formalise mechanisms for women to ‘have their say’ but for such a framework to be flexible and opportunity-led. Coproduction can not be ‘an add on’, however; to be effective it must be a core function, a way of doing services and our analysis suggests that this requires a dedicated resource. What women coproduce, at present, is the nature and content of aspects of service delivery and what they contribute to a sense of community through naturally occurring, informal peer or mutual support. 

Developing a coproductive strategy and practice is not without its difficulties and the need of TWG’s women and its host’s organisational procedures and processes have represented the greatest challenges. Nonetheless, what enables coproduction is time, trust and relationships and TWG have invested in these areas from the outset. In particular, enabling participation among seldom heard and multiply marginalised peoples requires service providers to create a variety of choices about what to get involved in, that are appropriately flexible and respecting of women’s circumstance, priorities, needs and choices, and, as part of that, their capacities and motivations without creating undue or additional pressures of them.

Finally, the areas in which different stakeholders identified effects included professionals’ views and perspectives and wider impacts on services more generally, although this was not necessarily attributed to the approach adopted by TWG; improved engagement; improved professional relationships; and on the culture and approach in TWG. All of these aspects speak to the constructive impacts that a coproductive approach can and has engendered, although it was also noted that running alongside the cultivation of a sense of investment in and ownership of TWG by women, was the risk of creating a culture of dependency, which was also expressed previously in 2014.



[bookmark: _Toc456965963]WHAT’S WORKING WELL AND AREAS FOR IMPROVEMENT

This chapter provides an overview of stakeholders’ perceptions or views, as to how TWG might develop both as a women’s community justice centre and in developing opportunities for service user engagement and participation. In this chapter, we draw together our learning from the existing research (reviewed in Chapter One) and the analysis of the data generated by this research (discussed in Chapters Three and Four) to explore what different stakeholders feel is working well, and why, and what areas might be further developed. 

[bookmark: _Toc456965964]The impact of TWG
Whilst this research is not an evaluation of TWG, interviewees were asked their perceptions about what was working well at TWG, revealing some interesting findings. In 2014, unsurprisingly, several interviewees, particularly from the Steering Group, commented that it was too early to say what the impact of TWG was, but there was confidence that the impact would be forthcoming because the model and approach was based on sound principles and assumptions:
Hard to say at the moment. But feedback positive and reaching lots of women (Steering Group Member, 2014) 
Spent around £680k in 18 months based on research and best practice. Time will tell if its worked but we've spent the money wisely (Steering Group Member, 2014) 
It's still early days in trying to achieve those types of life changing outcomes that we would want for people and that will take us quite some time (Steering Group Member, 2014)
Despite, its early stage of development, however, there was the identification of a range of process outcomes that were improved by the work of TWG:
[We were] able to get people to communicate with each other because we were physically in the one space (Steering Group Member, 2014).

Integrated team; good governance arrangements; engaging with 80 women that arguably we might not have engaged with (Steering Group Member, 2014).

The staff are a lot better…(have) a lot more time for you and do a lot more for you (compared to other services) (Service User, 2014).

They had mental health nurses, like housing, the prison. They've got all the workers in the one centre and that's what I really was into (Service User, 2014)

There were also early indications of improvements in the lives of the women involved. Some of these appeared to be relatively small changes or improvements, but given the lives and experiences of this group of women were nevertheless significant, for instance:

I'm more confident than what I was, but I could be more (Service User, 2014).

In 2015, however, TWG was thought to be contributing to an impressive number and variety of outcomes. The women themselves identified major changes in their lives helped by TWG, and importantly many of them also mentioned their own role in these achievements, recognising it was a joint endeavour:

They’ve helped me off the booze, they’ve helped me back into society again and that’s exactly what’s happened, they’ve helped me back (Service User, 2015).

It’s just helped me get stronger and helped me get back on track in my life.  Showed me skills that I never had (Service User, 2015).

Coming here just fell right into place and I’ve got my wee boy and all that back now (Service User, 2015).

I was homeless, I was very, very unwell, I was just all over the place.  Now, I’ve been – well, I’m on a Methadone programme but I’ve been clean for some time now and like coming here has really helped that they said it was me that got the house, even although they supported me, it’s cos I was doing what I was doing (Service User, 2015)

Got me into the Women’s Aid training, so I’ve done Part 1 of that, so I’m just waiting to do Part 2 (Service User, 2015).
They make you feel better within yourself (Service User, 2015).

 (I’m) part of society again.  Aye, part of society (Service User, 2015).
What was particularly noticeable, and moving, was how TWG was assisting the change process for each woman across a range of different psychological, practical and social issues, with changes in one area thus contributing to change across others:
I feel a lot better, I feel more confident, I’m dealing with all my issues, you know, and I feel safer dealing with the issues because of the support I’ve got…I’m talking as I’ve never spoke before.  I’m talking about issues that I’ve kinda tried to suppress over the years through drink.  So aye, I feel as though I’ve got more confidence.  I feel I’ve got hope, a lotta hope that I’m gonna do this…Now I’ve built my family relationships back up…My daughter’s coming down with my 2 grand weans once a fortnight to see me in rehab (Service User, 2015)
Members of the Steering Group identified that changes at the individual level, like those documented above, were impacting upon offending frequency and severity, reducing breach and compliance issues, and leading to less contact with criminal justice authorities:
 (There’s been a) 50% reduction in offending. In fact, from 8 women who from the previous 12 months, their offences were all serious nature of violence and stuff, it was down to like 1 case, less fiscal attendance, less court appearances (Steering Group Member, 2015).
The important question for this research project though is not so much what impact is TWG having, as interesting as that is, but more, why is TWG having this impact and what do those involved in TWG value about it?
[bookmark: _Toc450809311][bookmark: _Toc450893151][bookmark: _Toc456965965]Why is TWG working? 
A range of factors were perceived to have an impact on the success of TWG, many of which are interrelated, and build on each other. In most, if not all, cases it was the interplay of a range of different factors which were contributing to its success. 
One of the important things TWG is doing is offering practical support, such as picking women up to get to and from appointments/TWG, providing food, access to a washing machine and shower, giving toiletries and clothing: 
They were there to take me up and pick me up from the hospital and all that (Service User, 2015).

If you need a tin, they’ll give you like tins of spaghetti Bolognese and that to take home so you’ve got something to eat as well (Service User, 2015).

I had nothing but I was standing in and they went in and made me a wee bag with toiletries in it and there was clothes in there (Service User, 2015).

Critically though the staff at TWG focus on developing the skills and capacity of the women to deal with practical things in life, offering cookery classes, budgeting skills and the like, as one woman explained, “It’s really basically learning how to survive again” (Service User, 2015). TWG staff also help out with women’s practical issues by supporting them to engage with other services and supports, particularly welfare, housing, health services, volunteering and education:

The workers in here, they do everything for you, welfare, money.  They just help you with everything.  See if you were to actually flat on a rut, nothing, no hope, don’t know where to start – you come down here, they would just get you back on track like that (Service User, 2015).

Of course, what is actually also happening when TWG (including both the staff and the other women) provide practical support and assistance is bigger than the nature of the support. It is an important statement of care and affection. This sense of both being cared for, but also being able to care for each other, is recognised by the women as being something which marks TWG out from other services: 

They care, they actually do care.  They really do care cos you can see it (Service User, 2015).

It’s just good to know that there’s people here and you’ve got a pal (Service User, 2015).

Now I’m not on my own.  I’ve got Tomorrows Women (Service User, 2015).

When we done the Christmas lunch for the women and it was lovely, it was so nice and they’re sitting there – I think the women get the sense that people actually care about them and they’re not always used to that, they’re not used to having people that care about them like that. … There’s a real sense of community in there (Centre Staff, 2015).

The sense of support and connections to other people mean often for the first time in a long time, the women attending TWG feel supported as a human being rather than fitting the criteria for a service:

They don’t just go, right, she doesn’t want to engage…they’re always phoning you all the time to say, well, if you do feel a bit better, like it felt part of they do want to like and they’re there.  Like see when you usually move, you get shipped about all areas cos you don’t fit the catchment area but see this one, it works with you no matter where you move to, who you’re working with, you know what I mean, they’ll still be here and that’s the biggest thing for me cos I was – every time I moved from a bed and breakfast to another hostel or something, it was everything got mucked up, I had nobody I trusted, nobody.  And this one, they all – and they try and get you to come (Service User, 2015).

It’s brilliant to be able to be listened to and it’s actually genuine, like you’re listened to and you get feedback and it helps support you and pick you up as a person (Service User, 2015).

Underpinning, all this, therefore, are relationships of trust. The women feel a sense of safety and security, in part which is about having a relationship with TWG that they think will stay with them regardless of what they do or the mistakes they might make along the way. This ‘stickability’ means that the women are able to experience trust, which for many is a rarity, and have something they can depend on when everything else around them may be chaotic and uncertain.

They’re always there.  You only need to pick the phone up.  But that’s what I feel at ease at and if they’ve not heard from you, even see if they don’t hear from you in weeks or whatever, they’ll come out (LAUGHS) to make sure you’re alright (Service User, 2015) .

They don’t judge you – right, you’ve had a wee mistake, a wee slip up.  It’s not like – right, that’s you, this is it, end of, that’s you done.  It’s like – no, hold on, we’ll work to this.  It is.  I think it’s brilliant the support that you receive off them (Service User, 2015).  

There’s a few people that have come in lacked confidence and they’ve kinda picked up because people make them feel comfortable and welcome…We’ve all suffered and I think we all kinda – different situations but we all understand and kinda sympathise with each other.  So we’ve all kinda been in a bad place, that’s how we’re here.  So we can’t really judge other people (Service User, 2015).  

This not only means that the women experience support wherever they are in their journey, but also that they can be honest without jeopardising their access to the service, or their relationships with the staff and other women. They are thus genuinely able to tell the truth, and receive acceptance for what their truth is and who they really are. It appeared that there is a virtuous cycle at play here, involving, having a sense of safety, experiencing trust, developing deeper relationships, being able to tell the truth, experiencing acceptance, and so on. Each component builds on the others, though not necessarily in this order, and the women are able to make some changes in their lives and in some cases deal with some of the trauma they have been experiencing throughout their lives. It also means that women’s confidence grows, their fear is reduced, demonstrated, for instance, in their willingness to try new things, even things they don’t think they would like:

“I didn’t think I’d like cycling, I love it” (Service User, 2015).

Related to this is the importance of feeling ‘normal’, of being included and not judged to the women we interviewed - to be, in essence, accepted back into society, and the significance of this is reflected in research into recovery and desistance more broadly.  TWG was helping the women experiencing this in a range of different ways, for instance by creating an environment where the women made each other cups of tea, where they could experience making/creating things, where they can cook and eat together, but mainly where they can get together, talk to each other, offer each other support and have a bit of fun. 

	R1	Cos the workers are all down to earth, none of them judge you.		
R2	They listen to you.
R1	You’re all the same as us, they get a laugh with you, they’ve told us things that they’ve went through, like so they’re not – they’re just the same as us, if you know what I mean (Service User Focus Group, 2015). 

They (the staff) sit and have a coffee with you, you're relaxed (Service User, 2015).

I feel I can be myself (Service User, 2015).

The importance of the ability for women to feel like everyone else was recognised by some of the centre staff, who identified that this offers an opportunity for the women, and those around them, to see them differently, for the women not to be defined by their negative actions or experiences but as something other:

We went to Edinburgh with one of the service users, we were all on the train and we were all just sitting there and they’re part of the team and you got the train, just being part of a normal group.  So it’s a bit like that prosocial modelling.  They’re not getting treated any different, they’re not a service user, they’re just one of the guys going in a train to a conference (Centre Staff, 2015).

What TWG seems to do well is to build on the strengths of the women, providing them with encouragement and hope, and thus developing both their ability to make changes, and their belief that they can. This sense of agency means some of the women begin to believe that they have the power to influence the shape of their lives, as opposed to feeling things are out of your control and just happen to you:

Because they give you the confidence within yourself to do it, they give you that encouragement.  They say, you know, you can achieve that.  They help you do that because they make you feel better within yourself (Service User, 2015). 

It’s been an inspiration to me (Service User, 2015) 

What contributes to this sense of agency is that the women’s participation is voluntary, so they actually want to engage with TWG, and they know that they are engaging because they want to:

And the better feeling is because I’m doing it cos I want to, not cos I need to (Service User, 2015).

Of course, it is not just the staff that help to encourage the service users. The women offer support and encouragement to each other, and have a major impact on the overall success of TWG. As we noted in Chapter One, helping helps the helper (LeBel, 2007) but beyond that, for often multiply marginalised women, engaging with other women at the centre can have the effect of reducing the isolation they experience. Moreover, research testifies to the significance of social support in processes of recovery (Atkins and Hawdon, 2007; Humphreys, 2011) and desistance (Weaver, 2015):

Yeah.  I think quite a lot of the women that have obviously been here for a long time, like I don’t know the other women that are in there now other than a couple, but I mean, they all work hard to keep this going as well, you know, just as service users.  They work hard to keep this place going…. I mean, you see the changes in some people, in some of us over the year and it’s just completely different to when they walked in the door, walked in the door a wreck….It’s yeah, it’s good and it’s good to see because you see somebody else getting better, it makes you want to try harder as well, definitely (Service User, 2015).

I just like to mingle, mingle with the women and have a bit of banter with the lassies....Sharing problems, aye.  Sharing life stories, everything like that...All being one together… Aye.  I’ve helped some of the girls get over their problems (Service User, 2015).

Just really like the support and like a listening ear and things like that and the lassies, they’re lovely as well.  I get on really well with the lassies…I would say it’s not like a community – it’s like a family sorta.  I would say it’s like a wee family in here (Service User, 2015).


They offer each other practical support, advice and encouragement. They also support each other just by being alongside them, being role models for each other and reminders of the journey they’ve been on, and provide each other with the hope that things could be better, as we elaborated in further detail in Chapter Four. There is perhaps something particularly important for the women in being able to have empathy for each other and recognise the similarities in what they have experienced. In doing so perhaps they are also learning to empathise and be a little kinder to themselves. 

One of the key aspects of TWG that women think works well for them are the activity groups. They particularly appear to value the groups where they can focus on doing something rather than thinking about things, and where they can also have a chat to the other women. By helping the women keep their minds occupied, the activities are providing a sense of relief and an escape for the realities of their lives. The activity groups also provide a very useful structure for the women, helping to punctuate their days and support a sense of routine, but they appreciate the groups are informal, so they can drop in as and when. The women also noted the value in having an opportunity to develop their skills and do things they have not experienced before:

The groups, it’s like really – it brings us all together and we’ve done things that we’ve never done before. …We’re finding now – maybe new skills (Service User, 2015).

All the classes they’re doing, like jewellery making, cooking, all that.  It’s really basically learning how to survive again (Service User, 2015). 

It’s just helped me get stronger and helped me get back on track in my life.  Showed me skills that I never had (Service User, 2015). 

Most of the elements discussed above, are enhanced, or would not be possible without the sense of ownership and security that the women feel for TWG:
 
I feel the women know that it belongs to them, know what I mean (Service User, 2015). 

Women getting together….Getting empowered, aye, definitely.  And being able to talk about things freely, do you know what I mean, women’s issues (Service User, 2015).

But to me it’s something very unique.  It’s really quite special.  I keep talking to people, I tell them, this is fantastic, you should see this.  And I think it’s something that you can’t audit, you know, you can’t quantify it but there’s an atmosphere when you walk in, you know (Centre Staff, 2015). 

I do think the women are starting to see it as a location that provides a level of comfort, assurance and security that I think they’ve not been particularly used to anywhere else (Steering Group Member, 2014)
This safe environment, where the women are able to influence things, and give something back to each other, allows them to, in a safe way, to experience/re-experience a sense of agency, a potentially challenging feeling as with agency comes some sense of responsibility too. The women only dimension to TWG is recognised by the women as being of great importance in shaping this sense of security:

I feel safe coming here as well.  Like other – like (another service) and that, there was guys and all that in there.  In here, it’s all just women (Service User, 2015). 

[bookmark: _Toc450809312][bookmark: _Toc450893152][bookmark: _Toc456965966]What could be improved  
In the previous section we identified what was working well. These reflections, combined with suggestions from interviewees, highlight a range of areas where there would be an opportunity to further develop TWG to maximise the difference it is already clearly making.

[bookmark: _Toc450809313][bookmark: _Toc450893153][bookmark: _Toc456965967]Activity Groups 
TWG has now developed considerable learning about the activities that the women attending the centre respond well to. It seems that activity groups where there is no pressure on them and something produced at the end that the women can take with them are particularly beneficial at building the women’s self-esteem and involvement. The women also engaged well with activities where they are also able to have a chat with the other women, in a relaxed informal way. The activity groups, however, have a tendency to run for a short time, and then stop for a while, making it more difficult for the women to benefit from the routine of attending that some of them are establishing. Interviewees reflect that a planned programme of activity groups, perhaps planned for the year but with activities designed so women can drop in at any point, so not building on learning from previous sessions:

I’ve came in … and the place is pure dead (LAUGHS) and I’m like, where is everybody?  Oh, there’s nothing on today (Service User, 2015).

The groups have to be less formal where women can drop in if they’re free at that time.  And that’s what I mean about the utilisation of women who come to this centre cos at the moment there’s only one group running – is there any groups running?  We’ve got the walking group and we’ve got the tennis group.  The other ones have just came to an end (Centre Staff, 2015).

At the moment we seem to stop and start groups, there’s a lot of – maybe like we had the 12 week arts and crafts group and that went really well and it was well-attended and they were getting a lot out of it and then obviously that stopped until we then obviously look at what funding is available.  We looked at the gardening group, that was obviously for a period of time and then that stopped because we were then having to watch money for the end of the financial year’s funding (Centre Staff, 2015).

At that last cookery, it was only 4 that was to cook at a time and I felt I was missing out cos I’d not been picked at that time, know what I mean (Service User, 2015)

It seems to be sometimes decisions are made quite quickly and before you know it, it’s like – right, we’re doing this and it’s all action stations.  Whereas there doesn’t seem to be any forward planning (Centre Staff, 2015).

To support this, it is worth reflecting that there have been various offers of support from voluntary and community organisations, such as the Seroptomists offering sewing classes and so on. This is also an activity where volunteers would have much to add. Additionally, several of the women themselves have identified that they would like to co-facilitate a group, perhaps helping to show how to make jewellery, do cooking or hairdressing, for instance. The women have a range of skills from previous professions and life experiences, and with support, some of them would be keen to be able to give something back too:

There’s no reason why women couldn’t – for example, one of the groups, you know, that we’ve got on – why they couldn’t first of all shadow facilitate it, you know (Centre Staff, 2015)

	R..	Well, I did ask to run a sewing class.
IV..	A sewing class?
	R..	Aye.  With the machines and I could be like teaching girls how to make
 	curtains and make cushions.
IV..	Yeah, that would be good.
R..	And it never happened.  So I’m still waiting”
(Discussion between Service User and Interviewer, 2015) 

To ensure they work to plan and support a programme of activities of this nature it is clear that a member of staff needs to lead this. This also involves a slightly different skill set than working with individual women, instead working to build their collective capacity, and to support engagement with the wider community. It may be, therefore, that seeking a secondee with experience of community development would be the most effective way of building on what has been done to date.  Indeed, and as we noted previously, there was some sense among some centre staff and indeed from interviews with service users of a gap in communication, and a need for a more coordinated approach to the provision of activities and coproductive opportunities. As the quotes above and below suggest the variety, number and coordination of activities could be improved and thus, as we discuss further below, designating the responsibility for coordination might address this issue. As we noted in Chapter 4, there was a feeling among centre staff that the responsibility for progressing activities resides with them, but this was not considered possible in addition to managing their casework. While the interviewee below also notes that a designated worker might be one approach to alleviating the pressure on workers and improving the coordination of activities, if not opportunities for coproduction, this might equally be enabled if some of the women were more involved in engaging other women – so coproduction would / could reduce pressure on staff:

I think for group work to have the value that it needs, it needs someone, a worker, to be allocated as a group worker or to have a post as a group worker who motivates the women… I think that needs a lot more focus on how we manage the groups better cos we could have programmes running here every day and free time for women to come in and do other things in the morning (Steering Group Member, 2015).

Service user meetings – there needs to be more routine in having them.  It still feels a little bit ad hoc… I also think the procedures or the systems in place about where things go, so making sure that the ideas are captured and go through to team meetings and then come back out the other side – that happens but I don’t think it quite happens quite formally   (Steering Group Member, 2015).

[Name] used to do the newsletter group, … who’s went off on …leave, so I don’t know – not that I’ve known that activity’s been allocated to any other staff member.  So has there been a bit of kinda – you know, is that why that’s fallen by the wayside as well?  …A bit more of a constructive – you know, and people getting told and a bit of direction would be quite helpful (Centre Staff, 2015).

Oh aye, I’d do a lotta things differently.  Just like wee things.  …As I said, I would have these meetings, I would have probably more classes.  But it’s alright saying that, as they keep saying, it is the funding, it’s what they can do and it’s about keeping the place open (Service User, 2015).

[bookmark: _Toc450809314][bookmark: _Toc450893154][bookmark: _Toc456965968] Volunteers, peer support and community links
The goodwill and desire to contribute to TWG came through loud and clear from the interviewees. Several of the service users we interviewed were keen to help out with activity groups, help with fundraising, and taking responsibility for being the ‘meeter and greeter’, perhaps rotating on a weekly/daily basis depending who is in: 

I think our input could improve, instead of leaving it all to the workers to have to deal with everything…Just kinda like a buddy system, try and help somebody yourself, you know what I mean (Service User, 2015).

While, then some women suggested that they would value the opportunity to run or coproduce activities with women, as the next quote reveals, and, as we have recognised throughout our analysis, while this may be an aspiration for some women, for others, the realities of their lives can represent a barrier to realising their aspirations, although as some centre staff have suggested, there is a minority of women who are considered sufficiently stable to make such a contribution:

I think …when somebody new comes in, for somebody to maybe – or each week for maybe somebody to be kind of you know the helper if somebody comes in, make them feel welcome, make them a cuppa tea, you know (Service User, 2015).

I want to go to college and stuff to learn how to do more stuff and they were saying about maybe trying to get beauty, like stuff in the beauty room.  There was a lassie, Tracey, that said she can do hair and stuff and I think, see if we learned how to do it, we could all practice on each other and help.  We were suggesting that as well, it’s just waiting – again, we’re just waiting on word back. … See the beauty thing was suggested weeks ago and the room’s set up.  That room across there.  But it is just they’re waiting on somebody to come in.  I don’t know, I couldn’t tell you how long it’s taking.  But if we learned, like we could do each other’s, have a wee regular thingmy, right…. but the beauty stuff, everybody is kinda keen on thingmy and I think that’s part of like recovery as well, that you want to change your look (Service User, 2015).

I think I did ask if I could run a cooking class…They agreed, they totally agreed but then I think I took a bad relapse and couldn’t make it  (Service User, 2015).

We offered to fundraise, like to – in terms of jewellery making – but we’re saying, how can we not maybe set up a wee stall, we’ll make the jewellery and the funds go to the centre cos it’s for us anyway.  So we were kinda – that’s still been a problem but we are suggesting like, well look, we know how to make jewellery, we’re making this and making that, why can we not… See I think that’s what we’re trying to put like a proposal in here, it’s for us to sell stuff that we make for the centre cos like I said, we make it all and [name], she’s really good at the bracelets, she makes a lot of them.  She brought in a bundle the last time she’d made in the house and gave us all one.  So wee things like that, we’ve suggested it but I think it is just – I don’t know who runs the full centre or whatever to find out (Service User, 2015). 

Yeah, the craft side.  And you know, the staff have said to me on a couple of occasions, so they have, oh you’ll be taking the craft classes soon (Service User, 2015).

However, not all women wanted the responsibility of engaging in the centre in a formal sense:

Just now, just informal stuff, you know.  I’d need to be coming back full time (Service User, 2015).

I think they just like just coming and getting a chat and that, I don’t think they would maybe be wanting to be too involved,  but there is some, aye, that would be (Service User, 2015).

I’d like to put more in… but that’s down to my own nonattendance probably (LAUGHS).  I won’t say that but I have had other courses and things that I do …, so I can’t always be here  … But it’s nice to know you can still always come back down even though my order’s over, you know what I mean, it’s nice to come back down (Service User, 2015).

What also emerged from our discussions, and which is implied in the quotes above and below, was the range of strengths within the service user group. While the complexities of women’s existing circumstances were frequently cited as barriers to engagement and participation, there is a risk that these more visible challenges render the assets and, in turn, the potential contributions of women less visible:

I love all the upholstery stuff, I can make cushions, I can make curtains.  I used to make my own clothes when I was younger (Service User, 2015).

I done my cooking for life in [prison]….  Cos I’m a chef…I could be, aye.  All the work that I’ve done in [prison].  I’ve got experience (Service User, 2015).

I trained as a chef…so I'm a bit of a whizz in the kitchen (Service User, 2014).

I done hairdressing college and things (Service User, 2014)

That’s what we were speaking about at the steering group, like is there something we can do?  Like that’s what we said to them, is there something we can do, like you know, if we make, some of the girls like there’s another girl that makes jewellery like myself, they could make jewellery, I could make cards, we could like sit and make stuff and then have a little – we did thingmy that to them but it’s all about the girls, all the girls getting on, like getting together and organising something but nothing’s been organised yet…We haven’t had like the go ahead, like you know, do some baking, like maybe some – we do some baking and like – I mean, this is – that’s what I said to the staff that day, I said, look this is a really busy centre, this whole centre – do you know what I mean?  It’s like there’s a lot of offices between this building, that building and the other building.  So if there was a wee stall out the front selling like -I don’t know, like maybe – I don’t know, like a wee buffet or wee cakes or, you know, this or wee crafts ...  I could sit all day and make cards.  I could sit and make – I’ve been making jewellery at home for it, you know (Service User, 2015).

That said, some staff also recognised the potential for some of the women to contribute in these ways. It is also worth noting that some of these contributions were happening anyway, for instance, women were informally taking responsibility for welcoming new members, they were supporting each other when moving house, they were meeting up at weekends and over Christmas, when TWG wasn’t open. Whilst this activity was happening because of the culture created at TWG, it was happening as a by-product of TWG rather than a coordinated process designed specifically to encourage this. At the time of interviewing, little progress had been able to be made on encouraging, nurturing and supporting volunteers and peer support, both from the wider community and the women supported by TWG. There were many examples where people had something to offer than would benefit TWG, and this was recognised by the centre staff, but there wasn’t the capacity in the team to organise, let alone support and encourage it, notwithstanding organisational regulations and processes that required to be negotiated and navigated to pursue this:

There are small steps towards (peer support/mentoring) that that women could be doing and I don’t think we’re utilising that, you know (Centre Staff, 2015). 
I’m beginning to see where more women are feeling more confident, for example, I would like – I spoke to [name]  you know, and I was saying to her, you know, if she would consider doing - Turning Point have offered us their peer mentoring training for women.  So I want to find out more about that so as we can get some of our women trained up to become volunteers in here, which I think again would be fantastic.  So for me, in relation to service user involvement, I want to start being – well, continuing down that road that hopefully by the end of this year we would have some volunteers here who have come through the centre.  That would be one of my goals.  And there’s no reason why women couldn’t – for example, one of the groups, you know, that we’ve got on – why they couldn’t first of all shadow facilitate it, you know.  So there’s no reason why they couldn’t (Centre Staff, 2015).

So I think … just getting more involved with, I suppose more of the formal stuff because I think some women gradually would get more confident. I think last year maybe we weren’t at that stage [of getting women to mentor or volunteer] or we didn’t have any women who were ready but I think there’s maybe women who are starting to get to that stage now (Centre Staff, 2015).

I think maybe a year’s time, you will have women who are in some kinda main – some role, peer mentoring role or volunteering within the centre.  It’s not started yet but I think there’s maybe women who are ready to maybe try that.  So I can see us maybe moving on – so we’ll have women at that stage and we’ll still have the maybe more chaotic women coming in at the beginning, then we’ll have women in the middle kinda stage as well.  So I think that’s probably where I see us and maybe more involvement with, you know, service user meetings and, you know, more attendance and stuff like that (Centre Staff, 2015).

This is an example where potentially spending money upfront on a community development worker could potentially save money in the longer term, in building links to voluntary services/resources and to nurture the involvement of the women. In the absence of a designated worker leading on coproduction, in particular, in the face of competing demands, sustaining coproductive opportunities can be a challenge and one that often gets lost:

I think often you find with service user involvement that it is often staff see it as an extra, not an integral part …I think the desire is there, it’s about finding the time and the space which we all struggle with different bits of our jobs to find that time and space for things…this is where that training aspect comes in but I also think that needs to be seen in that way, not just by the centre, but by decision makers in strategy who go like that, right, we need 2 people working to take that forward and that’ll be their job or, you know, 2 volunteers. Do you know what I mean?  The resources to follow the intervention (Steering Group Member, 2015).

I think first and foremost, provide a dedicated resource either whole or part time to shape some of that…Of that coproduction service user engagement agenda. I think it is extremely time consuming, particularly if you’re scoping out from the very beginning.  I think it was a fundamental decision from ourselves from the word go that we would commission somebody to come in and do that.  So taking aside yourself and Claire’s link to the coproduction agenda, I think how that’s overlapped and linked with Outside The Box has been crucial.  I think see if we didn’t have Outside The Box, there’s no way we would have been able to push and promote this service user engagement or the coproduction agenda to the level that we’ve had.  So I would probably say fundamentally there needs to be time set aside – whether it’s a commissioned service or whether it’s somebody from one of the partner agencies – champion, whichever way you want to describe it – but there really needs to be a time commitment (Steering Group Member, 2015).  

I think two things is I think the skill set for the organisations, the stakeholders and the staff setting up the organisation, setting up Tomorrows Women. It’s not about setting things up to run a social enterprise and that kind of thing.  It’s not.  …it would be community development workers and there’d be people from, you know, the voluntary sector… It’s not impossible but I just think the way it’s been set up, it’s either it’s a long term plan that it’s down 3 or 4 years once people – it’s got out of the pilot stage and it’s quite secure about how it does things, you know, a couple of years down the line that – I know they know how they’re delivering the service, it’s then – it’s the next step….  I just think the tension that I’ve found is that there’s a desire for service user involvement, a strong desire and that’s something I can say strongly at the beginning that there’s a vision and that people want to deliver this and to deliver it in a participatory manner, whether that’s on a one to one, which I think happens a lot, or whether that’s group wise.  But I think the tension is that the one to one day to day delivery comes first and will always come first rather than the organising and the developing of – I don’t know – projects or groups or ideas.  That’s the bit that doesn’t – is hard to happen….There’s a desire but it’s finding the space and time because it’s a highly pressured environment with a lot going on and a lot of one to one and things happen and I know a lot of work has gone on and continues to go on around making it a very safe calm environment.  But I think the one to one delivery comes first which might be – which I think is probably the right thing but you’ve still got those tensions  (Steering Group Member 2015).

Such an approach would also enable the organisation of a more structured activity programme, as discussed above which would mean it would be rare to need to pay for the input of activity group leaders.  One member of staff explained the difficulty currently doing this:
The things that we were meant to do like the development of volunteers, like the kinda wrap around stuff, I am struggling to do that, plus the bureaucratic admin and all the recording and stuff like that.  I am struggling to do that with the number of women I’ve got and I’ve only got about 15, 16 women on my caseload but I can’t give them that intensive service that I was meant to give (Centre Staff, 2015).

There are models locally of what this could look like, and there could be opportunities to learn from their approach to build on this aspect:

I’ve been to the women’s centre in Maryhill and everybody that goes in there’s volunteers for all their groups and they’ve got a psychologist who actually volunteers twice a week as well (Centre Staff, 2015).

The benefits of this approach would help to encourage greater activity taking place in TWG, encouraging the involvement of a broader range of women in the centre, but also help to protect the current centre staff’s capacity to manage and organise it. It would also enhance the development of the skills and strengths of the women, and give them greater recognition for their achievements and their contribution. It would also help to support their engagement with other services/supports and community resources, helping to reduce their potential dependency on TWG:
It’s about thinking about the more community based organisations, you know, helping out – local food banks, church groups are often very popular.  It’s about finding out what’s in the woman’s own area and linking her in with those, the kinda mainstream community groups.  And also things like colleges, local businesses (Centre Staff, 2015). 

Get volunteers maybe in here, maybe they could be running groups, courses and you’re dipping in and out of them as a member of staff but (also) going out and getting other (women)… that are maybe not ready to come into the groups and stuff like that (Centre Staff, 2015).

We can do all sorts of work and you can do it no matter what your setting but, if you’re not doing it in the woman’s own community where she ultimately has to go back and spend her time, then it’s not really gonna be very successful (Centre Staff, 2015).

Several interviewees hoped that eventually TWG would look to employ women as formal mentors after they’ve perhaps volunteered for a couple of years. There were also suggestions to encourage volunteers from the community, to help encourage connections, a greater level of activity within TWG, and to model volunteering for the women:

Maybe put an advert out, you know, looking for retired teachers, social workers, would you come in and volunteer (Centre Staff, 2015). 

At the time of writing, TWG is actively progressing the establishment of volunteering opportunities. However, it should be noted, reflecting earlier observations, that there are a number of systemic or organisational regulations that need to be navigated and negotiated in the consideration as to how volunteering might be both enabled by and embedded in the service. 
[bookmark: _Toc450893155][bookmark: _Toc456965969]	Workload and Crisis Support
As we discussed in Chapter Three, what is clear from the interviews with the centre staff is that the workload is becoming unsustainable if TWG intends to continue providing an intensive, wrap around service while widening the criteria for inclusion in TWG. As one member of staff explained: 
The caseloads grow but nothing falls off the end.  There’s no waiting list maybe the way 218 have, there’s no – you know, so if the criteria’s loosening up and referrals are still coming in (Centre Staff, 2015).
There were subsequently concerns expressed by staff that they were so busy responding to the immediate crisis’s as they presented themselves that TWG was in danger of becoming a crisis intervention centre. If you are being led by what the women want, and they engage with TWG primarily when they are in crisis, then it is hard not to respond in this way:
They only come again, call again with another crisis and, because staff are so busy running around looking after lots of them in terms of their needs rather than just the women, it tends to become – it becomes a case of firefighting (Centre Staff, 2015).
Are we often just doing things for women?  Probably the balance is certainly very clearly just doing things for women (Centre Staff, 2015)
TWG is potentially then at an important point in its development where it has a decision to make about what its focus is on, and how to ensure it retains this clear vision. It appears that TWG can either primarily focus on responding to crisis or it can focus on building strengths and capacity, but it is increasingly difficult for it to do both to the level it is currently attempting to, as new women access the service but so few move on. However, as we have previously noted, this research offers a snapshot of views and experiences of participants at a given time; learning how to respond to crisis through the lens of a trauma informed approach is itself a process of learning and development. Such an approach might enable staff to respond needs in a manner that builds strengths and capacities. Indeed, there are many synergies between trauma informed practice approaches and coproductive and asset based practice approaches. 
Linked to the issues of workload, communication between the centre staff was highlighted by a few interviewees as a challenge. The team were not always aware of developments in a woman’s life and highlighted that opportunities to get together with their colleagues to discuss individual women and the approach being taken as a team were rare. Again, the sense was that everyone is so busy doing the work there is limited time to think and reflect to make sure what is being done is the best approach. As we noted in Chapter Three, it might be suggested that coordinating regular case management reviews is another core area for practitioner or practice development:

We don’t sit down and have like kinda main chats about cases, you know, we don’t have a sitting round – right, you three are working on this case, let’s sit down – you know, even on a weekly basis or a fortnightly basis and pool together where we’re all at (Centre Staff, 2015).

There was a general impression amongst both centre staff and women that they would welcome a bit more structure as TWG further develops. Whilst the informality and flexibility of approach is welcomed by all, clearer structures for decision making and case discussions are suggested, specifically around having spaces to talk as a team in depth about individual women in a more structured formal way. Several interviewees also reflected that it would be helpful for some specific roles and responsibilities to be delegated to specific staff and/or women where possible/appropriate. It was noted that when no-one was given specific responsibility for a task this inevitable then didn’t happen Having a bit more structure in the planning of the activity programme, and having a more organised induction programme for new women were also highlighted:

I’d like a bit more structure.  I don’t know if we could have some sorta induction day or something like that, you know, initially when they come out or something like that.  I don’t know how that would fit in.  Some sorta induction day maybe (Centre Staff, 2015).

[bookmark: _Toc450893156][bookmark: _Toc456965970]	Support at all times
As discussed in section 3.6.2, in addition to thinking about what TWG could do to be more flexible in its opening times, it is perhaps more appropriate to reflect on how to ensure women have appropriate support at all times. This is where the volunteers and peer mentors, discussed above, could contribute significantly. In addition, however, would it be possible to look at doing a rotation to arrange for staff at the weekends, or do introduce shifts to facilitate an extension in the operating hours of TWG, and to facilitate a bit more flexibility? Perhaps this would also be an area where third sector partners could contribute, where contracts may be more flexible. Although women were not clearly articulating and campaigning for extended opening hours, they were referring to being lonely, and not having support, particularly in evenings, at weekends and during the Christmas holidays. Reflecting on what could be done to ensure they are better supported at such times would be a useful conversation for the centre staff, the women and the steering group members to have.

[bookmark: _Toc450809315][bookmark: _Toc450893157][bookmark: _Toc456965971]Expanding the model
Interviewees also saw great potential in expanding the model, in terms of working with women at an earlier stage, developing stronger partnerships with a greater range of agencies, and looking to set up additional centres closer to the women’s local communities. One interviewee suggested building a closer engagement with the prison, and starting work there that could continue at TWG once the women were released:

The women get out here and they’re so chaotic, you can’t do anything with them.  Yet we get them in prison, we stabilise them, when they’re short sentenced but we’re doing nothing with them.  (LAUGHS)  I mean, you need a bit of joined up thinking (Centre Staff, 2015).

There was also still an aspiration amongst some that more services and resources would be based within TWG in the longer term: 

They said it was gonna be a one stop shop and it’s not really…because you’re signposting other services sometimes but I think sometimes maybe it’d be good to have some of the other services based in here with you, you know (Centre Staff, 2015).

In seeing the benefits of TWG, and the level of unmet need, several of the women saw the potential in offering a similar service to more women and having resources based closer to their communities:

I think a couple of more centres would be good in different areas.  You’ve got women that’s coming like about 6, 7 miles out and don’t know how to get there but they’ve heard so much about Tomorrows Women and don’t know how to get there, they’ve not got a worker to take them (Service User, 2015).

Whilst TWG can’t do everything, there is perhaps something to be done around sharing the learning here about the needs of this group of women, and encouraging greater attention and better tailored resources informed by the learning and progress TWG has experienced.

What we also discovered, however, were differences among the women (and staff) as to a) whether they wanted the centre to be expanded in terms of being busier and b) whether they wanted TWG to expand to include a mixed or diverse group of women or just those women who are similarly situated to them. Those women and staff who wanted a busier centre with a diverse group of women attending often referred to other centres, such as Tomorrow’s Women, Wirral:

A big massive centre…That’s got all sorts of skills and there’s all different kinds of girls working and just helping each other with skills, teaching each other skills (Service User, 2015).

I’d just like to see us moving forward more, being a lot busier in here.  There are days when it’s mobbed and there’s other days people just drop in and out for coffees and teas and things.  But I think I’d like – I’ve been to Leeds and I’ve been to Liverpool and I’d like to see more of the bustling stuff but that’s just gonna take time and I think it’s because it’s open to all women (Centre Staff, 2015).

I think it’d be good to fast track the volunteers coming in, people who are role models …and it’s something some of the service users have actually said is actually sometimes – some of them don’t like coming here because it’s people they know or people they know from custody or something like that.  I had one women wouldn’t come here at all.  She goes, I’m trying to get away from all these types of people, you know what I mean, she’s sticking to her own kinda – and I can understand that and I met her outside.  But maybe if there was more different people here, more role models that breaks that up a wee bit  (Centre Staff, 2015).

Other’s however appreciated the fact that those attending the centre were in similar positions to themselves and had shared backgrounds and experiences and this resonates with wider evaluations of women’s centres. Women value informal interactions, peer support, a sense of being respected and not being judged (Dryden and Souness, 2015; Easton and Matthews 2011; Hedderman et al 2011). In particular, Dryden and Souness (2015) noted that women particularly valued the opportunity to connect with other women in a way that many had not previously encountered or experienced in difference service contexts.

As we have discussed previously and, as the exchange below reveals, observation of change in similarly situated others can engender a sense that change is possible for others (Weaver 2015). Best, Bird and Hunton, (2015) refer to this as the ‘social contagion’ effect (see also Moos, 2007). Seeing others recovering suggests that recovery is possible but also challenges the idea that addiction is something that cannot be overcome for people in active use as well as those in recovery (Best et al., 2015). Relatedly, there is a strong sense among many of the women that precisely because they are similarly situated, they do not feel judged, they are accepted and understood and, as such, perceptions of stigma and shame can be lesser in mutual support  groups (informal or formal) than in mixed groups. Moreover, research into processes of recovery, suggest that recovery relies, at least in part, on changes in social identity (Jetten, Haslam, and Haslam, 2012; Buckingham, Frings, and Albury, 2013) and these changes are significantly shaped and influenced by supportive peers and social networks that offer opportunities for social learning and the constraining influences of informal social control, particularly in the early stages of the change process (Moos, 2007). Indeed, these findings resonate strongly with research into desistance (Weaver, 2015) but unless there are bridges to link people into the resources in their communities and develop their social networks to include non-stigmatised and non-excluded groups, then such approaches on their own may be more effective at generating bonding, rather than bridging social capital, which emerges as more significant in later stages of the change process.

R.. And what’s good is you’ve not got hundreds and hundreds of women that come here.  That is my opinion.  See if there’s too many women ….

R..	The ones that are really ready …I wasn’t first ready when I first came, I wasn’t ready.  But then when I see everybody else.  Look, that lassie’s off the drink and she’s been going there for a month, she’s happy, she’s joined all the classes, it’s getting her out.  I thought, well I fucking can do it, know what I mean, I can push myself to do it.  

R.. There’s lots of women that come but see if you left it just with the doors open outside for anybody like the woman up there with nothing to do during the day when their wean’s at school ….it wouldn’t be as good.  

R..	It’s good because –

R..	There is a few women that come –

R..	But you get referred to it, you get referred to it instead of like – how can I say it? – just people from the local community just walking in when you’re trying to deal with your own stuff and then them judging you because they don’t know.  It’s good that everybody’s in the same – we’ve all been through criminal justice in here.

R..	No, I wouldn’t like it to be open to 

R..	I don’t know.  I’d like it to be more busier but not just people from the street

 (Focus Group Exchange, 2015)


[bookmark: _Toc456965972]Consolidating and disseminating learning
In acting as a bridge between the women and other services/supports, TWG is also helping to educate other organisations about the lives of these women and what would support them. They are thus acting as an important communication channel, and helping to better articulate the experiences of an often neglected and seldom heard from group. Nonetheless, there was general sense emerging that there is a need to both reflect and consolidate the learning that had happened since TWG opened but also a need to share and disseminate that learning to shape and influence wider organisational thinking and practice:

I think just firming it up, to make sure that we maintain the progress that’s been made, you know, not allow that to slide.  You wouldn’t like staff to kinda sit back and say, right, that’s fine, we’ve ticked that box, we’ve done that now, you know.  It’s about maintaining that and keeping the momentum going.  Continued, you know, a formal process for the women to be engaged and give their feedback, I think is really important cos I think a lot of other services could learn a lot from Tomorrow’s Women  (Centre Staff, 2015).

Well, there’s a mixture of continuing with what currently goes on and I think – I don’t know how to necessarily how to embed it.  I think it’s at the point where it’s about perhaps in 6 months’ time or towards the end of the summer, it’s thinking about – OK, what in your view, how well has it worked, how well has it not worked – which needs to be done.  Cos I think what I’m conscious of is that it all still feels like very early days and it all still feels pretty new in there. …I don’t know – yeah, so I think within that context and that’s not kinda meant to be a get out clause, they still – it still feels pretty new and still a space that it’s learning how to do things….Which I think’s important.  And I think embedding stuff in is about having it become sort of common practice and having the procedures and the structures in place and the structures are getting there and I think they need to be [embedded] (Steering Group Member, 2015)

What I would love to see is that that network that we’ve created really takes that opportunity to kinda do a bit of reflection, honest reflection, and look at what has gone well, what, you know, with hindsight, they might have done differently and what that suggests to them in terms of how they want to evolve the services going forward and a crucial part of that for me is that co-productive activity around – what have they learned about working with women in the last few years, what have they learned about how they have to kind of help the women with the capacity to contribute in that co-productive way and what does that mean for the kinds of activities they’re gonna offer women to help them to be more participatory in the service as it goes forward  (Steering Group Member, 2015).

If there’s anything I might critique … we’re not very good at eliciting the information that we can share with others. So, you know, it would be good to do more newsletters than we are. We’re sometimes struggling to get the performance information out of the team because, actually, they’re really committed to their work with individuals and the monotony of some of the collection and presentation is, you know, sometimes comes second to them.  So there are things we could be doing better there to make sure that partners understand how well things are working (Steering Group Member, 2015).


[bookmark: _Toc456965973]Connecting women into localities
A core objective of TWG identified in 2014 was the need to coordinate care within the centre with a view to linking women into the relevant mainstream services and supports in their localities. As we also noted above, one Steering Group member reiterated concerns surrounding women’s potential for dependency on TWG and another interviewee suggested that promoting their independence was an area for potential development. This would also connect with the observation we made earlier and which has been observed by other researchers evaluating other women’s centres surrounding the importance yet challenges of developing bridging social capital and supporting women’s integration into their communities more broadly, beyond formal services: 

It’s about finding out what’s in the woman’s own area and linking her in with those, the kinda mainstream community groups.  And also things like colleges, local businesses…. I think it’s important not to become dependent on one single agency because we just don’t know what the future holds, I mean, politically can have a huge influence, you know.  So I think it’s important that women aren’t dependent on one agency.  It’s about promoting their independence and encouraging them to engage with other things because there’s got to be more than Tomorrows Women to help women stop offending. … if you’re not doing it in the woman’s own community where she ultimately has to go back and spend her time, then it’s not really gonna be very successful (Steering Group Member, 2015).

Just trying to find a different physical environment for them to connect with each other rather than solely see that as the centre.  Because I absolutely have no doubt in my mind that the mutual support, not organised by ourselves by just two folk coming together at the right time has been significant for a lot of folk.  But my anxiety, as I’ve stated, is once you get a shiny centre that you do a lot of nice things in,  where your life is generally pretty crap, I don’t want to have an – for us to create an over reliance on that centre and that’s a difficult balance to get but I fear with a few folk we have done (Steering Group Member, 2015).

[bookmark: _Toc456965974]Getting women involved at an earlier stage
Across the period of our research, there have been debates about whether women should have been engaged at an earlier stage i.e. in the planning and design of TWG rather than subsequent to it’s opening. In fact, the issue of when to involve ‘end-users’ in participatory or coproductive endeavours is a pervasive concern across a range of contexts and within a range of settings. There is no consensus on this and indeed, if there is consensus, it is to note that this decision has to be informed by the distinct context in which arises. However, what emerged at the midpoint of the research period was the lack of interaction between staff and the steering group and service users and the steering group, as we discussed in Chapter 3. As the quote below implies, the decisions surrounding not only when to engage service users in strategic processes but how to do is a more complex decision than might be anticipated. Various factors shaped this from the time frame for implementation to questions latterly about how services users might want to be engaged at this level:

Maybe we should have had – maybe we should have been more systematic about the steering group going to the centre, meeting with women earlier but I don’t know. You’d need to think about when would have been the right time and you don’t want to do it too early and things  (Steering Group Member, 2015).

I wish and maybe it would have been difficult but I wish when we started the planning, we had involved women more.  We didn’t at those early stages.  Again, I could if I want to justify that because of the time frame the government put us in front of, we got this money on the table, go for it.  But no, I wish we had.  I wish we had started this in a different way, you know, and actually start with co-production, not with, you know, we’re gonna set up a women’s service, then we’re gonna talk about co-production.  We did it a little bit backwards understandably but that’s part of the learning…but then the driver wasn’t because we had women who were saying, we need this service and it wasn’t gonna be.  I mean, and the reality is it would take years to get to that position where you had women in a robust enough position to say, we’re saying this is what we want.  So sometimes you do have to progress it, almost to set it up as a kicking point for women in the service.  So I hope Tomorrows Women Glasgow is robust enough to change as we support women to call for changes  (Steering Group Member, 2015).




[bookmark: _Toc456965975]DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

There are clear normative rationales and instrumental incentives for service user involvement in policy and practice development in the criminal justice system, as discussed in Chapter One. Yet, the impetus for, and value of, co-productive practices remain largely theoretical and precariously dependent on the recognition of the symbolic and normative value of such involvement. 

From the outset, TWG aspired to embed the principles of coproduction into its design and delivery, informed by models of self-help, mutual support, service involvement and co-production. Given their commitment to service user involvement and co-production, the then named ‘implementation steering group’ overseeing the development of TWG also wanted to reflect on and learn from the implementation processes, impacts and sustainability of the model of co-production developing within TWG. This research was commissioned to both inform that process and support that learning. This chapter draws on the findings from this research to reveal processes, dynamics and experiences of co-production in a community justice context and to discuss the key themes emerging from the analysis before concluding on areas of development for TWG, in this context. 

[bookmark: _Toc456965976]What have we learnt about coproduction?
We delineated the main research questions and objectives in Chapter Two. In what follows, we draw together the analysis of findings presented in Chapters Three and Four, in conjunction with the analysis of wider research in Chapter One to answer these questions.

1. What are the processes through which a co-productive strategy and practice has been developed and implemented?

TWG have developed a continuum of opportunities for coproduction reflecting different women’s capacities, interests and motivations at any given time or, to put it differently, a continuum of opportunities through which a given individual might progress through, reflecting their enhanced capacity to coproduce over time. The idea that capacities for coproduction evolve or progress over time developed as a dominant theme throughout our research. What emerged then was the need for a flexible, opportunity led approach to coproduction as part of a more structured framework or continuum of opportunities for coproduction. At the time of interviewing, a number of opportunities had been implemented ranging from informal interactions, a suggestion box, a communications group, service user – centre staff meetings and service user – steering group meetings. What also emerged was the naturally occurring development of informal peer support or mutual helping between women. We also learnt that many women tend to prefer task centred rather than talk focused approaches to participation.

In the first year, the process of developing opportunities for women’s participation evolved organically and subsequent to the establishment of TWG, thereafter with the support of an external agency – ‘Outside the Box’.  In the second year, the focus was on beginning to formalise the otherwise largely informal and unstructured engagement practices. What emerged from our analysis was that in 2015, the model of and approaches to practicing coproduction were still in the process of evolution which, we would conclude, is to be expected. Coproduction takes time (Blume, 2016).

As we identified in Chapter Four the model of coproduction operating in TWG could be classified, to use Needham and Carr’s (2009) typology, at an ‘intermediate’ level. As we explained previously, this approach is largely premised on models of consultation through discrete opportunities for collaboration which provide a greater level of communication and involvement between service providers and service users. While this can enhance mutual recognition and understanding it can also serve, in some cases, to legitimise existing approaches and help service users appreciate the constraints on service provision, rather than changing wider organisational culture and processes. Indeed, as we elaborated in both Chapters Three and Four, some of the core structural or organisational constraints remain unresolved. At the same time, this ‘intermediate’ level may reflect where TWG are in the process of developing a coproductive strategy rather than representing an end point; it may be that reaching this intermediate stage is, then, a stepping stone to a more ‘transformative’ level (Needham and Carr 2009) in terms of developing women’s involvement in mechanisms of planning, delivery and governance. Indeed, a more recent development (at the time of interviewing) was the engagement between the steering group and women. This of course has capacity to develop in such a manner as to enable women’s contribution to more strategic considerations. It should also be recognised, however, that women’s participation in the planning and delivery and implementation of TWG and the interventions therein has been, in part, constrained by women’s readiness and capacities to contribute at this level. Again, there has been some movement over the last three years in some women’s capacities which again would indicate that there is potential to develop a more transformative model of coproduction. A further consideration in this regard has been around how women want to be involved and in what matters. What emerged from our analysis of the data was that women want to be involved in what they perceive to be matters that affect them directly. While some operational matters may not be of interest to the women, some women expressed a desire to coproduce activities alongside centre staff or the relevant group facilitators. Again, the inclusion of women in this manner would enable a more transformative level of coproduction to emerge. Moreover, being invited to co-facilitate rather than sole-facilitate an activity or group might alleviate any undue pressure on women and would allow the ‘professional’ partner to step in should the need arise. Despite centre staff and some steering group members repeatedly noting that some women had reached the stage where they could participate at this level, due in part to various systemic or organisational constraints, this was as yet unrealised at the time of interviewing.

We also learnt about the importance of embedding a culture of collaboration and coproduction – not just to facilitate women’s engagement but also to support staff to work coproductively. As we noted in Chapters One and Four, the attitudes and willingness of organisations and front line practitioner influence the extent to which coproduction can be both trusted and realised as well as how participation in coproductive practices are experienced by service users.

We identified two main areas in which women were actively coproducing in 2015. Firstly, women are influencing the nature of service delivery in terms of influencing the kinds of activities provided by TWG. As we note above, this was in a consultative form rather than facilitative. Secondly, women are coproducing a sense of community in terms of co-creating a dynamic culture of collaboration and acceptance, shaping how the centre feels through a culture of mutual helping and support. This is both encouraged and enabled by the attitudes and approach of centre staff, their manner of relating, and a broader commitment in TWG to embedding a culture of inclusivity and participation.

The processes through which a co-productive strategy and practice has been developed and implemented have not been without their challenges. Two core challenges were a) developing and sustaining coproductive practices with women who have complex needs and distinct vulnerabilities and b) organisational and procedural constraints. With regard to the former, we learnt that women have to move from crisis to stability before being able to work engage coproductively. Women’s personal circumstances thus affect when and how they get involved. Their involvement was, however, enabled by the development of a continuum of informal and formal opportunities for women to get involved and this underlines the importance of supporting engagement in accordance with women’s motivations, needs and capacities and avoiding any temptation to impose a structure of coproduction into which women are expected to fit into. TWG should be commended for getting this balance right from the outset. In respect of procedural constraints, at the time of interviewing, while centre staff and women had access to a small amount of petty cash, wider bureaucratic processes surrounding procurement in particular remained frustratingly unaltered. Moreover, constraints in the form of organisational regulations are still being navigated and negotiated to pursue the establishment of volunteering, and related initiatives, in TWG.

Beyond the challenges faced, the different groups of people we interviewed also identified a range of enablers to coproduction. In particular, time, trust and relationships are central to participation. The attitudes of staff and the relationship between centre staff and women, shape and influence women’s experience of TWG and of participation. Trust, mutual understanding and respect are, then, the foundations of coproduction as is a culture of inclusion. However, the development of trusting relationships and trust in the process of participation takes time. For many women involved in the criminal justice system, participatory and coproductive practices represent a departure from their experiences of services and so trust in the process and its outcomes – particularly among multiply marginalised women, needs to be established. There are various means through which this trust can be built but we highlight here two core approaches. Firstly, through the development of asset based approaches. Such practices communicate to women their potentialities rather than their deficits and vulnerabilities and can build a sense of self-efficacy and confidence – both of which are necessary for women to feel that they can have an active role. Secondly, as we have already noted, enabling participation among hard to reach, multiply marginalised people requires service providers to create a variety of choice about what they can get involved in, that are flexible and respecting of individual circumstance, priorities and needs and realistic about individual capacities, and motivation, without creating undue pressure.  We also learnt that the environment (both the physical space and the relational dynamics) can shape opportunities for everyday participation (or conversely constrain them). At TWG the layout of the building and the manner of relating were key enablers of coproduction and participation.

2. What are the impacts and effects of adopting and implementing a co-productive strategy and practice?

In Chapter Four, we explored the impacts and effects of adopting and implementing a coproductive approach; rather than repeat this, we provide a summary of the core themes identified here.

Adopting a coproductive approach has had a number of effects. These include impacts on professional perspectives – be that developing an increasing awareness of the realities of women’s lives and the challenges of working with multiply marginalised and highly vulnerable women or be that around learning the value of another way of ‘doing’ justice. For some centre staff, the adoption of a coproductive approach represented a shift in the way that they had traditionally practiced; it represented a cultural shift from a risk focused approach to a trust based approach, what we termed in Chapter Four as ‘learning to trust risky people’ – but also learning how to engender their trust. In so doing, this has, in turn, further contributed to the culture of acceptance, inclusivity and participation. There was also some evidence to suggest that coproduction, as both a concept and a practice, has influenced wider organisational thinking and practice. While interviewees commented on an increasing consciousness of and impetus towards coproduction this was not necessarily attributable to the approach adopted by TWG.

Adopting a coproductive approach was also considered to have improved or encouraged women’s engagement in TWG. Harnessing the experiences of women and building the content of TWG and the approach taken in TWG around what works for women was thought to improve the efficacy of the service. In turn, eliciting and utilising women’s views and expertise has been shown to enhance their confidence and self efficacy and engender a sense of self worth, belonging and place all of which are central to processes of recovery and desistance. The promotion of a culture of inclusion and participation, for some women, has developed their informal social networks through the building of relationships and connections to other women. 

Adopting a coproductive approach was thought to have improved professional relationships. As we noted throughout this report, professional relationships are central to incentives to engage in TWG in general and to participate in coproductive opportunities in particular. What also emerged from our analysis of the data was that adopting a coproductive approach altered the boundaries or nature of professional relationship and ‘traditional’ practitioner-service user relational dynamics. It changes the way women view practitioners which is likely to be an additional enabler to further engagement.  

While not altering the culture and approach adopted by TWG, we learnt that practising coproduction reinforced the culture that stakeholders aspired and worked hard to embed in TWG. This is a critical point. While services and staff may wish to develop and embed a culture of partnership and participation, it cannot be achieved without the reciprocal contribution of those using the service. Women’s reciprocal engagement in and response to the approach adopted thus reinforced that this manner of relating is key to building trust; the culture is thus co-created in and through these relations of trust. Moreover, as we noted above, it is through this culture of partnership and participation that women have been enabled and encouraged to shape the nature of activities and groups provided and thus the content of some aspects of service delivery.


3. What are stakeholders’ experiences of adopting and implementing a co-productive strategy and practice?

We noted different motivations and incentives towards coproduction across stakeholder groups. For steering group members and centre staff these incentives could be classed as what Alford (2002) termed ‘expressive’ or normative motives – as a value or right in and of itself. For women, their motives and incentives could be understood as being closer to Alford’s (2002) ‘solidarity’ incentives, motivated by a sense of belonging to a group.

On balance, stakeholder’s experiences of adopting and implementing a coproductive strategy and practice have been positive, although not without their ups and their downs. A core area of learning, discussed in Chapter Three, was the realisation of the sheer enormity and complexity of women’s needs. A core concern that has emerged in the last tranche of interviews is the pressure experienced by some centre staff trying to work intensively and responsively in the moment with women alongside coordinating and facilitating activities and supporting opportunities for participation and coproduction. This has reportedly become increasingly challenging in the content of what was being experienced as escalating caseloads as an outcome of working with some women for longer periods than initially anticipated and as an outcome of a broader criteria for inclusion aimed at supporting early intervention.

There have been various discussions across the period of this research about whether women should have been involved at an earlier stage in the planning and design of TWG. This is a more complex issue that it seems to appear, as previously elaborated; core considerations include not only when to engage women in general but when was the right time for women themselves to participate and also how to include women in such a manner that is both meaningful for them and constructive. In addition, it should also be noted that the timeframe for implementation of TWG and the needs of women during this early period in its development further shaped the decision to suspend women’s involvement until its implementation. 

[bookmark: _Toc456965977]Developing Coproduction in TWG 
We conclude this report by delineating some key areas in which a coproductive strategy and practice might be further developed, for consideration.

· Communication is a key concern. In chapter Four we noted some uncertainty surrounding the outcomes of some suggestions advanced, expressed by some of the centre staff and some of the women. As we elaborated, beyond processes of participation, perceptions of impact are central to the effects and outcomes of coproduction and sustaining motivations to coproduce.

· For TWG to progress from an intermediate level of coproduction to a more transformative level of coproduction, there is a clear need for leadership. By this we mean the need for a ‘coproduction champion’ or dedicated worker or facilitator. This might also improve the coordination of activities and alleviate some of the felt pressures on centre staff. Time, human and financial resources as well as careful planning and coordination help enable women’s involvement. Coproduction can’t be an add-on but must be a core feature of operation.

· There is also a need to move beyond the willingness to coproduce to create the conditions in which the kinds of organisational processes and procedures necessary to enable and support coproduction are developed, or reconfigured, so as to structural and procedurally facilitate a coproductive environment. 

· Across both tranches of interviews, some women have expressed a desire to be more engaged in providing peer or mutual support to other women and to coproducing or co-facilitating activities and groups with workers. This emerged even more strongly in our latter interviews suggesting an increase in some women’s assessment of their readiness to test this out. 

· Developing more collective forms of coproduction could be realised through the recruitment of volunteers – both from outwith TWG but also from within TWG.

· While the complexities of women’s personal circumstances were frequently recognised as barriers to participation, there is a risk that these more visible challenges render the assets and potential contributions of women less visible.

· Concerns were expressed about cultivating a culture of dependency and this is an area worthy of further consideration. The tension resides in the need to encourage engagement while discouraging dependency, balancing women’s participation in TWG with their participation in service in their localities and their participation in their communities more broadly. 

· A number of stakeholders identified a value in taking time to reflect on and consolidate the learning that has taken place in and around TWG but also the benefits of disseminating that learning to shape and influence wider organisational thinking and practice.
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