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ONE

Introduction

In 2014 Re-imagining Child Protection: Towards Humane Social Work with Families (Featherstone, White and Morris, 2014) was published. It was greeted with great interest and there was an overwhelmingly positive response to the critical review it undertook of contemporary child protection and its plea for humane practice. It resonated with practitioners and policy makers alike and suggested simply doing more of the same was neither ethical nor practicable. The book concluded by arguing for change in order to create policies and practices that inspired hope.

Many would argue that the problems have become more, not less, acute in the intervening period and the anxieties about the future set out in Re-imagining Child Protection have become more fully realised in the context of continued austerity and its disproportionate focus and impact on deprived families and local authorities. However, there have been also been more hopeful developments, including new empirical work that increases our understandings, innovations in practice that push at the constraints of the existing child protection project and fresh alliances seeking change. Using these positive developments this book is concerned with moving the discussion forward, and with seeking to provoke conceptual and applied debates that might offer children and families a more hopeful future when they face problems, uncertainties and harm.

Telling a new story

George Monbiot (2017: 1) argues that '[y] ou cannot take away someone's story without giving them a new one. It is not enough to challenge an old narrative, however outdated and discredited it may be. Change happens only when you replace it with another.' In this book we tell a new story, but one that has familiar chapters, rooted in social work's history. It is informed by our ethical positions and our research, and is encouraged by our engagement with those who experience current systems, and those who work in them. Like all good stories, there is room in the telling for different voices to chip in, add, challenge and, indeed, revise. Thus, while we consider the book contains much of what is needed to get us started on the road to transformation, it is only the start. As we go along, we identify what needs to change, why and how, but we also highlight the allies and conversations needed for the next steps.

As the activist, Rebecca Solnit notes:

Changing the story isn't enough in itself, but it has often been foundational to real changes. Making an injury visible and public is usually the first step in remedying it, and political change often follows culture, as what was long tolerated is seen to be intolerable, or what was overlooked becomes obvious. Which means that every conflict is in part a battle over the story we tell, or who tells and who is heard. (2016: xiv, our emphasis)

Thus, a crucial part of our project is to expand and legitimise opportunities for different types of dialogue, storytellers and audiences. In particular, we highlight the importance of dialogue between those who experience services and those who design them, and, crucially, between those, who do not see the importance of linking actions to protect children with those concerned to tackle inequalities and social isolation, and those who give the dynamic relations between the two a more central place.

Locating our story

Across many countries, including the UK, the settlement between the state and its citizens, forged post war, has been undermined, if not broken, by a variety of economic and social developments (Davies, 2017). Increasingly, citizens' expectations of decent work, secure and affordable housing, and enough to eat can no longer be guaranteed by a state that is experienced as both intrusive and neglectful, especially by the poor, with a subsequent loss of trust and widespread feelings of alienation and disconnection (Davies, 2017, Monbiot, 2017, Peston, 2017).

A key argument of this book is that the policies and practices that have been developed to protect children need to be understood and located within this wider canvas and, indeed, have come to exemplify a punitive and neglectful state in many respects. This is deeply distressing given the enormous amount of effort and good will extended by a very wide range of constituencies to keeping children safe and making systems work. But in this book we suggest it is vital that we interrogate the history of such efforts and their intimate intersection with wider social policies and social trends (see Parton, 1985, 1991). In this Introduction we offer a brief highlight but Chapters two and three provide a much more thorough engagement with past, present and, indeed if we continue on our present trajectory, future dangers and possibilities.

The modern child protection system emerged in the 1960s rooted in a concern to stop babies dying or being 'battered' by parents, who were considered to be suffering from a lack of empathic mothering in their own lives. Poverty, bad housing and other social factors were screened out as holding helpful explanatory value in relation to why some babies were seriously harmed by their carers (Parton, 1985). It was considered that the post-war welfare settlement provided for the basic needs (such as income, housing, health care and education) of the majority of citizens, but there were some who were damaged by earlier psychological experiences and needed therapeutic help to care safely.

Walkerdine and Lucey (1989) explored the social democratic context in which these perspectives were formed. They noted that a strong movement in the 1940s and 1950s tried to produce a possibility of social reform through the agency of the mother. After the horrors of World War 2, the pessimism of social Darwinism was countered by an environmentalism, which emphasised the possibility of social reform through love and nurturance.

From those beginnings, rooted in care for babies who were powerless and voiceless, and compassion for emotionally deprived parents, the system has expanded enormously in terms of remit, research base, influence and power within a complex and changing society. Indeed, in his comparison of the reports into the death of Maria Colwell in the early 1970s and that of Victoria Climbié 30 years later, Parton (2004) notes differences not only in how the reports themselves were constructed, but also in the following: globalisation and identity; expert knowledge; systematic care, responsibility and accountability; managerialisation; trust and uncertainty; and the legislative contexts. To this we would add the unravelling of core aspects and assumptions behind the welfare state and the emergence of a discourse around individual responsibility and risk that encompasses cause, consequence and attribution.

As Bauman (2007: 14) notes, '[a] lthough the risks and contradictions of life go on being as socially produced as ever, the duty and necessity of coping with them has been delegated to our individual selves'. This has had some pernicious and under-examined effects in child protection where the basic elements of a story honed in a very different climate to that of today have proved remarkably resilient. The investigation and monitoring of the actions or inactions of individual parents/carers and focus on the intra-familial as the locus of cause and consequences takes on quite a different complexion in a climate of responsibilisation rather than compassion.

The current child protection story goes something like this:

•The harms children and young people need protecting from are normally located within individual families and are caused by actions of omission or commission by parents and/or other adult caretakers.

•These actions/inactions are due to factors ranging from poor attachment patterns, dysfunctional family patterns, parenting capacity, faulty learning styles to poor/dangerous lifestyle choices.

•The assessment of risk and parenting capacity is 'core business' and interventions are focused on effecting change in family functioning.

•Developing procedures, expert risk assessment and multi-agency working are central to protecting children.

A growing evidence base is disrupting this story, requiring engagement with troubling issues. The evidence highlights that the families who are engaged by services are poor, but poverty is curiously invisible in practice and policy accounts. This can be seen as an instance of 'public blindness' termed by Haebich (2007: 21) as 'the twilight of knowing and not knowing', where discriminatory treatment becomes normalised to the extent that it is rendered unremarkable. In more recent years, however, this 'public blindness' has become harder to sustain and has led to paradoxical developments where there is increased agreement that continuing austerity and the associated deprivation is driving care demand and that services need more money, at the same time as an apparent reluctance to apply that logic to families themselves and understand the role played by poverty and associated issues in their difficulties.

While explanations for children's maltreatment are routinely seen through a gaze that focuses on what happens in the home, the brain, internal cognitions, learning patterns and family dynamics, the following trend has, until recently, gone unremarked: the inequalities in children's chances of being able to grow up in their families of origin and the systematic links with deprivation and children being looked after (see Figure 1, see also Bywaters et al, 2018).


Figure 1: CLA* not at home or with relatives or friends by Deprivation Quintile, UK Countries, 2015
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Source: Briefing Paper 1, Child Welfare Inequalities Project.
* CLA refers to children looked after.

This relationship between deprivation and interventions obliges the asking of questions that are common in health and mental health, concerning the social determinants of particular behaviours and states of mind. Thus, for example, a World Health Organization-commissioned report on mental health (Friedli, 2009: iii) notes:

Mental health is a fundamental element of the resilience, health assets, capabilities and positive adaptation that enable people both to cope with adversity and to reach their full potential and humanity. Mental health is also the key to understanding the impact of inequalities on health and other outcomes. It is abundantly clear that the chronic stress of struggling with material disadvantage is intensified to a very considerable degree by doing so in more unequal societies.

Because of the individualist focus in child protection, however, there are no mechanisms for understanding and engaging with the links between differing health and welfare outcomes in particular contexts. Because we lack knowledge about particular social and economic contexts, we are deprived of important understandings about the ecology of children's lives As we have illustrated above, there are very clear differences in looked after children (LAC) rates that are systematically linked to levels of deprivation. Thus, children in the most deprived areas are nearly ten times more likely to be removed according to the statistics above. But what is also important is that a town such as Blackpool, with high rates of children who are looked after, also reports England's lowest subjective happiness score and is the place where most anti-depressant prescriptions are written (Clark with Heath, 2014). Moreover, male life expectancy at birth in Blackpool is 74.7 by contrast with an affluent area such as Wokingham where it is 81.8 (ONS, 2016). Such data tells us that the opportunities to live well and love safely are not equally available to our children or their families. Moreover, as we explore further in Chapter five, the state's response in recent years has exacerbated such inequalities. As Webb and Bywaters (2018) note, almost all local authorities have faced cuts under austerity but the more deprived local authorities have faced much bigger average reductions. Between 2010/11 and 2016/17 the most deprived 20% of local authorities faced cuts of 27% in average population-weighted total children's services spend per child, after controlling for inflation. The least deprived 20% faced cuts of 4%.

The 'core abuse types' of physical abuse and sexual abuse, which once made up the bulk of child protection registrations in most parts of the UK, now account for only a minority of cases (Bunting et al, 2017). This mirrors trends internationally, with the majority of children subject to child protection registration/intervention in countries such as Australia and the US now being classified under neglect or emotional abuse. This appears to reflect a number of complex and interrelated factors. A host of troubles and sorrows suffered by children, young people and their families have been rendered subject to a child protection discourse that funnels understandings and responses in often very narrow and unhelpful ways. We have argued elsewhere that this may reflect the insatiability of a 'risk monster' that sees trouble and sorrow not as elements of the human condition exacerbated in particular contexts of disadvantage and inequality, but rather as evidence of risky choices or lifestyles (Featherstone et al, 2016). The research evidence on how such misrecognition impacts on families and professionals highlights the obstacles it places in the way of constructing meaningful narratives and engaging in transformative understandings (see Chapter four). This is very damaging. As Cottam (2011) observes, the ability to tell a story of where you have come from and where you hope to go, is a significant indicator of progress and of resilience.

Bunting et al (2017) argue that the growth in registered child protection cases of neglect and emotional abuse may reflect system imperatives in a context of competition for funding and resourcing. They argue that, if designating cases as abuse brings greater access to limited resources, social workers may define families' troubles in ways that increase the numbers of abuse and neglect cases. Thus, while the conditions of children's lives may not actually have changed, service responses have. Webb and Bywaters (2018) note that, since 2010, it is family support and early help services that have been cut substantially in order to manage the increased demand and reduced funding. Effectively there has been an unspoken, undiscussed policy change, rebalancing services away from family support at a time when families and services have faced exceptional pressures. In 2010 almost half of all children's services spend went on supporting families, with the other half on safeguarding and LAC services. Now, child protection and LAC involve over 70% of total spend.

On being designated a 'child protection case', families are engaged with by practice methodologies and processes that appear little attuned to place or context. It is, indeed, a paradox that, although children's and families' troubles are approached on a case-by-case basis, they are so often offered a routinised and formulaic menu. Methodologies are focused on effecting family or parental change and repeated monitoring visits by social workers form the lynchpin of protection processes. The results of such visits are then shared in multi-agency forums where families are too often reduced to the status of bystanders in their own lives.

To summarise, a story that was rooted in compassion towards the vulnerable in a Keynesian era has morphed into a highly blaming and risk-focused enterprise. Since 2010, and the active policies directed at reducing state support, the focus on the individual family and/or parent has become ethically problematic. In a context of the continued stripping away of many of the key supports necessary to ensure children and their families flourish (such as decent incomes, family-friendly working, quality public transport services, adequate housing and local support services) an individualised risk-focused practice culture reinforces rather than ameliorates the struggles families face.

Indeed, a disconnect is increasingly apparent, allowing governments to claim they are improving child protection while simultaneously promoting and implementing policies that increase the numbers of children living in poverty, reduce the support services available to them, and reinforce the inequalities that limit their potential. This disconnect was most painfully exposed in the summer of 2017 when fire tore through Grenfell Tower, a high rise block of flats in the richest borough in one of the richest cities in the world. Many watched aghast as it became clear the most basic duty of care owed to citizens had been breached in the construction of these homes, and as the response failed miserably to engage with the needs of terrified and traumatised survivors. This was compounded for those who knew this council had received the highest possible grade for its child protection services to children and families by the Office for Standards in Education, Children's Services and Skills (OFSTED) (Stevenson, 2016). Yet all the while, the dangers in Grenfell Tower were hiding in plain sight. By exclusively focusing on intra-familial harm, extraordinarily destructive social and material harms became irrelevant to the child protection system.

A new story with some familiar chapters

In the wake of the financial crash, and the subsequent recession, the task of thinking beyond Keynesianism and the rise of neoliberalism has acquired an added impetus for a range of thinkers. There is now an urgency as they explore the consequences of the growth in inequalities and its implications for societal well-being, physical and mental health, a precarious economy and ecology, and a centralised state too often wedded to command-and-control modes of governance (see, for example, Cottam, 2011, Gillies et al, 2017).

Across a range of disciplines common cause is being made in arguing for a new social settlement that charts alternative policy directions to those of recent decades. We locate our work examining child protection within this rethinking and here sketch out its key aspects within what we have chosen to call a social model. Namely, that we must become preoccupied by:

•understanding and tackling root causes;

•rethinking the role of the state;

•developing relationship(s)-based practice and co-production; and

•embedding a dialogic approach to ethics and human rights in policy and practice.

This is difficult terrain to traverse. We want to unsettle the current story, reminiscent of 'underclass' discourses, in which blame for inequality is carried by flawed agentic individuals (Lister and Bennett, 2010) and where parenting, disconnected from social circumstance, is the site for intervention. However, there are a number of dangers attendant on our project that we wrestle with in the book and on which we invite further dialogue as part of expanding the audiences we seek to engage. There is a danger, for example, that we simply invert the status quo and substitute an 'underdog' story which presents those experiencing inequality as structurally constrained and lacking any potency and agency or responsibility for their troubles. For us, this polarised analysis is conceptually inadequate in advancing understandings of, and responses to, inequalities and associated 'harms'. There is, instead, a complex interplay between structure and agency. We invoke structure and agency here to resuscitate a sociologically informed social work and to create the possibility that social work may inform social scientific thought. We join with C. Wright Mills to argue that the most helpful distinction with which the sociological imagination must grapple is that between private troubles and public issues:

Do not allow public issues as they are officially formulated, or troubles as they are privately felt, to determine the problems that you take up for study. Above all, do not give up your moral and political autonomy by accepting in somebody else's terms the illiberal practicality of the bureaucratic ethos or the liberal practicality of the moral scatter. Know that many personal troubles cannot be solved merely as troubles, but must be understood in terms of public issues – and in terms of the problems of history making. Know that the human meaning of public issues must be revealed by relating them to personal troubles – and to the problems of the individual life. Know that the problems of social science, when adequately formulated, must include both troubles and issues, both biography and history, and the range of their intricate relations. (Mills, 1959 [2000]: 226)

A further danger is that we contribute to a good family/bad professional binary. We argued in Re-imagining Child Protection for the importance of exploring and understanding 'double suffering', a phrase that encapsulates the reality that those who are harmed and discriminated against are not ennobled in the process. Workers are too often engaging with those who are hurt and hurting, angry and suspicious, defensive and defended. What we are seeking to do in this book is to rescue our thinking and practices from a seeming inability to see beyond superficial tropes such as 'they are making risky choices or they have poor attachment patterns'. We also want a move away from high challenge/low support approaches and to continue to interrogate what personal responsibility means to individuals, those who hurt and are hurting, and how it can be exercised meaningfully in varying contexts.

We consider a social model is of value as a rallying call and have been inspired by how thinking across a range of fields, including disability and mental health, has been challenged by the various social models that have emerged. It specifically draws attention to the economic, environmental and cultural barriers faced by people with differing levels of (dis)ability. This is a central project for those concerned with protecting children – what are the economic, environmental and cultural barriers to ensuring children are cared for safely, and their relational needs and identities respected? Attending to these barriers would mark a significant shift in orientation away from the current project of repeated home visiting to investigate and assess individual risk, backed up, where available, by services designed to effect change in family or parental functioning. It would start very different conversations about multi-agency working and community-based approaches, conversations that did begin to happen under the Every Child Matters Agenda of New Labour but were stymied by top-down target-driven modes of governance (Frost and Parton, 2009).

In the following chapters we seek to explore in detail the theoretical and empirical work that can build fresh thinking. Here, we signal the key elements in our approach and their importance:

Understanding and tackling root causes

In this book we seek to highlight particular aspects of the growing scholarship on inequality and poverty that we consider very neglected currently and highly pertinent to rethinking child protection policy and practice. We are very aware that it is but a start and that there is far more work to be done to understand how poverty and inequality are experienced by individual men, women, boys and girls, gay, straight and transgender and of differing ethnicities and (dis)abilities, and thus intersect with gender, 'race', disability and sexuality.

Bauman captures beautifully the relational dimensions of poverty when he notes: 'The poor will always be with us, but what it means to be poor depends on the kind of "us" they are "with"' (Bauman, quoted in Friedli, 2009: 38). The importance of the social and psychological dimensions of material deprivation is gaining greater recognition in the international literature and informs current efforts to develop indicators that capture the missing dimensions of poverty (Friedli, 2009: iii). An extensive body of research confirms the relationship between inequality and poorer outcomes, a relationship that is evident at every position on the social hierarchy. The emotional and cognitive effects of high levels of social status differentiation are profound and far reaching: greater inequality heightens status competition and status insecurity across all income groups and among both adults and children. It is the distribution of economic and social resources that explains health and other outcomes in the vast majority of studies.

This kind of thinking is not at all common in child protection despite its relevance. As Wilkinson and Pickett (2009: 111), leading researchers on inequality and its impacts, note:

In Chapter 4 we described how the general quality of social relationships is lower in more unequal societies, and in Chapters 5 and 6 we showed how inequality is linked to poorer physical and mental health and more substance misuse. It's not a great leap then to think how life in a more hierarchical, mistrustful society might affect intimate, domestic, relationships and family life. Domestic conflict and violence, parental mental illness, poverty of time and resources will all combine to affect child development.

However, our research in the child protection system has found evidence of the disembedding of the miseries of depression, drinking too much and violence, for example, from their social determinants. Instead they are constructed as individualised risky behaviours locked in a toxic embrace (Morris et al, 2017). This is apparent in the widespread and very sloppy use of the term 'the toxic trio'. The term comes from a particular, very specific, context but has morphed alarmingly. It emerged from successive analyses of serious case reviews of child deaths that highlighted the interrelationship between domestic violence, mental ill-health and substance misuse (Brandon et al, 2012). In an analysis of 184 serious case reviews carried out over a two-year period, it was found that all three factors were present in just over a fifth of cases and that it was the combination of these factors which was particularly 'toxic'.

It is of concern, however, that we have found the term is used when it is not clear that all three types of problem are, in fact, present in a family. In accounts from social workers and managers, it seems to operate as a heuristic, a mental shortcut that not only eases the cognitive load of making a decision, but unhelpfully conflates very diverse phenomena and fails to engage with the subjective meanings attached to such behaviours as well as the evidence on their social determinants (see Morris et al, 2017 and Chapter seven of this book).

Writers from within a social harms, as well as an inequalities, perspective offer very pertinent insights for those seeking to move away from an emphasis on individualised risk factors towards understanding and locating these in a wider canvass:

The approach that we have sought may encompass the detrimental activities of local and national states and of corporations on the welfare of individuals, whether this be lack of wholesome food, inadequate housing or heating, low income, exposure to various forms of danger, violations of basic human rights, and victimisation to various forms of crime. Of course, when we speak of people's welfare, we refer not (simply) to an atomised individual, or to men and women and their families, the social units who often experience harm. For it is clear that various forms of harms are not distributed randomly, but fall upon people of different social classes, genders, degrees of physical ability, racial and ethnic groups, different ages, sexual preferences, and so on. (Dorling et al, 2008: 14)

As Gillies et al (2017: 169) note, rather than attempting to calculate individual risk, social harm theorists identify collective responses to personal injuries. This approach enables a much wider investigation of precipitating factors and accountability, as well as an appreciation of the consequences of governments failing to act to address deprivation or corporate exploitation. A social harms lens reveals that the most pervasive and intractable social injuries derive from the pursuit of particular political and policy directions rather than intentional actions or personal deficits. We return to this perspective further in Chapter five.

Rethinking the state

'During the Keynesian area, the state was the institution to which people turned for protection from exploitation and arbitrary power. Today, it is perceived as an agent of exploitation and arbitrary power' (Monbiot, 2017: 59). Monbiot's analysis ignores the ways in which the welfare state reinforced inequalities in relation to gender and 'race' but he captures an important set of concerns about the state today. As Judt (2011) notes, the reduction of public services has actually increased the unrestrained powers of the over-mighty state, reducing connections with it and investment by citizens, and increasing alienation and/or fear and suspicion.

Loic Wacquant (2010) has argued that the role of the 'night-watchman' state in managing the working class and the poor has been expanded and aggressively strengthened under neoliberalism. He outlines the development of a 'centaur state' (see also Parton, 2014). The centaur state presents a 'comely and caring visage towards the middle and upper classes, and a fearsome and frowning mug towards the lower class' (Wacquant, 2010: 217). In this new model, the state has retreated from a number of areas, most notably the regulation of the market, but for the urban poor the scope and extent of state regulation has increased.

This analysis by Wacquant can help to locate some of the empirical findings around how child protection systems operate that have emerged in recent times. There has been a steady increase in the numbers of families experiencing investigations for suspected abuse in the last decades, the majority of which do not appear to uncover actual abuse and/or result in help being offered to families. This is a trend across a range of anglophone countries but if we focus on England we see that investigations increased by 79.4%, in the period from 2009/2010 to 2014/2015 (Bilson and Martin, 2016). Did this reflect increases in actual abuse? While the numbers on child protection plans did rise, this rise of 40.5% fell far below those actually investigated. Moreover, because there are no statistics on the numbers who move from investigation to help or support services, it is difficult to assess how any needs that were uncovered in the course of an investigation were dealt with. This rise has been attributed to the crisis after the death of Peter Connolly. However, a number of research studies now suggest this crisis appeared to fuel a pre-existing trend in the increased use of child protection investigations to deal with demands on services (see Hood et al, 2016).

Thus, need has become refracted through a risk prism. This impacts disproportionately on the poorest children and their families according to Bilson et al (2017). They estimated the proportion of children in a class of 30 born between 1 April 2009 and 31 March 2010 who had reached various stages of children's services involvement before their fifth birthday from areas in the tenth decile of deprivation. They noted that for a significant number of deprived children, it is conceivable their first encounter with the state (apart from universal health services) is via a Section 47 investigation.1  This needs to be considered alongside the evidence presented above on the links between deprivation and LAC rates and suggests a landscape where deprived communities are bearing the scars of investigations and removals with untold consequences for all concerned.

It is also important to note the gendered implications, with women, often lone parents, the focus of much activity reflecting inequalities in terms of poverty and sexual violence. As we will explore further in the book, this activity, in the main, fails to deal with their poverty and vulnerabilities and, indeed, may reinforce them.

It is important to stress that we are absolutely committed to an invigorated vision for the state at both local and national levels and offer a range of possibilities at conceptual, policy and practice levels for realising this vision. Many key features of children's and families' welfare can only be secured through robust action by the state at local and national levels; tackling inequality and providing and regulating incomes, housing, health and education. There is also a vital monitoring and auditing role for the state in relation to issues such as inequality of opportunities and outcomes, and in this context it is of concern that no government across the UK collects data on the economic and social circumstances of the families who become involved in child protection systems (Bywaters et al, 2018).

But, as we explore throughout this book, in the area of child protection it is urgent that we move beyond reliance on state services and top-down approaches to protect children and ensure their welfare and safety and that we embed robust community and locality-based engagement in all our endeavours.

Relationship(s)-based practice and co-production

Considerable critical attention in the last decade focused on the mode of governance developed under New Labour. This attention was indeed necessary, even if the overall project was limited as it neglected, for example, systematic patterns of state practices. A very centralised model of governance instituted a regime of targets and metrics leading to considerable concern, not least in relation to the hollowing out of relationships between practitioners and families in transactional encounters.

Against this backdrop, relationship-based practice has become the sine qua non of professional discourses, invested in by very different constituencies. We welcome this interest, but it is often too narrowly focused on the relationships between professional workers and families and interpersonal dynamics. Paradoxically, it overestimates the importance of the worker while underestimating her power, and pays too little attention to the wider relationships necessary for families to flourish and thus to promoting practices that increase connections with neighbours, networks and communities.

Our analysis suggests the importance of rethinking and understanding relationships and developing practices that promote a broad and imaginative project. This is not only a pragmatic necessity given levels of distrust between the state, professionals and families, but is rooted in a growing evidence base on the importance of social relations to health and well-being and the damage caused by social isolation and loneliness:

The significance of mental health and its role in our survival confirms the importance of humans as social beings: levels of social interaction are universal determinants of wellbeing across all cultures. But the unique nature of each person's mental character also reminds us of the power of the individual: 'no one survives without community and no community thrives without the individual'. (Friedli, 2009: iv, emphasis in original)

Monbiot (2017: 24) argues for the need for reconnection and restoration as part of a new settlement through reviving community: 'By reviving community, built around the places in which we live, and by anchoring ourselves, our politics and parts of our economy in the life of this community, we can recover the best aspects of our humanity.'

While it is customary and, indeed, appropriate to interrogate and rethink notions of community, especially when conflated with place, we would argue that there are really important issues being highlighted by Monbiot. There does seem to be considerable evidence to suggest that community ties impact, positively and negatively, on a host of issues, from the safety of particular streets, to the life expectancy of the people who live on them (Clark with Heath, 2014).

However, Clark with Heath (2014: 131) highlight the challenges in the contemporary context, coining the term 'the social recession' to describe the fall away in volunteering and engagement in community life in the context of the economic recession since 2008. Their conclusions are important:

The Great Recession stifled spontaneous kindness right across England, but did so more aggressively in the communities that started out poor. Some element of speculation is inescapably involved in explaining why. Increasingly insecure work in poor towns, which cannot be easily identified and controlled for in the same way as unemployment, could be a big part of this tale: it may cause people to become withdrawn, or it could make it harder to commit their time. But however the link works, it would appear that the reckoning for those long decades in which the Barnsleys, the Liverpools and the Nottinghams were left behind economically finally arrived in the wake of the Great Recession. Social ties that had very gradually frayed in such places proved especially susceptible to hard times. And these, of course, are the very boroughs where people have often got nothing apart from each other.

They contrast the picture in the US and the UK with a very different one in France and Germany and reflect that it looks as though 'community' is yet another dimension of life in the Anglo-Saxon economies through which the recession tore a selective path, bearing down on those already wounded. Moreover, they caution those wounds may harden into lasting social scars.

In such circumstances can communities be mobilised as part of protecting children, or are they simply too fragile, damaged and mistrusted? We think there is actually no alternative to trying different ways of thinking and doing with rather than to families and their communities. We can no longer go on as remote professionals visiting from afar in our cars but we recognise it is a long slow grind in the context of histories of fear and lack of trust. One vital element of the approach we advocate is co-production.

We recognise child protection has a fragile history of sustained movements for change that are led by those requiring child protection interventions and that othering, shame and stigma present real barriers to building alliances between politicians, professionals and families (Warner, 2015). But it is our hope that this book can be a contribution towards growing and strengthening the possibilities of co-production. We offer examples through the book, based on our own work, and that of others, of projects that are either involved in co-production or could be with support.

We also note the learning from other countries where marginalised communities have been particularly impacted by child investigations and removals. Feminists, such as Joan Pennell (Pennell and Kim, 2010) in the US, work within restorative justice, noting that state responses to violence and child abuse have led to mother blaming and child removal and there has been a reliance on legal interventions that often backfire on poor women and women of colour. She has been concerned with whether advocates for women and children can collaborate with state institutions without becoming co-opted to goals that run counter to their beliefs. We explore her work in Chapter seven in relation to domestic abuse and highlight the importance of the initiatives she has developed in promoting and fostering strengths and resources within families and communities. We consider these hold possibilities for both using aspects of the state's power and building up countervailing and resilient resources that are rooted in connection and relationality and very firmly eschew practices that increase social isolation and loneliness.

Restorative approaches are enjoying a very welcome surge of attention and interest in the UK currently.
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