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As some of you know I have a keen interest in safeguarding children and young people, in particular, what kind of issues are affecting children in the here and now and perhaps more importantly, why children across all nations of the UK are still be failed by the policies, processes, practices and people that are there to protect them. However, to understand where we are now, we must consider where we have come from. 
There is of course, not one  identifiable cause/reason as to why failures are still occurring, however a combination of policy, funding, societal factors and the ever evolving nature of safeguarding are key contributors. Aspects of practice including poor information sharing, siloed provision, lack of early intervention, inadequate and generic training and inadequately trained staff are some other contributors to failings. This demonstrates that safeguarding is a ‘wicked’ problem. Head (2022) discuss Rittel and Webber’s 1973 concept of ‘Wicked Problems’ and defines it as an issue or problem that is perceived differently by all of the stakeholders involved, by the lack of clarity about possible resoloutions and by the values, significance and beliefs that influence progress in the field. This presentation will focus on exploring safeguarding policy in Wales, specifically, whether the Wales Safeguarding procedures 2019 are fit for purpose considering the multifaceted and interconnected nature of children’s lived experiences in the current climate.

Controversial Issue
According to Walsh et al. (2023) and Mansoor, Mansoor and Ahmed (2019) safeguarding can be defined as the prevention of violence, abuse and harm across all contexts whilst also recognising it is universally everyone’s responsibility. However, despite the well-intentioned efforts of the UK and its devolved Governments, safeguarding failings are consistently occurring (Adell, 2023; The Child Safeguarding Practice Review Panel, 2022). Today, I will be discussing and analysing the Wales Safeguarding Procedures 2019, known from this point forward as ‘the procedures’ - their conception, the impact of their implementation, strengths and weaknesses, barriers to its implementation and possible ways to improve the implementation of Safeguarding Policy in Wales therefore ultimately, improving children’s outcomes. I will be exploring if the 2019 Procedures are conducive to keeping children safe in 2025? There will be further analysis of the historical context which has led to current safeguarding approaches and the changes in paradigms in which safeguarding has been viewed throughout the years. I propose that a more contextual and collaborative approach to policy making in the field of safeguarding children could reduce failings and improve outcomes for all. 
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Historical Context
The earliest iterations of any safeguarding legislation in the UK came in the late 1800’s (NSPCC, 2024) with the conception of legislation such as the Education Act 1870 and the Prevention of Cruelty to, and Protection of, Children Act 1889.
Since then, a number of ecological and sociological factors have impacted and influenced the changing nature of safeguarding legislation. A number of changes in political commitments and changes in government priorities as well as a number of high profile deaths of children due to abuse and their subsequent inquiries into the deaths led to new and evolving legislation, a timeline of which you can see on the slide and in your packs. 
Devolution in Wales took place in 1999, this was a significant turning point for policy management in Wales. Devolution can hamper the implementation of policy due to the structural organisation or responsibilities. In Wales, health and social care responsibilities, under which much of safeguarding falls, are devolved, however policing and legislations such as the Mental Capacity Act 2005, which are linked to safeguarding, are not devolved (Ingram, 2022). Cairney (2024) claims that devolution can incite competition between governments which can negatively impact policy making and implementation. However, an opposing view by Hooghe and Marks (2004) is that devolved policymaking has the potential to lead to policy being better aligned to the needs of its nation.  
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Current Context
Safeguarding children has been a key priority across the UK since the late 19th century, however, since the late 1980’s early 1990’s, the UK and it’s devolved Governments have responded to the changing nature of safeguarding children and specific cases where children have lost their lives to harm, abuse and/or neglect (Independent Inquiry Child Sexual Abuse, 2023). 
In Wales, the procedures are a key piece of Welsh policy that were designed to support practitioners in ensuring the safety of children and adults at risk of potential harm, abuse or neglect (Cysur, 2019). The very first set of procedures in Wales 2002, came into being as a result of inconsistencies in procedures and thresholds across Wales. The deaths of Holly Wells and Jessica Chapman and the Education Act 2002 were also key drivers for the All Wales Child Protection Procedures. 
[bookmark: _Hlk187183387]The current procedures are fundamental to the safeguarding agenda in Wales (British Association of Social Workers, 2023). Public Health Wales (2024) outline how the Procedures support practitioners to enact the principles, legal and statutory requirements of the Social Services and Wellbeing (Wales) Act 2014 and Working Together to Safeguard People statutory guidance. The National Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Children [NSPCC] (2024) outline how the Social Services and Well-being (Wales) Act 2014 is the legal framework for child protection provision in Wales. In addition, the adoption of and collaborative and connected method of working with individuals in Wales is enacted through the Well-Being of Future Generations Act 2015. This Act also demonstrates Wales’s commitment to wellbeing whilst ensuring that this is at the centre on decision making processes in Wales (McKelwee, McManus and Ball, 2022). The Rights of Children and Young Persons (Wales) Measure 2011 transformed Wales’s commitment to Children and Young Persons in Wales by being the only nation in the UK to make children’s rights part of its domestic law, meaning that Wales, when considering any policy issues, has to give due regard to children’s rights in the form of the UNCRC. Considering the current context there is a clear drive by Wales to be child-centered (Welsh Government 2024; Power and Talyor, 2022).
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Wales Safeguarding Procedures 2019
Previous Iterations
2002 was the first iteration of the All Wales Child Protection Procedures which became an integral and transformational part of the safeguarding agenda in Wales (Department for Education and Skills, 2002). 
The 2008 version was updated from the 2002 version to incorporate and reflect changes in safeguarding and to respond to recommendations from the Laming report into Victoria Climbie’s death (All Wales Child Protection Procedures, 2008). 
The 2019 procedures, are the newest and current version, as well as being underpinned by the Social Services and Well-being (Wales) Act 2014 and the Working together to safeguard people guidance (Ingram, 2022) they are also underpinned by the principles of the Children Acts 1989 and 2004. They were formulated and developed by a development group consisting of representatives from the regional safeguarding boards and the group was led by Emeritus Professor Jan Howarth (Wales Safeguarding Procedures, 2021). There was no co construction or collaboration with wider stakeholders during the planning and creation process.

Slide 7 and 8
Implications 
Phillips (2016) highlights that by 2016 the procedures in Wales had yet to undergo critical analysis, making it challenging to analyse the true implications of the procedures introduction. To this point there still has not been a comprehensive analysis of the procedures, making it challenging to assess their implications. However, there was a clear set of aims derived by the development group during the construction process. 
Aims for children as a direct result of the introduction of and subsequent iterations of the Wales safeguarding Procedures as outlined by (McKelwee, McManus and Ball, 2022; Wales Safeguarding Procedures, 2021; Welsh Government, 2022; McManus and Boulter, 2020) include
· An improved approach to safeguarding practice as they are easily accessible in the form of an app
· A Consistent approach to safeguarding, ensuring equality and maintaining clear and consistent guidelines on how to approach safeguarding 
· Ensuring that there is a greater understanding of accountability 
· Ensuring that all stakeholders including children, families, organisations and the community are assured that anyone working with children and young people know and understand their roles and responsibilities in the safeguarding process
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· An assurance that practitioners understand and enact their responsibilities in relation to safeguarding children. Therefore allowing for early intervention, reduction in child abuse cases and improved outcomes for children and families
· Improved guidance on multiagency approaches and collaboration 
· Guiding practitioners to comply with safeguarding legislation

Slide 9

Paradigms
In the late 19th and early 20th century, the paradigm with which safeguarding was considered was that of the deserving/undeserving paradigm, which distinguished between those who were deemed deserving and entitled and those who were not in relation to the Poor Law Amendment Act of 1834 (Sims-Schouten, Skinner and Rivett, NO DATE). This is a stark contrast to the lens that safeguarding has been viewed since then.
White and Wu (2014) and Walker and Crawford (2014) discuss an alternative paradigm of which to view the safeguarding agenda, the life course paradigm, which considers the life path of an individual from conception to death. This allows an holistic perspective to be gained, considering the ‘whole’ concept of an individual’s life encompassing opportunities, experiences, and support.  
A more current and more contemporary understanding of safeguarding issues led to a change in the paradigm with which safeguarding is viewed. According to McElwee, McManus and Ball (2022) there are two scientific paradigms to consider safeguarding: the psychodynamic and the sociological paradigm. Conversano (2021) defines psychodynamic paradigm as a method that considers unconscious motivations and values which can influence an individual. Featherstone et al. (2020) define the sociological paradigm as a consideration of social, cultural and economic factors that affect an individual’s experiences. More recently, both of these strands have been incorporated into a more comprehensive ‘ecological’ paradigm’. The ecological paradigm emphasizes the influence/impact of an individual’s family, community and culture in which they grow up to aid the understanding of child abuse. Nhlanganiso (2022) support this, stating that it is an individual’s physical, social and cultural interactions with the world around them that influence safeguarding. Evans and Lloyd (2023) and Lopez et al. (2021) highlights the link between safeguarding and ecological system theory. This of course links to Bronfenbrenner’s ecological theory to child development (Anthony, 2022). 
This most contemporary and effective lens of which to consider safeguarding is that of a contextual one, the importance of gaining a deep understanding of the holistic circumstances of an individual, their relationships, their circumstances, their experiences (Firmin, 2019; Firmin, Manister and Peace, 2022).
These more current paradigms are an effective approach to considering the ‘lived experience’ of the individual. Considering a wealth of factors such as socio-economic status, support, life events, transitions, interactions, cultural and social elements, biological and psychological factors, developmental state and educational background, provides a holistic view of the individual and therefore allows a more tailored and focussed approach to. 
These paradigms are consistent with the concept of intersectionality, developed by Crenshaw (2018, cited in Steinmetz, 2020, p.2), who articulates intersectionality as a way to asses an individual’s complex and multifaceted inequalities which impact their experiences. 
Rice, Harrison and Friedman (2019) and Manister (2021) support the idea that safeguarding and intersectionality go hand in hand in approaches to improve practice. Davies (2022) believes that by considering intersectionality, practitioners and professionals can move beyond a generic, one size fits all approach to safeguarding policy. 
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Comparable policy
In England, the Care Act 2014 is the underpinning legislation for safeguarding children, young people and vulnerable adults (Social Care Institute for Excellence, no date). This plays a similar role to that of the Procedures in Wales. Many of the approaches to safeguarding in England and Wales although different, are aligned, however some of the key differences outlined by Ingram, 2022) include
· the alignment with the Welsh Language Measure in Wales allowing individuals to communicate in their own language 
· the number of categories of abuse identified, which in the Wales Safeguarding Procedures is 5 and in England is 14. In Wales, the procedures outline contexts that these types of abuse can occur rather than highlighting them as separate forms of abuse for example domestic abuse or modern slavery 
· Some definitions being different
· Regional Safeguarding boards in Wales are responsible for more than one Local authority as opposed to England where each local authority its own board 
A Further comparison is that in England, the Education department is responsible for safeguarding children, in Wales it is the responsibility of the Social Services Department. 
Barriers to implementing the Care Act 2014 in England.
Local Government Association (2025) highlights funding and training as two of the factors that have affected the effective implementation of the Care Act 2014 in England. This is supported by Samuel (2024) and Samuel (2022) who also highlight an additional key barrier, a failure to use co-constriction/ collaboration effectively with regards to policy making. Similarly, Burn et al. (2024) identify that failure to clarify definitions effectively within the Care Act 2014 could have affected its implementation and that this could have been resolved by using a more collaborative or co-constructive approach to the policy creation. Due to the similar nature, the same barriers could be applied to the implementation of the procedures in Wales. 
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Language
Ambrose et al. (2024) raise the interesting perspective of how policy language and linguistics has changed over time, and as such undertook a piece of research which explored the semantic and syntactic features of policy through the lens of Institutional Grammar (IG). However, this research primarily focused on changes over time rather than interpretation or implementation. Siddiki and Frantz (2023) define Institutional Grammar as a theoretically grounded approach intended to enable a more effective consideration of the language used by institutions. According to Siddiki and Frantz (2021) IG is useful for analysing syntactic construction and the significance of policy and institutional directives. Additionally, Siddiki and Frantz (2023) continue by stating that using IG is key to understanding the complexities of policy, interpretation, and implementation. Similarly, O (2020) states that the purpose of policy is to be clear, succinct and effective, and as such the language and wording used in policy has the potential to either enhance or limit the policy’s value and usefulness and as such its implementation and interpretation.

For the purpose of analysing some aspects of the Wales Safeguarding Procedures, I have chosen to focus on 3 words/terms that are used consistently throughout the procedures, these are ‘Should’, Child centred’ and ‘duty of care’.

‘Should’
Throughout the Procedures, the word ‘should’ is used consistently. 
The word ‘should’ is considered an antiquated term in the realms of policy, it implies that something is a ‘recommendation’ or a ‘choice’ rather than a necessity (University of Colorado, no date), which can undermine the potential of the policy and question its usefulness (Purdue University, 2020). It can also imply an imbalance of power, the term ‘should’  can be received as ‘heavy handed’ and ‘authoritarian’ in a ‘we say – you do’ type approach. Furthermore, the word ‘should’ can lead to ambiguity. Eisen (2018) believes that the term 'should' implies some sort of moral obligation, and as such should be avoided in any policy documentation. He goes on to explain that because the action or guidance is not compulsory, there is no consequence for failure to comply. Additionally, according to Eisen (2020) and Michegan Technologiacal University (2025), the versatility of the term ‘should’ and the number of ways it can be perceived is the reason for its ambiguity. However, in contrast, Wheatcraft (no date) states that the use of ‘should’ in policy can make a statement verifiable and supportive.

‘Child Centred’
‘Child-centred’ is another term that is used throughout the procedures. Example
Australian National University (no date) express how using a rights based, and child-centred approach, prioritising children’s feelings, experiences and needs at the forefront of policy. According to Hennum (2014) it is challenging for any nation to be entirely child-centered, although nations are working towards social policies which are placing children at their core. However, Skivenes (2011) states that there are key factors to achieving genuinely child focused policy, including a child’s viewpoint. Department of Education (2024) state that everyone has a role to play in safeguarding policy making, including children. This raises the question of whether or not the procedures are truly ‘child centred’ considering children and families were not consulted or collaborated with during its construction. 

‘Duty of care’
The term ‘duty of care’ is used throughout the procedures. The Royal College of Nursing outlines how the term ‘duty of care’ in policy can cause confusion as it can have different connotations, professional, legal and moral. Sokol (2006) and Earl, Curts and Allan (2010) agree with its ambiguity, stating that it is both vague and indistinct and could have ethical repercussions as a result of its ambiguity. In contrast, according to research by Earl, Curtis and Allan (2010) in which participants were interviewed about their perceptions of the term ‘duty of care’, there was a consistent understanding that the term ‘duty of care’ implies as a legal requirement, with clear boundaries and responsibilities. Furthermore, according to McDiarmid, Condon and Gaitens (2021) use of the term ‘duty of care’ could ensure that ethical responsibilities and expectations are clearly defined and improve practitioners understanding of those responsibilities and understanding. The term ‘duty of care’ can also imply the need for protection (Renaut, 2023) which in the field of safeguarding can reiterate the purpose and the intention of the policy. 
Policy Analysis
According to Browne et al. (2019), policy analysis is a method for gaining a clear understanding of the how, why and the effects of policy enactment. Being at the forefront of policy interpretation, Cardno (2021) discusses the benefits of practitioners in early years and education using Policy Document Analysis as a method to improve policy interpretation, to make meaning of and analyse implementation of relevant policy. Furthermore, it is useful for reviewing and assessing policy implementation to ensure the policy is achieving its aims and desired outcomes. Moreover, Cardno (2021) highlights the significance of understanding the history behind specific policy creation and its construction, understanding how current policy has come to be can improve its efficacy. According to Cadno (2021), Policy Document Analysis is an effective qualitative research method in the field of education and care. Dalglish, Khalid and McMahon (2020) believe that document analysis such as the type that Cardno discusses, can be used as a solitary method for analysing policy, or it can be used in conjunction with other methods such as triangulation to strengthen and validate findings. Doing this can mitigate for concerns around limitations of a policy such as validity, reliability and motivation. In conclusion, clear and meticulous policy analysis is an effective and useful tool in understanding policymaking, acquiring an insight into the values, motivations, and political drive that influence policy direction.
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On the next two slides you will see some of the advantages and disadvantages, rather than listing these for you, you can read them on your handout. 
Positives
There are many advantages of the Procedures, some of which have been alluded to in the implications for practice section. These include but are not limited to
Improved understanding of Roles and responsibilities
Improved and more consistent Legislative Compliance
Improved Person/child Centred approach as this is one of its key principles
Improved understanding of Effective Partnerships
Clear guidance on time frame requirements improving timely interventions
Easily Accessible for all
(McKelwee, McManus and Ball, 2022; Wales Safeguarding Procedures, 2021; Welsh Government, 2022; McManus and Boulter, 2020)
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Weaknesses
As with the advantages, there are several limitations of the Procedures, including  but not limited to;
Confusion over multiagency approaches – overlapping responsibilities outlined
Communication/ language style, use of terms such as ‘should’
Limited consideration of contextual approaches
Lack of clarification and definition of different types of abuse (this links to a contextual approach to safeguarding)
The amount of information and how it is organised
Lack of a hard copy
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Intervention/ Innovative Solution
As an innovative solution to improving policy construction and more importantly enactment or implementation of policy like the 2019 procedures, I propose a more contextual, collaborative and co-constructive approach to safeguarding policy through the formation of a working/focus/development group, similar to a Citizen’s jury. Citizen Jury is defined by Kennedy, Steedman and Jones (2022) as an effective way to assist policy making, bringing a diverse group of stakeholders together to consider challenging issues. A broader representation of stakeholders has the potential to improve policy construction (Ritter and McLaughlan, 2023)
Establishing this type of group with representatives from practitioners working in close proximity with children, families, specialist professionals and children, will utilise the real ‘specialists’, using their knowledge and understanding will give meaning and significance to all practitioners implementing the policy thereafter. This approach would incorporate three key principles – a contextual approach, A collaborative approach and Co-constructed approach, the three ‘C’s.  
Contextual
To improve policy enactment, practitioners need to feel that the policy is fit for purpose and reflects the children and families with which they work. Practitioners are best placed to influence policy from a contextual perspective as they are the ones who live, sleep and breathe the lived experiences of children. Cairney et al. (2024) agree that a better informed, more holistic approach to policy making and solving problems is necessary. A contextual approach to constructing policy in the field of safeguarding will ensure a more comprehensive and appropriate way to keep children safe (Barran and Lowe, 2023). Sword (2020) agree stating that a contextual, targeted and focused approach to safeguarding policy, will make it more effective. 

Collaboration 
Featherstone et al. (2017) believe that influential policy makers at government level should adapt and transform their approaches to policy making, building and maintaining relationships between stakeholders and utilising their professional and personal knowledge, understanding and experiences to contribute to policy construction. Furthermore, Ansell, Sørensen and Torfing (2017) believe that a sense of joint ownership can be achieved by collaboration which can improve policy implementation and therefore ultimately, its success. Head (2022) highlights how clear and robust policy incorporating the stakeholders involved can work towards tackling ‘wicked problems’ which we know safeguarding is.
A joint rapid review that was undertaken by Estyn, Care Inspectorate Wales and the Healthcare Inspectorate Wales, consulted all stakeholders, including children, about current safeguarding arrangements in Wales (Estyn, CIW and HIW, 2023). This indicates that the opinions, thoughts and comments of children are important, therefore including and collaborating with them in policy construction as well as reviewing policy would make it more child centric. 

Co construction
By considering a policy that is co-constructed through effective collaboration, a clearer, realistic and more current insight and understanding of the different contexts and experiences that children and families are experiencing can be gained. Nastase (2019) highlights a key reason for policy failure is that the people enacting the policy have not been involved or represented in its planning and construction. Kudo, Yoshizawa and Kano (2018) and Local Government Association (2025) agree and state that by involving stakeholders in the construction process, policy implementation is like to be more successful. 
Scotland’s children’s Sector Forum (2011) state that despite children’s participation in policy making being challenging it should not be avoided because of this and that co-construction of policy about children should be rooted in children’s participation and children’s experiences. This complies with the Centre for Excellence in Child and Family Welfare (2023) who state that there should a rights based, participative approach to government policy, doing things with rather than to children. 

Bottom Up
This approach would lend itself to the ‘Bottom up’ approach to policy construction rather than a ‘top’ down approach’. A ‘bottom up’ approach can be defined as providing practitioners and ground level staff the opportunity to contribute to policy constriction based on theory own understanding and experiences of the context in question (Imperial, 2021). Additionally, according to Cejudo and Trein (2022) policy making is a constant and ongoing process and that rather than simply being recipients of demands and requirements from policy makers, stakeholders should be influencing the directives with which they are expected to comply and are subjected to. This may reduce conflict, resentment and inconsistencies therefore improving the way in which the policy is implemented (De Smedt and Borch, 2022)
This type of collaborative and co-construction is becoming a more valued and better understood method of Welsh Government in its policy making efforts. This can be evidenced by the successful approach to the construction, implementation and reception of the curriculum for funded non-maintained nursery settings and (Morton, 2022) its assessment arrangements (Welsh Government, 2023). 
Ferguson (2019) highlights that in the field of safeguarding, the focus needs to change and that a new Children Act should be commissioned to concentrate on more contemporary lived experiences, resilience and children being central. 

Thank you for listening and I welcome your thoughts, comments and questions. 






Children being involved with policymaking
Ethical? Limitations?
Construction of the child throughout?
Political element?





























Scotland’s children’s Sector Forum (2011)


Negatives to children’s participations
l Children and young people may be consulted, but their views have no discernible impact on decisions. 
l The timetable of the policy process leaves insufficient time to involve children and young people meaningfully.
Lack of feedback. Children and young people are asked to participate, but they do not know what has happened with their contributions.
Consultation but not dialogue. Children and young people are frequently consulted in one-off activities, but are not involved over time in an on-going, respectful dialogue.
Who is included – or excluded? 
l Some children and young people risk being ‘over consulted’, frequently asked for their views and become frustrated at the lack of subsequent action. 
l Other children and young people are never reached by participation activities, as they are not in touch with the supporting organisations or forums. l Some children and young people are only invited to participate on certain topics: for example, disabled children and young people have expressed frustration at only being consulted about issues around their disability. 
l The children and young people consulted are too often presumed to be speaking on behalf of the majority of their peers, although they are not supported to be representative in this way
Advantages
“Enthusiasm of the converted”. An ever-growing number of practitioners, managers and policy-makers are committed to children and young people’s participation and ensure it is central to their core work. Creative, inclusive and productive approaches. Children, young people and those supporting their participation have developed effective ways to work together. Children and young people have appreciated being involved early in the decision-making, rather than when decisions are nearly finalised. Use of technology. This allows for inclusive, large scale consultations.
