ABSTRACT
[bookmark: _Int_Mv1ObLBW][bookmark: _Int_9FcGjdxd][bookmark: _Int_JvhDHb9i]The globe was in disarray with the sudden arrival of the COVID-19 epidemic. According to UNICEF, WHO, UN et al. (2020), young children were kept away from their peers and other social construct and were thrown into dens where they were cornered by the assault of neglect and maltreatment. At the center of that madness, children worldwide were faced with many challenges, most importantly because of the lockdown period many young children were exposed to maltreatment. Interviews and questionnaires were used as data collection methods. Random sampling was used to select the participants, and mixed methods will be used in this study project to gather data. Even while it might not seem complicated, there are ethical issues to keep in mind when doing research. While conducting research, it is crucial to obtain participants' consent and then follow up with them to confirm that consent was consistently given. Risks to the researcher, participants, and the university as it relates to this research project exist. Data collection and storage in ethics were considered because this is a crucial factor. Considering what has already been discussed, this study aims to provide light on the effects of the COVID-19 epidemic on young children, which increased the likelihood that they would suffer abuse while Wales was under lockdown. Children's voices were drowned out by the expulsion of the community during the lockdown, and the loss of the resources that were available to them made things more difficult.

LITERATURE REVIEW
[bookmark: _Int_loPmuUKm][bookmark: _Int_bkFFycDF][bookmark: _Int_wtrEFLKX]The corona virus outbreak (Covid-19) has caused a global public health emergency that has never occurred (Chaturvedi et al, 2021). Although they may not be the pandemic's face, children run the risk of being among its worst victims (United Nations, 2020). The Corona virus has completely disrupted the lives of children. For some children, with the correct help and resources, the situation will be manageable, but for other children, the pandemic's consequences will have a lasting impact on their life (UNICEF, 2020). In a similar vein, all children, regardless of age or location, are affected, primarily by socioeconomic factors and, occasionally, by mitigation efforts that might unintentionally do more harm than good, according to research by the United Nations (2020). This is a global crisis, and some children will be affected for the rest of their lives. Young children are being impacted in numerous ways by border closures, movement limitations, and physical seclusion. The importance of education, nutrition programs, alternative care facilities, community-based child safety initiatives, and case management for young children who require more specialized care, such as those with disabilities and abuse victims, has sometimes been partially or completely overlooked (United Nations, 2020). These studies show that the epidemic has a major effect on young children's safety, mental health, privacy, and economic security, among other things. The house should be a child's first line of defense and security. Stressors connected to COVID-19 pose a threat to that defense. While families are fragmented, stress from illness, confinement at home, and financial hardship are likely to worsen family dynamics and increase the chance of child abuse, neglect, or violence, many young children may face substantial and immediate threats in their own homes (UNICEF, 2020). According to the World Health Organization (2020), growing poverty and food insecurity from lost jobs and money are significant risk factors for violence, abuse, and neglect the fragmentation of young children's peer and social support networks and caregivers' access to formerly offered nourishing meals from schools and care programmes. Children were mistreated in the UK long before the covid-19 pandemic, particularly in families with stressed parents and children who were vulnerable to abuse or exploitation because of their circumstances. The conditions brought on by the COVID-19 have increased the possibility that both stressors and vulnerability would increase at a time when the protective services people frequently depend on have been diminished and families have fewer social supports and connections to rely on (NSPCC, 2020). The phrases "child maltreatment," "child abuse," and "neglect" used in this literature all relate to maltreatment in all its forms as defined by the World Health Organization (WHO, 2020). They define child maltreatment as any abuse or neglect of a child under 18 in these terms. It covers any sorts of physical and or emotional abuse, sexual abuse, neglect, carelessness, and commercial or other exploitation that really impair a child's health, safety, survival, development, or dignity in the context of a relationship of duty, trust, or power. According to a recent study by Romanal and Belton (2020), keeping young children at home has resulted in prolonged exposure for those who have already experienced abuse or neglect at the hands of a family member. Since the covid-19 pandemic's emergence, the Children's Commission et al., (2020) have issued alerts concerning the heightened risk of maltreatment for young children in the UK. To stem the spread of the virus, most young children have ceased attending childcare and educational facilities, and both they and their carers have had their normal routines interrupted and movement restricted. These concerns are validated by data showing an increase in maltreatment during past infectious disease outbreaks (Fischer et al. 2018, Howard et al. 2018, Campbell, 2020), as well as by early signs that the dangers linked with covid-19 may be manifesting as maltreatment. More calls have been made to the Nspcc hotline, a resource for the public to express concerns about children, after lockdown than there were in the moments just before to lockdown (NSPCC,2020). However, there are claims that engagement with public sector organizations in the UK, such as schools, hospitals, and emergency services, has declined (Lynn et al., 2021). The UN convention on the rights of the child (UN, 1989), which defends the value of safeguarding children from all forms of violence and ensuring access to food, housing, and safety, was officially ratified by Wales prior to the COVID-19 epidemic. The Rights of Children and Young Persons (Wales) Measure 2011 enabled this. Children and young people in Wales are protected by the social services and wellness (Wales) act of 2014. The Wales Safeguarding Procedure specifies the obligation and responsibility to report suspicions of abuse, neglect, or harm. This study issue is essential due to the absence of knowledge regarding the prevalence of child abuse in Wales during the COVID-19.

METHODOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS
[bookmark: _Int_Ym9Gs1GU]30 primary schools across Wales were chosen through the random sampling method along with 25 health facilities and 22 social service centers. The random sampling method was chosen to collect data for this research project because among all sampling techniques, random sampling is the most well-known. Each unit (such as people or cases) in the accessible population has an equal chance of being included in the sample, and the probability that a unit will be chosen is unaffected by the selection of other units from the accessible population (i.e., the selections are made independently). Simple random sample selection can be carried out in several ways, such as picking names or numbers at random from a box, or by using a computer program to create a sample using random numbers that begin with a "seeded" number based on the program's start time (Teddlie and Yu, 2007). This is supported by Bell, 2018 which stated through random sample it allows individuals with concerns an equal chance of being selected. 
[bookmark: _Int_tMrGtmlH]A primary source of collecting data for this research project was through interviews and questionnaires. 75 semi structured interviews were conducted, and 50 questionnaires were distributed to the selected sample size. 
[bookmark: _Int_G2yfZLs6][bookmark: _Int_qZUhRbUc][bookmark: _Int_VDiAvexI][bookmark: _Int_yRce6YfS][bookmark: _Int_N0bosox1][bookmark: _Int_z4PGjJmZ]The use of interviews in research signifies a change away from the concept that people are merely manipulable, and that data is somehow unconnected to people and toward the view that knowledge is generated between people, typically through talks (Kvale, 1996, p. 11). Participants might talk about their experiences and interpretations of specific circumstances during interviews. According to Cohen et al. (2018), they are also a useful way for validating and exploring in more detail issues that have previously been brought up by other methodologies, bringing new insights and enhancing the research through the collection of qualitative data. Additionally, Grosvenor and Rose (2012) encourage their use when a small sample of participants must provide thorough information and the inquiry concentrates on a particular phenomenon or population. There are three types of interviews; Structured, Unstructured interviews, semi structured, and Focused-group interviews. In an effort to make the execution of the interview as uniform as feasible throughout the sample, structured interviews can mimic personally given questionnaires in that the interviewer follows a set framework and reads a list of pre-set questions (Brown and Dowling, 2001). Considerations were given to use structured interviews however semi structured were best suited for this research project because compared to scheduled interviews or inquiries, these allow for more interaction and discussion between the interviewer and interviewee. To increase the insights gained from interviewees' initial responses, interviewers can go over key points and ask follow-up questions (Winwood, 2019). Semi-structured interviews are built around open-ended questions rather than closed ones (Mathers, Fox, Hunn, 2000). Bell (2014) points out that although while this makes the process subjective, it frequently produces rich data that more structured approaches would leave out. Unstructured interviews can be thought of as a free flowing but purposeful interaction between the interviewer and the subject of the interview. According to Burton and Bartlett (2009), this method places the respondent at the center of the process and gives the interviewer only a few cues or questions to help the conversation along. Focus-group interviews are ones where participants are interviewed as a group as opposed to one at a time. The interview subjects may reflect a variety of viewpoints or opinions on the subject under study and are included in the group due to their interest in or participation in it. Researchers can inspire individuals to interact with one another, generate discussion, debate, and discovery by gathering them together (Bryman, 2015). While semi structured interviews are effective to gain data it has limitations. Due to the subjective nature of interviews, there is a significant opportunity for inaccuracy and prejudice to be introduced, which can impact all of the steps listed below: asking the inquiries capturing the responses and coding the responses analyzing the responses (Mathers, Fox, Hunn, 2000). This limitation is linked to the halo effect which is a cognitive bias in impression creation when a person's overall traits are determined by how well they do in one particular area (Nisbett and Wilson, 1977). It is recognized that the halo effect is intuitive, all-pervasive, and constant (Cooper, 1981; Feldman, 1986; Kozlowski et al., 1986; Feeley, 2002). Another limitation is negative reactions; associations need to be ready to embrace what they hear. It is not all lovely, though. The automatic response to unfavorable criticism is frequently outright rejection—the conviction that the method simply was not trustworthy enough. This may be the case, but it is crucial to strike a balance between a sudden, intense interest in sound methods and a pressing desire to cover one is behind. We are frequently politically sensitive and overly cautious, so it might be startling when interviewees use glasnost to express their true feelings (Whorton, 2016). 
[bookmark: _Int_u1ZWTxj8][bookmark: _Int_OpqPPR9e][bookmark: _Int_cICSqguC][bookmark: _Int_KHZ9R6Sf][bookmark: _Int_nLhy4syJ][bookmark: _Int_EEHbX9La][bookmark: _Int_hQnGU5M6][bookmark: _Int_68UfWkYk]Questionnaires are the second primary source of data collecting used for this research project. With a big sample or population, questionnaires have advantages of standardized and open replies to a variety of topics. They may be affordable, dependable, valid, rapid, and simple to complete. The area of questionnaire design is extremely broad. The primary points to be addressed, some significant obstacles, and potential solutions are all listed in this chapter's easy introduction to its essential components, the questionnaire is a popular and effective tool for gathering survey data because it provides organized, frequently numerical data, can be delivered without the researcher present, and is frequently relatively simple to analyze. (Cohen, Manion, and Morrison, 2018). Because of this, questionnaires are the perfect technique when it is certain that a high return rate will occur. It frequently performs especially well when combined with interviews, which enables the data from the questionnaire to be fleshed out in greater depth and complexity. The anonymity and confidentiality that questionnaires provide is one feature frequently thought to encourage a higher number of responses, which is related to an important ethical consideration. The goal of well-designed versions is to encourage completion based on truthful and open comments from respondents who are certain that their subjective opinions will not be revealed (Bartram, 2019). The open-ended question is a useful tool for smaller-scale studies or for questions that ask responders to provide an honest, personal opinion in addition to checking boxes and numbers. Here, the questionnaire includes open-ended questions and gives room for free response (or draws lines). Open-ended responses could include informational gems that the questionnaire might have missed. Additionally, it considerably more firmly places ownership of the data and accountability for it in the hands of the respondents. (Cohen, Manion, and Morrison, 2018). Bartram (2019) stated that these aspects are some of the main benefits of questionnaires, but like with any methods for gathering data, there are some limitations that researchers must be aware of. Some of these are only the opposite of their advantages. For instance, while questionnaires are useful for gathering a lot of data, they frequently just have descriptive, surface-level design elements (Yes/No selection, tick-box items, etc.). During the design of the research surveys were considered, however questionnaires were best suited for the project.
[bookmark: _Int_L4pfLZ7F]Mixed methods were chosen for this project. The references listed below show that mixed methods research defies easy or straightforward classifications. Mixed method research is described in an introductory definition provided by Creswell and Plano Clark (2011, p. 4), who claim that it is research conducted by one or more researchers that combines various elements of both quantitative and qualitative approaches (for example, with regard to perspectives, data collection, and data analysis), as well as the nature of the inferences made from the research, with the goals of providing a richer and more reliable understanding (broader and more accurate). Conducting mixed method research, according to Leech and Onwuegbuzie (2009, p. 265), entails gathering data (qualitative and quantitative), analyzing the data, and interpreting studies that, individually or collectively, address a specific phenomenon. According to Denscombe (2014, p. 147) mixed method research can overcome the limitations and biases of single approaches by yielding a more complete picture of the phenomenon under study than would be produced by a single approach (the benefits of complementarity and completeness (Creswell and Plano Clark, 2011, p. 61). Day and Sammons' (2008) work demonstrates how a mixed method approach can offer (in comparison to single method approaches) more realistic and nuanced representations of the complexity of the phenomenon being studied. The argument put forth by Greene (2005, p. 207) in favour of a mixed methods approach that embraces various methodological traditions because they capture diversity and difference and are "anchored in ideals of tolerance, acceptance, respect" and democracy (p.208).Additionally, according to Denscombe (2014), mixed method research can enable compensation between the strengths and weaknesses of research methodologies and can improve data accuracy and dependability through triangulation, lessen bias in the research, and provide a practical, problem-driven approach to research. To better understand the research topic, triangulation is the process of comparing and combining evidence from various sources (Robert-Holmes, 2018). This was necessary for this research project primarily because it offers the findings greater credibility and validity.

ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS 
[bookmark: _Int_lDM9bbQP][bookmark: _Int_Fq3U964U][bookmark: _Int_VIVokx9k][bookmark: _Int_h4Z0ukeG][bookmark: _Int_U9dddUxd][bookmark: _Int_KJxA8QfO]Most people associate ethics with laws that define what is right and wrong. This is the most popular definition of ethics, which are standards of behavior that distinguish between acceptable and unacceptable conduct (Resnik, 2020). The occupational ethics that apply to research are similar to those that apply to other jobs, particularly those in the fields of health care, education, social work, law, and business. But just as there is uncertainty in the definition of ethics, so too can there be in the definition of research ethics. One extremely wide meaning is that it alludes to the values that should guide scholars in their work (Coe et al., 2021). On ethical issues, there are rarely simple, black-and-white choices. Rather, each case-by-case decision made by researchers must be well-informed. Codes of conduct, ethical principles, institutional review boards and ethics committees, as well as laws, rules, and regulatory frameworks, may raise concerns and offer guidance to researchers on what to do and what not to do. However, ethical dilemmas are rarely as simple as following rules would imply, and it is up to individuals to take responsibility for their ethical decisions and the behaviors that follow those decisions (Brooks et al., 2014, p. 153). The research process poses ethical questions at each level. Ethics affects researchers and their research choices, study themes, procedures, and approaches, and writing styles," according to Sikes (2006). (p. 106). The nature of the research project itself, the context for the research, the procedures to be used (such as inducing anxiety), the methods of data collection (such as covert observation), the characteristics of the participants, the types of data collected (such as personal and sensitive information), what is to be done with the data (such as publishing in a way that may cause participants embarrassment or harm), and reporting the data (such as in a way that the p (Oliver, 2003, p. 17). In spite of the fact that, as stated in article 12 of the UNCRC (United Nations 1989 Convention of the Rights of the Child), adult gatekeepers are in charge of deciding whether or not to include children in research, every attempt should be taken to get the child's perspective (Palaiogou, 2012). Palaiogou (2012) in her study she used a toolbox of techniques, informed by the mosaic approach, in multiple studies to obtain consent from preschoolers with and without disabilities (Clark and Moss, 2001; Clark et al., 2005). She noted in her study that consent was viewed as a procedure rather than a one-time declaration of consent. The subject of consent should be brought up again at every level of the project while respecting the children's freedom to change their minds and leave the project. It is typical to expect that researchers will get participants' informed consent to participate in a study at the study's outset and that they will be sensitive to and open to the possibility that participants may decide to withdraw out of the study at any point for any reason. The Association considers voluntary informed and continuing consent to be the requirement by which participants understand and voluntarily assent to their involvement, as well as the terms and realities of it, free from any coercion (Bera, 2018). This view is also shared by Farrimond (2017) a major ethical research principle is "informed consent," which is based on the idea that people have the autonomy and capacity to make their own decisions about whether or not to participate in a particular research endeavor. However, the clinical and educational research literature has given considerable attention to how the principle of informed consent should be operationalized, with an increasing focus on obtaining the consent or "assent" of children themselves rather than just that of their "proxies" like teachers or parents (Alderson and Morrow, 2003; David et al., 2001; Lindeke et al., 2000). Researchers should make every effort to ensure that all potential participants are as aware as possible of the details of a study. They should be informed of the reasons behind the necessity of their participation, the tasks they will be required to complete, what will happen to the data they submit, how that data will be utilized, and how and to whom it will be reported (Bera, 2018). In order to regulate research in universities and other institutions, codes of practice, institutional review boards, university ethics committees, legislation, ethical frameworks, and guidelines exist. These regulations can be a significant barrier for people who want to conduct research. The personal ethics of individual researchers as well as the ethical standards of professional groups and associations are all crucial regulatory systems. They serve as a "gatekeeper," making ensuring that no unethical research is conducted, that participants are not harmed, and that research proposers have given the ethical aspects of their research the proper consideration: For instance, risk assessment; burdens that are appropriate and unacceptable for individuals and institutions; benefits to various parties; informed consent; confidentiality, non-traceability, privacy, disclosure, and protections; control of data; beneficence and non-maleficence; appropriateness of methodology, etc. (Cohen, Manion, and Morrison, 2018). When gathering, analyzing, and reporting data, confidentiality and anonymity are ethical procedures used to protect the privacy of human participants. Separating or altering any personally identifying data provided by participants from the data is referred to as confidentiality. Anonymity, on the other hand, is the practice of gathering data without getting any identifiable, personal information. In quantitative investigations, anonymity is typically the protocol used, and confidentiality is upheld in qualitative studies. In both situations, the researcher collects data from participants, and it is this data that will be examined. (Allen,2017). The "convention of confidentiality," as described by Baez (2002), is the ultimate goal for each and every research participant. The confidentiality rule is mostly respected in order to safeguard research participants from damage. Respondents with stigmatizing characteristics or behaviors, such as drug users, would suffer if reports of their immoral behavior were combined with information about their identities. If their identities are revealed, vulnerable groups like children or subordinates in the workplace can suffer unfavorable repercussions (Baez, 2002). Conducting any research project would have risks to the researcher, the participants and the sponsors or university in this context, while risks are inevitable there are routes to reduce them. The primary danger to participants in social research is causing them emotional or psychological distress. This may be related to a variety of problems, such as the fact that vulnerable people may find study participation stressful in and of itself. The participant may be anxious about what they have shared if the research reawakens previous feelings or memories, reveals buried or suppressed feelings, or creates further concerns (NSPCC, 2012). Even while there are many different ways that research might create discomfort, this does not indicate that distress is always detrimental. In fact, this type of research gives rise to the prospect of finding problems that can be resolved for the benefit of the participant. In addition to not being unique to research, challenging circumstances may not include any more stress than is often felt in daily life or when undergoing the therapies that are the subject of the study. It would often be regarded ethical to ask participants questions if the questions are pertinent to the research, the stress or anguish the participant is expected to face as a result of the research is not excessive, and the subject has provided their informed consent (NSPCC, 2012). Primary risks to the researcher would be emotional distress, personal safety, and risks to the university would be research misconduct, and monetary loss. Researchers will need to take into account the likelihood of participant vulnerability, the sensitivity of the research topic, the appropriateness and acceptability of the research instruments, and the likely burden the data collection will have on the participant given the circumstances in which it is taking place in order to assess the risk of participants becoming distressed and the risk that the distress results in harm. To minimize data collection and minimize participant distress, researchers should consider the following: how to ensure participants are prepared for participation (as part of the informed consent process); how to provide support services or contact information; and how to take appropriate breaks or leave gaps between episodes of data collection (NSPCC,2012). The UK's legal guidelines for the storage and use of personal data are outlined in the Data Protection Act (1998) and any future analogous legislation, including, as of May 2018, its replacement: the much stricter General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR). Residents have a right to know how, why, and for what reasons their personal information is maintained, as well as to whom it may be given. Participants' personal information must be protected from unauthorized access by third parties, and researchers must seek their express agreement before sharing it with them (Bera, 2018). Under the UK Data Protection Act (1998) and the GDPR that will replace it, private individuals have the right to access any personal information that has been kept about them. Researchers must have a valid cause for using the legal exclusions to these rights. The Freedom of Information Act of 2000 applies to requests for access to data held by public organizations, including state schools; however, requests for research data in certain circumstances would be exempt where express confidentiality agreements are in place. The disclosure of such information would violate someone right to privacy (Bera, 2018).


