Introduction

This report will critically examine key elements in relation to the vulnerability and needs of family B who have faced historical difficulties, which have had a detrimental impact on their well-being. The objective of this report is the prevention of reoccurring incidents. The analysis will examine the required policies and the support provided by the agencies involved and the effectiveness of their actions. My approach is based on a theoretical study of the case beginning with risk factors and concluding by offering relevant recommendations for the improvement of services provided to meet the needs of the vulnerable children and the family.


1. Family B vulnerability

The family were in a vulnerable position for several reasons, a historic past of difficulties seemed the main contributor. This had fuelled existing problems and in addition the adolescent boy had been in care of the local authority suffering behavioural issues. The Children’s (leaving Care) Act 2000 had been specifically put in place to help protect such cases, however transition to adulthood is a difficult period for many young men. It is especially difficult for those who have been in care, and without support from parents. According to Government research they are less likely to be in education, more likely to be attempting to live independently, and more likely to have a criminal conviction (Gov.UK 2019).


Family B had a difficult past and when confronted with further challenges that most families face daily, the situation triggered social problems such as: money management which led to rent arrears, the status of mother’s partner, anti-social behaviour, and bullying. The latter resulted in the exclusion of the child from schooling harming the psychological well-being of the child.


2. Evidence of vulnerability

Vulnerability is a complex phenomenon that often leads to negativity due to material, social and emotional difficulties. All these traits were visible in family B through rent arrears, bullying and parenting issues. For specific issues like children who have spent time in care, it should be a mandatory indication for high-level risk of vulnerability. If this process had taken place by the multi-disciplinary services and information shared more efficiently, for which there has been a public outcry from cases including that of Baby P (Shoesmith, 2016), Family B likely would not be in this situation.


During the period of this case study the Labour party were in power under Tony Blair, a moral discourse was evident in the aftermath of many high-profile inquiries such as the Laming inquiry and James Bulger murders. Much blame was directed on single mothers who were cast as social problems and referred to as the ‘new rabble’ (Rosneil and Mann, 1996).  The disadvantaged family’s dependency on the welfare system had also been deprived of the route to integration and became products of ‘moral underclass discourse (MUD) recognised to have low values (Levitas, 2005).  The potential impact on the delivery of social care was disastrous on vulnerable families. However, recent analysis suggests thousands of vulnerable children are slipping through the cracks of local authorities due to cutbacks by the conservative government (Bulman, 2019). Foucault’s biopolitics model integrates both society and individualism, where society and social are devices for power and politics is just the apparatus (Abel, 2005). 


3. The referral of Family B

The referral was initially made by the youth offending team; the family consisted of a mother and her looked After Child (LAC). The analysis of the case suggests that the professionals involved in the family’s care should have intervened prior to the youth offending team as the team only get involved with families when a child breaks the law (Gov.UK). Agencies could have intervened to prevent the child from crime by referring to Maslow’s hierarchy of needs framework where child practitioner works to understand and act with confidence to meet the needs of the vulnerable child (Hobart and Frankel, 2009). 


The family became subject to assessment only after issues arose with temporary housing. Clearly multiple house-moves in a short space of time had an impact on the children’s education and social life. The involvement of Child and Adolescent Mental Health Service (CAHMS) uncovered the family had stress and anxiety issues which have been linked with unfit housing (Bonnefoy, 2007). The Mental Health Act 2007 grants professionals the power to detain, assess, and treat people suffering from disorders.


The support provided re-enforced the Children and Family Act 2014 and through key agencies involvement the family were re-housed, one of the son retained place at school after impending exclusion, connections support for the older children, activities for the other children, and arrangements for mother to attend parenting lessons and employment training. Close liaison with social workers continued guiding the family meanwhile Neighbouring Services carried out property repairs. This support proved crucial in helping safeguard the children without which the family may have been made homeless. All agencies have a duty of candour to be honest and transparent which was clearly highlighted by the positive feedback from the family who have gained much confidence and are proactively interacting with other agencies however, a lack of agency integration was a concern. The 2013 Caldicott review found that patient information was not being shared, when sharing was in the best interest of the patient. In 2015 Health and Social Care (Safety and Quality) Act was introduced which aimed at reducing the anxiety of data sharing (NHS Digital, 2020).


4. Analysis of the process

The process of blaming and denial are product of human emotions which urge relief (Welch, 2006). Having considered details of the case, my perspective is local care authorities should have been closely involved with family and Social Services and provided secure accommodation and financial management. Ofsted should also have been actively involved with the multi-agencies and assisting tackling issues of parenting from the outset. Inter-agencies working and integrating more efficiently 

5.  Relevant recommendations

All children who indicate risk of vulnerability have access to ‘Mind of my own’ app which provides digital solutions to children’s rights supporting Article 12 of the UN convention on the Rights of the Child 2016 (UNCRC). Participation can be a source of protection for vulnerable children (Limber and Kaufman, 2002). Screening vulnerable parents for mental health issues should be made mandatory. The current lockdown measures have had a major impact on mental health as 1 in 17 people who have had Covid-19 could be diagnosed to have mental health issues (Roxby, 2020). Schools should employ Social workers to create awareness from grassroots about safeguarding and vulnerability.

There were a few limitations to this study, firstly the timeline of the study was not clear though presumed to be 10 years ago. The location was also not clear preventing information about the local authority in concern. 

Conclusion

Overall, this study addressed key issues surrounding vulnerability of family B. The findings expressed concern on several aspects of care which should be reflected upon. Firstly, a need to prioritise support for families with historic difficulties with urgent response to children who have been in care. Lessons from other such cases as baby P highlight the tragical outcome and the magnitude of failure. Therefore, to protect the quality and well being of children it is important that material, social and emotional needs are met with individuality and structure; Maslow’s model of support was suggested. In-depth analysis exposed lack of integration between multi-agencies involved which government policies should address as a matter of urgency. Recommendations such as screening parents for mental heath issues should generate ambiguous response under the current covid-19 pandemic. As should the access to ‘Mind of my Own’ app which supports many child concerns.
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