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ABSTRACT

Maintaining case records is an essential and necessary component of children's social work practice. Research and child abuse

enquiries internationally have highlighted the need for child-centred and participatory approaches to case recording, yet consist-
ently highlight significant deficiencies in child-centred case recording. This paper presents findings from a mixed-method study
that sought to explore practitioners’ experiences of child-centred case recording and identify new and innovative solutions to en-
abling this. Data were collected through focus groups and surveys with social work practitioners who worked in child protection

and child looked after (CLA) contexts in two local authorities (LAs) in the north of England. The findings suggest practitioners

have developed creative ways to help achieve child-centred recording in challenging circumstances, which could be built upon

and more consistently applied across organizations, based on the foundations of relationship-based, ethical and humane practice.

1 | Introduction

Social workers have a responsibility to record information in
their day-to-day work. International practice and ethical stan-
dards for social workers detail the need for clear and accurate
case records with transparency for individuals in accessing their
information (NASW 2013; AASW 2020; BASW 2021). The term
‘case recording’, often used interchangeably with ‘recordkeep-
ing’, will be used to refer to writing undertaken by children's
social work practitioners working in child protection or children
looked after (CLA) teams, which includes the running record of
information and action, summaries, assessments, reviews and
plans held within a child's social work case file (Jones 2016). We
acknowledge that children’s social work covers a broad area.
Children's social work practitioners working in other areas of
practice, such as early help or residential childcare, may record
quite differently, but their case recording activity is beyond the
scope of our study. There are fundamental flaws in case record-
ing emphasized in national enquiries and research for children,
with the contribution of inadequate recording in child deaths and
serious injuries, continuing to be well documented in England

and beyond (Laming 2003; Dickens et al. 2022; Purtwell and
Hawkes 2023). Rather than echo these deficiencies, we seek to
explore social work practitioners' views and experiences of case
recording in children's social care contexts in England and iden-
tify potential solutions.

It is important to note that this study was completed against
a national backdrop of long-standing challenges in children's
social care in England, including funding, retention and re-
cruitment issues which have an inevitable impact on service
delivery (CSPRP 2024). High-profile reviews in England
(MacAlister 2022; CSPRP 2022a) have often been criticized
for failing to appreciate the systemic barriers that social
workers face in their daily practice (Murphy 2023), with the
same limitations repeated across countries and across gener-
ations, suggesting the need is now to move towards solutions
(Hawkes et al. 2024). Little attention has been paid to the
day-to-day practice, experiences and voices of social workers
(Gordon 2018; Lillis and Leedham 2024). Our study, therefore,
seeks to add to this limited evidence base by exploring social
work practitioners’ views on child-centred case recording
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and explore how barriers might be addressed. The findings
presented are part of a larger study that also explored the
teaching and learning experiences of social work students,
apprentices and educators in relation to child-centred case
recording. These findings are reported elsewhere (Geddes
et al. forthcoming).

2 | What Is Child-Centred Case Recording?

A ‘child-centred approach’ is ‘fundamental to safeguarding and
promoting the welfare of every child’, as stated in England’s
statutory guidance, but this is not explored or defined (HM
Government 2023, 11). Case recording has a number of func-
tions for the child: It is not only necessary for decision making
in safeguarding and child protection but is also an essential sup-
port mechanism into adulthood, as a care experienced adult or
adult survivor of child abuse and neglect may access their child-
hood records many years into the future (Shepherd et al. 2020;
Jay 2022; O'Keefe 2024). As Hawkes et al. (2024) assert, poor
case recording has a number of consequences for children in-
cluding impeding access to appropriate services; preventing
early responses to childhood abuse and neglect; contributing
and resulting in serious fatalities and serious outcomes for chil-
dren; and having implications for adults accessing their lifelong
records. Child-centred case recording is difficult to define and
open to interpretation.

Many children's social care departments in England, including
the two local authorities (LAs) within this study, have separate
child protection and CLA teams. Practitioners who work in these
teams have different functions and responsibilities, but there is
inevitable overlap. Child protection, often fast paced and crisis
driven, involves assessing and responding to the needs of chil-
dren who may be suffering or likely to suffer ‘significant harm’
(Section 47, Children Act 1989) and supporting those children
deemed ‘in need’ (Section 17, Children Act 1989). Social workers
who support CLA, who are often placed outside of their immedi-
ate birth family following state intervention, exercise corporate
parenting responsibilities (Department for Education 2018) and
build relationships with children and young people through ‘di-
rect work’ or ‘therapeutic work’ (Sen 2018, 40). For all children's
social workers, case recording is vital to support child-centred
analysis, decision making and accountability. It is ‘not only a
tool to record practice, but a tool for practice’ (Rai 2021, 104).

Child abuse reviews and enquiries have demonstrated that the
child's voice is not always evident, and a comprehensive under-
standing of the child's lived experience is frequently missing,
with lack of curiosity about cultural context (Radford 2010;
Bernard and Harris 2019; CSPRP 2022b). This is despite the
child’s voice being embedded into the Children Acts 1989 and
2004 and the right of the child to have their views taken seriously
being enshrined in Article 12 of the United Nations Convention
on the Rights of the Child (UNCRC) (1989) (Unicef 1989). It is
too simplistic to blame individual social workers for ineffec-
tiveness in developing meaningful engagement with the child.
Children’s social work is incredibly complex. Where children be-
come ‘invisible’, it can be ‘rooted in a mixture of fear and other
intense emotions, sensory experiences and organisational con-
straints’ (Ferguson 2017, 14).

There is a growing evidence base that case records are criti-
cal to strengthening the sense of identity and memory of care
experienced people, as well as others affected by abuse and
neglect in childhood (Hoyle et al. 2019; Jay 2022). Research
in England, Scotland and Australia has recognized the role
that case records play in supporting those who are care expe-
rienced to make sense of their early lives and support recov-
ery from trauma and in seeking social justice (MacNeil et al.
2017; Hoyle et al. 2019; Evans et al. 2024). Care experienced
people of all ages often have a deficit in knowledge of their
childhoods, and many turn to care files in the absence of
other sources of information (Shepherd et al. 2020). Projects
such as MIRRA (Memory—Identity—Rights in Records—
Access) (Hoyle et al. 2020; Shepherd et al. 2020) in England
and ‘Rights in Records by Design’ and ‘Charter of Lifelong
Rights in Childhood Recordkeeping in Out-of-Home Care’
in Australia (Golden et al. 2021) have worked alongside care
experienced people to develop human-centred participatory
recordkeeping approaches in children’s social care. These ap-
proaches embed information rights principles and recognize
that care files are vital to support memory, identity and sense
of self for care experienced people (Hoyle et al. 2020).

3 | How Is Case Recording Completed by Social
Workers?

The creation and maintenance of case records have been
fundamental to social work with children and families in
England since the late 19th century (Hoyle et al. 2019). Case
recording can be electronic, paper based and sometimes a hy-
brid of the two and can include photographs, drawings, dia-
grams, worksheets, audio or film, as well as the written word
(Muirhead 2019). Social work is described as ‘a writing inten-
sive profession’ (Lillis et al. 2017, 29), with four types of writ-
ing for social workers recognized, namely, case notes, reports,
emails and handwritten notes (Lillis et al. 2017; Rai 2021).
There is significant variation in case recording, as social work-
ers write for a range of situations, people and needs (Rai 2021).
Social work administration, including case recording, ranges
from approximately a quarter to 60%-80% of a social worker's
time (Holmes and McDermid 2013; BASW 2020). The volume
of writing is often underestimated by practitioners, as it is a
‘nested activity’, occurring alongside a range of other tasks
through a practitioner's working day, and often completed out-
side of contracted hours, either early or late, in the office or at
home. (Lillis et al. 2020, 431).

Technology plays a significant role in case recording. However,
flaws have been noted in the design of electronic case record-
ing systems since their implementation, especially in relation
to the focus on rigid performance management and move away
from relationship-based practice (Broadhurst et al. 2010; White
et al. 2010). The most recent review of children's social care in
England continues to highlight that action is required to re-
duce repetitive administrative tasks and allow practitioners to
spend more time with children and families (MacAlister 2022).
The Covid-19 pandemic has been a catalyst for innovation
in children's social work, with practitioners utilizing a wide
range of digital methods to communicate with service users,
such as through videoconferencing platforms, text and photo
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messaging, initially initiated as a response to social distanc-
ing. Taken forward post pandemic, this has enabled flexibil-
ity in practice, especially with the increase in hybrid working
(Behan-Devlin 2024).

4 | What Do Social Work Practitioners Say About
Child-Centred Case Recording?

Only a very small number of studies have considered social
work practitioners’ experiences of child-centred case recording.
Hawkes et al.'s (2024) Australian study explored the experiences
of 12 current or former practitioners, nine of whom worked in
child and family services and six in child protection departments
using semi-structured interviews; they also elicited the views of
33 practitioners through an online survey. The researchers also
engaged with curriculum developers and student social workers.
Their findings were structured around three key areas. The first
‘understanding the importance of a child-centered approach’
emphasized an awareness and appreciation of child-centred
practice; how records supported good practice in engaging with
children and young people; and ‘the relationship between cul-
turally safe, trauma-informed, and strengths-based practice
approaches and the production of child-centered case notes’
(Hawkes et al. 2024, 192). Theme two highlighted the ques-
tion ‘what prepares and trains practitioners for child-centered
recordkeeping?’, which explored educational and training ap-
proaches, and the integral role of supervision. Finally, the ques-
tion ‘what challenges and enables child-centered recordkeeping
practices?’ explored the reality of practice including ‘systemic
hurdles’, ‘technological constraints’ and ‘organisational cul-
tures’, alongside factors that facilitated good practice (Hawkes
et al. 2024, 192).

Vincent et al. (2024) compared the experiences of social work
practitioners in England and Australia, again alongside input
from social work students and social work educators through
surveys, interviews and focus groups, and found the most
common sources of learning about child-centred case record-
ing were in university, student placements and work settings.
All participants in both countries understood and could artic-
ulate the importance of a child-centred approach to case re-
cording and identified ‘relational-based practice’ as the most
important enabler (Vincent et al. 2024, 9). The purpose of
case recording was described as ‘transparency, compliance,
accountability, risk management and covering their backs’,
with these messages being reinforced within university train-
ing and practice (Vincent et al. 2024, 10). Practitioners in both
countries were conscious their case records could be used
in legal proceedings or feature in case reviews or enquiries.
The over-emphasis on accountability was deemed detrimen-
tal to child-centred recording. In this study, the disconnect
between university learning and experience on practice was
highlighted, as well as the importance of reflective practice as
an enabler to good case recording. It must be noted that the
Vincent et al. (2024) study included only 15 practitioners from
the north-east of England, 13 completed a survey and only two
engaged in semi-structured interviews; the Australian partic-
ipants were the same as described in the Hawkes et al. (2024)
study above.

5 | Methodology
This study sought to address the following research questions:

1. What are social work practitioners' experiences of child-
centred case recording?

2. How can we address the barriers to child-centred case
recording?

In order to answer these questions, we adapted the research de-
sign used to explore the experiences of social work practitioners
by Hawkes et al. (2024) and Vincent et al. (2024). A mixed-
methods approach was used to gather and explore child-centred
case recording practices, combining qualitative data from focus
groups with quantitative survey data. This design enabled a
rich understanding of the perspectives and experiences of social
work practitioners.

Data collection took place between September 2023 and April
2024. Social workers working in children's social care were re-
cruited through employer leads in two LAs within one of the 23
teaching partnerships (TPs), which were introduced in 2015 to
enable the development of new and innovative ways of working
between higher education institutions and their partner agen-
cies (Cavener et al. 2020). An online survey was distributed to
all qualified social workers who worked in children's services
and were based in these two LAs (n=564). There were only 41
responses, a response rate of 7.27%. Over half of survey partic-
ipants were based within child protection teams (n=20), with
a further 15% stating that they had previously worked in child
protection teams (n=6); 46% of participants (n=18) currently
worked within other children's social work services, such as
CLA teams, early intervention, fostering and adoption services;
15% (n=6) were team managers within child protection teams
or other children's social work services.

Qualitative data were obtained from 26 participants through
four focus groups, two within each LA. Participants for the
focus groups were recruited through an email shared by each
LA teaching partnership link person that asked prospective par-
ticipants to contact the research team. Three of the focus groups
were in person, and the fourth was undertaken online using
Microsoft Teams. Focus group participants were from child
protection teams and CLA teams, with one participant from a
youth justice team. Nine participants were in their first year of
practice, four were in their second year of practice, and 13 were
social workers with extensive social work experience. It must be
noted that the survey was anonymous; thus, it is possible that
some participants may have completed a survey and partici-
pated in a focus group.

Ethical approval was obtained from the University where the au-
thors worked. Focus group participants were provided with an
information leaflet and either signed a consent form or provided
recorded verbal consent online before participating. Survey par-
ticipants were provided with an explanatory statement at the be-
ginning of the survey, followed by a consent statement and their
electronic indication of their consent to participate. The topic
guide used in the focus groups and the survey tool were based on
those used in the Hawkes et al. (2024) and Vincent et al. (2024)
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studies. The survey tool used ‘closed option’, multiple-choice and
Likert-scale items and open-text responses to capture informa-
tion and examples linked to some closed option items. Surveys
were hosted on Jisc Online Surveys.

Audio recordings of focus groups were transcribed. Data from
the focus groups and qualitative data from open-text survey re-
sponses were analysed thematically. Inter-rater reliability was
applied: Data analysis was conducted independently by two
members of the research team, and emerging themes were then
reviewed and refined through discussion among the whole re-
search team. Quantitative survey data were analysed using de-
scriptive statistics.

6 | Findings

Three main themes were identified following analysis of the
data. These were a child-centred approach, the practice expe-
rience and the process of case recording. Participants identified
a child-centred approach as the overarching way of working.
Capturing the child's voice, child-centred language and practi-
tioner observations of children and young people were deemed
essential components of a child-centred approach. Some practi-
tioners found ‘writing to the child’ (Watts 2020) to be an effective
method to achieve this. When describing the practice experience
of undertaking day-to-day case recording, participants high-
lighted time, timescales and writing for multiple audiences to be
problematic and reported that their practice wisdom was crucial
to enabling good quality case records. Discussion around the
process of case recording focused on the use of technology, lack
of consistency and limited guidance for practitioners and the
enabling creative and discretionary ways practitioners managed
child-centred case recording.

6.1 | A Child-Centred Approach

Practitioners record a wide range of information that is unique
to each child and their family. All survey participants reported
that they record information about the cultural and ethnic back-
ground of the child and family; the child's siblings; and disabil-
ity. The majority stated that they also record information about
direct work undertaken with the child and family; the child's
views; information about the family or caregiver; the child's
education; historical information about the child and family;
medical information; information about analysis of harm for the
child; and how professional decisions are made.

6.1.1 | The Child's Voice

Capturing the child's voice was identified as an integral aspect
of child centred-case recording. Participants felt information
shared by the child, which was important to the child, was essen-
tial to record, helping build a relationship and capture the child's
views and experiences. CLA practitioners were clear that their
primary role was to build a relationship with the child through
direct work and they felt this was fundamental to document-
ing the child's views and experiences. They reported this was
completed through creative methods, including craft activities,

worksheets and play, as well as conversation. Any documents
produced are photographed and/or scanned and uploaded to the
electronic recording system, with a supporting written case note
analysing the interaction. In contrast, practitioners in child pro-
tection teams shared that they had less time or capacity to do
in-depth direct work:

Direct work looks different for different teams,
because we do not really have time as such to sit in
every visit and do the worksheets with a child, but we
will do that through play or conversation.

Eighty per cent of survey participants (n=34) also said they
regularly gathered and recorded information in non-written for-
mats, such as visual images, drawings and photographs.

6.1.2 | Child-Centred Language

Child-centred language was also identified as essential to case
recording. Practitioners cited reflective spaces to explore lan-
guage with colleagues as useful, including a training session
focusing on accurate and non-judgemental language that some
practitioners undertook in their first year of practice in one LA:

For example, with teenagers, you could say ‘you are in
a relationship with an older man’, and that is almost
like saying that they are agreeing or wanting that. It
is putting the blame and responsibility on them ... you
know, thinking about better ways of wording things,

so that it does not put the blame or the shame on them.

One participant told us child-centred language had been the
focus of a recent team meeting:

. the child was described as ‘smelly’ and that
statement was there in the case note. The manager
asked how would the child feel reading that when
they are 18? How would that make them feel?

Practitioners did not always agree on how to record the child's
own words. This was the subject of debate in one focus group:
One practitioner stated they would change the child's own words
if slang or swear words were used; another felt it was import-
ant to capture exactly what the child had said verbatim; a third
stated they often summarized the conversation but included di-
rect quotes that they considered to be significant.

6.1.3 | Practitioner Observation

Observing the child's relationship with caregivers and siblings,
and the child's presentation in different settings, such as home
or school, was also recognized as significant to document.
Practitioners shared that they recorded the emotional responses
and body language of the child to create a vivid, visual picture
for the reader. Observations were deemed to be especially im-
portant for younger children or children with additional needs,
who may not have verbal communication. For these children,
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practitioners also described recording views which may be ‘as-
sumed’ on behalf of the child, such as their desire to have their
basic physical and emotional needs met:

Most of mine are babies, so it is mostly observation.
On all the statutory visits we have sections where we
can say ‘they seemed bubbly, they smiled, they sat up,
they interacted with the worker’ ... so I tend to write
that and then do a bit of an assumed part. It is usually
observational.

Observations were also identified as important for older chil-
dren or young people who might not wish to openly share their
views verbally:

Teenagers can be quite blunt with you, and I will put
that [their words], but then I will put in things about
the way they were behaving, like ‘were they in the
right frame of mind to talk to me that day?’ Just to
add a bit into it.

6.1.4 | Writing to the Child

A recent practice development for practitioners in CLA teams in
one of the two LAs in this study was the approach of ‘writing to
the child” (Watts 2020; Watts 2021) where all case recording is
written in the style of a letter to the child, including assessments,
reports, meeting minutes and case summaries:

“For instance: ‘Jack, today we had a meeting about
your schooling. Your foster carer attended, and so and
so from school’. That kind of thing”.

This change in approach was felt to be more child-centred, en-
abling ‘child friendly’ case recording, which was ‘quicker’ and
‘so much easier to write’. Practitioners from child protection
teams in the same LA had not been directed to record in this
way, but some had begun to do this independently, based on the
positive experiences of their CLA colleagues. Although no dis-
advantages in writing to the child were identified within focus
groups, one survey participant, who had previously worked in
the delivery of child protection services, raised a number of
concerns:

I have seen some records written as though the child
is reading them now—I do not like this approach for
various reasons: 1, the child will be an adult when
they do read the records and so the language will
not reflect this, 2, I have seen documents fluff over
specific challenges and difficulties to avoid being
too direct which masks some of the concerns, 3,
it is difficult as a professional to read between the
lines of some of the statements, particularly around
behaviours children might display. When things are
reframed, sometimes the real issue can be lost.

6.2 | The Practice Experience of Child-Centred
Case Recording

Practitioners were keen to explore their day-to-day practice ex-
periences of child-centred case recording. Although they shared
frustrations, they also described the innovative ways in which
they managed their tasks.

6.2.1 | Time and Timescales

Due to the pressurized nature of social work with children, case
recording is nestled between a range of other activities, and
practitioners agreed lack of time was a significant barrier to
child-centred case recording. 56% of survey participants (n =23)
agreed or strongly agreed that ‘case recording takes time away
from direct work with children’. One focus group participant
shared similar challenges:

I think for a lot of case recordings, sometimes you do
just think I've got 10 minutes before I need to go and
do something else. Sometimes you do not even think
about if it is child focused, it's a case about ‘how do I
address these issues in a really quick manner?’

According to the practitioners in this study, case recording
which is more open to scrutiny by others, such assessments
and reports to be shared with families and managers or pre-
sented in the court arena are prioritized and written in a more
considered way. One practitioner felt day-to-day case record-
ings had become more time consuming than they needed
to be:

Ithink some of our day-to-day recordings are probably
where we overdo it and it is probably where we could
change .... I think that is the balance we have not got
quite right.

Practitioners shared some of the useful time saving ideas they
use. Blocking out time in their diary to complete written tasks
was considered to be helpful, but not always possible. Some prac-
titioners in one LA reported that they had a regular ‘lockdown
day’ approximately 1day per month to complete administrative
tasks, including case recording. Other practitioners in the same
LA were unaware of this practice, but felt it was a useful and
supportive way to manage time, which should be consistently
supported across the LA.

The majority of survey participants (80%, n=33) stated they
were aware of expected LA timescales for case recording, with
7% (n=3) unaware and 12% unsure (n=7). Focus group partici-
pants were aware of expected timescales in relation to statutory
visits and assessments, but less clear about timescales for day-to-
day case recording:

I do not think there is anything official, but the
expectation is as soon as practically possible. I think
just the demands of the job mean it can be difficult.

50f11

85U8017 SUOLIIOD BAIE81D 3ol idde 8y A peusenob afe Se(ole YO ‘88N JO S8|nJ o} Afeiq1T8UlUQ 48] 1MW UO (SUOTIPUOD-PUE-SWLBIW0 A8 | 1M AlRIq | Ul UO//:SANY) SUORIPUOD PUe SWB 1 841 89S *[6202/20/8T] Uo AriqiTauliuo Ao|im ‘A1seAluN 1ex0ed Spee ] Aq 88Z€T 'SIO/TTTT 0T/I0p/W0 A8 | imAeiq1ul|uoy/sdny wouy papeojumod ‘0 ‘9022S9ET



Both LAs have written procedures which state records should be
updated as soon as practicable, or at the latest within 24h of an
event occurring but participants did not appear universally aware
of this, with some citing 48 or 72h as the expected timescale.

6.2.2 | Writing for Multiple Audiences

Survey participants identified the child (85% n=35), their col-
leagues (71% n=29), the family (68% n=28), their team manager
(59% n=24), themselves (54% n=22), other professionals and ser-
vices (49% n=20) and inspectors/auditors (29% n=12) as the pri-
mary audiences for case recording.

Participants felt individuals may view the same case recordings for
different purposes, as they evidence decision making, capture the
child's social work journey and identify patterns in the child's life.
They stressed that some audiences are reliant on case records, as
they may never meet the child or family directly, such as a team
manager or auditor:

It [case recording] has to be for various audiences. It
has to be for the child, it has to be for the parents, the
courts, and you have to be mindful .... Be sympathetic
to that child, who is going to read it later.

Attempting to write for multiple audiences was reported to be
complicated. One practitioner highlighted complexities within the
court arena:

Talways try to write for the child, but then I also have the
parent's barrister on my other shoulder. Like if T write
a court assessment, I always think what if they read it?
What is the come back? How will it be perceived? I do
not like to say all of this out loud, but it is the truth.

Conversely, one survey participant felt writing case records for the
child actually simplified the task: ‘In my view, if you write for the
subject, you will tick the boxes for all the others on your list’.

Focus group participants additionally identified the child and fam-
ily court as a key audience. ‘Court’ was not presented as an option
in the multiple-choice question for survey participants, and no-one
highlighted court in the ‘free text’ space. Practitioners were mind-
ful that their case recordings could be scrutinized in this forum,
and it was seen as a more formal setting, which some practitioners
felt required a different, more academic style of writing:

I suppose there is going to be a big switch when we
come to do things like court statements, because then
you have to switch back to your academic way of
writing. I do quite like writing to the child, it makes
it quite natural.

However, other practitioners felt the style of case recording
should not change for different audiences, including court, and
one shared that writing to the child made case recording accessi-
ble for all audiences:

I am also conscious that court could ask to see these
things as well. The parents could easily read/hear
these things, so if you are writing it to the child, it is
in a respectful way to everyone really and covers all
bases.

Practitioners across all four focus groups used the word ‘evidence’
not just in terms of information presented in court but also to ‘evi-
dence’ effective decisions:

It is evidence to help me in the future or in any court
proceedings. We have good evidence by looking back
through the case notes. It is important and helps us
and influences our practice.

The interprofessional audience was identified as key. Information
shared between professionals should be jargon and acronym free
to prevent confusion. In respect of receiving health information
for children, one participant shared: ‘I'm going to be honest, some-
times I just copy and paste it into my child and family assessment
because I can't always understand that myself, so the medical
names or things like that’.

In LA1, the word ‘impact’ was used a number of times in both
focus groups as a way of helping different professionals to
share common language. Practitioners, managers and other
key professionals, such as child protection conference chairs,
use the word ‘impact’ to consider how life events affect the
child, as well as how interventions impact on outcomes for the
child. It was shared by practitioners that ‘impact’ was a word
that auditors now expected to see, and also a word used by
inter-professional partners, such as health colleagues, in their
local area:

Practitioner 2: “Yeah, we have been told as well, to write like that
for the child impact and making sure the child impact is in our
case recording’.

Practitioner 4: “We have to have a section about the social work
intervention, the impact on the child, whether that be positive or
negative, and why’.

6.2.3 | Practice Wisdom

Practice experience or wisdom was seen as important in devel-
oping case recording skills over time. Experienced practitioners
said they understood what information was necessary to record
and what could be discarded, whereas more newly qualified
practitioners shared they tended to write more descriptive detail.
However, some experienced practitioners in the study felt detail
was still important, as they were ‘scared to miss something signif-
icant later on’. Having a good understanding of the purpose of the
interaction with the child and family helped practitioners decide
what to record:

While you need detail, do not go too much into detail
where it becomes confusing. You need to be concise.
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I So, detail where necessary, like the child made an
allegation, you need to go into that detail.

Case recording was seen to be the basis for analysis, especially
within assessment work. Case records supported practitioners to
identify patterns within families, both ‘good and bad’, and form
the basis of chronologies, which highlighted any previous social
work involvement, and ‘what works well and what doesn't’ for
a family. Over time, practitioners reported that they developed
these analytical skills and their confidence in making sense of
situations. Analysis was reported to be more prevalent in case re-
cordings for statutory visits and more complex interactions. Case
recordings, such as phone calls and more simple interactions,
were recorded in a more factual and concise way, often without
analysis.

6.2.4 | Transparency of Information

Focus groups and survey participants highlighted that children,
young people and their families are not always aware of the ex-
tent of written information that is recorded about them or know
that they can request access to this information:

I do not think children are aware of the extent, of how
much we record about them.

Families who have significant social work involvement were
felt to be more knowledgeable about the level of case record-
ing completed. One focus group participant shared that they
had never really considered the transparency of case recording
before:

I have never even thought about that. That is really
bad is not it? But then they see me writing it down and
I will say casually that I am just going to do notes so
that I can write it up, so they do know. I do not know
... that is really bad.

Participants reported that those with parental responsibility
sign a consent form at the start of practitioner involvement, and
the child too, if they are of sufficient age and understanding.
This is a one-off process. The consent form states informa-
tion will be recorded and shared with other professionals as
appropriate:

During my initial visit I carry a consent form with
me, so in the form it will let them know that the
information they are sharing will be recorded, and it
will be shared with partner agencies. So, sometimes,
I will let them know I am recording things and ask
them for their permission to write things down.

Key documents such as assessments, reports, minutes of meet-
ings and written plans are shared with parents and carers, and
they receive physical copies of these documents, but it was
less clear if these were shared with children and young people
consistently.

6.3 | The Process of Child-Centred Case Recording

Practitioners shared their views on agency guidance, which was
deemed to be limited, and the management of case recording
through the use of technology.

6.3.1 | Lack of Consistency and Guidance

Despite having studied on a range of different social work pro-
grammes at different universities participants shared they had
not been taught explicitly at university or upon qualification
about good practice in relation to case recording:

Everyone has different ways of writing. Writing up
visits, assessments, everything has got a different
way of writing, but, indeed, we are never taught in the
beginning how to do it, so nobody has ever actually
given us a guideline of this is how it should be.

Practitioners highlighted a lack of consistency in relation to ex-
pectations in case recording upon qualification; this even dif-
fered between teams within each LA. It was reported in both
LAs that new social workers receive training in relation to use of
their respective electronic recording systems. However, the focus
is on navigating the system, data protection and confidentiality,
and this compulsory training does not explore good practice in
how to practically record information.

Taking contemporaneous case notes, at the time an interaction
was occurring, was considered complex and discretionary, with
little guidance offered. It was felt to be helpful for accuracy of in-
formation but potentially alienating for families if practitioners
wrote or typed with the family present. Taking notes contem-
poraneously also depended on the purpose of the interaction:

Yeah, like for section 47's [risk of significant harm,
Children Act 1989] and assessment sessions, for those
ones, you take notes during the session, whereas if it's
a known family ... you can have frank conversations
with the family ... without you taking notes when you

are there.

6.3.2 | Use of Technology

Almost all survey participants (95% n=39) reported that they
recorded information on an electronic recording system.
Interestingly, almost a quarter (n=10) also reported keeping a
hard copy of written notes. Practitioners in the two LAs used
different electronic case recording systems but shared similar
frustrations. They said information was often duplicated, with
different forms being required, which could feel time consuming
and unnecessary. Word processing applications such as Microsoft
Word were seen to be more accessible and reliable than the elec-
tronic recording system:

I In the last couple of days, we have had little access to
it because it's been so bad and work has gone missing,
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soI've had areportit ... these past couple of days where
it swiped it all, even though I'd saved it. So, actually
doing the traditional word doc way and saving it on
our sort of general system is more reliable.

Practitioners had developed creative ways to streamline their
work, often using technology. This included using mobile
phones to ‘voice record’ or make ‘notes’, which were copied to
the electronic recording system. One participant used a dicta-
phone immediately after a visit ‘to put down everything that
happened, so I can record the information accurately’. The ‘dic-
tate’ function on Microsoft Word was used for practitioners to
speak to their device with the words typed, saving time. Some
practitioners with a specific learning need, such as dyslexia, had
access to specialist software within work and shared this would
be potentially useful for all practitioners in managing case re-
cording tasks. One participant discussed a pilot project taking
place within their LA in relation to online child protection con-
ferences being video recorded, with all participants’ consent.
The information would be transcribed and distributed after-
wards by an administrator who was not present at the confer-
ence, as a more efficient, accurate and accessible way to record
meeting minutes.

Practitioners discussed writing day to day case records, such
as visits and phone calls, in a way that could be easily ‘cut and
pasted’ into an assessment document, to avoid rewriting and
duplication:

Our manager gives us advice to try and write it
like you would just pick it up and drop it into your
assessment. Write it in a way that is suitable to be put
in an assessment because it saves you time in the long
run. Why make more work for yourself? We are busy

asitis.

7 | Discussion

The overarching theme underpinning child-centred case record-
ing, also highlighted in the Hawkes et al. (2024) study, is the im-
portance of a child-centred approach. However, as we are aware,
child-centred practice is subjective and difficult to define (Race
and O'Keefe 2017), and practitioners in this study had varying
views on what child-centred case recording involved. It did in-
clude prioritizing their understanding of the child’s identity, in-
cluding their cultural and ethnic backgrounds, alongside a wide
range of information unique to the child. Creative methods and
observational skills are used, in addition to conversation. This
is heartening, as international research, enquiries and case re-
views have consistently found that practitioners do not always
acquire a full understanding of the child's lived experience or
demonstrate professional curiosity, which can have detrimental,
if not catastrophic consequences, for children (Radford 2010;
Bernard and Harris 2019; CSPRP 2022b).

Practitioners explored child-centred language, which was de-
scribed as language accessible for children and young people,
using non-judgemental words and including the child's voice.

Views also identified in the Hawkes et al. (2024) and Vincent
et al. (2024) studies. Practitioners also debated how the child's
voice should be documented due to inconsistencies in guid-
ance but shared ways they captured the voice of infants, chil-
dren with disabilities and adolescents, which is encouraging as
these groups are often overrepresented in child abuse reviews
(Sidebotham et al. 2016; Brandon et al. 2020).

Our study suggests that embedding the child's voice in case re-
cording is more challenging in a child protection context than a
CLA context, which has been highlighted in wider child protec-
tion research (Dillon 2021; Race and Frost 2022). Social workers in
this study reported that they do not routinely share case recording,
assessments or reports with children and young people or make
explicit the level of information which is recorded and shared with
others. The balance between the child's rights and information
sharing, especially in child protection contexts, is challenging and
there are no easy resolutions. Research with children and young
people would be hugely beneficial to consider their views and ex-
periences of child-centred case recording.

Child-centred practice was linked by practitioners to relationship
building by participants in this study (Cossar et al. 2016; Muench
et al. 2017). Relational-based practice was also identified as a key
enabler by both Hawkes et al. (2024) and Vincent et al. (2024).
Although not a new approach (Howe 1998; Trevithick 2003;
Ruch et al. 2010), relationship or relational-based practice has be-
come ‘a highly influential perspective’ in social work (Ferguson
et al. 2020, 210). Hawkes et al. (2024) also found culturally safe,
trauma-informed and strengths-based approaches by practi-
tioners significant within their study, especially for indigenous
populations. Practitioners in all three studies shared that case re-
cording directly influences decision making for the child but they
were less explicit about how the child's voice influenced decision
making. Notably, no participant in any of the three studies located
child-centred case recording within a rights-based framework or
referred to the UNCRC (Unicef 1989).

Practitioners were acutely aware that case recording could be
accessed years into the future, again, a key finding of Hawkes
et al. (2024). International research and national enquiries
have recognized the importance of accurate and accessible re-
cords, often influenced by care experienced adults, years down
the line (Evans et al. 2017; Royal Commission 2017; Hoyle
et al. 2020; Jay 2022). Practitioners in this study collated vi-
sual images, drawings and photographs, recognizing records
composed of documents and artefacts broader than the written
word. However, as Hoyle et al. (2019) have pointed out, scan-
ning and storing items electronically may intensify the loss of
memorabilia for care experienced adults, with the full effects of
migration from electronic recording system to electronic record-
ing systems yet unknown, meaning information could be lost.
Consideration is needed to conserve artefacts, such as physical
photographs, cards, certificates and school reports alongside
written documents, recognizing a ‘recordkeeping perspec-
tive’—a framework for research ‘attentive to the ways in which
records are created, managed, preserved and theorised’ (Hoyle
et al. 2019, 1860).

The approach of ‘writing to the child’, also identified in the
Vincent et al. (2024) study, was viewed overwhelmingly
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positively by those using thisin one LA, encouraging a ‘personal,
humane and empathic approach to recording’ (Watts 2021, 218).
Although ‘writing to the child’ was not a formal approach used
within a child protection context in this study, it was being ad-
opted informally by child protection practitioners within the
same LA. Caution was expressed in relation to language being
potentially sanitized or diluted, which could have a detrimental
impact on decision making in child protection contexts. Indeed,
concerns have been echoed in enquiries and case reviews where
use of less specific and less explicit language has been seen to
‘minimise or obscure the reality of the child's life’, sometimes
contributing to devastating consequences (Brandon et al. 2020.
20). Although not a new way of case recording (Hogan 2001),
‘writing to the child’” requires further research, to consider the
impact on practitioners and service users, as well as the appro-
priateness of this method in child protection contexts.

Our findings, alongside Hawkes et al. (2024), reiterate the long-
standing view that electronic recording systems have ‘restricted
the form and content of records, managing information through
check boxes, word limits and fixed workflows rather than rich
narrative’ (Shepherd et al. 2020, 311), yet as we can see, tech-
nology can present opportunities too. Simple, yet creative,
technological ‘shortcuts’ were emphasized by the practitioners
in this study, bringing resourcefulness and discretion to their
practice, despite many system stressors (CSPRP 2024). The find-
ings suggest child-centred practice needs to be ‘woven into the
fabric’ of electronic recording systems, with advancing technol-
ogy available (Watts 2021, 2020). Practitioners want dedicated
and supported time by their organizations to prioritize case re-
cording, with clearer expectations and guidance to determine
the purpose and scope of their recording. We would argue for
systemic reforms and challenge stakeholders to embed child-
centred case recording within systems and across organizations.
Collaboration with design and computing specialists would be
beneficial in relation to electronic recording systems and tools
for practice; however, as Larkins et al. (2023) warn, there needs
to be caution exercised due to the economic capital in the devel-
opment of digital tools. Further research and collaboration with
service users, especially those who with care experience or lived
experience of social work services, as well as further involve-
ment from practitioners, is essential in developing practical and
creative ways forward.

8 | Limitations

The findings of this study are based on analysis of data from 26
focus group participants and 41 survey participants from only
two LAs in the north of England. Surveys rarely generate good
response rates, and although the response rate was higher than
in the Hawkes et al. (2024) and Vincent et al. (2024) studies, only
7.27% of all children's social workers in the two LAs responded to
the survey, despite follow-up from the research team. This is likely
to be reflective of the significant pressures and current working
environment for social workers nationally within child protection
and CLA contexts; after all, time pressures were a finding of the
research itself. This suggests that more creative methods may be
required to ascertain the voices of practitioners who are already
incredibly busy to ensure their views are not overlooked.

9 | Conclusion

This research adds to the limited international knowledge
base around child-centred case recording in social work prac-
tice and the under-researched experience of practitioners.
Child-centred case recording is a skill that develops and shifts
over time, especially in light of technological, system and
workforce changes. Practitioners clearly wish for case records
to be completed to the very best of their ability, with the child
at the centre, and have developed innovative and creative
ways to help achieve this, in challenging circumstances. Their
innovative ideas should be built upon more consistently and
successfully across organizations, always based on the foun-
dations of relationship-based, ethical and humane social work
practice.

Acknowledgements

We would like to thank Martine Hawkes (UNISA) and Joanne Evans
and Barbara Reid (Monash University) who developed the survey tool
and interview schedules, which were used for this research.

Conflicts of Interest

The authors declare no conflicts of interest.

Data Availability Statement

Research data are not shared.

References

Australian Association of Social Workers (AASW). 2020. “Australian
Association of Social Workers Code of Ethics.” Melbourne: AASW.

Behan-Devlin, J. 2024. “Digital Technology in Children's Safeguarding
Social Work Practice in the 21st Century: A Scoping Review.” British
Journal of Social Work 54: 1-20. 2957. https://doi.org/10.1093/bjsw/
bcae071.

Bernard, C., and P. Harris. 2019. “Serious Case Reviews: The Lived
Experience of Black Children.” Child & Family Social Work 24, no. 2:
256-263.

Brandon, M., P. Sidebotham, P. Belderson, H. Cleaver, J. Dickens, J.
Garstang, H. Harris, P. Sorensen, and R. Wate. 2020. “Complexity
and Challenge: A Triennial Analysis of SCRs 2014-2017.” London:
Department for Education.

British Association of Social Work (BASW). 2020. “Recording in
Children's Social Work.” London: BASW.

British Association of Social Work (BASW). 2021. “The BASW Code of
Ethics for Social Work.” BASW: Birmingham.

Broadhurst, K., C. Hall, D. Wastell, S. White, and A. Pithouse. 2010.
“Risk, Instrumentalism and the Humane Project in Social Work:
Identifying the Informal Logics of Risk Management in Children's
Statutory Services.” British Journal of Social Work 40, no. 4:
1046-1064.

Cavener, J., C. Phillips, and F. Shenton. 2020. “Enhancing Practitioner-
Led Education in Social Work: Developing a Secondment Project.”
Social Work Education 39, no. 3: 350-361. https://doi.org/10.1080/02615
479.2019.1626817.

Child Safeguarding Practice Review Panel (CSPRP). 2022a. “Child
Protection in England.” London: CSPRP.

90of11

85U8017 SUOLIIOD BAIE81D 3ol idde 8y A peusenob afe Se(ole YO ‘88N JO S8|nJ o} Afeiq1T8UlUQ 48] 1MW UO (SUOTIPUOD-PUE-SWLBIW0 A8 | 1M AlRIq | Ul UO//:SANY) SUORIPUOD PUe SWB 1 841 89S *[6202/20/8T] Uo AriqiTauliuo Ao|im ‘A1seAluN 1ex0ed Spee ] Aq 88Z€T 'SIO/TTTT 0T/I0p/W0 A8 | imAeiq1ul|uoy/sdny wouy papeojumod ‘0 ‘9022S9ET


https://doi.org/10.1093/bjsw/bcae071
https://doi.org/10.1093/bjsw/bcae071
https://doi.org/10.1080/02615479.2019.1626817
https://doi.org/10.1080/02615479.2019.1626817

Child Safeguarding Practice Review Panel (CSPRP). 2022b. “Annual
Report 2021: Patterns in Practice, Key Messages and 2022 Work
Programme.” London: CSPRP.

Child Safeguarding Practice Review Panel (CSPRP). 2024. “Annual
Report 2022/23 Patterns in Practice, Key Messages and 2023/24 Work
Programme.” London: CSPRP.

Children Act 1989. 1989. Accessed January 1, 2025. https://www.legis
lation.gov.uk/ukpga/1989/41/contents.

Cossar, J., M. Brandon, and P. Jordan. 2016. ““You've Got to Trust Her
and She's Got to Trust You’: Children's Views on Participation in the
Child Protection System.” Child & Family Social Work 21, no. 1:103-112.

Department for Education. 2018. “Applying Corporate Parenting
Principles to Looked-After Children and Care Leavers Statutory
Guidance for Local Authorities.” London: DfE.

Dickens, J.,J. Taylor, L. Cook, J. Cossar, J. Garstang, N. Halett, E. Molloy,
N. Rennolds, J. Rimmer, P. Sorenson, and R. Wate. 2022. “Learning for
the Future: Final Analysis of Serious Case Reviews, 2017-19.” London:
Department of Education.

Dillon, J. 2021. ““Wishes and Feelings: Misunderstandings and Missed
Opportunities for Participation in Child Protection Proceedings.” Child
& Family Social Work 26, no. 4: 664-676. https://doi.org/10.1111/cfs.
12847.

Evans, J., S. McKemmish, and G. Rolan. 2017. “Critical Archiving and
Recordkeeping Research and Practice in the Continuum.” Journal of
Critical Library and Information Studies 1, no. 2: 1-38. https://doi.org/
10.24242/jclisv1i2.35.

Evans, J., M. Paterson, J. Purtell, and M. Ballin. 2024. “Participatory
and Proactive: Real Time Rights-Based Recordkeeping Governance
for the Alternative Care of Children.” Records Management Journal 34:
171-189. https://doi.org/10.1108/RMJ-11-2023-0069/full/html.

Ferguson, H. 2017. “How Children Become Invisible in Child Protection
Work: Findings From Research Into Day-To-Day Social Work Practice.”
British Journal of Social Work 47, no. 4: 1007-1023.

Ferguson, H., L. Warwick, T. Disney, J. Leigh, T. S. Cooner, and L.
Beddoe. 2020. “Relationship-Based Practice and the Creation of
Therapeutic Change in Long-Term Work: Social Work as a Holding
Relationship.” Social Work Education 41, no. 2: 209-227.

Geddes, E., R. O'Keefe, S. Vincent, and P. Davies. Forthcoming.

Golden, F., A. Lewis, S. McKemmish, G. Rolan, and K. Thorpe.
2021. “Rights in Records: A Charter of Lifelong Rights in Childhood
Recordkeeping in out of-Home Care for Australian and Indigenous
Australian Children and Care Leavers.” International Journal of Human
Rights 25: 1625-1657. https://doi.org/10.1080/13642987.2020.1859484.

Gordon, J. 2018. “The Voice of the Social Worker: A Narrative Literature
Review.” British Journal of Social Work 48, no. 5: 1333-1350. https://doi.
org/10.1093/bjsw/bcx108.

Hawkes, M., J. Evans, and B. Reed. 2024. “Caring Records: Professional
Insights Into Child-Centered Case Note Recording.” Archival Science
24:183-207. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10502-023-09430-w.

HM Government. 2023. “Working Together to Safeguard Children
2023: A Guide to Multi-Agency Working to Help, Protect and Promote
the Welfare of Children.” London: Department for Education.

Hogan, F. 2001. “Letter Writing and Collaborative Note Making in
Social Work Practice the Ethics of Participation and Transparency in an
Information age.” Irish Social Worker 19, no. 2: 11-15.

Holmes, L., and S. McDermid. 2013. “How Social Workers Spend
Their Time in Frontline Children's Social Care in England.” Journal of
Children’s Services 8, no. 2: 123-133.

Howe, D. 1998. “Relationship-Based Thinking and Practice in Social
Work.” Journal of Social Work Practice 12, no. 1: 45-56.

Hoyle, V., E. Shepherd, A. Flinn, and E. Lomas. 2019. “Child Social-
Care Recording and the Information Rights of Care-Experienced
People: A Recordkeeping Perspective.” British Journal of Social Work
49, no. 7: 1856-1874.

Hoyle, V., E. Shepherd, E. Lomas, and A. Finn. 2020. “Recordkeeping
and the Life-Long Memory and Identity Needs of Care-Experienced
Children and Young People.” Child & Family Social Work 25: 935-945.

Jay, A. 2022. “The Report of the Independent Inquiry Into Child Sexual
Abuse (IICSA).” London: IICSA.

Jones, R. 2016. “Writing Skills for Social Workers.” In Skills for Social
Work Practice, edited by K. Davies and R. Jones. Palgrave.

Laming, L. 2003. The Victoria Climbie Inquiry. Stationery Office.

Larkins, C., D. Crook, Z. O'Riordan, et al. 2023. “We Can Connect:
Imagining the Future of Digital Practice With and by Care-Experienced
Children and Young People.” Adoption and Fostering 47, no. 3: 326-346.
https://doi.org/10.1177/03085759231199775.

Lillis, T., and M. Leedham. 2024. “Who Is the T’? An Exploration of
Social Work Professional Written Discourse and Implications for Social
Work Education.” Social Work Education: 1-22. https://doi.org/10.1080/
02615479.2024.2314608.

Lillis, T., M. Leedham, and A. Twiner. 2017. “‘If It's Not Written Down
It Didn't Happen’: Contemporary Social Work as a Writing Intensive
Profession.” Journal of Applied Linguistics and Professional Practice 14,
no. 1: 29-52.

Lillis, T., M. Leedham, and A. Twiner. 2020. “Time, the Written Record,
and Professional Practice: The Case of Contemporary Social Work.”
Written Communication 37, no. 4: 431-486.

MacAlister, J. 2022. “Independent Review of Children's Social Care:
Final Report.” https://childrenssocialcare.independent-review.uk/wp-
content/uploads/2022/05/The-independent-review-of-childrens-socia
l-care-Final-report.pdf.

MacNeil, H., W. Duff, A. Dotiwalla, and K. Zuchniak. 2017. ““If There
Are No Records, There Is No Narrative”: The Social Justice Impact of
Records of Scottish Care-Leavers.” Archival Science 18, no. 1: 1-28.

Muench, K., C. Diaz, and R. Wright. 2017. “Children and Parent
Participation in Child Protection Conferences: A Study in One English
Local Authority.” Child Care in Practice 23, no. 1: 1-15. https://doi.org/
10.1080/13575279.2015.1126227.

Muirhead, S. 2019. “Recording Practice and Accessing Records: A
Scoping Review.” Scotland: IRISS.

Murphy, C. 2023. “How Learning From the Lived Experiences of Child
Protection Social Workers Can Help Us to Understand the Factors
Underpinning Workforce Stability Within the English Child Protection
System.” Journal of Social Work Practice 37, no. 2: 263-276.

National Association of Social Work (NASW). 2013. “NASW's Social
Work Case Management.” Washington: NASW.

O'Keefe, R. 2024. “Case Recording in Child Protection: An Exploration
of the Evidence Base and Good Practice.” Child Abuse Review 33, no. 4:
1-6. https://doi.org/10.1002/car.2894.

Purtwell, J., and M. Hawkes. 2023. “Privacy and Dignity in
Recordkeeping for Out-of-Home Care: A Discussion.” Scottish Journal
of Residential Child Care: An International Journal of Group and Family
Care Experience 22, no. 2.

Race, T., and N. Frost. 2022. “Hearing the Voice of the Child in
Safeguarding Processes: Exploring Different Voices and Competing
Narratives.” Child Abuse Review 31, no. 6: 1-9.

Race, T., and R. O'Keefe. 2017. Child-Centred Practice: A Handbook for
Social Work. Palgrave.

Radford, J. 2010. “Serious Case Review Under Chapter VIII ‘Working
Together to Safeguard Children’ in Respect of the Death of a Child

100f 11

Child & Family Social Work, 2025

85U8017 SUOLIIOD BAIE81D 3ol idde 8y A peusenob afe Se(ole YO ‘88N JO S8|nJ o} Afeiq1T8UlUQ 48] 1MW UO (SUOTIPUOD-PUE-SWLBIW0 A8 | 1M AlRIq | Ul UO//:SANY) SUORIPUOD PUe SWB 1 841 89S *[6202/20/8T] Uo AriqiTauliuo Ao|im ‘A1seAluN 1ex0ed Spee ] Aq 88Z€T 'SIO/TTTT 0T/I0p/W0 A8 | imAeiq1ul|uoy/sdny wouy papeojumod ‘0 ‘9022S9ET


https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1989/41/contents
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1989/41/contents
https://doi.org/10.1111/cfs.12847
https://doi.org/10.1111/cfs.12847
https://doi.org/10.24242/jclis.v1i2.35
https://doi.org/10.24242/jclis.v1i2.35
https://doi.org/10.1108/RMJ-11-2023-0069/full/html
https://doi.org/10.1080/13642987.2020.1859484
https://doi.org/10.1093/bjsw/bcx108
https://doi.org/10.1093/bjsw/bcx108
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10502-023-09430-w
https://doi.org/10.1177/03085759231199775
https://doi.org/10.1080/02615479.2024.2314608
https://doi.org/10.1080/02615479.2024.2314608
https://childrenssocialcare.independent-review.uk/wp-content/uploads/2022/05/The-independent-review-of-childrens-social-care-Final-report.pdf
https://childrenssocialcare.independent-review.uk/wp-content/uploads/2022/05/The-independent-review-of-childrens-social-care-Final-report.pdf
https://childrenssocialcare.independent-review.uk/wp-content/uploads/2022/05/The-independent-review-of-childrens-social-care-Final-report.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/13575279.2015.1126227
https://doi.org/10.1080/13575279.2015.1126227
https://doi.org/10.1002/car.2894

Case Number 14.” Birmingham: Birmingham Children's Safeguarding
Board.

Rai, L. 2021. Writing for Social Work. Sage.

Royal Commission. 2017. “Royal Commission Into Institutional
Responses to Child Sexual Abuse: Final Report.” Melbourne. https://
www.childabuseroyalcommission.gov.au/final-report.

Ruch, G., D. Turney, and A. Ward, eds. 2010. Relationship-Based Social
Work: Getting to the Heart of Practice. Jessica Kingsley.

Sen, R. 2018. Effective Practice With Looked After Children. Bloomsbury.

Shepherd, E., V. Hoyle, E. Lomas, A. Flynn, and A. Sexton. 2020.
“Towards a Human-Centred Participatory Approach to Child Social
Care Recordkeeping.” Archival Science 20: 307-325.

Sidebotham, P., M. Brandon, S. Bailey, P. Belderson, J. Garstang,
E. Harrison, A. Retzer and P. Sorensen. 2016. “Pathways to Harm,
Pathways to Protection: A Triennial Analysis of Serious Case Reviews
2011-2014.” London: Department for Education.

Trevithick, P. 2003. “Effective Relationship-Based Practice: A
Theoretical Exploration.” Journal of Social Work Practice 17, no. 2:
163-176.

Unicef. 1989. “United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child
(UNCRC).” Accessed July 17, 2024. https://www.unicef.org.uk/wp-
content/uploads/2016/08/unicef-convention-rights-child-uncrc.pdf.

Vincent, S., M. Hawkes, J. Ogle, J. Evans, and B. Reed. 2024.
“From Passive Subjects to Active Agents: Enabling Child-Centred
Recordkeeping in Social Care Contexts.” Archives and Records 45: 1-19.
https://doi.org/10.1080/23257962.2024.2378289.

Watts, R. 2020. “Evaluation Report Me and My World: Developing
Practice and Procedure With Children in Care.” Brighton: University of
Sussex and Brighton and Hove City Council.

Watts, R. 2021. “Relationships, Reviews and Recording: Developing
Practice for Children in Care.” Practice 33, no. 3: 207-222. https://doi.
0rg/10.1080/09503153.2021.1889488.

White, S., D. Wastell, K. Broadhurst, and C. Hall. 2010. “When Policy
O'erleaps Itself: The ‘Tragic Tale’ of the Integrated Children's System.”
Critical Social Policy 30, no. 3: 405-429. https://doi.org/10.1177/02610
18310367675.

11 of 11

85U8017 SUOLIIOD BAIE81D 3ol idde 8y A peusenob afe Se(ole YO ‘88N JO S8|nJ o} Afeiq1T8UlUQ 48] 1MW UO (SUOTIPUOD-PUE-SWLBIW0 A8 | 1M AlRIq | Ul UO//:SANY) SUORIPUOD PUe SWB 1 841 89S *[6202/20/8T] Uo AriqiTauliuo Ao|im ‘A1seAluN 1ex0ed Spee ] Aq 88Z€T 'SIO/TTTT 0T/I0p/W0 A8 | imAeiq1ul|uoy/sdny wouy papeojumod ‘0 ‘9022S9ET


https://www.childabuseroyalcommission.gov.au/final-report
https://www.childabuseroyalcommission.gov.au/final-report
https://www.unicef.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/08/unicef-convention-rights-child-uncrc.pdf
https://www.unicef.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/08/unicef-convention-rights-child-uncrc.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/23257962.2024.2378289
https://doi.org/10.1080/09503153.2021.1889488
https://doi.org/10.1080/09503153.2021.1889488
https://doi.org/10.1177/0261018310367675
https://doi.org/10.1177/0261018310367675

	Enabling Child-Centred Case Recording in Children's Social Work: The Voice of Practitioners
	ABSTRACT
	1   |   Introduction
	2   |   What Is Child-Centred Case Recording?
	3   |   How Is Case Recording Completed by Social Workers?
	4   |   What Do Social Work Practitioners Say About Child-Centred Case Recording?
	5   |   Methodology
	6   |   Findings
	6.1   |   A Child-Centred Approach
	6.1.1   |   The Child's Voice
	6.1.2   |   Child-Centred Language
	6.1.3   |   Practitioner Observation
	6.1.4   |   Writing to the Child

	6.2   |   The Practice Experience of Child-Centred Case Recording
	6.2.1   |   Time and Timescales
	6.2.2   |   Writing for Multiple Audiences
	6.2.3   |   Practice Wisdom
	6.2.4   |   Transparency of Information

	6.3   |   The Process of Child-Centred Case Recording
	6.3.1   |   Lack of Consistency and Guidance
	6.3.2   |   Use of Technology


	7   |   Discussion
	8   |   Limitations
	9   |   Conclusion
	Acknowledgements
	Conflicts of Interest
	Data Availability Statement
	References


