
Resp onses to Cumberlege Commission questions

I am John Hyder-Wil son, Chair of the Diocese of Arundel and Brighton CP 
Commission. I have held this positi on for just under 2 years. My 
professi onal background is originally as a Social Worker, then  as a manager 
at various levels in Social Services, and more recentl y as a Social Care 
Consultant. I now have my own business which is involve d in assisting 
performance improveme nt in Local Authoritie s (usually working as 
associates with companies such as Delo itte) , writing independent  
consultancy reports on a range of topics, and also training. We currently 
hold the contract for all Early Yea rs Child Protection training in West  
Sussex.

I must imme diately be clear that the views represente d here are my own and 
not  necessarily those of the D AB CP Commi ssion.

Questi on 1 – Has the impleme ntation of Nolan worked?

This is a little difficult as I cannot claim to have a national overview. 
Looking at the  recomme ndations and thinking about the  Dio cese of Arundel  
and Brighton (DA B), I would say that we have achieve d many of the key 
Nol an recommendations. We certainly have “preventative policies and 
practices” (Re c2) operating across DAB and these are high profile and 
widely publicised. Parish Chil d Protection Rep rese ntatives (Re c5) are in 
place and the Chil d Protection Officer maintains good links and 
communication with these  individuals. We are also ensuring that suitable  
training (Re c3) is in place. The DAB Commiss ion is active and committed  
to the continuing impleme ntation of Nolan and to best  practice in Child 
Protection matte rs.  We have recently seen the local system work in a parish 
situation where alleged abuse was brought to light via a parish 
represe ntative. T his i s most encouraging.

It is commitment like this at ground level that is the first and crucial stage in 
protecting children and I will comme nt on this further belo w. Child 
Protection mus t  be seen as somet hing that only “expert s” deal with. 
Such a position can exclude , marginalise and perhaps eve n alien ate others in 
the church who then can quickly feel excluded from a professional and 
“expert” discourse. If this happens the cause may be l ost .

never



Questi on 2 – Have the national and local processe s st ruck the  right balance?

Yes, broadly in my opinion. As Nolan makes absolutely clear, fully worked  
out and comprehensive local and national policies are vital to ensure the  
protection of child ren. All in the church need such a system to provide  
structure, cohere nce, consiste ncy, fairness and clarity when dealing with 
matte rs of child protection. 

I take the view that matte rs such as the  devising and implement ation of new 
policy and practice in organisations usually go through seve ral stages before 
becoming accepted and embedded  within the day to day working life and 
cultu re of an organisation. Such stages of gradual acceptance often involve  
deni al, resist ance and profound misunderstanding at first.  The re is probably 
some way to go before we reach the point where good CP practice is second 
nature to all and widely accepted by all individuals and groups within the  
church.

Questi on 3 – Est ablishment of COPCA, and role  in the future

Ideall y, one would wish to see a point where the role for COPCA diminishes  
over time and (a bit like the Soviet State) it “withers away” because its work 
is carried on effective ly at a devolve d local level. To take that analogy 
further, it didn’t happen before and is unlikely to now.

My view is that COPCA performs an ext remel y valuable, active and 
nece ssary role at prese nt. It has raised the profile of CP matters within the  
church and has acted as a central co-ordinating body. The recent meeti ng of 
local Commission Chairs organise d by COPC A was a good idea and should 
be continued on at least an annual basis.  This  will  enable l ocal Chairs to feed  
issue s back to COPC A on a reasonably regular and structured basis and so 
assist  two-way communication.

Having said that, I do have some concerns about the hiving off and 
“professi onalisation”  of CP issues for several reasons. My own background 
is in Social Work and I have seen the damage done by such a process. This 
can be  manifold, and two examples may be hel pful:



(a) There are real dangers that inte rnal organisational units set up enti rely for 
the purpose of dealing with a single issue (such as Child Protection) can 
become unbalanced and out of kil ter with the rest of the organisation. This  
can then lead to conflict and a more extreme  approach being taken which 
event ually results in a crisis and then (typically) marginalisation. COPCA 
must be aware of this . Such a scenario would not serve the inte rest s of 
vulnerable children.

(b) A further danger is that all within the organisation not directly involved  
with CP issues feel that it is “not my proble m” as it is in the hands of 
expe rts. This is obviously dangerous. The work done with the clergy and the  
establishment of a system of Parish Rep s is vitally important in 
counteracting this  possibili ty. 

COPC A and all of us on local commissions have a huge responsibili ty to 
ensu re that we are transparent, honest , inclusive  and gene rous in all our 
dealings with othe rs within the church, particularly those with doubts and 
misconceptions. If such people feel unable to raise thei r issues , or feel  
foolish when they do, or are excluded from the debate owing to a 
professi onal discourse t hat is closed to them , then we will all have failed.

Generally however, I think that that the church has tried very hard to face up 
to its responsibilities  post  Nol an and should be given  a lot of credit for 
progress so far.

Question 4 – New  organisational structures

I think that I have probably made the comme nts I would wish to make under 
this section in my responses  to Questions 1 and 2.

Final Comment

I hope the  Cumberlege Commission mem bers wil l not think it impe rtinent if 
I raise  one further issue.  I was at the launch of the  Cumbe rlege Commission 
in London back in July. I was concerned that the remit of the Commission 
and its membe rship felt very safe and comfortable  and drawn from the  
London establishment  of the “great and the good”. I have thought hard 
before making this comment and hope  that it wil l not be seen  as a personal 
one as this is emphatically not  the  intenti on. 



I very much hope that the Commi ssion has the scope, radicalism and 
moti vation to look behi nd the issues in some dep th and detail and not to 
pitch all its conclusions in that “safe” area of territory that is simply the  
product of a consensus be tween respected experts in the CP field.

If new, controversial and radical suggesti ons and solutions are necessary I 
hope fervently that the  Commission will se ize the  opportunity.

John Hyder-Wils on
Chair, Diocese  of Arundel and Brighton Child  Protection Commission
9 October 2006
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