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	Large scale reform of statutory child protective services in the Republic of Ireland is underway, prompted by adoption of the national strengths-based and safety-organised practice approach, known as ‘Signs of Safety.’ Despite the radical change it impels, critical commentary from the academy on the conventions of Signs of Safety remains conspicuous by its absence. One reading of Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) seminal ecological systems approach is that to appreciate implications of Signs of Safety for children and families at risk, we must surpass a sequestered concern with child protection and welfare alone. To substantiate this, and embed a reconceived Signs of Safety, Max Neef et al.’s (1986, 1989, 1991) human scale development theory is critically deployed through an augmented, rather than exclusive focus, on the axis of protection needs within the typology of fundamental human needs. To aid this, critical application of theory is partially reworked and appropriated through a life course perspective, to better account for life span positioning. Overall, the sustaining proposition of the paper, is that academic interrogation of Signs of Safety is both a practical and ethical imperative, and a necessary complement to large scale organisational change underway. 
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Introduction 
The policy and practice of statutory Child Protection and Welfare (CPW) in the Republic of Ireland has been undergoing major reform. Most recently, large-scale implementation of a new strengths-based and safety-organised child protection casework practice approach (Turnell and Murphy, 2014; Spratt et al., 2019) promises to dynamically disorder and redetermine the quality of practice with children and families. In this new transformative milieu, the absence of academic interrogation of large-scale procedural change underway is perhaps glaring, and arguably circumspect, in the context of past tragedies and endemic system failings. More specifically, a sense of unguarded desperation is conveyed, and speaks to the question of whether troubled statutory child protection systems can be counted upon in isolation to spearhead their own trajectory, in the absence of comprehensive and independent interrogation from the academy, about changes underway. 
	Towards addressing this circumstance, the present account offers theoretically-informed critical commentary on Signs of Safety (SoS) through selective uptake of a taxonomy of human fundamental needs, within human scale development theory (Max-Neef et al., 1986, 1989, 1991; Max-Neef, 1992b). As an addendum to this theoretical lens, a life course perspective is also applied in order to augment and re-appropriate the treatment of lifespan positioning within discussion (Brady and Gilligan, 2018). Overall, the approach taken in this paper is rationalised with reference to Bronfenbrenner’s ecological systems theory (1979). Within this, the case is made, that SoS as a response to the fundamental human need for protection (Max-Neef et al., 1989; Max-Neef, 1992b), should be conceptually situated within its specific social and cultural context, thereby better accounting for its ecological interplay with the environment. In looking to the future, the analysis concludes with reassertion of the need for more critical consideration of SoS, for the practitioners and families, at the heart of CPW.
The article adopts the following approach. Firstly, SoS is explained and introduced in the context of the Irish system of CPW. After this, the critical orientation of the paper is emphasised. From here, theory of human fundamental needs is explained, and then applied, across four axiological categories. Respectively these are:  being, having, doing and interacting. Finally, concluding discussion consolidates lessons learned for the future through uptake of life course theory, and within this, more contextually-sensitive criticality is called for, in approaches to the ethos and practical application of SoS.  

Introduction to Signs of Safety (SoS) in the Republic of Ireland
As a starting point, the meaning and basic conventions of SoS should be understood. SoS is a leading approach to undertaking child protection casework (Turnell and Murphy, 2014; Baginsky et al., 2019). It was developed between the late 1980s and early 1990s in Western Australia based on the work of frontline practitioners (Turnell and Murphy, 2014; Spratt et al., 2019). The approach has experienced rapid uptake, with more than 12 countries and in excess of 200 agencies having some kind of substantive implementation of the approach (Turnell and Murphy, 2014, p.6). SoS claims to be strengths-based and safety-organised, placing children and families at the centre of planning and intervention, and prioritising collaborative working relationships and child safety (Turnell and Murphy, 2014; Reekers et al., 2018; Baginsky et al., 2019). The evolving approach includes specific procedures and tools that frontline practitioners can use in their casework such as exercises to capture the child’s voice (Turnell and Essex, 2006, 2013; Weld, 2008) and risk assessment frameworks (Turnell, 2009). Practitioners ‘map’ a range of factors using plain language, and key here is construction of clear statements about past harm, complicating factors, future danger to the child, any existing strengths and safety. Ordinarily, practitioners also record what they are worried about, what is working well and what needs to happen, informed by asking carefully considered questions. The work is grounded in principles which include the importance of working relationships with professionals and families, taking a critical approach to cases and seeking to realise great aspirations within everyday practice (Turnell and Murphy, 2014). In entirety, SoS heralds not only organisational change in the policy and practice of child welfare, but a substantial discursive shift in the mind-set and public veneer of statutory CPW. 
	In the Republic of Ireland, CPW is delivered by Tusla, the Child and Family Agency (hereafter ‘Tusla’) which is a dedicated state agency for the promotion of well-being and outcomes for children in Ireland. Tusla entails but is not exclusive to, CPW (McGregor, 2014; Tusla 2018). Prior to 2014, statutory CPW services were incorporated within a wider public sector body (Burns and McGregor, 2019). The move to an independent agency constituted the largest reform of CPW services in Irish history and would appear allied to key socio-historic events that raised the profile of policy attention and public debates around CPW (McGregor, 2014; Burns and McGregor, 2019). This included sordid revelations about large-scale institutional abuse linked to reformatory and industrial schools in Ireland, clerical child abuse scandals, and individual high-profile child abuse cases in the community such as the Kelly Fitzgerald case which became renowned due to missed opportunities to potentially save the life of a 15 year old girl who died as a result of starvation and maltreatment by her parents in Ireland (Western Health Board, 1996). Other cases that were seminal included the Roscommon case which became famous due to the extreme neglect and abuse of six children in the family home including maternal sexual abuse of one child and multiple failures by authorities to protect them (Inquiry Team, 2010). As McGregor (2014) identifies, new discourses of children’s rights, prevention and early intervention were now foregrounded and impelled by the tragedies and failings of the past, seething and gathering urgency, in the present public consciousness.

Adopting a critical stance 

To understand the implications of SoS for Irish practice, a complicated reading of human fundamental needs in social work is required. To permit this, Max-Neef and colleagues’ (1986, 1989, 1991; Max-Neef, 1992b) conceptualisation of human fundamental needs must be explained and introduced. Before this, and in order to consolidate a critical orientation from which familiarisation with the conventions of theory can occur, some observations about the nature of theory in social work are helpful. McGregor (2019) emphasizes the importance of critical reflexivity in activating theory in social work. Whilst critical reflexivity holds sway as a praxis stance, arguably criticality in the reading of theory in the first instance undermines passive affirmation of that theory, with instrumental and transformative interpretation. In a practice example of this, consider high risk intersections of disability and child protection (Flynn, 2019, 2020), within which a social worker is undertaking an observation of a parent and child where that child has a diagnosis of autism spectrum disorder which affects behaviour in social situations.  The practitioner is using attachment theory to inform the observation which is commonly used to understand parent-child interactions and relationships (Gray et al., 2012).  If the practitioner, however, does not exercise critical thinking in applying the theory they might overlook the impact of the disorder on the child’s social interactions and therefore make a flawed determination. Whilst complexities such as these in activating theory in practice are varied and multiple, this basic example illustrates the indispensable nature of critical reflexivity for theory. 
To enable such a re-worked critical reflexivity, Higgins and Goodyer (2015) describe the present contradictive social work milieu, within which reception of human fundamental needs theory will occur;

“There is a gap or dissonance in contemporary social work. On the one hand, there are broad or holistic definitions of social work such as the International Federation of Social Work and the altruistic and idealistic reasons why social workers join the profession. On the other hand, there is the contrast of mainstream statutory social work practice.” (Higgins and Goodyer, 2015, p.747)

To accommodate and make space for human fundamental needs theory in Irish statutory social work milieu, care must be taken to avoid its allocation to either poles of the dichotomy alluded to by Higgins and Goodyer (2015). Rather, a more critically resistant stance in the reading of human fundamental needs theory entails merging it with “certain constants” of social work (McGregor, 2019, p.1). Within Irish CPW social work practice, this invariably entails entrenched negativity, allied to past tragedy and associated vilification of social workers (Gaughen and Garrett, 2012). As such, a critically deconstructive inquiry is sought, and from here, not even the fundamentality of fundamental human needs should forgo some disruption.

Ecological Reasoning and the Taxonomy of Fundamental Human Needs 
Bearing in mind the imperative of critical reflexivity, for enabling and activating theory (McGregor, 2019), it is now necessary to begin to introduce the basic tenets of the theory of human fundamental needs. Conception of the taxonomy of fundamental needs within the Human Scale Development (HSD) paradigm is attributed to Max-Neef Manfred and colleagues (Papachristou and Rosas-Casals, 2015). Still not well-rehearsed in social work literature, HSD has its genesis in ecological economics and community development, albeit with clear resonance with the traditional social work mandate arising from its egalitarian emphasis on human quality of life, as well as its macrosocial foci (Max-Neef et al., 1986, 1991; IFSW, 2014). It is concerned with human needs and subjectivity, in ways unfamiliar to traditional economic and psychological discourses of its time. In this way, the metaphor ‘barefoot economics’ was poignantly disseminated by Max-Neef in 1992 to articulate departure from the ivory tower of university economics, to wade barefoot in the wastelands, moors and shanty towns of poverty, side by side with those entrapped by it (Max-Neef, 1992a). 
	HSD entails three pillars (Guillen-Royo, 2016). In somewhat abbreviated terms, “human needs, self-reliance, and organic articulations are the pillars which support human scale development” (Max-Neef et al., 1992b, p. 198). Firstly, the satisfaction of fundamental human needs must occur. This will be the preoccupation of this paper and entails an axiological typology of nine human needs, which are: subsistence; protection; affection; understanding; participation; leisure; creation; identity and freedom (Max-Neef, 1992b, pp.208-210). In particular, an augmented but not entirely exclusive or exhaustive focus on protection needs is taken up in this paper. Secondly, there is the pillar of ‘self-reliance’ or the generation of growing levels of self-sufficiency and independence at local and national levels (Max-Neef et al., 1992b, p. 198; Guillen-Royo, 2016). Third and finally, there is organic articulation between people, nature and technology. Envisioned here, within the increasing self-reliance of people, organic articulations must be taken into account (Guillen-Royo, 2016). 
In seeking to justify and rationalise uptake of the protection needs axis, Urie Bronfenbrenner’s ecological systems theory (1979) is arguably a helpful starting point. More specifically, an ecological lens can help to substantiate the case made, that fundamental human needs theory, can support development of a more critical orientation to, and theoretical reading of, SoS. First and foremost, an ecological systemic lens is well established as a theory of social work including use in CPW (Gray et al., 2012). In fact, it has been concluded that an ecological systems lens is the most commonly used framework for organising social work assessment (Gray et al., 2012, p. 129). From an ecological systemic perspective, children and families are conceived of as inhabiting a social reality that is embedded in interdependent systems. These systems occur across different strata from micro to macro levels (Bronfenbrenner, 1979). 
Ecological theory can bridge the discontinuity or interstice between Max-Neef and colleagues’ typology of human needs (1991), and existing appropriations of SoS for CPW social work. Bronfenbrenner’s ecological systems theory, for instance, is epistemologically consistent within the ecological economic origins of the typology of fundamental human needs (Max-Neef et al., 1991; Guillen-Royo, 2016). Both approaches emphasise the ecological interplay of human needs with the social environment. Both also unapologetically disregard wholly atomistic individualism in understanding children and family’s needs (Bronfenbrenner, 1979; Max-Neef et al., 1986, 1989, 1991; Max-Neef, 1992b). Ecological systems theory potentiates the typology of fundamental human needs as a basis to comprehend SoS.  This is because ecological intellective reasoning would posit that, for SoS to work, it must be successfully entrenched within a societal and social support infrastructure including such elements as policy, law, public attitudes, personnel and availability of economic resources. SoS should therefore not be conceptually sequestered or decontextualized, but rather to properly understand it, the environment it operates in must be accounted for also (Sheehan et al., 2018). 
Notwithstanding this, despite many social work assessments using largely ecological frameworks, it should be acknowledged that implementation of such frameworks in many countries around the world have been highly individualised and lacked contextual impact. This occurred despite numerous attempts at systemic practice, structural social work, radical social work and other macrosocial endeavours (Gray et al., 2012). In this context, SoS may offer a route to embed the ecological intention of many social work assessments by accounting for relevant environmental factors and yet at the same time, it poses some risk to macro-social work practice focussed on changing the environment (Gray et al., 2012; Turnell and Murphy, 2014). This is because of the preoccupation of SoS with child safety and collaborative work with families that does not significantly impel practitioners to address wider issues in societies that may underpin the child’s immediate circumstances such as social class oppression. Here, ecological reasoning in SoS offers a way to see a family in context by focusing on safety and protection within very challenging circumstances. It can be argued however that SoS does not sufficiently address macrosocial circumstances beyond the child’s immediate safety and therefore, overall, fails to holistically address the person-environment interplay. 
Overall, it is of the utmost importance to think about human needs when seeking to critically evaluate SoS. Many authors allude, for instance, to the embryonic and insubstantial evidence base for the SoS approach, now implemented in more than 200 agencies and over 12 countries (Turnell and Murphy, 2014, p.6; Brand et al., 2018; Reekers et al., 2018; Sheehan et al., 2018; Spratt et al., 2019). Sheehan et al. (2018), for example, report findings of a mixed-methods study entailing quantitative systemic review and a realist synthesis. It explored the efficiency of SoS in keeping children safe. When children are seriously unsafe and CPW practices haven’t worked, as a last resort, children are admitted to care. Therefore, by determining quantitatively if SoS reduces care admissions it can be determined whether SoS works. Overall, findings in Sheehan et al. (2018) are admittedly unsettling in failing to find evidence that SoS reduces the need for children to be in care. Similarly, Baginskey et al. (2019) present findings of research on the limitations of SoS for children’s safeguarding. The research is potentially the most comprehensive synthesis of existing formal evaluations of SoS. Therein, it was determined that evidence for SoS is limited and that “independent, robust research needs to be undertaken over time” (Baginskey et al., 2019, p.107). Other studies include research by Reekers et al. (2018) who conducted semi-structured interviews with seven SoS practitioners and gathered quantitative questionnaire data with parents and social workers of 20 families receiving SoS intervention and 20 families receiving care as usual. The goal was to examine the effectiveness of SoS in terms of reducing the risk of child maltreatment and increasing parental empowerment. Among findings, data suggest that SoS did not outperform traditional care. 
Notwithstanding criticisms of SoS, there are constructive contributions of the approach to safeguarding children in the Republic of Ireland. Munro (1996), for example, has emphasized risk associated with unwillingness of practitioners to revise their initial hypothesis which SoS is useful in addressing. Moreover, in Ireland the traditional association of CPW services with tragic failings may contribute to difficulty attracting and retaining workers. Here a SoS configuration is also welcome and constructive (Skehill, 2004; McGregor, 2014). Overall, the insistence in this paper on re-inscribing SoS into human needs satisfaction measures helps to partially disentangle the approach from the intellectual ambience, language and discourse in which it has clothed itself. McGregor (2014) critically interrogates, for example, the recent ‘transformation’ of Irish CPW via the new Tusla agency, and articulates how a, “discourse of prevention, early intervention and the promotion of children's rights are most dominant in light of a quest to purge the mistakes of the past” (p.771). Given the impetus to cleanse and renounce past child welfare failings that blacken and vilify Irish social work evidenced by McGregor and others (2014; Gaughan and Garrett, 2012), the convenient discursive shift proffered by SoS’s solution and strengths propensities, should by no means be synonymised with positive outcomes for children and families.  More than a discursive facelift for Irish CPW is required if children’s protection needs are to be satisfied. As a safeguard against intellectual allure of SoS’s optimistic nomenclature, uptake of a taxonomy of human fundamental needs provides theoretical anchorage and an ecological framework (Max-Neef et al., 1991; Guillen-Royo, 2016) from which to reorganise around human needs an otherwise untethered evaluation. In the following, specific conventions of this taxonomy, qualified by the addendum of life course theory, will be constructively applied. 

Signs of Safety and Protection Needs 

Human Scale Development (HSD) is "focused and based on the satisfaction of fundamental human needs " (Max-Neef, 1987, p.12). Albeit enamoured with, and articulated through a community development lens, nine fundamental human needs are catalogued within this that transcend place and time, endlessly recycled within the existence of humanity (Max-Neef, 1987; Max-Neef et al., 1989). It is these fundamental human needs that the present analysis focuses upon, and within this, protection needs are the particular concern. Whilst fundamental needs, are constant and separated from ‘wants’, the means of satisfying those needs is subject to change and therefore dependent on the culture, political atmosphere and other such variants (Max-Neef, 1987, 1989; 1996b; et al.,). SoS, in this respect, is just one of many historically, culturally and geographically variant responses to the enduring need for protection in human populations. In this sense, for Max-Neef, it was critical to segregate ‘needs’ from ‘satisfiers’, or the variable and context-dependent means of satisfying those needs (Max-Neef, 1987, 1992b). SoS as a ‘satisfier’ is conceptualised as temporal and context-dependent. Whilst such satisfiers may change, mutate, evolve or disappear, population fundamental needs ordinarily remain constant, albeit not invariable (Max-Neef, 1987). Therefore, a pessimistic lens is implied, as SoS from this perspective will never fully extinguish or resolve the need that it has been designed to address, and therefore can never be fully successful. Whilst this is arguably conclusive, however, many practitioners do report that SoS has been very helpful to them in their practice and as such, its merits should not be dismissed (Turnell and Murphy, 2014). Longer-term, generalisable and comprehensive research into the aspects of SoS would help to build upon this in future. Nonetheless, swept away and submerged beneath the rhetoric and discursive flow of SoS’s transformative currents, are perhaps gladly discarded shards of past child protection failings. As the literature has indicated (Skehill, 2004; Burns and McGregor, 2019), lest we not forget, these failings peppered Ireland’s CPW epistemological and praxis landscape as edifying relics of past tragedy, holding a critical indigenous legacy from which Irish practice has been schooled. Some apprehension at the water’s edge is therefore understandable, and grounded in the impetus to cleanse, sanitise and re-appropriate child protection “mistakes of the past” (McGregor, 2014, p.771). To delve beneath the glistening waterline of SoS, toward critical depths that are murky and opaque, requires an unsettling of sedimented indigenous heritage and counter-hegemonic discourse. Moving forward, this will be facilitated, through theory of human fundamental needs.

Examining Protection Needs 

Protection needs should not be fully isolated within the taxonomy of human fundamental needs, nor within the assessment of children’s welfare (DCYA, 2017). As Max-Neef (1987, p. 21) articulates, “human needs should be thought of as a system: that is, all human needs are inter-related and interactive.” In many senses, SoS is already sensitised to this, as delivering safety organised practice must entail cognisance of all fundamental needs (Turnell and Murphy, 2014). These needs are, according to Max-Neef (1992b, p.206-207): subsistence, protection, affection, understanding, participation, leisure, creation, identity and freedom. Sustenance needs, for example, includes food and shelter provisions invariably accounted for neglect casework (Max-Neef, 1987; DCYA, 2017).  Notwithstanding such interconnectivity, an augmented focus on the fundamental need for protection is perhaps justifiable give the mandate of SoS. In the following, four ‘representing forms of human needs’ will permit a deeper questioning of SoS. These are derived from Max-Neef and colleagues’ (1989, p.29) theoretical framework, and are respectively: being, doing, having, and interacting. 

Being 

The ‘being’ representation of a human need acts like a hallmark or insignia of satisfaction of that need (Max-Neef, 1992b; Max-Neef et al., 1989). For human subsistence needs, for example, prototypical features include ‘physical health’ and ‘sense of humour’. These salient states must in the first instance entail gratification of one’s basic subsistence needs like food and shelter. Likewise, for protection needs, Max-Neef et al. (1989, p. 206) identify “care, adaptability, autonomy, equilibrium, solidarity” as signifiers or stamps of authenticity, by which one can be known, as ‘being’ protected. Elsewhere, Max-Neef et al. (1989, p.30) confirm that the satisfier of such protection needs may be “forms of organization” and in particular, that “the curative systems, preventive systems and health schemes in general” are emblematic of satisfiers of protection needs (Max-Neef, 1987, p. 22). Of interest to question here, is the value and prevalence of representations of ‘being’ protected, now foregrounded and manifest by SoS. According to Reekers et al. (2018), SoS operates from two underpinning principles. The first is that a collaborative and cooperative partnership entailing parental empowerment, between practitioners and parents, is integral to good CPW casework. Secondly, the need for child safety remains pivotal within this. It would seem, given that ‘equilibrium’ signifies ‘being’ protected (Max-Neef et al., 1989), that SoS has been both apt and intuitive about striking a balance between parent and child as an imperative of the highest regard (Turnell and Murphy, 2014). To be “misleadingly linear and selective” in this context, about the nature of CPW social work as a complex and contradictory undertaking, would constitute an inadequate and reductive treatment of social work (McGregor, 2015, p.1632). Consider, for example, that if social workers using SoS were to misjudge how difficult it can be to work well collaboratively with parents without losing sight of child safety, then they might not pick up on exceptional cases where, for example, there is disguised compliance from parents. In this way, contemporary social work demands no less than appreciation of the ad hoc and dual activity of mediating between support and regulation that invariably defines it, in the context of selective uptake of macro-social collectivist strategies, and often entirely differing individual statutory reformism, within practice with children and families (McGregor, 2014; 2015; Payne, 2014). 
As it stands, empirical verification of how well SoS strikes the equilibrium between competing foci of collaborative parental empowerment and child safety (Turnell and Murphy, 2014; Reekers et al., 2018), is largely unknown (Baginsky et al., 2019; Sheehan et al., 2019). Of course, this is not the only difficult tension in social work, nor is equilibrium the only representation of ‘being’ protected (Max-Neef et al., 1989). According to Max-Neef et al. (1989, p.206), “care, adaptability, autonomy” and “solidarity” also feature among critical indicators of ‘being’ protected, albeit far from formulated with child protection casework in mind. Demonstration of ‘care’ from parents, an ‘adaptability’ of families to CPW work, a sense of ‘solidarity’ between families and case workers, and progression toward the ‘autonomy’ of parent and child, have all constituted traditional aspirations of Irish CPW practice (Max-Neef et al., 1989, p. 206; Skehill, 2004; DCYA, 2017). With the inception of SoS, a new framework for realising these aspirations is promised (Turnell and Murphy, 2014). Whilst these promises are often empirically unsubstantiated (Sheehan et al., 2018; Baginsky et al., 2019; Spratt et al., 2019), they do fit coherently with values and aspirations of CPW casework and social work, such as parental inclusion (Keddell, 2014). Perhaps predominately for this reason, SoS on a global scale, has gathered great momentum (Sheehan et al., 2018; Baginsky et al., 2019). 

Having   
The second axiological category that Max-Neef (1992b, p. 206; et al., 1989, p.29) identifies for protection needs is ‘having’. In subsistence needs, Max-Neef identifies “food” and “work” as partially indicative of ‘having’ one’s subsistence needs realised (Max-Neef, 1992b, p. 206). For the more abstract but invariably fundamental domain of protection, signifiers of ‘having’ are conceptualised broadly and include rights, family and social security (Max-Neef, 1992b, p. 206). Reinscribing such typological language of ‘having’ fundamental protection needs into existing CPW discourses, without misappropriating its theoretical conventions however, entails a continued critical orientation to changes underway with SoS. Within the purest application of Max-Neef’s fundamental needs typology, ‘having’ SoS assessment and intervention is, per se, indicative of having protection (Max-Neef et al., 1989; Max-Neef, 1992b). Interestingly, Turnell (2012) alludes to the bureaucratic allure of prescriptive assessment templates whereby the completion of a written assessment is conceived of as more than mere bureaucratic articulation of child safety, but rather a substantiation of it. The need for progress predicated on actual child safety is therefore pronounced (Turnell, 2012; Turnell and Murphy, 2014). Toward a practice example of this, consider a case conference with information sharing about a child’s physical abuse from their parent and the drafting of a safety plan which the parent signs. Whilst positive developments are evident here, changes are not child safety per se, as the physical abuse may continue in much the same way once the parent continues to have unsupervised access to the child. It is this separation of strengths and actual safety that is welcome within SoS. 
Elsewhere, perhaps the presence of the SoS approach has been somewhat uncritically conflated with child safety- not as much within intricacies of individual casework but rationalised on a macro-societal scale. As Turnell (2012, p.6) articulates, SoS has “momentum” seen through “an explosion of interest and engagement with the approach all around the world”. Moreover, Turnell (2012) attributes this momentum to a focus upon “what works for the frontline practitioner.” Discursively, recuperated within this practitioner validation of SoS is perhaps a sense of qualification that foreclosures on other quality assurances such as further empirical, longitudinal, experimental or quantitative data collection. As Spratt et al. (2019, p.8) indicate in critically discussing SoS and adverse childhood experiences, the reinvigorating effect of SoS runs the risk of reifying interventions that are short-term but not calibrated to meet the needs of children over extended lengths of time.
Given concerns such as these, and the strident intellectual ambience of SoS, the value of existing data often embedded in qualitative accounts of practitioner’s self-report satisfaction with the approach (Such as Turnell et al., 2007) is not questioned here. Rather, alternative perspectives on SoS must come into the fray.  Ultimately, ‘having’ SoS is not the same as ‘having’ child safety, and whilst ostensibly, existing literature is certainly intuitive about this (Turnell, 2012; Sheehan et al., 2018; Baginsky et al., 2019; Spratt et al., 2019), the scope, nuance and methodological diversity with which the discrepancy is interrogated, arguably leaves much to be desired. 

Doing 

Next in the axiological typology of human fundamental needs, is the representation of ‘doing’ (Max-Neef et al., 1989; Max-Neef, 1992b). The existential qualities of doing are spelled out within the typology and entail acts that “co-operate, prevent, plan, take care of, cure, help” (Max-Neef, 1992b, p.206). Surely here, within SoS enactment, is a facilitation of doing, that supersedes target orientated ‘conveyer-belt practice’ to achieve the accolade of practice-depth, granted and enabled through criticality (Chapman and Field, 2007). After all, this is what SoS claims to pursue within bounds of ‘worker-defined successful practice’ (Turnell, 2012, p.46). Certainly, the SoS consortium has not been complacent about false certainties, but rather, the continued evolution of ‘doing’ SoS is apparent from the rapidly evolving suite of practice tools (Turnell and Murphy, 2014). This has included assessment and planning frameworks (Turnell, 2009) appreciative inquiry processes (Turnell and Murphy, 2014), rigorous risk assessment procedures (Turnell, 2009), enablers of child engagement (Weld, 2008) and collaborative safety planning processes and tools (Turnell, 2013). Notwithstanding this, what HSD theory makes problematic here, is the temporality of ‘satisfiers’ of protection needs, and the duality of enduring needs versus temporal solutions (Max-Neef, 1992b). More specifically, within this, the chrono-politics of the ‘doing’ of child protection through SoS which is revitalised, disordered and perhaps even ‘trendy’ in the Irish context, is a process temporally legitimised by its societal, social and cultural context. Consider for example, that historically in Ireland a young unmarried pregnant woman might be institutionalised and potentially separated from her child to protect society and her family from immorality and shame. This immediate crisis response was perceived by many to be in the interests of all and was partially legitimised by strong historic Catholic discourses in Ireland (Skehill, 1999). Now, however, literature is clear about the long-lasting and devastating effects of such responses, highlighting the need to thoroughly consider context and time when intervening in human lives. As Spratt et al. (2019) identify, the “longer gaze to future outcomes” remains important, and given the embryonic nature of the ‘doing’ of SoS by frontline practitioners in Ireland, care will need to be taken to not under-critically and confidently apply evidence from other social-spatial contexts, without due attention to Ireland’s unique demographics and complex historicity of CPW (Skehill, 2004). 

Interacting 

The final existential and axiological category, through which satisfaction of protection needs may be understood, is the representation of ‘interacting’ (Max-Neef et al., 1989; Max-Neef, 1992b). More specifically, ‘interacting’ in protection is identifiable by existential and spatial locales described as including “living space, social environment” and “dwelling” (Max-Neef, 1992b, p.206). In social work literature, interaction within ‘spaces’ of CPW such as the home visit have been subject to scholarly interrogation, revealing troubling phenomena such as the ‘invisible child’ (Ferguson, 2017). Here, this invisibility within both fraught and mundane social work encounters, is often a product of being rendered unseen by “unbearable levels of complexity” and emotional adversity that social work entails (Ferguson, 2017, p.1007). This prompts the question of how emotionally intelligent SoS is for social workers struggling to cobble together effective responses within spaces of emotional extremity. Consider for example, a social worker working on a case which has striking parallels to previous casework in which a child came to serious harm and the social worker was subject to heavy criticism and emotional disturbance. The case is extremely complex and classed as high risk. In this instance, the capacity for the social worker to see the individuality and unique circumstances of the child despite former experiences may be significantly undermined. As Ferguson (2017, p.1007) concludes, workers must be “helped to think clearly about children and relate to them in the close, intimate ways that are required to keep them safe.” As SoS proffers a refiguring of practice that places the child and family at the heart of planning and intervention (Turnell, 2012; Turnell and Murphy, 2014), from the outset, this appears congruous with its mission. Yet, procedural optimism should not blunt the serrated edges of complex social exchange in practice that holds the potential for deception, disguised compliance, violence and resistance, impaired insight and other mediating forces that depotentiate meaningful collaborative practice (Laird, 2013). In this context, SoS is grounded in aversion to the tendency of paternalism in the culture and practice of CPW (Turnell and Murphy, 2014). Whilst it is perhaps correct to assume that hegemonic paternalism only disenfranchises children and families (Turnell and Murphy, 2014), an inkling of nativity swells within the sequestered space between idyllic practice, and the tremendous difficultly that some parents and practitioners encounter when seeking to work collaboratively. Here the solution-focused and strengths underpinning of SoS is perhaps a welcomed departure from melancholia, and the vilification of social workers, that has inscribed untoward negativity into CPW. In terms of the ‘interacting’ category of protection however, that operates in the places and spaces of social work, child-safety orientated optimism needs also to be well qualified by a realistic, and even sobering, adjustment to the difficulty of CPW work. 

Concluding Discussion 
The aim of this paper has been to form critical inquiry into the enactment of SoS in the Republic of Ireland. To this end, Max-Neef and colleagues’ (1986, 1989, 1991; Max-Neef, 1992b) human fundamental needs theory has been taken up as a theoretical lens for ecological appreciation of the SoS approach. In seeking to consolidate and synthesise insights gained towards a reconceived SoS for Irish practice, the life course perspective offers an inter-disciplinary integrative approach to incorporate life-span positioning into discussion (Brady and Gilligan, 2018). Whilst life-course stage and generational location are accounted for, they are by no means integral to the modus operandi of SoS (see Turnell and Murphy, 2014). In this context, the life course perspective has been proposed as an effective paradigm to organise understanding of child welfare, in part due to its longitudinal emphasis, developmental orientation and acquaintance with the socially and culturally constructed nature of lifespan positioning (White and Wu, 2014). From here, it is clear that SoS is one satisfier of the enduring fundamental human need for protection (Max-Neef, 1992b).  What the life-course perspective adds to this is the role of historical time and the chronological timing of events in the individual lives of children and families that must be considered (Brady and Gilligan, 2018). 
Within this, the key concept of ‘linked lives’ within life-course theory, particularly emphasises the ‘centrality of relationships’ in the trajectory of one’s life (Brady and Gilligan, 2018, p.74). Whilst this insight is also already integral to the operation of SoS that is founded on collaborative working relationships (Turnell, 2012; Turnell and Murphy, 2014), SoS is perhaps not so sensitive to the way in which diversity in life-course trajectories is forged by social locations associated with class, gender and ethnicity, or how life stage transitions and events may disrupt or bolster one’s existing life course (Brady and Gilligan, 2018). As an addendum, therefore, to the need for a more critical, discursively intuitive, and nuanced reading of SoS, it is arguably important for practitioners to develop their sensitivity to the lifespan, within a critically reflective approach to SoS. This is helpful as life course sensitivity facilitates better understanding of human experience (Brady and Gilligan, 2018), and it is this sensitivity to experience that arguably enables the collaborative relationship building integral to good practice in the first instance. 
In drawing to a close, it is helpful to consider some more concrete reflections on what more productive responses to CPW in Ireland may be when situated within the theoretical framework of this paper. The intention is not to suggest that SoS should be abandoned. Rather, SoS needs to be refined and extended in areas to address existing problems. Firstly, similar research to Sheehan et al. (2018) needs to be conducted in Ireland to determine if children are admitted to care less with SoS. Internal data compiled by Tusla may support this. Secondly, because care admissions are not the only means of determining child safety, data from the agency on intake records, initial assessments, case conferences and other milestones could be quantitively analysed to shed light on SoS.  Thirdly, application of the ecological basis of the paper’s theoretical framework would imply the need to address the absence of strategies for attending to macrosocial factors in SoS. Fourthly and finally, given the importance of life-course theory in this paper, longitudinal data is necessary to determine lasting effects of SoS in the lives of children and families: here insights await which only time can tell. 

Conclusion 
The sustaining proposition of this paper is that academic interrogation of SoS is both a practical and ethical imperative, and a necessary complement to large scale organisational change underway. To achieve theoretically-informed critical inquiry into SoS, Max-Neef et al.’s (1986, 1989, 1991; Max-Neef, 1992b) conceptualisation of human fundamental needs has been taken up with particular emphasis on the axis of protection needs. In looking to the future, continued critical investigation of large-scale reform of statutory child protective services, is impelled by the gravity of changes underway. What Max-Neef’s theory adds is an awareness of inability to sequester protection needs from other fundamental human needs and emphasis on the temporal and context-dependent nature of the responses to those needs (Max-Neef, 1992b; Max Neef et al., 1989). In this context, Turnell and Murphy (2014, p.6) claim that SoS is animated by “what actually works for workers and service recipients in everyday practice.” Commendable as this may be, the character and quality of ‘what works’ is far from static and infinite, and for this reason, there is no scope for complacency. It is regrettable that protection is, and will always be, a human fundamental need (Max-Neef, 1992b; Max Neef et al., 1989). 
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