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The charity 

Watch Tower Bible and Tract Society of Britain ('the clharity') was registered with the 

Commission on 27 Od:ober 1999. It is governed by a memorandum and articles of 

association dated 8 October 1999 as amended by special resolutions dated 19 April 

2000, 21 November 2013 and 19 April 2016. 

Its charitable objects are to advance the Clhristian religion as practised by the body of 

Christian persons known as Jehovah's Witnesses ('JW') by: 

• preaching the gospel of God's kingdom under Jesus Christ unto all nations as a 

witness to the name, woird and supremacy of Almiglhty God. Jehovah 

• producing and distributing bibles and other rellgious literature in any medium and 

educating the public in respect thereof 

• promoting religious wo:rship 

• promoting Christian missionary work 

• advancing religious education 

• maintaining1 one or more religious orders or communities of special ministers of 

Jehovah's Witnesses 

In practice the charity fulfils these objects by acting as a capifal finance body for the 

other Jehovah's Witnesses organisations in England and Wales. The charity does not 

work directly with beneficiaries. 

The charity's entry on the register of charities can be found on the Register of Charities. 

Background and Issues undle1r Investigation 

Due to the charity·s overarching influence and engagement with the other JW 

organisations, including the Congregiations, it has been the point of contact with the 

Commission for Jehovah's Witnesses in England and Wales for many years. The 

Commission had engaged with the charity prior to the opening of this statutory inquiry 

on the matter of safeguarding policies and procedures (in particular in relation to the 

protection of children) due to its apparent responsibility for this issue. 

In 2007 the Commission opened a statutory inquiry into the London Mill Hill 

Congregation of Jehovah's Witnesses (a separately registered charity-1065-638) as a 

result of the conviction of an Elder [footnote 11 for the historic abuse of 13 young people 

over a period of 15 years. These offences were committed whilst he was a member of a 

JW congregation, but before he was appointed as an Elder. During that inquiry, the 

Commission noted that the Congregation was not aware of these offences at the time of 

the individual's appointment as an Elder and that they took the appropriate steps to 

remove him from serving as an Elder at the time of his initial arrest in 2006. However, 

that inquiry found that the Congregation did not have a child protection policy. In 

October 2007, there was a meeting between the charity and the Commission at which 

the charity explained that there was a long1 history of providing scripturally based 

safeguarding guidance to Congregations through their religious publications, but tha-J: 

there was no formal standalone safeguarding policy It was subsequently agreed that 

the policy would be developed centrally by the charity for dissemination to all the JW 

congregations. As part of this prncess the Commission sought independent advice on 

the draft policy from the National Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Children 

('NSPCC') and a summary of thei1r findings was supplied to the charity on 15 July 2010. 

The charity also sought theirnwn advice from RWA, a safeguarding consultancy. In 

finalising the policy, the charity chose not to adopt all of the NSPCC's 

recommendations. 

On 1 February 2011, the charity distributed the Child Protection Policy ('2011 Policy') to 

all Bodies of Elders in the United Kingdom and Ireland, to which all Elders were 

expected to adhere. 

Following media coverage in 2013 of the conviction of a former ministerial servant of a 

Congregation of JW (a separate charity), the Commission wrote to the charity in August 

2013 to raise concerns about the charity's safeguarding policy· and its implementation, 

confirming that the Commission had opened a regulatory compliance case into the 

congregation charity about these concerns. The Commission also met with the 

congregation charity where the convicted former ministerial servant had served. This 
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engagement informed the Commission that the congregation charity had acted on the 
child p1rotection policy and advice received from the charity. 

At this point, the Commission again sought advice from the NSPCC on the then current 
safeguarding policy (issued January 2013). This external review highlighted serious 
concerns with tiie safeguarding policy, in particular as to its effectiveness in protecting 
children. The NSPCC advised that the policy was at odds with UK legislation a1nd 
guidance. 

On 11 March 2014, as part of this regulatory compliance case, the Commission met with 
the charity and two tnustees of the International Bible and Students Association 
('IBSA") who attended the meeting in their capacity as members of the Britain Branch 
Committee (footnote 21, to discuss its concerns about the safeguarding policy produced, 
updated and circulated in 2013, which was being used by JW congregations in England 
and Wales. 

Despite the Commission engaging with the charity during the drafting of the 2011 Policy 
and providing it with the concerns highlighted by the NSPCC, the Commission's v1iew 
was that the charity had not sufficiently resolved these concerns when producing the 
2013 Safeguarding Policy. At this point the trustees did not clearly set out to the 
Commission that it was no longer responsible for the drafting and dissemination of the 
safeguarding policy, no, direct the Commission to the responsible organisation until 
much later in the inquiry. 

On 27 May 2014 a statutory inquiry ('inquiry') was opened into the charity under 
Section 46 of the Charities Act 2011 ('the Act'). The scope of the inquiry was to 
investigate: 

• the charity's handling of safeguarding matters, including the creation, development, 
substance and implementation of its safeguarding policy 

• the administration, governance and management of the charity and whether or not 
the trustees have complied with and fulfilled their duties and responsibilities under 
charity law 

• the charity's safeguarding advice provided to congregation charities to the extent not 
covered by the above 

The inquiry closed the publication of this report. 

Commission's role in safeguarding 

The Commission has an important regulatory role in ensuring that tmstees comply with 
their legal duties and responsibilities in managing and administering their charity. Its 
aim is to protect public confidence in the integrity of charities. In the context of 
safeguarding matters, it has a specific reg1Ulatory rote which is focused on the conduct 
of the trustees and the steps they take to protect the charity and its beneficiaries. 

The Commission1 does not have the power or remit to deal with incidents of actual abuse 
and it does not administer safeguarding legislation. The Commission's safeguarding 
work is often part of a much wider investigation involving or being led by other agencies. 
It does not prosec1Ute or bring Cl'iminal proceedings, although it can and does refer any 
concerns it has to the police, local authorities and the Disclosure and Barring Service, 
which each have particular statutory functions. 

The Commission's aim is to ensure that vulnerable beneficiaries are protected from 
harm and the risk of abuse. It may consider any failure to do so as misconduct and/or 
mismanagement in the administration of the charity. It may also be a breach of trustee 
duty. 

The Commission's published guidance on its regulatory role and its expectations of 
charities and trustees on safeguarding is available on GOV.UK .. 

Conduct of the inquiry 

The charity's trustees were informed about the openingi of the inquiry on 5 June 2014. 
On 20 June 2014 the inquiry issued two Orders under Section 52 of the Act requesting 
information from the charity Cproduction orders'). 

Litigati·on 2014-2016 

In August 2014 the charity challenged the decisions to open the inquiry and to issue the 
production orders. An extended period of litigation followed, which concluded in 
December 2016 when the Supreme Court refused to allow permission for an appeal by 
the charity against a decision of the Court of Appeal which had dismissed the chardty·s 
appeal in relation to the Commission's decision to open the inquiry. 

Annex 1 sets out the litigation timeline. 

Investigation Phase 

Between June 2014 and December 2016, the Commission's ability to progress the 
inquiry was SU1bstantially constrained by the charity's legal challenges in respect of the 
decisions relating to the opening of the inquiry and issuing the production orders. 

Between December 2016 and December 2019, the chariity and the inquiry engaged 
through corresponde11ce and meetings to progress matters. lhe inquiry is of the view 
that the trustees· communications were protracted; the charity's responses often failed 
to provide the information requested or sufficient clarity to satisfy the inquiry, giving 
rise to further questions. 

In September 2019 the charity was informed that the inquiry had commissioned lneqe 
Safeg1uarding Group to undertake an independent review of JW's current child 
safeguarding policies and procedures ("2018/19 Worldwide Child Protection Policy· 
[footnot� 3J). lneqe·s independent report was provided to the charity on 11 December 
2019 ahead of a meeting with the charity planned for 18 December .2019 to discuss the 
report's findings and obtain further information and clarification regarding the inquiry's 
outstanding regulatory concerns. The charity cancelled the meeting because of a 
number issues including an outstanding request for information (see below) and 
because the charity said it wanted to provide a formal response to the independerit 
report. 
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On 30 January 2020, in response to the lneqe report, the charity provided the inquiry 
with  a written opinion from its own safegt1arding consultant, Mr Ian Elliott. His report 
states that beca.use lneqe had not yet met the charity, lneqe's findings were outdated 
and inaccurate. His view was that safeguarding practices in the Church comply ful ly 
with the statutory requirements that apply. 

In a letter of the same date.  the charity demanded that the inquiry should be terminated 
immediately "withi a decision that tlhe grounds for initiating the inquiry no longer exist" . 
The charity made this request again on 9 April 2020 and went onto say i n  that letter 

that "the most appropriate course is for the Commissio n  to prepare a statement of the 
results of the inquiry" and that "28 days is ample for t lhat statement to be prepared and 
completed. " This request was carefully considered but refused for reasons 
communicated to thie charity on 4 June 2020. These reasons induded: 

• the fact that the inquiry still needed to meet with the charity and its safeguarding 
consultant to discuss the findings of lneqe·s review and the charity's response to it 

• that the charity's position with regard to safeguarding appears to have evolved over 
time,  and the unquiry therefore required clarification about which JW entity (or 
entities) is responsible for safeguarding in additio :n to the charity, or in the event that 
it no longer fulfils that role .. instead of the charity 

The charity instigated further Judicial Review proceedings on 8 July 2020 against the 
Commission's decision to refuse to terminate the inquiry with immediate effect. 

Alongside the substantive investigation, the Commission's investigato rrs undertook 
significant work on the charity 's expansive disclosure requests. The Commission is 
content that the charity was provided with an appropriate level of d isdosure throughout 
the inquiry·. However, the charity has also instigated Judicia l  Review proceedings 
against the dedsion to refuse to disclose all the documents related to the inquiry ; this 
resulted in further worl<. by investigators. Permission to bring the claim was 
subsequently granted by the High Court. 

As a result of this new litigation, the inquiry was unable to progress in any meaningful 
way until the Judicial Review Application Hearing in May 2021. after which the trustees · 
cooperation improved significantly .  leading to a meeting with the inquiry on 7 October 
2021. 

Prior to this meeting with the trustees, the charity submitted a second report from its 
safeguarding expert Mr Ian Elliott (dated 116 June 2021) which confirmed his opinion 
that 'the current child p rotection policy of JW provides an adequate framework for 
delivering what it sets out to achieve· and t lhat it ·otters clear guidance as to the 
circumstances which would gi ive rise to malking a report to civil authorities·. The 
trustees also submitted a repo rt to the inq uiry in September 2021 from an Australian 
safeguarding expert, Professor Parl<inson, which was commissioned by Christian 
Congregation of Jehovah's Witnesses ( 'CCJW' ). This report's relevance to the inquiry is 
limited as it was based on Professor Parkin,son ·s earlier work as part of the JW response 
to the Au1 shalian Royal Commission into lnrstitutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse. 
rathe r than i n relation to safegu,arding legislation for England and Wales . 

FoHowing the 7 October 2021 meeting , the substantive investigation phase closed on 
31 December 2021. 

Findings 

Organisational structure of Jehovah Witnesses 

Set out below and in figure 1 i,s the structure of JW entities in England and Wales and 
how they relate to the overseas head office (which is based in New York, United States 
of America). 

Figure 1 

Governing Body of Jehovah's Witnesses (based in USA) 

Britain Branch Office (overseen by Britain Branch Committee) 

Watch Tower 

Bible and 

Tract Society 

of Britain 

(registered 
charity) 

Christian 

Congregation 

of Jehovah's 

Witnesses 

Ki ngdom Hall 

Trust 

(registered 
charity) 

I nternational 

Bible 

Students 

Association 

(registered 
charity) 

The ecclesiastical Governing Body of JW based in New York, USA, provides religious 
direction and guidance to JW worldwide. This guidance is communicated through the 
religious publications of JW such as Tlhe Watchtower magazine (available v ia 
www.jw.org) . The religious activities of JW in Engla nd and Wales is coordinated by the 
ecclesiastical Britain Branch Office of JW {'the Britain Branch Office'), which is under 
the supervision of a group of Elders called the Britain Branch Committee. Its members 
are appointed by the Governing1 Body of JW (based in the USA). 

Wit lhin the Britain Branch Office there are departments which assist congregation 
Elders in their duties. These include: 

• Ecclesiastical Service Department ('Service Desk') which provides guidance to 
congregation Elders on spiritual matters. This includes, among other things , the 
provision of guidance regarding implementation of the child protection policy of JW; 
and 

• Legat Department which provides legal advice to the Britain Branch Office, other JW 
organisations and directly to  congregation Elders 

Witihin the JW structure in England and Wales there are four further organisations, some 
of which are registered charities (footnote 4 J_ 
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a. The charity (Watch Tower Bible and Tract Society of Britain . registered charity 
1077961). The charity is the s ubject of this statutory inquiry. During the period covered 
by the inquiry ,  its role has changed. Having ceased to be responsible for the printing 
and distr ibution of Bibles and Bible based l iterature in 2018, it is cmrently responsi ble 
for financing the constructio n  of places of worsh ip and the expenses of volunteers 
involved in the construction projects; and the purchas ing and t he donation/exportat ion 
of goods and literature. The charity· does not have any d i rect beneficiaries. 

b. International B uble Students Association ( ' IBSA'), reg istered charity 216647. This 
charity is used to provide facilities for annual conventions and assembl ies of JW and to 
cover the material need s of members of the Brita in Branch Committee and other ful l
time servants. 

c. Kingdom Hall Trust ( 'KHT'), registered char uty 275946. !Previously it held the title to 
places of worship of JW and supported the financial administration  of congregations. 
However, it has now merged with the separate congregation charities. 

d. Christian Congregation of Jehovah's Witnesses ( 'CCJW'). This is an unincorporated 
association, created in July 20H, which is responsible fo1r communicating spiritual 
gu1.dance and advice provided by the Britain Branc h Committee/Service Desk and/or 
the global governing body to congregatio n  Elders and sometimes cong regations 
directly. It took over this role from the charity from September 2011 onwards. 

Though the inquiry has been aware of the structure of JW in England and Wales as set 
out in figure 1 since as early as 2014 it is the inqu iry 's exper ience that throughout its 
engagement with the charity there has been a lack of clarity over the role and 
governance of the Britain Branch Office and its Seirvice Desk and Legal Departmellit .  
their relat io nship with the charity a 11d other JW entities listed above, as well as the role 
and i nfluence of the Govern ing Body in the USA. For example. the charity often used 
letter head which referenced ·watch Tower Legal Department· , when (as was later 
established) it was the Britain Branch Off ice's Legal Depa rtment which was engaging in 
correspondence. In addition, the role of i:he Governing Body in setting spiritual 
guidance, which includes the safeguarding pol icy, was not clear in the ear ly stages of 
the inquiry. This s ignificant lack of clarity created confu sion for the inquiry, Leading to 
delays and additional information requests. Ti'ie true position was only establis hed 
(through greater informatio 11 from and cooperation by the charity) following the M ay 
2021 Judicial Review Appl ication Hearing. 

The charity's hand ing of· safeg uarding matters, i ncluding 
the creation ;  development, substance and 
implementation of its safeguarding poli'cy 

The inquiry noted that there had been engagement with the charity on the matter of 
safegua rding and safeguarding policies and procedures si11ce around 2007. 

Between 2007 and 2020 there have been different versions of the JW child 
safegua rding policy a nd these are set out below. 

2011 Child Protection Policy ('2011 Policy') 

The cha rity told the inquiry that JW have always produced cl hild protection  literature 
and g iven spiritual guidance on  safeguarding to all of its Elders and cong regation  
members by way of articles in the JW religious publications and via the Britain Branch 
Off ice's Serv ice Desk. In 2011, following a recommendation by the Commission, these 
were consolidated into one ch ild protection policy. Du ring the development of t he 2011 
policy, the charity soug ht adv ice from independent safeguard ing experts, and the 
Commission provided the charity wit i1 a summary of the advice it had received from the 
NSPCC . Some, but not all of that advice was accepted and incorporated into the policy 
by the charity. However, the charity has since told the inquiry that the creation of thi1s 
policy was overseen by the Britain B ranclh Committee. Havi llig considered the evidence, 
the inquiry concluded that the charity had a s ig nificant role i n commissio 11ing and 
considering spec ialist advice as weH as finalising the contents of t he pol icy. 

This 2011 Policy was disseminated to the JW congregations by the charity in February 
2011, with the expectation that all Elders would adhere to the guidance set out within it. 

201 3 Child Protection Po'Licy {'2013 Policy') 

The 2011 Policy was revised in 2013 and reissued by way of publication on the JW.org 
webs ite (the website for JW's globally and managed by Watch Tower B ible and Tract 
Society New York). The Inquiry f inds that it was the Britain Branch Committee that 
oversaw the production of this policy. with l imited assistance from the charity that 
arose as a result of its past experience producing the 2011 Policy. 

CCJW (which was established in July 2011) wrote to all Bodies of Elders alerting them to 
the publication of the new policy in January 2013. The charity says that follow ing the 
creatio n  ofCCJW the rnle of d isseminating rel igious guidance was no longer the 
responsibil ity of the charity . 

Despite the change in its role .  the charity continued to act as the contact on 
safegua rding matters fac ilitati ng engagement with the Commission and respond ing to 
its information  requests, and meeting with the Commission just prior to the opening of 
the inquiry . At no time dur1ing this period did the cha rity refer the Commission to an 
alternative organisation  as having the responsibil ity for safeguarding in JW. 

The charity subsequently told the inquiry that th1is was because,  desp ite not having a 
direct role in safegua rding , it had experience of engagement with the Commission, and 
it thought it would be helpful to continue in this role. The inquiry does not need to make 
findings a bout the motivat ion for the charity's involvement described above but 
observes generally that s uch involvement led to a lack of cla rity over which body was 
responsible for child protection policy. 

2017 Policy - Child Safeguard ing Policy of Jehovah's Witnesses in the United 

Kingdom and the Repu blic of I reland ('2017 Policy') 

I n  2017 a new child safeg1Uard ing policy was created under the d i rection of the Britain 
Branch Committee and was communicated to Elders by CCJW in January 2017. The 
inquiry finds that t he charity did not have a role in the development and publ ication of 
this 2017 policy .  

This policy was formaHy considered and adopted by the charity in 2017. The charity told 
the inquiry that it felt tlhat the Commission 's guidance at the time advised that all 
charit ies sho1Uld have a safeguarding policy. 

Despite no longer having a role in safeguarding the charity did continue to act as the 
point of contact for the inq1Uiry on JW safeguarding issues. As befo,e the charity did not, 
as might lhave been expected, refer the inquiry to an  alternative organ isation which did 
have the responsibil ity for safeguarding1 in JW. The charity maintains that the inqui ry 
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shou ld have been clea r th roughout that the Britain Branch Committee has .  and sti l l  is , 
responsible for the JW safeguard i ng policy's co mpliance with t he laws of England and 
Wales . However. the Brita in Branch Committee is a non-constituted ,  non-charitable 
entity so it was not clear to the inqu i ry who was u ltimately res pons ible fo r all the 
d ifferent aspects of safeg uard i ng if it was not the charity. 

Cu rrent pol icy - 2018/19 Worldwide Ch i ld Protection PoUcy ('201 8/19 Policy') 

The cu rrent policy used by JW is a g lobal policy produced by the World Headquarters of 
JW and app roved by U1e JW's Govern ing Body both i n  the USA. 

The cu rirent policy is comprised of fou r key documents: 

a .  Jehovah·s Witnesses· Scri pturally based position  on Ch ild Protectio n  (pu blished on 
www.JW.org i n  May 2018 and updated December 2020) 

b. May 2019 issue ofThe Watchtower, study a rticles 18 to 20 (available via JW.org) . 

c .  January 2019 revision of tile Elde:rs handbook Shepherd the Flock of God (chapter 14) 
(not publ icly availab le) 

d . January 201 9 revision of the C h ild Sexual  Abuse - gu idelines for B ranch Serv ice 
Desks (not publicly avai lable) 

The Brita in Branch Committee period ically reviews this policy and the guidance to 
Elders to ens u re that ifs i n  l ine with the relevant laws i n  Eng land and Wales. 

This policy was not adopted by the charity itself. The trustees told the i nqui ry that 
because the charity does not provide any d i rect serv ices to ch ild ren , it was not 
necessary to adopt a safegua rding policy . Howeve r, though it may not be a requ i rement 
for the cha rity in these ci rcu mstances to lhave a safegua rd ing pol icy , the trustees· 
rat ionale as to why the t rustees chose not to ad opt th is policy when they had done so 
ea rlie r was unsatisfactory . 

It is accepted by the i nqu iry· that the cha rity ceased having any sign ificant role i n 
safegua rd i ng after the publication  of the 201 1 Policy. Its role i n  d eve loping the 2 01 3 
Policy was l im ited to s haring its experience of working with the Commission  to produce 
the 2011 Policy and  faci l itating engiagement between the Commission and JW 
o rganisations i n Eng land and Wales . From .20117, its role i n produc ing the chi ld 
p rotection policy ceased completely ,  but it d id conti nue to engage wuth the inqui ry on 
the matters unde r i nvestigation . 

How safeguarding issues are managed and implemented in 
practic,e and the charity's role in this process 

As set out above, the i nqu iry f inds that there has been a chi ld safeguard ing policy i n 
p lace fo r JW from the beg i nn ing of 201 11 onwards. 

Even though the policy has been reviewed a n umber of times, the advice provided to 
Elders has not been amended significantly . Elders are able to refer to the core 
safegua rd i ng po licy  documents for advice and gu idance, t hey are also able to seek 
support and gu idance from the B ritai n B ranch Office's Serv ice Desk i n how best to 
manag e a safeg uard ing i ss ue. The Se rv ice Desk is able to seek [egal advice fro m  the 
Leg al De partment of the Britai n Branch Office. 

The inqui ry fi nds that tlhe charity no longer has a ro le i n  th is p rocess .  

The adm1 inistration, governance and management of the 
charity and whether or not the trustees have complied with 
and fu lfi lled their duties and responsibi lities under charity 
law 

In vi ew of the above find i ngs u. e . that the cha rity did not have a mate rial role in the 
develo pment of the 201 3, 2017 and the cu rrent safeg ua rd ing po licies, it is not possi ble 
for the i nqu iry· to reach a find i ng regardi ng the trustees· conduct i n relation to 
safegua rd i ng and whether o r  not they complied with their trustee dut ies and 
responsibi l it ies i n  this matte r. 

Du ri ng ea rlier engagement with the cha rity and prio ir to open ing the i nqu iry the cha rity 
held itself O LJt to be the point of contact fo r the Commission and that it acted on behalf 
of the co ngregation char ities on  the issue of safegua rd i ng .  The inqui ry 's open i ngi Letter 
set out the Commissio n's understand ing ,  fo llowing a meet i ng with the charity prio r to 
the o pen i ng  of the inqu i ry: 

" I n the charity's case, it has been agreed between the i nd ividual cong regations and the 
cha rity that i t  wou ld take responsibi l ity fo r c reati ng and developing the Policy. 
Implementation  is by the local cong reg ations , but it is clear the charity is respons ible fo r 
the development and i nterpretation of the Policy and adv ises on its implementation in 
indiv idua l cases . At the meeti ngi on 1 1  March 2014, it was confi rmed that the cha rity had 
reviewed the policy dated November 201 1 , and that thei r c u rrent Policy is tihat dated 
January 2013 . " 

The find i ngs of the i nqu iry do not support this i nitial assessment (based on i nformation 
made avai lable to the Com mission at that date). I t  is not clear w hether th is is because 
there is a lack of clea r governance wh ich b lu rs the roles and responsibilit ies between 
JW o rganisations and/or a shift in the charity's position  duri ng the inqui ry. The inqu i ry 
bel ieves that this lac k of c la rity has on  at least one occasion created co nifus ion for the 
Elders at  congregation charities and may have gi iven rise to potential risks to thei r 
beneficiaries [footnote 51. 

It is c lear that du ri ng the inqu i ry the charity took  respo ns ib ility for considering and 
respond i ng to the i nq1.J i ry's requests for i nformatio n , meeti ng  with investigato rs and 
agreei ng to collate d ata a nd statistics held by othe r JW organisations (though they were 
never p rovided (footnote 61) . Therefo re, tlhe role of the charity, i n this respect, has 
changed overtime, o r  at least has not always been clea r. I n  pa rticular, if as has now 
bee n determined , the charity has no role in safegua rd ing then lt is unclea r why the 
cha rity comm iss ioned i ndependent safeg ua rd ing adv ice in response to l neqe's review of 
the 2018/1 9 policy. Fu rthermore. it is not clear why the charity never arranged contact 
between the inqu i ry and another JW o rganisation who was responsi ble for safegua rd ing 
if it w.as not them, despite there being many oppo rtun ities to do so but instead 
cont i nued communicating on the s ubject with the inqui ry . 
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FoHowing the charity's litigation challenge at the start of the inquiry and the 
subsequent delay during whichr the charity was unwilling to respond to questions and 
information requests made by the inquiry, communications with the charity have been 
protracted. The i nquiry formed the view that, on occasio:n, tlhe charrty's responses to the 
Commission have not been as straightforward and as transparent as they should have 
bee n. The inquiry has insufficient evidence to reach a v iew on whether this was the 
result of an intent ion to deliberately obstruct the inquiry. Furthermore, the lack of 
transparency over tne c lharity's role and where the responsibil ity for safeguarding 
actually sits in  JW has led to confusion and the need to ask further questions and 
c larification, which has been a sign ificant factor in the time it has taken for the inquiry to 
conclude. 

FoHowing an improvement in the charity's level of cooperation in May 2021 as .a resu lt of 
the Judicial Rev iew permission renewal hearing, the n nquiry has belatedly obtained 
responses to uts questions about representat ions previously made by the charity. This 
has enabled the inquiry to obtain verificat ion . via third parties, of the charity 's 
assertio ns . 

The charity's safeguarding advice provided to 
congregation charities to the extent not covered by ·the 
above 

As stated above. the charity does not currently have a role in  producing, imp lementing 
or overseeing the JW's Child Protection Policy (2018/119 Policy). I n  2011 the char ity's 
role was to assist in the creatro n  and dissemination of the 2011 policy, after wh ich its 
role in 2013 policy was limited to facilitating engagement between JW and the 
Commission as well as implementing small amendments to the policy under the 
direction of the Britain Branch Committee. From January 2017 the charity's role in 
producing the child protection policy ceased. Th,erefore. as a resu lt. the inquiry is 
unable to reach any conclusions about the suffic iency of the charity's safeguarding 
advice provided to congregations. 

I ndependent Inquiry into ChHd Sexual Abuse ( " I ICSA') 

I ICSA was set up to due to serious concerns that some organisations were failing to 
protect children from abuse. It was a multi strand inquiry covering a wide range of 
organisations and settings. 

On 2 September 2021 IICSA published its report on its thematic i nquiry strand into 
Child Protection in Religious Organisation,s and Settings (footnote 71. Its inqui ry focused 
on a number of religious organisations in England and Wales, one of which was JW. 

This I ICSA strand was not d irectly focused on the charity, nor was t he charity a core 
participant , howeverr its findings are important to the context of safeguarding wiU1in JW 
( II ICSA's report d id not explicitly state which JW organisation it was holding responsible 
for safeguarding) .  

I ICSA's findings that related to JW's child protection policy, procedures and practices 
included: 

• it was acknowledged that J W  do have a child protect ion policy and under current 
procedures of JW, E lders are required to contact the Legal Depa irtment and Service 
Desk of the B ritain Branch Office for guidance about disclo,sure and if there is reason 
to believe a child is "in danger of abuse" also to go to the statutory authorit ies 

• of the publicly avai lable core safeguarding policy documents the Scr iptu rally Based 
Positio n  on Child Protection does not provide practical guidance on recogn ising 
s igns of abuse. The Watchtower  May 20119 edition , which is studied by all 
congregants, does riot provide inrformation on how to contact statutory authorities 
where there is concern. The two other documents which are referenced by Elders 
on ly, but which are not c irculated to members of the congregat ions do provide some 
further detai ls. I ICSA suggests that a policy document which is avai lab le to ·au 
members of the organisation providing more practical information as to when and 
how to report would better enable eveiry member of t ile congi regation  to protect 
children" (Part D - paragraphs 19-21) 

• I !CSA criticises JW's pos ution tlhat they do not undertake vetting and barring checks 
on  E lders and others wno run the organisat ion at a regional or national level. The 
reason gnven for this ls that JW state that they do not separate chi ldren from their 
parents du ring any of their religious activities and so such checks are not permitted 
by law. I ICSA concludes that this ··tails to recognise that the mere presence of 
parents does no,t prevent those i n posit ions of trust from developing inappropriate 
relationships with children, or being able to groom both the children and their 
families. " (Part D - paragraph 55.2) 

• that the JW do not cu rrent ly seek external assistance from child protection 
professionals in relation to their training. Tlhe report states "Like many other 
organisations, the Jehovah 's Witnesses would benefit from exte rnal ass istance from 
child protection p:rofess ionals". (Part 0 - paragraph 70) 

• it was acknowledged by IICSA that JW are one of the on ly re ligions to have an 
ecclesiast ical process in place to expel a congregant for committ ing child sexual 
abuse. I ICSA was iloweve1r critical of JW's ·two witness rule· as part of nts i nternal 
disciplinary processes. This means that if there is an absence of confession from the 
accused, the evidence of two material witnesses is required to establish an 
allegation ,  which can then lead to the d isfe llowship of the indiv idual. JW state that 
this is not a safeguarding measure, however I ISCA go onto say "Nevertheless, it has 
no place in any response to child sexual abuse and fails to reflect the reality that by its 
very nature c ilild sexual abuse is most often perpetrated in the absence of witnesses . 
The rule's capacity to cause harm to victims and survivors of c llild sexual abuse is 
c lear. We have received first-hand ev idence of this harm. As it presently operates, the 
Jehovah 's Witnesses internal discipli nary process for disfellowshipping members 
bears no relationship to how sexual crime happens. The continuing use of this rule 
shows a disregard of the seriousness of the c rimes involved and their impact on 
i ndiv iduals. It also lacks compassion fo r the v ictim, and serves to pirotect the 
perpetrator" ( Part H - paragraph 25) 

In response to the publication of I ICSA's report ,  CCJW prov1ided a response to the 
recommendations , which is available in full on I II CSA's website [footnote 81. In summary 
CCJW stated that JW's have a child protection policy in place which is reviewed 
regularly and has been updated following publicatio n  of the lnqU1iry·s [ IICSA ] report. 
The CCJW response also stated that Elders are directed to comply with all mandatory 
reporting1 obligations and that in j u risdictions without a mandatory reporting law, like 
England and Wales, E lders are directed to report an allegation to the si:atutory 
authorities whenever it appears that any child might be at risk of abuse from the 
accused . " 
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Conclusions 

The Commission concluded that the charity had a role in tihe productio11 and 
dissemination of the JW's 2011 chi ld protection policy. However, by the time the 2013 
policy was published the cha rity's rrole was limited to sharing its experience of working 
with the Commission to produce the 2011 Policy a nd facilitating engagement between 
the Commission a nd JW orgianisations in England and Wales. By 2017 the charity had no 
role at all in safeguarding , including the production. dissemination and practical 
implementation of the JW child protection policy. 

The charity neither provides any services to children no, any services which they 
consider to be regulated activity . In addition, it no longer has a rnle in the dissemination 
of spiritual 91uidance and advice. This role was taken on by CCJW in 2011. 

The Commission expects the full and frank disclosure and cooperation of trustees of 
cha rities, particularly where charities are subject to a statutory inquiry. That position 
has been confirmed by the Courts [footnote 91. As set out in this report, the inquiry 
formed the view that the charity's responses to the Commission have not been as 
straig hitforward and as transpa rent as they should have been. At the outset of the 
inquiry the charity woll ld have either known which organisation within JW in Erig land 
and Wales was responsible for safeguarding or taken steps to fi nd out and inform the 
inquiry .  This repeated failure of the cha(ity·s responses to facilitate the inquiry's 
understanding Led to the delay in conclud ung the inquiry and ultimately understanding 
what the structure for safeguarding was within the charity and the connected 
organisations. However, the inquiry does not conclU 1de that the trustees have 
deliberately fai led to cooperate with the inqU1i ry. 

The Commission concludes that the charity is not the organisation that is currently 
directly responsible foir the safety of JW beneficiaries, includingi children. Currently the 
child pirotection policy used by JW is prepa red in the USA and is a global policy used by 
JWs across the worrld. 

FoHowing the merger of Ki ngdom Hall congregation charities with the Kingdom Hall 
Trust fKHT') (charity number 275946) the Commission has engaged with the KHT 
trustees around their legal duties and responsibilities . KHT trustees now have 
responsibHity for the governance, management and oversight of all Kingdom Halls. The 
Commission is working with KHT trustees to ensure that they have the relevant 
safegua rd ing policies , guidance and procedures and that the trustees a re fulfilling their 
legal duties and iresponsibilities appropriately. 

Regulatory Action Take·n 

During the course of the inquiry the following regulatory action was taken :  

• two Orders made under S52 of the act were issued requesting inforrmation a nd 
documents relati ng to child protect ion. One of these was s ubsequent ly withdrawn by 
way of a mutual consent order in December 2016 

• the inquiry sought witness evidence from victims of abuse and former JW 
• the inquiry met with charity trustees and representatives of other JW organisations 
• the inquiry commissioned in dependent expert advice on JW's chi ld protection 

policies 
• the inquiry Liaised with relevant statutory a nd law enforcement agencies 
• there have been two periods of litigation duri ng the inquiry which have c reated delays 

to the conclusion of the inquiry. These are the period from May 2014 to December 
2016 and from April 2020 onwards 

Annex 1 - 2014-2016 Litigation TimeUne 

5, J une 2014: Trustees informed that inquiry has been opened. 

20 June 2014: Two Orders issued Lllnder Section 52 of the Act ('production orders' ) . 

22 August 2014: lhe charity submitted an application  to the High CoU1rt for permission 
to apply for Judicial Review, challenging the opening of the inquiry and the production 
orders. 

29 October 2014: High Court refused permission in respect of one of the production 
orders. 

12 December 2014: Hearing took place at the High Court where permission for Judidal 
Review was refused in respect of the inquiry and the other production order. 

18 December 2014: The charity filed a n application to the Court of Appeal seeking 
permission to appeal the decision of th1e High Court (of 12 December 2014). Permission 
to appeal was granted on 16 April 2015. 

22 December 2014: The cha rity submitted an application to the First-tier Tribunal 
(General Regulatory Chamber) (Charity) for an extension to the time in which to bring 
challenges against (i) the i nquiry  a nd (ii) the Commission's production orders. 

3 March 2015: The First-tier Tribunal refused the charity's application. 

19 March 2015: The charity sougiht permission from First-Tier TribU1nal to appeal its 
ruli n91 in relation to the refusal to gra nt an extension. 

2 April 2015: Permission to appeal the First-Tier Tribunal's ruling of 3 March 2015 was 
refused by a further rulin91. 

7 May 201 5 :  The charity sought permission from the Upper Tribunal (Tax and Chancery 
Chamber) to appeal the First-tier Tribunal's ru ling of 3 Marclh .2015. This was considered 
on the papers ar id permission was refused on 19 May 2015. 

15 July 2015.: Oral heari ng in the Upper Tribunal to reconsider the charity's application 
for permission to appeal the First-tier Tribunal's ruling. Permission to appeal was refused 
on 6 October 2015. 

1 5  Mar,ch 2016: Court of Appeal ruled that the appeal in respect of the opening of the 
inquiry was to be dismissed, but allowed in respect of the production order. The Court of 
Appeal referred the remaining matter (in relation to the production order) to the High 
Court to consider whether permission to apply for Judicial Review ought to be granted. 
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11 April 20 6: The charity s ubmitted an applicat ion to the Su preme Co urt fo r permission 
to appea l agai ns-t the dec is ion of the Court of Appeal (in respect of the i nqu iry). On  the 
1 1  J u ly 201 6 the Su preme Court ordered that perm ission to appeal be refused . 

1 December 2016: The charity 's remai n i ng challenge in respect of the Production Orde r 
was withdrawn by a mutual consent o rder in the H igh Court 

1 .  Unt i l  the recent merger of JW cong regation  c harit ies, each cong regation  used to be a 
separate cha rity , An  Elde r i n  a JW Congreg ation was. i n many cases, also one of t he 
trustees ofthat charity. � 

2 .  I BSA is anothe r JW charity reg istrat ion number 216647 a nd is not the subject of a 
statutory i nqui ry . � 

3 .  This review refe renced the following core safeguarding documents: 1 )  Scriptu rally 
based posit io n  on Ch i ld Protection ; 2) Elders handbook Shephe rd the Flock of God 
and 3) the 2017 ve rs ion of the 'Child Sexual Abuse - guideli nes fo r Branch Service 
Desks ' .  l neqe also had sight ofThe Watchtower magazi ne M ay 2019 Edition but did 
not conside r it to be a co re safeguard i n g  docu ment (which the charity considers it to, 
be) .  The charity cou ld have ra ised thei r con cerns over this issue had the meet i n g  with 
the c ha rity in December 2019 to d iscuss l neqe·s review taken place. � 

4 .  None of the other reg istered charit ies refe rred to in this report is the subject of thi is o r  
a n y  othe ir statuto ry i nqu i ry . However, the re is a n  ongoing compliance case i nto 
Kingdom Hall Tr usUo review how the trustees a re fu lfi lli ng their legal duties and 
responsibi lit ies following the recent merger with cong regation charities . � 

5 .  Whi lst u nde r i nvestig ation a co ngregation d i rected the Commission to Watch Tower 
for safeguard ing matters as they U1ought it was th e  point of contact for safeg uard in91 
and the safeguard i ng policy .. � 

6 .  Though not disclosed to the i nqu i ry this i nformation was d isc losed to I ICSA by CCJW 
(not the cha rity), as pa rt of its thematic st rand on  ch ild abuse in relig ious settings . 
The report states that JW records show that allegations concern ing 67 i nd ividuals 
were reported to thei r B ranch Office withi n the prev ious 10 yea rs . T h is included 25  
allegations against Elders, 32 allegations agai nst m inisterial servants and 10  people 
accused of abuse with i n an i nstitut ional context (such as abuse at a place of worship  
by a congregant o r  non-Jehovah's W itness) (Part B para 1 5.4). � 

7 .  C h ild protection in religious organisations and sett ings Investigation  Report, I ICSA 
I ndependent I nqu iry into Chi ld Sexual Abuse . � 

8 .  2022 02 28 Response To Recom mendatio ns 1 & 2, I ICSA I ndependent I nqu iry i nto 
Ch ild SexualAbuse . � 

9. Sca rgi l l v Charity Commissioner (unreported) 4 September 1998. � 
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