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This study explores how involuntary child removal affects parents’ everyday lives and what implications this
may have for child welfare practice. While practice and policy primarily focus on children’s safety and devel-
opment, less attention has been given to how removal impacts parents’ ability to cope, maintain relationships,
and participate in follow-up. The study is based on qualitative interviews with ten parents whose children were
in public care at the time of data collection. A thematic, inductive analysis identified two interrelated themes: (1)
strained relationships with child welfare services, and (2) emotional and social burdens in everyday life.

The findings illustrate how child removal affects parents not merely as a legal intervention, but as a profound
rupture that destabilises key dimensions of everyday life. Strained relationships with child welfare services,
marked by limited dialogue, perceived misrecognition, and asymmetrical power, contributed to a persistent
sense of marginalisation. Rather than serving as a source of support, the service was often experienced as distant,
unresponsive, or even harmful. This shaped how parents positioned themselves in relation to the system,
alternating between guarded compliance and protective withdrawal. The removal also triggered broader
emotional and social dislocation. Parents described how shame, grief, and fear of stigmatisation led to self-
silencing, withdrawal, and a redefinition of roles and relationships. What was disrupted was not only the
practical caregiving role, but the parent’s self-understanding and social recognition as a caregiver. Implications
for child welfare practice are discussed.

1. Introduction parents affected, the forms of follow-up provided, or how parents’
everyday lives evolve following removal. Existing policy and practice
frameworks have primarily focused on safeguarding the child’s safety

and development. At the same time, the longer-term implications for

This study explores how involuntary child removal affects parents’
everyday lives in the aftermath of the intervention. Involuntary child

removal represents one of the most intrusive measures available to child
welfare systems. While such interventions are intended to protect chil-
dren from serious harm, they also produce significant and enduring
consequences for the parents involved. In the Norwegian child welfare
system, the state may intervene by transferring legal custody to public
authorities when a child is considered to be living under conditions that
seriously endanger their health or development (Child Welfare Act, §
5-1). At the end of 2024, 10,250 children were placed outside their
parental homes through child welfare interventions, of whom 63 per
cent (6,402 children) were placed in public care following such orders
(Norwegian Directorate for Children, Youth and Family Affairs, 2025).
However, no corresponding statistics exist regarding the number of

parents’ living conditions and capacity for continued parental involve-
ment have received comparatively limited attention (Gerdts-Andresen &
Eriksen, 2025).

Article 8 of the European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR)
protects the right to respect for family life. In the case law of the Euro-
pean Court of Human Rights (ECtHR, 2025), this right has been inter-
preted as encompassing not only the legal bond between parents and
children, but also the mutual enjoyment of each other’s company as an
essential part of family life (ECtHR, 2025). This interpretation un-
derscores the state’s obligation to ensure that separation does not un-
dermine the emotional and relational bonds between children and their
parents. The right to family life thus entails a positive duty not only to
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justify interference, but also to actively facilitate the restoration and
maintenance of meaningful family relations wherever possible
(Gerdts-Andresen & Eriksen, 2025; Healy et al., 2023). This includes
recognising that contact and connection are not solely matters of
physical presence but of emotional quality and continuity (Thomson &
Thorpe, 2003). Norwegian child welfare legislation reflects these in-
ternational human rights obligations. The Child Welfare Act stipulates
that child welfare services must, as far as possible, cooperate with par-
ents after a care order has been issued and facilitate reunification when
this is not contrary to the child’s best interests (Child Welfare Act, §§ 1-9
and 5-7). In addition, services are mandated to follow up parents
through guidance and support, including assistance in accessing other
relevant services (Child Welfare Act, § 8-3). This duty is interpreted as a
positive obligation requiring the child welfare service to take initiative,
maintain contact, and provide systematic follow-up without waiting for
parents to request support (Supreme Court of Norway, 2020).

The statutory purpose of this follow-up is threefold: to support par-
ents during a difficult period, to ensure that decisions remain based on
current and accurate information, and to implement necessary measures
for reunification where this remains a realistic option (Stang, 2024).
Moreover, child welfare services are expected to provide parents with
regular updates about the child’s development in care and to initiate
dialogue about potential support needs and relevant referrals (Ministry
of Children and Families, 2017). These responsibilities constitute a legal
and professional framework for maintaining parents’ connection to their
children and enabling meaningful participation in their children’s lives
after removal.

1.1. Previous research

Previous studies have shown that parents’ everyday lives after a care
order are shaped by multiple and intersecting challenges, including
financial hardship, housing instability, limited social networks, sub-
stance use, exposure to violence, and long-term health issues (Bywaters
et al., 2020; Ellingsen et al., 2018; Johansen et al., 2022; Kojan & Sto-
rhaug, 2021; Stang et al., 2023). These difficulties are not only structural
but also deeply personal, as research drawing on parents’ accounts has
described the aftermath of removal as marked by emotional crisis, grief,
shame, and social withdrawal (Eriksen, 2024; Haight et al., 2017; Kenny
& Barrington, 2018; Lalayants & Saitadze, 2025; Olkowska & Aamodt,
2022; Otterlei et al., 2021; Aamodt & Olkowska, 2023). Some parents
also report deteriorating health and a fragmented sense of themselves as
caregivers (Eriksen, 2024; Suomi et al., 2023; Syrstad, 2020), and in
some cases, increased substance use, depression, or suicidal ideation
(Haight et al., 2017; Janzen & Melrose, 2017; Kenny & Barrington,
2018; Lalayants & Saitadze, 2025; Memarnia et al., 2015). Grief
following removal has been conceptualised as both ambiguous and dis-
enfranchised, referring to the unique pain of losing a child who is still
alive, yet being denied recognition or legitimacy in the grieving process
(Boss, 2006; Doka, 2002; Janzen & Melrose, 2017; Schofield et al.,
2011).

A recurring theme in the literature concerns how parents experience
their relationship with child welfare services after the removal. Several
studies characterise these interactions as marked by power asymmetries,
emotional strain, and a lack of trust (Kenny & Barrington, 2018; Otterlei,
2022; Otterlei & Engebretsen, 2021; Slettebg, 2008; Syrstad & Slettebg,
2020). The dual role of child welfare services, as both support providers
and decision-making authorities, is often perceived as difficult to navi-
gate (Schofield et al., 2011; Syrstad & Ness, 2021). When parents
disagree with or do not fully understand the rationale for the removal,
this may lead to confusion, withdrawal, or compliance without a sense
of direction (Ellingsen, 2007; Otterlei et al., 2021; Olkowska & Aamodt,
2022; Syrstad & Ness, 2021). Lack of respect, limited support, and un-
realistic expectations in follow-up are frequently reported, and some
parents describe these interactions as re-traumatising (Haight et al.,
2017; Lalayants & Saitadze, 2025; Memarnia et al., 2015; Syrstad &
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Slettebg, 2020; Wisso et al., 2024). In parallel, research on post-removal
family relationships has explored how contact is arranged, maintained,
and assessed, with a primary focus on visitation, placement stability, and
reunification processes (Bernedo & Gonzdlez-Pasarin, 2024; Burtch
et al., 2024; Revheim et al., 2025; Wisso et al., 2024). Several studies
emphasise that parental involvement also depends on access to relevant
information about the child’s development and everyday life (Kiraly &
Humphreys, 2013; Gerdts-Andresen et al., 2024). Consistent and trans-
parent communication is considered vital for sustaining emotional
connection and parental identity (Morrison, 2015), whereas a lack of
information may contribute to distress,

marginalisation, and uncertainty (Eriksen, 2024; Gerdts-Andresen &
Eriksen, 2025; Suomi et al., 2023; Tembo & Studsrgd, 2018; Aamodt &
Olkowska, 2023). Studies have also pointed to wide variation in how
such information is shared, shaped by professional discretion, organ-
isational routines, and institutional structures (Eriksen, 2024; Gerdts-
Andresen & Eriksen, 2025; Otterlei & Engebretsen, 2021; Berrick
et al., 2016). Parents frequently report delays, inconsistencies, or overly
formal communication practices that limit relational continuity and
complicate collaboration (Memarnia et al., 2015; Balsells et al., 2014;
Syrstad & Slettebg, 2020).

While previous research has documented the emotional, relational,
and psychosocial consequences of child removal, including grief, stigma,
marginalisation, and strained relationships with child welfare services,
less attention has been paid to how these experiences unfold in the
context of everyday life. There is still limited knowledge about how such
experiences shape, and are shaped by, parents’ ongoing encounters with
the child welfare system. Recent studies have called for more research
into these long-term dynamics, particularly how institutional relation-
ships and lack of follow-up affect parents’ lives beyond the initial
intervention (Lalayants & Saitadze, 2025). Contributing to this growing
body of research, the study is guided by the following research question:
How does involuntary child removal affect parents’ everyday lives in the
aftermath of the intervention?

1.2. Conceptualising parents’ everyday life

Building on previous research that highlights the emotional and
relational strain parents face after a care order (e.g., Eriksen, 2024;
Gerdts-Andresen & Eriksen, 2025; Lalayants & Saitadze, 2025), this
study explores how the removal of their child shapes parents’ everyday
lives. In this context, ‘everyday life’ refers to the broader ways in which
life is affected following the loss of care responsibility. Drawing on un-
derstandings of everyday life as the sphere in which social relations,
routines, and ordinary practices are lived and made meaningful
(Gullestad, 1992), everyday life is used here to examine how the con-
sequences of child removal become embedded in the contexts in which
parents seek to maintain relationships, interpret their situation, and
sustain a sense of self and belonging. To analyse these experiences, the
study draws on Antonovsky’s Sense of Coherence (SOC; 1987; 2012) and
Honneth'’s theory of recognition (2008), which provide conceptual tools
for understanding how various aspects of life are disrupted, challenged,
or sustained following child removal. Antonovsky (1987, 2012) devel-
oped the SOC concept to explain how individuals cope with stress and
life challenges through three interrelated dimensions: comprehensibility,
manageability, and meaningfulness. Comprehensibility refers to the extent
to which life is perceived as structured and predictable, fostering a sense
of control and stability (Moksnes, 2021). Manageability involves the
belief that one has access to adequate resources, personal, relational, or
institutional, to meet the demands of the situation, thereby supporting
better stress management and reducing the risk of health problems
(Antonovsky, 2012). Meaningfulness reflects the degree to which life is
experienced as purposeful and valuable, motivating individuals to
engage with difficult situations as opportunities for growth (Hggsted,
2023; Kristensen et al., 2021). Together, these dimensions contribute to
a strengthened capacity for responding to adversity in a
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health-promoting way (Vinje et al., 2017; Lindstrom & Eriksson, 2015).
When the sense of coherence is weakened, due to a lack of clarity,
limited support, or a mismatch between demands and resources, coping
may be compromised and emotional strain intensified (Lindstrom &
Eriksson, 2015). In such circumstances, the quality of relational expe-
riences can become particularly important.

Honneth’s (2008) theory of recognition offers a complementary lens
for analysing how relational dynamics affect parents’ self-understanding
and sense of worth in the aftermath of child removal. The theory iden-
tifies three forms of recognition: love, rights, and solidarity, as essential to
human well-being. Love refers to close, affective relationships that foster
emotional security and self-confidence. Rights concern recognition as a
legal and political subject, while solidarity concerns recognition by the
broader community for one’s contributions and unique qualities. A lack
of recognition in any of these domains can lead to humiliation, mar-
ginalisation, and diminished self-esteem (Honneth, 2008). These pro-
cesses can also be understood through the concept of toxic shame,
described by Farstad (2020) as a deep-seated feeling of personal defi-
ciency often triggered by trauma or social stigma. Such shame reinforces
perceptions of exclusion and unworthiness, and may further erode
parents’ capacity to engage with others or seek support.

2. Method

The study is based on qualitative interviews with ten parents, who
together had nineteen children placed in public care following invol-
untary care orders. The aim was to examine how the involuntary care
order had shaped the parents’ everyday lives. Participants were
recruited through municipal child welfare services in different parts of
Norway. As the public authority responsible for following up with par-
ents after care orders are issued, the municipal child welfare service was
considered the most relevant route to reach parents with direct experi-
ence of the phenomenon under study. The child welfare services were
asked to forward written information about the study to parents who
had experienced an involuntary care order and whose children were still
in public care at the time of recruitment. The information letter stated
that interviews could be conducted in the participant’s preferred lan-
guage. This ensured that potential participants received information
through an established institutional contact point, while the researchers
did not receive identifiable information before parents had consented to
participate.

The participating parents’ children were newborn to four years old at
the time they were placed in public care. At the time of the interviews,
the children were between one and seventeen years old. The duration of
the placements ranged from 12 months to 13 years, with a median of 5
years. Two children, who were siblings, were placed in kinship foster
care, while the remaining children were placed in non-kinship foster
homes. All parents reported emotional neglect as the stated reason for the
care order. This finding aligns with Gerdts-Andresen’s (2021) analysis of
Norwegian care orders, in which deficiencies in personal contact and
security formed a central basis in the majority of decisions. In follow-up
questions, nine parents emphasised that the care removal was not
related to substance use, violence, or practical caregiving deficiencies.
One parent described domestic violence in the home as the reason for
reduced caregiving capacity. None of the parents had consented to the
care order.

2.1. Data collection and analysis

In the interviews, parents were invited to share their experiences of
life after the care order, beginning with the day their child was removed
and reflecting freely on how life had unfolded up to the time of the
interview. The interviews were conducted in late autumn 2023. All in-
terviews were conducted in Norwegian. The interviews were narratively
oriented (Jovchelovitch & Bauer, 2000) and organised around broad
thematic areas, such as life situation, health, everyday life, family life,
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and changes following the care order. The focus was on each parent’s
individual experiences and perspectives, and most follow-up questions
were formulated during the interviews, based on the themes raised by
the parents themselves. Follow-up questions addressed the parents’
perceived need for support, their contact with the child, interactions
with child welfare services, and other actors involved. All questions
sought to explore how these experiences were perceived to affect the
parents’ everyday lives. The interviews ranged from 35 min to 2.5 h,
with an average of 1.5 h. One interview was conducted over two ses-
sions, following the participant’s initiative to schedule a second meeting
to provide further reflections.

A reflexive thematic analysis, informed by Braun and Clarke (2021),
was used to explore how parents described their everyday lives after the
involuntary removal of their child. The analysis began with repeated
readings of the transcripts to become familiar with the material and to
note preliminary impressions. The transcripts were then coded induc-
tively, with attention to recurring meanings and experiences in the
parents’ accounts. The coding was conducted by two researchers, and
preliminary codes and interpretations were discussed throughout the
analytic process to support reflexive engagement with the material and
the development of analytically coherent themes. In the first phase,
codes remained close to the participants’ descriptions, such as ‘not
receiving information’, ‘not understanding what happens next’, ‘being
afraid to complain’, ‘shame’, and ‘withdrawing from others’. These
codes were then compared across interviews and organised into broader
patterns of meaning. For example, codes concerning lack of information,
unclear professional reasoning, fear of speaking up, and experiences of
not being acknowledged were brought together as they pointed to a
shared pattern of weakened trust and strained collaboration with child
welfare services. Similarly, codes concerning grief, shame, social with-
drawal, uncertainty about the child’s everyday life, and loss of parental
identity were brought together as they reflected emotional and social
burdens that shaped parents’ everyday lives after the care order.
Through this process of moving back and forth among coded extracts,
preliminary patterns, and the full dataset, two overarching themes
emerged.

2.2. Ethical considerations

The study was approved by the Norwegian Agency for Shared Ser-
vices in Education and Research (SIKT; reference number anonymised for
blinded review) and conducted in accordance with the ethical guidelines
for research in the social sciences and humanities (NESH). Participation
was based on informed consent. Parents who have been subjected to
involuntary care orders are considered a vulnerable group, both due to
the intervention itself and to the potential emotional strain involved in
revisiting their experiences (Dalen, 2011; Lalayants & Saitadze, 2025;
Olkowska & Aamodt, 2022). The research process was therefore
designed to prioritise participants’ safety, autonomy, and emotional
well-being. They were informed about the purpose of the study, data
handling, and anonymisation, and reminded of their right to withdraw
at any time. Available support services were mentioned at the beginning
and end of each interview.

3. Findings

The thematic analysis identified two interrelated themes that capture
how parents experienced their everyday lives following an involuntary
care order: (1) weakened trust and strained collaboration with child
welfare services, and (2) emotional distress and burdens in everyday life.

3.1. Weakened trust and strained collaboration with child welfare services
A central way in which parents’ lives were affected after the care

order was their experience of being marginalised or excluded by child
welfare services. Their accounts describe how a lack of information,
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limited involvement, and mistrust shaped their sense of control, visi-
bility, and participation in their child’s life, and, by extension, in their
own everyday life. One of the first aspects highlighted by several parents
concerned the lack of information needed to gain an overview of the
process following the care order. They described receiving no updates
about their child’s situation and no explanation of what would happen
next. As one parent put it, ' There was nothing.’

The initial period after the removal was, for several parents, marked
by what they described as a lack of information:

I didn’t understand anything at all about what was happening [...] I
hadn’t received any information beforehand, and got very little after-
wards. I should have been told where to turn, what was going to happen,
and what they were thinking. There were no meetings, no information
about how I could get help, what was coming next, or whether I would
even get any support. [parent 1]

I'was in shock. Even if you think it might happen, you’re never prepared.
And then ... nothing. I got no answers [...] there should have been a place
I could go with all the questions I had. [parent 8]

As the excerpts illustrate, the lack of information undermined par-
ents’ ability to understand what was happening and how to respond.
Several described being left without direction, clarity, or any form of
support from child welfare services. This uncertainty also shaped
everyday life after the removal, as parents were left unsure where to
turn, what would happen next, whether support would be provided, and
how they were expected to continue as parents without daily care re-
sponsibility. The lack of basic communication contributed to a growing
sense of mistrust and disconnection from those responsible for follow-up
after the removal.

Several parents also described how the absence of clarification
affected their broader life situation. Rather than being limited to un-
certainty about the case itself, the situation was described as spilling into
everyday life as doubt, exhaustion, and difficulty knowing how to move
forward:

Some days I feel like giving up, you know. You start to doubt yourself [...]
everything feels very uncertain [...] hopefully I'll get some help from NAV
[the Norwegian Labour and Welfare Administration] now, or at least
some clarification, so I don’t have to stay in this limbo, because it’s
completely overwhelming, to put it mildly [...] it’s a life crisis. [Parent 7]

The situation was described as an acute life crisis, in which parents
felt unable to make sense of what was happening in both their own lives
and their children’s. For some parents, this lack of clarity was also linked
to the way professional assessments and decisions were communicated:

I never get any professional assessment. I wish there were someone who
could actually explain the professional reasoning behind their decisions,
because that [the way the child welfare service talks], that language isn’t
mine. [parent 4]

Several parents described difficulties in accessing the professional
reasoning behind decisions. Rather than enabling dialogue or clarifica-
tion, the way decisions were communicated often contributed to further
confusion and exclusion. Parents were not only asking to be informed
about decisions, but to understand the grounds on which decisions were
made and what these implied for their continued parental role. For
many, the lack of accessible explanations compounded their sense of
marginalisation from a process that deeply affected their everyday lives.

A second point that emerged was the experience of receiving little or
no support in the initial period after the child had been removed:

We didn’t get any help, neither the kids nor us [...] They could have sent
in a crisis team, I think, because that’s not something parents should have
to seek out themselves, like: go to the family counselling office. That’s
what we were told: that they had psychologists there. But you don’t do
that, not in a moment like that. Looking back now, I was completely...
You don’t know up from down. [Parent 6]
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I felt completely overlooked, as if I didn’t matter in the process. [parent 2]

These descriptions show how the absence of active follow-up from
child welfare services contributed to parents’ sense of being left alone in
a situation that required professional guidance and care. Rather than
feeling supported in a time of crisis, they felt unrecognised, which
reinforced the impression of being sidelined. In this context, trust was
further weakened, and parents’ ability to maintain a meaningful posi-
tion in the aftermath of the removal was compromised, leaving them
uncertain, unsupported, and disconnected from decisions that shaped
their everyday lives. Parents thus described a situation in which the need
for support was greatest at the very moment when their capacity to
identify, request, and mobilise such support was most weakened.

A further pattern that emerged was that some parents actively
avoided contact with child welfare services following the care order.
This was not described as indifference or lack of interest, but as a pro-
tective response to feeling hurt, overlooked, or misinterpreted. Several
parents described how continued interaction with the service felt
meaningless or even harmful in light of how they had been treated:

I'was sick of the whole child welfare service, so I didn’t really want to hear
anything from them. I thought: the ones who hurt me are definitely not the
ones who should be helping me with anything [...] I needed someone who
could talk to me about what I had been through. Someone who knew how I
was feeling. Someone who could say: okay, now you're angry, now you're
sad, now everything’s shit, and actually help me understand: what am I
really going through? [Parent 9]

I didn’t want a follow-up from the child welfare service, because it felt
meaningless. I would rather have had a crisis team come to my house, to
be honest. [parent 8]

Several parents also emphasised the need for emotional support in
the period following the care order. While they expressed a desire for
help processing their experiences, they did not feel this need was
acknowledged or met when child welfare services were expected to
provide it. Instead, the service was often perceived as part of the prob-
lem rather than a source of support. This contributed to parents seeking
help outside the system and to their further distancing from those
responsible for follow-up. This distancing was described less as with-
drawal from the child than as a way of managing vulnerability in rela-
tion to a service the parents no longer trusted as a source of help.

Several parents in this study also described experiencing a posi-
tioning and communication style from child welfare services that made
it difficult to establish or maintain a collaborative relationship. Their
descriptions of conflict-ridden interactions revealed another dimension
of how trust and collaboration were weakened in the aftermath of the
care order:

I ended up in a very conflictual relationship with the child welfare staff
involved in the removal [...] every single contact I've had with child
welfare service [after the removal] ends in conflict [...] I feel they're
extremely uncooperative [...] and all those conflicts have been used
against me [...] that I was aggressive and unstable ... well, of course I was,
when they took my child. But I wasn 't like that before [the removal]. That
wasn'’t the reason for the removal. [parent 1]

Several parents described a clear connection between repeated
conflict and a deepening lack of trust in child welfare services. As the
excerpt illustrates, conflict was described not only as a breakdown in
collaboration but also as something that could be turned back on the
parent. Emotional reactions to the removal were reinterpreted as signs
of instability rather than as responses to an extreme situation. This made
subsequent contact with the service difficult, as attempts to explain or
defend oneself could be perceived as confirming the very descriptions
the parent had contested.

Some parents described feeling afraid to express emotion in meetings
with child welfare services:
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They considered calling the police on me because when they told me about
the care order, I slammed the table and left in anger. Of course, I reacted!
You've just told me you’re taking my child [...] It was almost like they
expected me to be happy and grateful, and everything was going to be
rainbows and pink skies, with a unicorn riding across that rainbow ...
that’s what it felt like. So it’s been hard, because no matter what I do, it’s
not enough [...] it’s never enough. [Parent 5]

This quote illustrates how some parents expressed deep frustration
with the lack of understanding shown by child welfare services toward
their emotional reactions, such as anger, despair, or helplessness. The
frustration was not only about the emotional toll of the situation, but
also about the perceived expectation that they should remain emotion-
ally composed during a time of extreme uncertainty. Several parents
described how such expectations made it difficult to navigate contact
with the service. Emotional reactions had to be controlled, not because
the parents did not feel grief, anger, or despair, but because these re-
actions could be interpreted in ways that later worked against them. This
contributed to a lasting caution in meetings and other interactions with
the child welfare service.

This sense of distance was reinforced by experiences where parents
felt their suggestions and input were ignored or left unacknowledged.
The parents consistently described how their suggestions were often
ignored or not taken into account:

I don’t feel like there’s any collaboration at all, and I don’t know how one
is supposed to deal with it [...] It’s all just assumptions and opinions all
the time. I find it very difficult [...] It’s always based on what they want
and how they assess things, what works best for them, not what might be
best for the children and me, for example [...] when we ask for a pro-
fessional explanation of how they make their decisions, they say: ‘We’ve
talked about this already, there’s no need to go into it again. We under-
stand your frustration.’ [...] and when I asked again [at the last meeting],
they just said: ‘We haven 't really looked into the case properly. [parent 7]
I suggested a course at a meeting not long ago. They wrote it down and
said it was interesting that I was willing to do it, but after that meeting, I
haven't heard anything. [parent 4]

Beyond being ignored in meetings, several parents also described
how their efforts to take initiative or show willingness to improve were
met with little response. This added a layer of uncertainty to their
everyday lives: it became unclear what, if anything, would count as
meaningful engagement. Rather than being guided or supported, they
were left guessing about what was expected and hesitant to push back,
fearing that doing so might be used against them:

They say you're allowed to give input, and if you disagree, you have the
right to complain and so on. But it doesn’t help to complain, you just get it
ten times worse [...] People are terrified of complaining! [Parent 6]

Several parents described how the formal right to complain felt like a
false reassurance. Exercising this right could lead to tension or even be
used against them, making it feel unsafe to speak up. What they often
missed was genuine curiosity from child welfare services about why they
felt dissatisfied, rather than their concerns being interpreted as personal
attacks. This lack of mutual understanding was described by several as
deepening a sense of insignificance and isolation, making it harder for
parents to feel involved in or responsible for their child’s life. Thus,
participation appeared formally available, but fragile in practice. Par-
ents could ask questions, suggest measures, or complain, yet these ac-
tions were described as carrying possible costs.

As the strain grew, some parents deliberately distanced themselves
from the service, reducing contact to a minimum to avoid further
disappointment or conflict. As one parent put it:

I don’t trust them. But I'm very lucky to have a support network of friends
and family around me [...] if I didn’t, I probably wouldn’t be here today.
[parent 10]
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For many, the erosion of trust influenced more than just their rela-
tionship with child welfare services. It affected how they navigated
support systems, made everyday decisions, and maintained a sense of
parental identity and responsibility in life after the removal. Rather than
helping parents orient themselves after the care order, the follow-up
relationship often became another source of uncertainty that they had
to manage while trying to remain involved in their child’s life.

3.2. Emotional distress and burdens in everyday life

This second theme explores how parents describe an everyday life
marked by various forms of emotional distress and strain. A first
dimension relates to parents’ heightened sense of anxiety about how
their actions might be interpreted and potentially used against them:

I don’t dare do anything, because I'm afraid it will be used against me [...]
I get kind of paranoid about it, really. I'm afraid. [parent 5]

They assume something is wrong ... with me [...] And of course, that
makes you walk on eggshells, like ... is this good enough? [...] You start
thinking about all these what-ifs that maybe didn’t need to be there.
[Parent 7]

These excerpts illustrate how parents describe living in a state of
constant alertness and fear, where every action or statement might be
misinterpreted. Parents described how this fear compromised their sense
of control and their ability to gain an overview of their everyday situ-
ation, making daily life more challenging. For some, this fear translated
into a persistent need to ‘walk on eggshells’ in their interactions with
child welfare services. This was not described only as fear in formal
meetings, but also as a form of everyday vigilance, in which ordinary
actions, questions, and emotional reactions could be weighed against
how the child welfare service might later interpret them.

A second dimension concerns how several parents described a shared
experience of being excluded from their child’s everyday life due to a
lack of information about daily routines and important milestones. This
absence of insight reinforced feelings of distance and powerlessness,
both in relation to child welfare services and in their ability to maintain
or re-establish a relationship with their child:

We barely know each other anymore. I don’t know how to connect with
my son [...] What does he do in his free time? How is school? I have
nothing to go on. [Parent 9]

[...] I get no information between the visits about how he’s doing and ...
things like that. I know nothing when I show up for contact. [Parent 4]

These accounts reflect not only a desire for closer collaboration with
child welfare services but also a deep sense of emotional loss. For many
parents, the absence of basic information about their child’s life inten-
sified feelings of disconnection, helplessness, and grief, making it harder
to sustain their parental identity and role. What was missing was not
only formal information about the placement, but ordinary knowledge
of the child’s routines, interests, school life, and recent experiences.
Without such knowledge, parents described contact as more difficult to
prepare for and harder to enter as recognisable parents. They expressed
a clear need for more reciprocal information-sharing about the child’s
daily life, something that could have given them ‘a bit more to go on’ in
their efforts to sustain and rebuild the parent—child relationship.

Another aspect of emotional distress related to parents’ descriptions
of being excluded from important milestones in their child’s life, such as
birthdays, school events, or religious ceremonies:

He was confirmed this autumn. I didn’t get an invitation, didn’t know
anything about it. I haven’t even received any photos from the confir-
mation. [Parent 1]

Several parents described a similar sense of being cut off from what
they saw as meaningful milestones. The absence of such recognition,
both from the child’s life and from the system, contributed to a weak-
ening of their parental identity and a growing sense of not belonging.
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These were not only exceptional events, but also moments through
which parents could otherwise follow the child’s development, be pre-
sent in the child’s life, and maintain continuity in the parental rela-
tionship. The emotional burden was particularly evident when parents
learned of serious events, such as illness or hospitalisation, long after
they had occurred:

[...] I was told about [a hospitalisation] a year after it happened. I was
furious! That’s just not okay. [Parent 3]

Several parents described a daily life shaped by a chronic sense of
emotional unease. The late or absent information was not just experi-
enced as a momentary injustice. It gave rise to lingering anxiety, a
constant worry about what might have happened without their knowl-
edge, and what else they still might not know. This kind of uncertainty
became a recurring undercurrent in everyday life, making it difficult to
feel grounded, involved, or emotionally safe. In this way, exclusion from
information about the child’s everyday life also became an exclusion
from the practical and emotional work of remaining a parent at a
distance.

A further source of emotional strain stemmed from parents’ concerns
about how their child had come to understand the reasons for being
placed in public care. For many, this worry stemmed from not being
allowed to speak with their child about the circumstances of the
removal. Some parents had been informed that child welfare services
had provided explanations to the child, but they felt these messages
were vague or misleading, leaving the child confused or uncertain:

Mum can’t take care of you.” It’s those words that really stick [...] The
kids get confused. Moreover, they get ... well, what can I say? Unsure,
maybe, about me as a parent. [Parent 10]

In addition, several parents expressed concern that foster carers
might have accepted these official explanations without context,
contributing to a sense of being misrepresented. Not being allowed to
clarify or nuance these portrayals, to either the child or the foster par-
ents, added a further layer of emotional insecurity. Some described
feeling judged or avoided during visits, only later understanding that
this might be linked to how the placement had been justified in the case
documents. These experiences reinforced feelings of exclusion and
emotional strain in encounters that were already deeply vulnerable. For
parents, the concern was not only how the decision had been explained,
but how such explanations could shape the child’s understanding of
them and the relational conditions for future contact.

A final aspect of emotional burden concerned how some parents
internalised the child welfare service’s descriptions of neglect and its
consequences for the child. These narratives became deeply personal,
shaping how parents viewed themselves and their own worth. Several
described a profound sense of self-blame and the feeling of having
caused harm to their child. For some, this emotional weight became so
overwhelming that it affected their mental health and capacity to
remain present in their child’s life:

I feel like I've ruined another life [...] my son is emotionally harmed by
contact. So I had a year where I was so mentally broken, I didn’t see him. I
couldn’t let him see me like that [cries]. I had to protect him [...] He’s
better off without me in his life [...] I felt like some unfortunate object in
the way of their [child welfare services’] job. Just something they had to
run over and get out of the way so they could save that poor child. [parent
2]

I don’t have contact ... I can’t... I just can’t have it in my life. The care
order is the same as if your child died. Maybe even worse, because you
have to fight the child welfare service all the time. [parent 1]

These accounts illustrate how the official framing of parental failure
can trigger or intensify feelings of shame, guilt, and helplessness,
contributing to depression and withdrawal. Some described a lasting
sadness after the removal, while others said they had lost all strength to
remain involved, believing their absence was better for the child.
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Several parents used striking metaphors to describe their situation,
including the sense that losing their child to the system was worse than
death. For them, the pain was not only about separation, but about living
with a version of themselves they no longer recognised, where ‘the pain
does not ease’ and ‘nothing seems to move forward’. These accounts
show how the care order could affect parents’ capacity to remain
emotionally available to the child, not because the parental relationship
had lost importance, but because shame, guilt, and fear of harming the
child made continued involvement difficult to bear. Several parents also
described how the emotional consequences of the care order continued
to shape their everyday lives, long after the removal had taken place:

You become stigmatised in a completely different way ... something I had
never experienced before [the care order]. [Parent 8]

I never thought I would find someone who wanted to be withme [...] It’s
not exactly easy to tell a new partner that I have children, but I don’t have
custody. [parent 2]

Even when parents tried to rebuild their lives, by moving, changing
jobs, or forming new social networks, they described feeling compelled
to live as if they were childless. For many, the care order became
something they concealed in order to be socially accepted. Several
parents spoke of a pervasive sense of shame that shaped how they un-
derstood themselves and how they presented their lives to others. This
shame affected their social relationships and reinforced feelings of
stigma and reduced self-worth. Everyday life was therefore also shaped
by the work of managing what could be said, hidden, or explained in
ordinary social encounters. Parenthood did not disappear, but became
difficult to present in socially recognisable ways. For some parents, the
emotional and social isolation following the care order was described as
so profound that it affected their sense of meaning, belonging, and will
to cope in everyday life:

[...] the importance of having someone who is there for you, who supports
you and shows trust when everything becomes so difficult [...] I under-
stand why people take their own lives. [Parent 6]

In this way, parents described a form of ‘double loss’, where the loss
of the child was accompanied by the loss of a central part of their
identity as a parent. The burden was therefore not confined to grief over
separation, but extended into ordinary situations in which parents tried
to maintain connection and present themselves to others. As such, the
care order continued to shape how they saw themselves and how they
related to others long after the removal, becoming an enduring presence
in their everyday lives.

4. Discussion

This study has examined how parents experience their everyday lives
after being involuntarily deprived of custody through a care order.
While previous research has documented that child removal can trigger
strong emotional reactions and long-term challenges for parents (e.g.,
Haight et al., 2017; Kenny & Barrington, 2018; Lalayants & Saitadze,
2025; Olkowska & Aamodt, 2022; Syrstad & Ness, 2021), this study
offers new insights into how such experiences unfold over time, and how
they become embedded in parents’ sense of self, agency, and belonging.
Because the participating parents were interviewed at different points
after removal, with placements ranging from twelve months to thirteen
years, the findings illuminate how involuntary child removal may shape
parents’ everyday lives across different phases of the placement trajec-
tory. The findings confirm earlier observations of grief, shame, and so-
cial stigma (Janzen & Melrose, 2017; Lalayants & Saitadze, 2025) and
deepen our understanding of how these burdens manifest in everyday
life as chronic emotional distress, mistrust, and a diminished sense of
meaning. In particular, the study highlights how emotional strain is not
limited to the moment of removal but persists as a complex and ongoing
challenge, shaped both by parents’ internal struggles and by how they
are positioned and often excluded in their encounters with public
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services. In light of the findings, three interrelated areas warrant further
discussion to understand how involuntary child removal shapes parents’
everyday lives: parents’ reduced ability to orient themselves and cope in
everyday life, their experience of being marginalised and mistrusted by
child welfare services, and the broader social consequences of losing
their parental role.

First, the findings can be understood as reflecting a weakened sense
of coherence in parents’ everyday lives following the care order.
Drawing on Antonovsky’s (2012) model, the parents’ accounts illustrate
diminished experiences of comprehensibility, manageability, and
meaningfulness. When parents describe a lack of information and
experience child welfare practices as unpredictable or unclear, this un-
dermines their ability to make sense of what is happening. As Moksnes
(2021) and Lindstrom and Eriksson (2015) point out, comprehensi-
bility is essential for creating a sense of stability and control in the face of
life crises. Clear and consistent communication about decisions and
processes may thus be critical for enabling parents to orient themselves
and regain a sense of order. Manageability was also compromised when
parents felt they lacked access to resources or support needed to handle
their new situation. According to Antonovsky (2012) and Kristensen
et al. (2021), insufficient support during periods of high stress may in-
crease the risk of emotional strain and health deterioration. Recognising
parents as potential resources in their children’s lives, even after a care
order, may be important for reinforcing a sense of manageability and
sustaining motivation for change. Finally, the deep sense of meaning-
lessness that many parents described in the aftermath of losing custody
can be seen as a loss of meaningfulness. As Antonovsky (2012) argued,
the loss of meaning reduces motivation to cope with or engage with
challenging life situations. Working with parents to define realistic and
meaningful goals, such as maintaining connection, contributing to the
child’s well-being, or being acknowledged in their parental role, may
help counteract this. As such, supporting parents’ sense of coherence
may not only reduce emotional distress but also promote more sustained
and constructive engagement with both the child and the welfare
system.

Second, the findings suggest that parents’ experiences of margin-
alisation and mistrust following the care order reflect a breakdown in
both legal and affective recognition. Many parents described a deep
sense of distrust toward child welfare services, rooted in a perceived lack
of transparency and a sense that their efforts and development were not
acknowledged. This eroded their confidence and reinforced feelings of
being sidelined, misjudged, and excluded from decisions concerning
their child. These dynamics are well documented in earlier research, in
which parents describe interactions with the child welfare system as
marked by emotional strain, power asymmetries, and institutional dis-
tance (e.g., Gerdts-Andresen & Eriksen, 2025; Lalayants & Saitadze,
2025; Otterlei & Engebretsen, 2021). When parents are excluded from
decision-making and their perspectives are routinely dismissed, they are
denied not only rights-based participation but also disqualified as
morally responsible and emotionally meaningful actors (Otterlei et al.,
2021; Schofield et al., 2011). The absence of such recognition contrib-
utes to a diminished sense of worth, and in contexts already shaped by
vulnerability, may lead to experiences of humiliation and social degra-
dation (Honneth, 2008). Several parents described struggling to process
the removal without any space for reflection, emotional validation, or
relational repair. The lack of affective responsiveness in follow-up
further reinforced shame, confusion, and social withdrawal, consistent
with earlier findings (Eriksen, 2024; Olkowska & Aamodt, 2022;
Aamodt & Olkowska, 2023). This form of embodied shame, as Farstad
(2020) describes it, may limit parents’ emotional availability and
sense of agency. To counteract this, recognition must serve more than
mere reassurance. It must re-establish the psychological ground for
relational trust and self-respect (Vinje et al., 2017). Vinje et al. (2017)
argue that recognition plays a central role in restoring dignity,
self-understanding, and trust after a crisis. When this is missing, the very
distance that supportive follow-up is meant to bridge may instead be
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reproduced or deepened (Syrstad & Ness, 2021). In this light, relational
trust and affective recognition emerge not merely as ethical aspirations
but as preconditions for meaningful engagement, sustainable support,
and the realisation of the shared right of children and parents to main-
tain family life. As stated by ECtHR (2025), the ‘mutual enjoyment’ of
one another’s company requires not only legal structures, but also
relational conditions that enable such contact to be both possible and
meaningful.

Third, the findings indicate that child removal not only disrupts
parental identity within the system but also undermines the social
conditions for coherence, trust, and recognition in everyday life.
Without the relational confirmation that comes with being recognised as
a caregiver (Honneth, 2008), many parents struggled to uphold a
coherent self-understanding in social contexts. The lack of language,
space, or roles to express their continued identity as parents left them
navigating social life with caution or silence. Avoiding social contact to
conceal their changed status can be understood as a relational coping
strategy, but one that ultimately undermines the conditions for
solidarity-based recognition. While such withdrawal may offer tempo-
rary protection from stigma, it also limits opportunities for affirmation,
reciprocity, and social repair. Over time, the absence of these relational
conditions contributes to a loss of social legitimacy and a sense of
belonging (Antonovsky, 2012). As Honneth (2008) argues, recognition
through solidarity, being valued by others as a contributor, underpins
both social participation and self-respect. When this recognition is
withheld, individuals may lose not only access to community but also
the psychological ground needed to sustain relational engagement.
Farstad’s (2020) concept of toxic shame captures how such exclusion
may be embodied over time, becoming a mode of self-relation rather
than a temporary emotional state. These experiences also point to a
weakened sense of coherence in parents’ everyday lives. When roles,
routines, and social responses become unpredictable or opaque,
comprehensibility and manageability are diminished (Antonovsky,
2012). In this light, the consequences of child removal extend far
beyond the legal domain. When recognition is lost and coherence is
disrupted, parents are not only separated from their child but also
pushed to the periphery of social life (Antonovsky, 2012; Honneth,
2008). For many, the challenge is not only to adjust to a new reality but
also to reconstruct a sense of self and belonging in a world that no longer
mirrors who they were or whom they hoped to become. This process
cannot be expected to unfold in isolation. It requires sustained support,
relational recognition, and environments that allow parents to re-engage
with social life in ways that affirm their worth and foster renewed
participation (Honneth, 2008; Vinje et al., 2017).

4.1. Limitations

The interpretation of the findings should take into account the
composition of the sample and the retrospective interview design.
Although retrospective accounts may be shaped by the time elapsed
since the care order, the central patterns in this study were consistent
across parents regardless of how long the child had been in public care.

5. Conclusion

The findings show that the consequences of involuntary child
removal extend beyond the initial legal intervention, shaping how par-
ents navigate everyday life, sustain relationships, and understand
themselves as parents. Parents’ accounts illustrate how weakened trust,
limited access to information, emotional distress, and changes in
parental identity become embedded in everyday life after removal. For
child welfare practice, the findings underscore the importance of active,
continuous follow-up that provides accessible information, emotional
support, and clarification of parents’ ongoing role in the child’s life.
Such follow-up should recognise parents as individuals in crisis and as
actors navigating stigma, structural asymmetries, and shifting parental
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roles. Further research is needed to explore how professional responses
either reinforce or mitigate these dynamics over time, and how different
forms of follow-up may support parents’ continued involvement in their
children’s lives after care orders are issued.

6. Authorship statement

All authors contributed substantially to the conception and design of
the study, data collection, analysis, and manuscript writing. All have
reviewed and approved the final version and agree to be accountable for
all aspects of the work.

Funding details

This research received no specific grant from any funding agency in
the public, commercial, or not-for-profit sectors.

Ethical considerations

The study was approved by the Norwegian Agency for Shared Ser-
vices in Education and Research (SIKT; reference number 454360) and
conducted in accordance with the ethical guidelines for research in the
social sciences and humanities (NESH). Participation was based on
informed consent. Parents who have been subjected to involuntary care
orders are considered a vulnerable group, both due to the intervention
itself and to the potential emotional strain involved in revisiting their
experiences (Dalen, 2011; Lalayants & Saitadze, 2025; Olkowska &
Aamodt, 2022). The research process was therefore designed to priori-
tise participants’ safety, autonomy, and emotional well-being. They
were informed about the purpose of the study, data handling, and
anonymisation, and reminded of their right to withdraw at any time.
Available support services were mentioned at the beginning and end of
each interview.

Declaration of competing interest

The authors declare that they have no known competing financial
interests or personal relationships that could have appeared to influence
the work reported in this paper.

Data availability

The data supporting this study’s findings are not publicly available
due to privacy and ethical restrictions. Anonymized data may be made
available upon reasonable request to the corresponding author, subject
to approval by the relevant ethics committee.

References

Antonovsky, A. (1987). Unraveling the mystery of health: How people manage stress and
stay well. Jossey-Bass.

Antonovsky, A. (2012). The Mystery of Health: The Salutogenic Model. Gyldendal Norsk
Forlag AS.

Balsells, M.A., Pastor, C., Mateos, A., Vaquero, E., & Urrea, A. (2014). Exploring the
needs of parents for achieving reunification: The views of foster children, birth
family, and social workers in Spain. Children and Youth Services Review, 48, 159-166.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2014.12.016

Bernedo, I. M., & Gonzalez-Pasarin, L. (2024). Impact of visits on fostered children’s and
families’ well-being: Views of birth families, foster families, and social workers.
Journal of Public Child Welfare, 1-23. https://doi.org/10.1080/
15548732.2024.2399585

Berrick, J., Dickens, J., P0so, T., & Skivenes, M. (2016). Parents’ involvement in care
order decisions: A cross-country study of front-line practice. Child & Family Social
Work, 22(2), 626-637. https://doi.org/10.1111/cfs.12277

Boss, P. (2006). Loss, trauma, and resilience. Therapeutic work with ambiguous loss: W.W.
Norton & Company.

Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2021). Thematic analysis: A practical guide. Sage.

Burtch, E. N., Macera, E., Shauffer, C., Gupta, A., & Dozier, M. (2024). Enhancing
visitation in the child welfare system for children separated from their birth parents:
Pilot results of fostering relationships. Attachment and Human Development, 19, 1-14.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616734.2024.2429052

Children and Youth Services Review 187 (2026) 109074

Bywaters, P., Brady, G., Bunting, L., Daniel, B., Davidson, G., Elliott, M., & Webb, C.
(2020). The child welfare inequalities project: Final report. University of Huddersfield.

Child Welfare Act. (2021). Act relating to child welfare of 18 June 2021 No. 97. Lovdata.no.

Dalen, M. (2011). Interview as a research method. Universitetsforlaget.

Doka, K. J. (2002). Disenfranchised grief: New directions, challenges, and strategies for
practice. Champaign, IL: Research Press.

Ellingsen, I.T. (2007). Losing custody of one’s child. Nordisk sosialt arbeid. ISSN 0333-
1342. Hefte nr. 4/2007.

Ellingsen, L.T., Slettebg, T., Studsrgd, 1., Farstad, G.R., & Herland, M.D. (2018). Making
life a little easier. Group programmes for parents with children in foster care and
residential care: Mapping, description, and evaluation. Rapport nr. 73. Universitetet i
Stavanger.

Eriksen, A.@. (2024). The impact of a care order on quality of life: A parental perspective.
Master’s Thesis in Social Work. Oslomet.

European Convention on Human Rights (1950). Convention for the protection of human
rights and fundamental freedoms with protocols. Lovdata.no.

European Court of Human Rights (ECtHR; 2025). Guide on Article 8 of the European
Convention on Human Rights. Council of Europe. https://ks.echr.coe.int/documents
/d/echr-ks/guide_art_8_eng.

Farstad, M. (2020). Shame and existence. In L. Rykkje, & A. Austad (Eds.), Existential
concepts in health and social care practice. Universitetsforlaget.

Gerdts-Andresen, T. (2021). A child’s right to family life when placed in public care: An
analysis of whether current Norwegian practice is in systematic contradiction to
human rights. The International Journal of Children’s Rights, 29(4), 892-920. https://
doi.org/10.1163/15718182-29040002

Gerdts-Andresen, T., Andresen, M.-S., & Hansen, H. A. (2024). The child's right to family
life when living in public care: How to facilitate contact that preserves, strengthens,
and develops family ties. Children and Youth Services Review., 159. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.childyouth.2024.107495

Gerdts-Andresen, T., & Eriksen, A.@. (2025). Understanding a parent’s visitation capacity
after a care order. Social Sciences, 14(4), 221. https://doi.org/10.3390/
socscil4040221

Gullestad, M. (1992). The art of social relations: Essays on culture, social action and everyday
life in modern Norway. Scandinavian University Press.

Haight, W., Sugrue, E., Calhoun, M., & Black, J. (2017). “Basically, I look at it like
combat™: Reflections on moral injury by parents involved with child protection
services. Children and Youth Services Review, 82, 477-489. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
childyouth.2017.10.009

Healy, K., Venables, J., & Walsh, T. (2023). Supporting birth parents’ relationships with
children following removal: A scoping review. Children and Youth Services Review,
149, Article 106961. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2023.106961

Honneth, A. (2008). The struggle for recognition. Pax Forlag AS.

Hggsted, R. (2023). Foundations of stress psychology: Preventing primary and secondary
traumatization in psychologically demanding work. Fagbokforlaget.

Janzen, K. J., & Melrose, S. (2017). “It was worse than my son passing away.” The
experience of grief in recovering crack cocaine-addicted mothers who lose custody of
their children. Illness, Crisis & Loss, 25(3), 232-261. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1054137316637188

Johansen, T. B., Jardim, P. S. J., & Borge, T. C. (2022). Parental support in family
counselling services after a care order: A systematic mapping review.
Folkehelseinstituttet.

Jovchelovitch, S., & Bauer, M. W. (2000). Narrative interviewing. In M. W. Bauer, &
G. Gaskell (Eds.), Qualitative researching with text, image and sound: A practical
handbook (pp. 57-74). Sage.

Kenny, K. S., & Barrington, C. (2018). “People just don’t look at you the same way’
Public stigma, private suffering and unmet social support needs among mothers who
use drugs in the aftermath of child removal. Children and Youth Services Review, 86,
209-216. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2018.01.030

Kiraly, M., & Humphreys, C. (2013). A tangled web: Parental contact with children in
kinship care. Child & Family Social Work, 20(1), 106-115. https://doi.org/10.1111/
cfs.12060

Kojan, B. og Storhaug, I. (2021). Child welfare and socioeconomic inequality: Relationships,
understandings, and responsibility. Rapportserien for sosialt arbeid, rapport nr. 6.
NTNU.

Kristensen, P., Dyregrov, K., & Dyregrov, A. (2021). Grief and complicated grief.
Fagbokforlaget.

Lalayants, M., & Saitadze, 1. (2025). Separation and psychosocial challenges of parents
with children in foster care. Children and Youth Services Review, 171, 108180. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2025.108180

Lindstrom, B., & Eriksson, M. (2015). The hitchhiker’s guide to salutogenesis: Health
promotion from a salutogenic perspective. Gyldendal Akademisk.

Memarnia, N., Nolte, L., Norris, C., & Harborne, A. (2015). ‘It felt like it was night all the
time’: Listening to the experiences of birth mothers whose children have been taken
into care or adopted. Adoption & Fostering, 39(4), 303-317. https://doi.org/
10.1177/0308575915611516

Ministry of Children and Families. (2017). Amendments to the Child Welfare Act, etc.
(Improved legal safeguards for children and parents). Prop. 169 L (2016-2017).
Regjeringen.no.

Moksnes, U. K. (2021). Mental health and well-being among adolescents: The importance
of ‘sense of coherence. In M. Hedlund, K. Ingstad, & A. Moe (Eds.), Good health:
Knowledge for the future municipal health services. Universitetsforlaget.

Norwegian Directorate for Children, Youth and Family Affairs (2025). Statistikk og
analyse. Bufdir.no. Downloaded 01.01.26.

Morrison, F. (2015). All Over Now?’ The Ongoing Relational Consequences of Domestic
Abuse through Children's Contact Arrangements. Child Abuse Rev., 24, 274-284.
https://doi.org/10.1002/car.2409


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0190-7409(26)00327-0/h0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0190-7409(26)00327-0/h0005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2014.12.016
https://doi.org/10.1080/15548732.2024.2399585
https://doi.org/10.1080/15548732.2024.2399585
https://doi.org/10.1111/cfs.12277
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0190-7409(26)00327-0/h0035
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616734.2024.2429052
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0190-7409(26)00327-0/h0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0190-7409(26)00327-0/h0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0190-7409(26)00327-0/h0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0190-7409(26)00327-0/h0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0190-7409(26)00327-0/h0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0190-7409(26)00327-0/h0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0190-7409(26)00327-0/h0075
https://ks.echr.coe.int/documents/d/echr-ks/guide_art_8_eng
https://ks.echr.coe.int/documents/d/echr-ks/guide_art_8_eng
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0190-7409(26)00327-0/h0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0190-7409(26)00327-0/h0085
https://doi.org/10.1163/15718182-29040002
https://doi.org/10.1163/15718182-29040002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2024.107495
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2024.107495
https://doi.org/10.3390/socsci14040221
https://doi.org/10.3390/socsci14040221
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0190-7409(26)00327-0/h0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0190-7409(26)00327-0/h0110
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2017.10.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2017.10.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2023.106961
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0190-7409(26)00327-0/h0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0190-7409(26)00327-0/h0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0190-7409(26)00327-0/h0130
https://doi.org/10.1177/1054137316637188
https://doi.org/10.1177/1054137316637188
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0190-7409(26)00327-0/h0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0190-7409(26)00327-0/h0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0190-7409(26)00327-0/h0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0190-7409(26)00327-0/h0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0190-7409(26)00327-0/h0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0190-7409(26)00327-0/h0145
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2018.01.030
https://doi.org/10.1111/cfs.12060
https://doi.org/10.1111/cfs.12060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0190-7409(26)00327-0/h0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0190-7409(26)00327-0/h0170
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2025.108180
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2025.108180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0190-7409(26)00327-0/h0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0190-7409(26)00327-0/h0175
https://doi.org/10.1177/0308575915611516
https://doi.org/10.1177/0308575915611516
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0190-7409(26)00327-0/h0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0190-7409(26)00327-0/h0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0190-7409(26)00327-0/h0190
https://doi.org/10.1002/car.2409

T. Gerdts-Andresen et al.

Olkowska, A., & Aamodt, H. A. (2022). Grief following care orders: Grief theory as a
framework for understanding parents’ emotional reactions after the loss of child
custody. Tidsskriftet Norges Barnevern, 99(1), 4-19. https://doi.org/10.18261/
tnb.99.1.2

Otterlei, M. T. (2022). Perspectives on care orders: A qualitative study of parents’ and child
welfare workers’ experiences of care order processes and associated problem
areas—doctoral dissertation at. the University of Stavanger.

Otterlei, M. T., & Engebretsen, E. (2021). Parents at war: A positioning analysis of how
parents negotiate their loss after experiencing child removal by the state. Qualitative
Social Work, 21(4), 765-782. https://doi.org/10.1177/14733250211048546

Otterlei, M. T., Ilstad, J. T., & Paulsen, E. (2021). Parents in crisis: Parents’ experiences of
a care order process. Tidsskriftet Norges Barnevern, 98(3), 192-209. https://doi-org.
ezproxy.oslomet.no/10.18261/ISSN1891-1838-2021-03-04.

Revheim, C., Jgrgensen, T., & Heggdalsvik, I. K. (2025). The best interests of the child in
professional assessments of contact rights when children are taken into care — an
analysis. Children and Youth Services Review. , Article 108194. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.childyouth.2025.108194

Schofield, G., Moldestad, B., Hojer, 1., Ward, E., Skilbred, D., Young, J., & Havik, T.
(2011). Managing loss and a threatened identity: Experiences of parents of children
growing up in foster care, the perspectives of their social workers, and implications
for practice. British Journal of Social Work, 41(1), 74-92.

Slettebg (2008). Parental participation in child welfare services: A study of parents’
experiences with individual and collective participation [Doctoral dissertation]—
Norwegian University of Science and Technology (NTNU).

Stang, E. G. (2024). Karnov’s commentary on section 8-3 of the Child Welfare Act.
Lovdata.no/pro.

Stang, E.G., Baugerud, G.-A., Backe-Hansen, E. & Rugkdsa, M. (2023). Contact in practice:
A research-based study of contact arrangements in child welfare services. Main report
from the project ‘Contact after care orders’. OsloMet Skriftserie 2023 nr. 1.

Suomi, A., Bolton, A., & Pasalich, D. (2023). The prevalence of post-traumatic stress
disorder in birth parents in child protection services: Systematic review and meta-

Children and Youth Services Review 187 (2026) 109074

analysis. Trauma, Violence, & Abuse, 24(2), 1032-1046. https://doi.org/10.1177/
15248380211048444

Supreme Court of Norway (2020). HR-2020-661-S. Downloaded from https://lovdata.
no/pro.

Syrstad, E. (2020). When child welfare parents, professionals, and researchers conduct
research together: Power imbalance or democratization of knowledge? Fontene
forskning.

Syrstad, E., & Slettebg, T. (2020). To understand the incomprehensible: A qualitative
study of parents’ challenges after child removal and their experiences with support
services. Child & Family Social Work, 25(1), 100-107. https://doi.org/10.1111/cfs,
12662.

Syrstad, E., & Ness, O. (2021). «It is not just about doing or saying the right things»:
Working systemically with parents whose children are placed in public care. Journal
of Family Therapy. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-6427.12339

Tembo, M. J., & Studsrgd, 1. (2018). Parents’ emotional experiences of their contact with
the Child Welfare Services: A synthesis of previous research- a research review.
Nordic Social Work Research, 9(2), 184-198. https://doi.org/10.1080/
2156857X.2018.1489885

Thomson, J., & Thorpe, R. (2003). The importance of parents in the lives of children in
the care system. Children Australia, 28(2), 25-31. https://doi.org/10.1017/
$1035077200005551

Vinje, H.F., Langeland, E., & Bull, T. (2017). Aaron Antonovsky’s development of
salutogenesis, 1979 to 1994. I: Mittelmark, M.B., Sagy, S., Eriksson, M., Bauer, G.F.,
Pelikan, J.F., Lindstrom, B., & Espnes, G.A. (red.). The Handbook of Salutogenesis.
Springer.

Wisso, T., Melke, A., & Josephson, I. (2024). Exploring moral injury among parents with
children in out-of-home care. Child & Family Social Work, 29(3), 679-688. https://
doi.org/10.1111/cfs.13127

Aamodt, H. A., & Olkowska, A. (2023). ‘And remember, we have not lost custody of our
children. It has been taken from us’: On how parents who have been deprived of
custody are included and excluded in society. Dansk Sociologi.


https://doi.org/10.18261/tnb.99.1.2
https://doi.org/10.18261/tnb.99.1.2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0190-7409(26)00327-0/h0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0190-7409(26)00327-0/h0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0190-7409(26)00327-0/h0205
https://doi.org/10.1177/14733250211048546
https://doi-org.ezproxy.oslomet.no/10.18261/ISSN1891-1838-2021-03-04
https://doi-org.ezproxy.oslomet.no/10.18261/ISSN1891-1838-2021-03-04
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2025.108194
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2025.108194
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0190-7409(26)00327-0/h0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0190-7409(26)00327-0/h0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0190-7409(26)00327-0/h0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0190-7409(26)00327-0/h0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0190-7409(26)00327-0/h0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0190-7409(26)00327-0/h0235
https://doi.org/10.1177/15248380211048444
https://doi.org/10.1177/15248380211048444
https://doi.org/10.1111/cfs
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-6427.12339
https://doi.org/10.1080/2156857X.2018.1489885
https://doi.org/10.1080/2156857X.2018.1489885
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1035077200005551
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1035077200005551
https://doi.org/10.1111/cfs.13127
https://doi.org/10.1111/cfs.13127
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0190-7409(26)00327-0/h0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0190-7409(26)00327-0/h0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0190-7409(26)00327-0/h0290

	How involuntary child removal shapes parents’ everyday lives: implications for child welfare practice
	1 Introduction
	1.1 Previous research
	1.2 Conceptualising parents’ everyday life

	2 Method
	2.1 Data collection and analysis
	2.2 Ethical considerations

	3 Findings
	3.1 Weakened trust and strained collaboration with child welfare services
	3.2 Emotional distress and burdens in everyday life

	4 Discussion
	4.1 Limitations

	5 Conclusion
	6 Authorship statement
	Funding details
	Ethical considerations
	Declaration of competing interest
	Data availability
	References


