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Abstract
This article explores the factors that facilitate or constrain the co‐production of child welfare services (CWS)
in the encounters between immigrant parents and child welfare systems. It draws on empirical data from
interviews with ten parents who have experience with the Norwegian Child Welfare Services (NCWS) due
to allegations of child maltreatment. The data were analyzed using reflexive thematic analysis, involving
multiple iterative cycles and theme construction to identify factors that influence active parental
participation in the process and, by extension, co‐production of the services. The findings reveal that while a
range of factors shape the co‐production of CWS, they highlight the central role of: (a) parents’ negative
perceptions of the NCWS and limited awareness of how to engage with the system; (b) the impact of the
child welfare system’s approach to intervention; (c) the role of parental trust or distrust in the NCWS; and
(d) the quality of relationships and the underlying power dynamics between parents and the NCWS. Yet,
while some factors—such as parents’ negative perceptions and limited awareness—appear to have a more
pronounced impact on specific stages of co‐production, like early engagement and collaborative planning,
others, like trust and power dynamics, exert a crosscutting influence that shapes participation and
co‐production across the full spectrum of the intervention process.
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1. Introduction

There is growing awareness and consensus that public services, unlike products, are always co‐produced,
and value is created through interactions between professionals and service users (Bovaird, 2007; Osborne
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et al., 2018; Voorberg et al., 2015). The view of service as co‐produced rather than a mere professional
product has contributed to a shift away from the traditional model of public service provision, in which
service professionals are endowed with immense power and responsibility for designing and delivering
services to passive recipients toward a model of service production and delivery as a joint venture, where
service users actively participate in designing, delivering, and improving services alongside professionals
(Pestoff, 2006; Strokosch & Osborne, 2023; Whitaker, 1980). This is also integral to the trend toward the
democratization of welfare services, as it empowers service users and promotes more accessible, inclusive,
participative, and decentralized forms of service provision (Strokosch & Osborne, 2023; Walzer, 1988).

Co‐production as an approach to service production and delivery can enhance accessibility, inclusivity, and
responsiveness of services, particularly in fields like child welfare services (CWS), by allowing service users
to engage based on their identity, values, background, and experiences. This is particularly important in
cross‐cultural CWS, involving encounters between immigrant parents (hereafter referred to as “parents”)
and CWS, as such meetings often involve value pluralism and normative complexity arising from competing
or conflicting perspectives related to concepts such as the child’s best interests, good care, the child–parent
relationship, childhood, children’s rights, child maltreatment, and child protection (Terrefe, 2023).
Interventions based on a coproduction approach can help bridge this gap by facilitating shared
understanding of the operationalization of normative concepts, such as good care and the child’s best
interests, through negotiated terms between parents and the child welfare system, as this approach
acknowledges the resources and expertise of both professionals and service users in co‐producing services.
As such, it can enhance parents’ trust and participation in the process, foster tailored interventions, and lead
to more positive intervention outcomes. Yet, while co‐production is increasingly recognized as a valuable
approach to enhancing the accessibility, inclusiveness, and responsiveness of public services, its feasibility
and implementation in child welfare settings remain underexplored.

A review of the literature reveals a growing body of research examining co‐production across a range of
disciplines, offering insights into the concept from different vantage points. In recent years, co‐production
and co‐creation have gained considerable traction in Norway, particularly within the context of welfare
service delivery (Simonsson et al., 2023; Torfing et al., 2022). However, much of the existing literature stems
from service contexts characterized by relatively equal power dynamics, where collaboration between
parties is voluntary and consensual. Consequently, the relevance of these studies for understanding
co‐production in contexts such as child welfare is limited, as these settings are often characterized by
mandated interactions, pronounced power imbalances, and minimal user control over participation.
Furthermore, unlike other service settings, child welfare systems operate under a dual mandate that
balances two often conflicting responsibilities: investigating child maltreatment referrals and providing
support to families (Gilbert et al., 2011; Picot, 2014). This competing mandate can present both structural
and relational challenges to engaging parents as equal and collaborative partners from the outset.

Quite a few studies have also examined co‐production and co‐creation in CWS settings (Pestoff, 2006;
Røiseland, 2024). Røiseland (2024) examines how co‐creation applies across different policy contexts,
focusing on three areas: the exercise of authority, service delivery, and regulation. The findings suggest that
co‐creation is context‐dependent, with authority‐based contexts, like CWS being less suitable, while service
delivery areas, such as elderly care, are most favorable for its implementation. In addition, a study by Pestoff
(2006) examines co‐production in childcare services across eight European countries, finding that most
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services use a top‐down approach, limiting parental participation. Yet, the results also demonstrate that
greater parental participation leads to more tailored and effective services, fostering community and shared
responsibility. However, these studies either depart from the majority perspectives or focus primarily on the
policy context of CWS, resulting in limited understanding of the contextual nuances of co‐production in
parent–child welfare system interactions across diverse cultural contexts. Hence, despite the surging
interest in co‐production, little is known about the concept and the determinants influencing it within child
welfare systems, particularly in the context of cross‐cultural CWS involving immigrant parents.

This study examines the factors that facilitate or undermine the co‐production of CWS in cross‐cultural
contexts by examining interactions between immigrant parents and the Norwegian Child Welfare Services
(NCWS). To this end, the analysis in this article is guided by the question: What influences the co‐production
of CWS in interactions between immigrant parents and CWS? The analysis is based on parents’ experiences
and perspectives of their interactions with the NCWS. Although the co‐production of CWS involves multiple
stakeholders, the scope of analysis in this article is limited to the factors that influence the co‐production of
CWS in interactions between parents and the child welfare system.

2. Co‐Production as a Conceptual Framework

Co‐production is an approach rather than a specific method for service provision built on the principle and
understanding that service users are best placed and have the knowledge essential to enhance the quality of
services alongside professionals. It validates and utilizes service users’ expertise through knowledge sharing
and empowerment. The concept has emerged as a driver of public policy reforms and democratization of
public services by promoting active citizen participation in the planning and delivery of public services (Meijer,
2016; Osborne et al., 2018; Pestoff, 2006).

The shift from hierarchical old public administration (OPA) to new public governance (NPG) promotes more
collaborative, networked interactions, fundamentally reshaping both the approach to, and power dynamics
in, public service delivery (Bovaird, 2007; Osborne, 2006; Pestoff et al., 2013; Radnor et al., 2014; Torfing &
Triantafillou, 2013). Accordingly, while traditional user participation tends to align more closely with the
ideals of OPA, which emphasizes hierarchical relationships between service providers and users,
co‐production, associated with NPG, repositions service users to a more empowered role, allowing them to
actively participate in designing, delivering, and improving public services. In other words, co‐production
represents a shift from classical user‐participation models, which are built on a top‐down approach, to a
more equal partnership between users and professionals. As such, user participation can be understood as a
practice that facilitates the inclusion of users’ perspectives, aiming to ensure their views are heard and
considered, while the ultimate decision‐making power remains with service professionals. “Co‐production”
or “co‐creation,” by comparison, is a process in which service users hold more equal decision‐making power
and actively contribute their resources and perspectives to the design, implementation, and delivery of
services alongside professionals (Pestoff, 2009; Røiseland, 2024; Vike et al., 2025).

In this study, co‐production is defined as a continuous and iterative process wherein parents and the child
welfare system collaborate as partners through shared decision‐making to design, create, deliver, and
evaluate CWS interventions. To this end, the study utilizes co‐production as a framework through which
parental participation is understood as a mediating factor—where the degree of their engagement directly
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influences the overall level of co‐production within CWS. Accordingly, co‐production can be understood in
this study as a continuum, akin to a ladder, ranging from passive engagement forms such as compliance and
consultation to active participation in shared decision‐making. Mere compliance is associated with minimal
or no co‐production, whereas active or meaningful parental participation represents the gold standard. This
conceptualization renders the otherwise fluid notion of co‐production as more context‐specific and
analytically accessible by examining the degree of parental participation in CWS interventions and the
factors shaping it, as reflected in participants’ lived experiences. This approach enables a thorough analysis
of the factors underlying the spectrum of parental engagement in CWS, ranging from compliance‐driven,
mandated involvement to more active and meaningful participation. With the aim of providing a more
comprehensive understanding of factors that influence the co‐production of CWS, this article
conceptualizes co‐production also as a family of interrelated concepts—comprising co‐design/co‐planning,
co‐creation, co‐delivery, and co‐evaluation—framed as a co‐production loop, as illustrated in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Co‐production loop—a conceptual model.
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Drawing on public administration literature on co‐production and co‐creation (e.g., Gordon & O’Brien, 2018;
Osborne et al., 2018; Pestoff, 2006; Whitaker, 1980), this framework synthesizes core elements of
co‐production, contextualized to the specific setting of CWS. As illustrated in the figure, this analytical
framework conceptualizes co‐production as a multifaceted and interlinked process consisting of co‐design
and co‐planning, co‐creation, co‐delivery, and co‐evaluation. Accordingly, co‐production activities are
embedded across multiple phases of the intervention process, including initial planning (e.g., risk
assessment), the formulation and implementation of intervention measures, as well as evaluation and
feedback. Each stage represents a critical point of interaction where specific facilitators and barriers to
co‐production can emerge. For example, co‐design and co‐planning centers on early‐stage engagement by
assessing, for example, factors influencing parents’ active participation in risk assessment and defining
intervention methods and objectives. Building on this, co‐creation emphasizes the collaborative formulation
of appropriate intervention measures between parents and the NCWS, assessing, for example, factors that
influence parents’ ability to negotiate culturally appropriate solutions and professionals’ flexibility in
accommodating them. Subsequently, co‐delivery concerns the joint implementation of intervention
measures in partnership, examining factors that enable or constrain parental involvement during this phase.
Finally, co‐evaluation involves joint reflection on outcomes, which helps assess factors shaping the capture
and inclusion of immigrant parents’ perspectives (e.g., through culturally sensitive tools) to inform and
improve intervention practices.

These phases are inherently interconnected, as understanding the factors that facilitate or hinder
co‐production in CWS requires an integrated approach rather than viewing each phase as an isolated event.
This approach enables a systematic examination of the diverse factors shaping co‐production at multiple
stages and levels within the child welfare system, all within a coherent analytical framework. For instance, it
supports the examination of crosscutting themes such as parental trust, which in this article is
conceptualized as “parents’ willingness to be vulnerable by suspending fear or uncertainty, based on the
positive expectations that their case will be favorably resolved by the child welfare services or specific
professional(s) within the organization” (Terrefe, 2024, p. 480) across the various phases of intervention.
While the experiences of study participants and consequently the findings may not correspond or align with
each stage in a linear or rigid manner, this framework provides a structured conceptual lens to map key
factors influencing co‐production at critical points along the service trajectory, thereby enabling a nuanced
and comprehensive understanding of factors enhancing or impeding co‐production in the interactions
between parents and the NCWS.

3. The NCWS and Immigrant Families

The NCWS has a purported mandate to ensure that children and youth living under conditions that may
harm their health and development receive timely assistance and care. It is also responsible for promoting a
safe and supportive environment for their upbringing (Ministry of Children and Families, 2023, Section 1).
To this end, the NCWS has the given authority to investigate child maltreatment referrals and intervene,
when necessary, while also supporting families. For the purpose of carrying out its statutory obligation, the
NCWS is organized under two administrative hierarchies: the municipal CWS and the central government’s
child welfare authorities. In addition, the Child Welfare Tribunal, which is an independent decision‐making
body, has the power to decide over coercive measures (Ministry of Children and Families, 2023, Section 14).
The primary tasks, however, lie with the municipal CWS. The municipal CWS has the mandate to assess
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child maltreatment referrals, conduct investigations of the child’s care situation, make administrative
decisions regarding assistive measures (e.g., it provides family support and therapeutic services), and arrange
alternative care services (Ministry of Children and Families, 2023, Section 15).

Despite its stated intentions to protect children, the relationship between parents and the child welfare
system in Norway and other Western countries—especially among immigrant families—is often fraught with
tension and a lack of trust (Eide et al., 2018; Fersch, 2016; Fylkesnes et al., 2015; Handulle, 2022;
Korzeniewska et al., 2019; Paulsen & Berg, 2021; Vassenden & Vedøy, 2019). Multiple studies, both in
Norway and internationally, also show that parents often have limited participation in CWS intervention
processes (Aadnanes & Syrstad, 2021; Berrick et al., 2015; Kildedal et al., 2011; Križ & Skivenes, 2010).
The NCWS has been widely criticized by study reports, parents, interest groups, the media, and international
bodies like the European Court of Human Rights for being intrusive, discriminatory, and lacking cultural
sensitivity in intervention practices, particularly with regard to families from immigrant backgrounds
(Aamodt, 2023; Haugevik & Neumann, 2020). To better understand the factors that shape co‐production in
practice within such settings, the following methodology presents the analytical framework and research
tools used in this study.

4. Method

This qualitative study is based on empirical data collected as part of a larger research project investigating the
formation of trust and distrust in interactions between immigrant parents and the Norwegian child welfare
system. Data were collected using semi‐structured interviews. The interview guide is structured around key
thematic categories. For parents, the guide includes broad categories with sub‐questions and probes covering:
(a) background information; (b) reasons for contact and experiences with CWS; (c) trust or distrust in the
NCWS; (d) communication; and (e) final reflections.

The study participants included 10 parents recruited from municipalities across different regions of Norway.
The inclusion criteria for parents were being an immigrant parent who permanently resided in Norway, with
previous or ongoing contact with the NCWS due to allegations of child abuse and/or neglect. Accordingly,
10 parents from Poland, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Somalia, and Iraq, and five child welfare professionals were
recruited for this study. The sample of parents consisted of three men and seven women, and only one
parent from each family was interviewed. Most of the study participants encountered the NCWS more than
twice. These parents represent a range of factors that may influence the co‐production of CWS, including
diverse sociocultural backgrounds, and parental values and practices that may differ from the mainstream
ideals informing the child welfare system. They also vary in terms of ethnicity, religion, level of acculturation,
reasons for migrating to Norway, and prior experiences with the authorities in their countries of origin. They
were recruited using immigrant organizations in different municipalities and snowball sampling. In this
regard, leaders and members of these organizations with whom contact had been established at previous
points using social media platforms were used as entry points. These individuals assisted as gatekeepers and
key informants in giving information about the research to the members, as well as in locating and
contacting potential participants.

The study was approved by the Norwegian Agency for Shared Services in Education and Research. Informed
consent was obtained from all participants prior to the interviews. Participants were informed that their
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participation was voluntary, and that they could withdraw from the study at any time without providing a
reason and without facing any consequences. All data were treated with strict confidentiality. Identifiable
information was removed during the transcription process, and participants were assigned pseudonyms to
ensure anonymity. Data were securely stored on encrypted devices.

With regard to data analysis, reflexive thematic analysis (RTA), developed by Braun and Clarke, was used to
analyze the data. RTA involves several stages: familiarizing oneself with the data, generating initial codes,
constructing and reviewing themes, defining and naming these themes, and synthesizing findings into a
coherent narrative (Braun & Clarke, 2006, 2019, 2021; Braun et al., 2023). As an inductive method, RTA is
rooted in qualitative, constructionist, reflexive, and interpretive approaches, ensuring an iterative process for
theme development. Unlike traditional thematic analysis, which follows a relatively structured step‐by‐step
framework, RTA is more flexible and responsive to emerging themes. It acknowledges the researcher’s
subjectivity as an essential part of the analysis, allowing for the active interpretation and construction of
meaning. In other words, RTA involves active theme construction, where themes are not discovered but
constructed through a recursive and iterative process (Braun & Clarke, 2021; Byrne, 2022). For example, the
data analysis and findings were influenced by the study’s aim and research question, which served as a lens
to interpret and organize participants’ accounts. The analysis involved multiple iterations of theme
development, emphasizing deep interpretation and the iterative construction of themes to identify factors
that facilitate or hinder active parental engagement in the intervention process and consequently in
co‐production activities.

5. Analysis of Interview Results

The participants provided detailed accounts of their lived experiences of encounters with the NCWS.
The interviews were recorded and transcribed verbatim. The analysis began with the author thoroughly
reviewing the interview transcripts, guided by the study’s objectives and research question. This
familiarization phase was followed by the identification of key features related to participants’ engagement
or disengagement in co‐production activities, and the generation of initial codes. These initial codes include
“parents’ fear,” “the reputation of the NCWS,” “limited awareness,” “emergency removal,” “positive
interactions,” “adversarial approach,” “powerlessness,” “lack of shared understanding/values,” and “trust
or distrust.”

The initial codes were then grouped into broader thematic categories based on conceptual affinities and
emerging patterns. Accordingly, codes such as “parents’ fear” and “cooperative behavior” were consolidated
under the themes “parents’ lack of knowledge” and “the reputation of the NCWS,” respectively. Similarly,
“emergency removal” and “involuntary intervention” were categorized under the theme “approach to CWS.”
Codes like “positive interactions” and “information sharing” were grouped under “relationship quality.”
Additionally, themes such as “interpersonal trust” and “lack of trust” were also placed under “parents’ trust
or distrust,” while codes reflecting parents’ feelings of powerlessness were classified under the theme “the
role of power.” Finally, overlapping themes were synthesized into four overarching categories that capture
the key factors influencing parental engagement and, by extension, the co‐production of services. These
categories are:

1. Parents’ negative perceptions of the NCWS and limited awareness of how to engage with the system;
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2. The impact of the child welfare system’s approach to intervention;
3. The role of parental trust or distrust in the NCWS;
4. The quality of relationships and the underlying power dynamics between parents and the NCWS.

6. Findings

The overall findings from the data analysis suggest that the co‐production of CWS between parents and the
NCWS is shaped by a complex interplay of factors. Yet, four main factors emerge as particularly salient. Below,
the findings are presented with illustrative quotes from participants’ accounts.

6.1. Parents’ Negative Perceptions of the NCWS and Limited Awareness of How to EngageWith
the System

A recurrent theme in the participants’ data influencing parents’ active engagement and, consequently, the
co‐production of services, is their negative perception of the NCWS coupled with limited understanding of
how to engage with the system.

In describing the fear and confusion experienced upon initial contact, one participant stated: “When we
were contacted by CWS, I thought the children would be removed immediately” (Interviewee 1). This
reflects participants’ limited knowledge and anxiety rooted in their limited understanding of the child
welfare system’s purpose and procedures. Such perceptions appear to significantly affect, in particular,
parents’ early engagement and collaborative planning of interventions (i.e., co‐design and co‐planning of
CWS), often resulting in disengagement or defensive behaviors. Furthermore, when parents perceive
involvement with the system as synonymous with imminent child removal, they tend to resist
communication or withhold information, thereby impeding their participation in jointly defining the problem
and determining the level of intervention (co‐creation), as well as their cooperation in implementing
intervention measures (co‐delivery). This is because interactions driven by fear undermine trust and obstruct
the development of mutual understanding regarding intervention goals and the respective roles of all
parties—both of which are critical for effective co‐production.

The impact of parents’ limited awareness on the co‐production of services is also evident in participants’ lack
of knowledge about how to engage with the system during the intervention process. This uncertainty was
reflected by a participant who stated: “I did not know how to respond and what to do” (Interviewee 2). This
suggests that parents may lack the necessary knowledge and skill to engage effectively with the system and
participate meaningfully to co‐produce CWS. Unclear expectations and limited understanding of their role
seem to undermine parents’ confidence, thereby impeding their active involvement, an essential component of
co‐production. Without sufficient knowledge or trust in the process, parents may remain passive throughout
the intervention, consequently foregoing opportunities for meaningful participation in the co‐production of
services that align with their values, perspectives, and lived experiences.

6.2. The Impact of the Child Welfare System’s Approach to Intervention

Participants’ experiences of active participation in the intervention process and, by extension, in the
co‐production of services, were also often mentioned in relation to the NCWS’s approach to assessing and
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responding to child welfare concerns. Participants frequently expressed frustration and disagreement with
the NCWS’s intervention approaches, often perceiving them as secretive, intrusive, or punitive rather
than supportive.

A participant expressed this frustration in response to an uninvited home visit, stating, “Home is where you
live and where you find sanctuary, not a place to be investigated by CWS” (Interviewee 6). Such practices by
the NCWS appear to foster parents’ perceptions of interventions as intrusive and rooted in surveillance rather
than support or protection. These perceptions were found to erode trust and compromise parents’ sense of
safety, often prompting a defensive stance. In effect, this approach seemed to diminish parents’ willingness to
engage collaboratively with the system, thereby restricting opportunities for partnership in the co‐planning
and implementation of interventions.

Another theme related to the intervention approach, particularly in the accounts of participants who
experienced the loss of child custody, concerns emergency child removal. One participant described this
experience as follows: “By the time I arrived, the children had already been taken into the custody of CWS”
(Interviewee 6). The participant’s experience of arriving home to find that her children had already been
taken into custody suggests that decisions were made unilaterally by the NCWS without prior consultation,
explanation, or involvement of the parent. Although such measures are typically taken only in extreme cases
involving imminent concerns for the child(ren)’s safety and well‐being, they nonetheless entail exclusion of
parents from critical decision‐making processes. Participants also frequently expressed concerns about the
NCWS engaging with their children without their knowledge or consent, often perceiving such actions as
covert or adversarial, contributing to a sense that the system was operating against them. The unilateral
nature of such interventions, often initiated solely on the basis of professional risk assessments without
incorporating the parents’ perspectives, seems to diminish opportunities for collaborative engagement from
the outset, thereby precluding the development of a shared understanding of the concerns, risks, and
intervention goals. Parents’ experiences of unilateral decision‐making by the NCWS under such approaches
appeared to foster feelings of exclusion, disempowerment, fear, confusion, and resentment, all of which
diminished parents’ willingness or capacity to engage meaningfully with the system and co‐produce
the services.

A further notable finding in participants’ accounts relates to how the perceived investigative and adversarial
nature of the NCWS’s intervention approach adversely affects parental collaboration, thereby constraining
the potential for co‐production. Several parents reported being interviewed in a manner akin to criminal
interrogation, noting that caseworkers often appeared confrontational or dismissive of their perspectives,
especially when parents contested the allegations contained in child maltreatment referrals. The resulting
sense of being Othered was found to foster distrust and disengagement or, in some cases, provoke a
defensive stance—ultimately undermining the cooperation and mutual trust essential for the co‐production
of CWS.

6.3. The Role of Parental Trust or Distrust in the NCWS

Participants’ experiences of active participation in the intervention process and, consequently, co‐producing
CWS, also appear to be significantly influenced by their trust or distrust in the NCWS. The analysis revealed
that trust or distrust in the NCWS is multifaceted, encompassing several dimensions including trust or
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distrust in the NCWS as an institution, relational or interpersonal trust between parents and child welfare
workers, and trust or distrust induced by the absence of a shared understanding of values, among others.
These interrelated forms of trust were found to play a critical role in shaping parents’ willingness to engage
in co‐production across various phases of the intervention process, from early engagement and collaborative
planning (i.e., co‐design and co‐planning) to negotiating and formulating the problem definition and
intervention strategies (co‐creation), the joint implementation of measures (co‐delivery) and, finally, to
feedback and evaluation (co‐evaluation). The overall data indicate a notable lack of trust in the NCWS,
particularly during the early stages of intervention.

Expressing distrust and the perceived futility of collaboration with the NCWS, one participant remarked,
“I cannot collaborate with someone who is trying to take our child away” (Interviewee 4). This quote vividly
illustrates how deep‐seated distrust can significantly hinder engagement in the co‐production process,
particularly during the co‐planning and the co‐creation of a shared understanding of intervention needs and
desired outcomes. When parents perceive the NCWS as adversarial and as a threat to family unity and
well‐being, their willingness to engage openly and collaboratively in identifying needs, assessing risks, and
formulating intervention goals appears to be significantly diminished. Such distrust is found to hamper
transparent communication and shared decision‐making from the outset, as parents perceive sharing
information as increasing their vulnerability. Consequently, they may withhold crucial details or disengage in
the early stages of co‐design and co‐planning, limiting the foundation for co‐production.

In expressing distrust stemming from perceived inconsistencies between stated goals and actual practices,
one participant remarked: “How can sending children to an institution…be protecting children?”
(Interviewee 6). This may suggest that when intervention outcomes are not mutually negotiated and
explicitly agreed upon, parents are less likely to perceive the child welfare system as a genuine partner in
care. This appears to lead to disengagement, thereby undermining collaborative relationships and ultimately
hindering the co‐production of services. Conversely, when trust is established, parents are more likely to
engage collaboratively and contribute to the co‐production of services. In this sense, trust is not merely a
desirable relational quality but a necessary precondition for the reciprocal engagement that underpins
co‐production of CWS.

6.4. The Quality of Relationships and the Underlying Power Dynamics Between Parents and the NCWS

Another prominent theme in the participants’ data related to the level of parental engagement with the NCWS
and, consequently, the co‐production of services pertains to the quality of relationships and the underlying
power dynamics between parents and the NCWS.

The findings demonstrate the significant influence of the quality of relationships between parents and child
welfare professionals in either facilitating or hindering the co‐production of services. Participants frequently
highlighted the transformative role of respectful, empathetic, and supportive interactions with child welfare
workers in fostering trust and enabling meaningful parental engagement throughout the intervention process.

One participant illustrated this, stating: “Our caseworker was very calm, respectful, full of empathy, and very
good at listening. She understood our challenge….The way she talked to us comforted me a lot and took
away my fear” (Interviewee 1). This quote suggests how a professional demeanor, combined with
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emotionally attuned and respectful communication, can transform uninvited intervention and power‐laden
interactions into spaces of emotional security, mutual understanding and collaboration. It suggests that
when child welfare professionals demonstrate empathy and sensitivity to parents’ concerns and
circumstances, they help reframe the parent–professional relationship—from one rooted in surveillance and
control to one based on collaboration and support. These are key conditions for fostering active engagement
and, ultimately, co‐production. This also indicates that co‐production is not only about procedures and
structures, but also about the relational climate in which services are delivered. Some participants further
noted that the development of relational trust with their caseworkers significantly transformed their
perceptions and experiences of the intervention. Similarly, parents who reported negative experiences with
the intervention following the initial encounter predominantly attributed these to strained relationships with
child welfare professionals.

Another closely related theme in the participant data regarding the quality of interactions between parents
and child welfare professionals is the embedded asymmetrical power dynamics inherent in the relationship.
In describing the embedded power imbalances that often left them feeling marginalized or voiceless, an
interviewee stated, “The caseworkers can decide whatever they want” (Interviewee 6). This quote reflects a
perception of unilateral authority that undermines the foundational principle of shared power in
co‐production. When parents believe their perspectives do not influence decisions or that outcomes are
predetermined, their motivation to engage meaningfully is significantly weakened. The perception of being
excluded from the decision‐making process seems to not only impede collaboration but also reinforces a
hierarchical model of service delivery, which is fundamentally at odds with the relational and participatory
ethos of co‐production.

Reiterating the imbalance of power, another participant remarked, “You can go to the meetings and speak,
but they had already decided what to do” (Interviewee 5). This statement encapsulates a sense of symbolic
or tokenistic participation, where parents are allowed to express their views but see little evidence that their
input leads to change. Parents’ perception of engagement as procedural rather than substantive seems to
foster feelings of disempowerment and alienation from the intervention process, thereby impedingmeaningful
participation in co‐production activities such as engagement in shared decision‐making during initial planning
and implementation of intervention measures.

On the other hand, workers’ flexibility in exercising their power appears to foster trust‐based collaborative
relationships, thereby enhancing parents’ participation. This positive dynamic was illustrated by one
participant: “The worker allowed me to reschedule the appointment for a time when I was free from work”
(Interviewee 10). This example of flexibility demonstrates how accommodating parents’ realities can foster
respect and trust, key conditions for effective co‐production. Such gestures signal a willingness to share
power and recognize parents as competent and legitimate contributors to the decision‐making process.
The data analysis shows that child welfare workers’ empathetic and supportive engagement with parents,
rather than the reinforcement of authority, plays a critical role in helping parents overcome fear and negative
preconceptions about the NCWS, fostering more active participation even within contexts of entrenched
power imbalances.

Taken together, the co‐production of CWS between immigrant parents and the child welfare system is
shaped by a complex interplay of factors pertaining both to the parents and the intrinsic characteristics of
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the system itself. The overall analysis indicates that contemporary policy frameworks, mandates, and the
intervention practices of the NCWS provide limited space for interventions grounded in co‐production
principles that position service users in general, and immigrant parents in particular, as equal partners in the
planning and delivery of the services. In other words, the current child welfare system exhibits significant
limitations in embracing co‐production ideals, such as engaging service users as partners from the outset and
actively acknowledging and addressing power differentials. This may suggest the need to explore alternative
approaches that are more closely aligned with the foundational values and principles of co‐production.

7. Discussion

The goal of this study is to examine the factors influencing the co‐production of CWS in the interactions
between immigrant parents and the NCWS. Analysis of the participants’ data reveals that co‐production of
CWS is a multifaceted, complex, and evolving process shaped by parents’ negative perceptions and limited
awareness of the system, the NCWS’s intervention approach, parents’ trust or distrust, the quality of
relationships, and the underlying power dynamics between parents and the NCWS.

The findings suggest that a critical factor affecting the co‐production of CWS, particularly during the early
phase of intervention, is parents’ negative perception of the NCWS, combined with their limited awareness
of how to navigate or effectively engage with the system. Participants frequently expressed fear of child
removal. The fear experienced by parents was intensified by the involuntary nature of the interventions and
their limited understanding of their rights, responsibilities, and the avenues for meaningful participation. This
uncertainty about how to navigate the system or advocate for their families frequently resulted in anxiety
and a defensive stance. This aligns with previous studies indicating that parents’ early interactions with the
NCWS are often marked by fear and distrust, largely driven by the fear of losing custody of their children
(Fylkesnes et al., 2018; Terrefe, 2024). Parents’ negative perceptions of the NCWS—shaped by prior
experiences, community narratives, or perceived vulnerabilities—appear to significantly inhibit their
engagement across all stages of co‐production, with particularly pronounced effects during the early phases
of intervention or collaborative planning. When parents perceive the system as punitive, intrusive, culturally
insensitive, or primarily as an agency that removes children, they are less likely to engage in co‐designing or
co‐planning services. Entering the system involuntarily and without a clear understanding of their role or the
intervention’s goals appear to undermine the collaborative relationships essential for co‐production, a
process where both parties share power, exchange knowledge, and work toward jointly defined outcomes
(Brandsen & Pestoff, 2006; Gordon & O’Brien, 2018). Without this understanding, parents are less able to
contribute meaningfully and are more likely to disengage (Handulle, 2022; Needham & Carr, 2009). Such
disengagement weakens shared understanding, mutual problem definition, and joint goal setting, ultimately
impeding co‐creation. Additionally, a lack of knowledge or trust may lead parents to remain passive during
co‐delivery, missing opportunities for active involvement.

Parents’ limited engagement with CWS often reflects broader systemic dynamics shaped by implicit power
relations and institutional assumptions. The NCWS operate on the premise that service users understand both
normative parenting expectations and how to navigate the system. This becomes especially problematic for
immigrant parents from diverse socio‐cultural backgrounds who may be unfamiliar with the system’s norms
and values. When expected to engage based on these dominant assumptions, they are often unintentionally
marginalized, limiting meaningful participation. Co‐production is therefore hindered not only by parents’ lack
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of system knowledge but also by differing understandings of concepts like family, appropriate parenting, child
maltreatment, and the child’s best interests.

The findings further indicate that the impact of parental fear and limited understanding on co‐production is
exacerbated by the nature and approach of the NCWS’s interventions. Beyond the involuntary nature of the
intervention, participants frequently expressed frustration with the NCWS’s intervention approach, which
was often perceived as secretive, investigative, and adversarial. Practices such as uninvited home visits, the
manner in which parents were interviewed, unannounced engagement with children by the NCWS, and the
swift removal of children were often perceived by parents as intrusive and authoritarian rather than as
supportive service. These approaches appear to disrupt the processes of co‐production in CWS in multiple
ways. For instance, emergency removal of children from their families due to suspected severe abuse or
imminent risk to the child’s health and well‐being (Ministry of Children and Families, 2023), as well as
engaging children without parental awareness, tend to inhibit co‐planning by bypassing early engagement
with families and excluding parents from the initial stages of risk assessment and intervention planning.
The unilateral nature of such interventions frames the problem without incorporating parents’ perspectives,
cultural values, and lived experiences—also limiting the opportunity to build a shared understanding of
concerns, risks, and intervention goals. In effect, such methods undermine the trust and relational safety
necessary for co‐creation, a stage in which services should be collaboratively negotiated and adapted to
reflect both professional expertise and parental insight. This exclusion from key stages of the intervention,
particularly those as consequential as child removal, not only eliminates co‐production at a pivotal point but
also erodes parents’ trust in the system. When service users are not meaningfully involved in defining the
nature of the problem, intervention methods, and goals, they may come to perceive the NCWS as a system
of control and surveillance rather than one of support, thereby severely limiting the potential for
co‐production. Certain intervention approaches, therefore, appear fundamentally incompatible with the core
principles of co‐production, which emphasize the early and sustained involvement of all parties,
transparency, and shared decision‐making.

Furthermore, the analysis reveals that even in cases not involving the immediate removal of children, where
parents have the opportunity to engage from the outset, factors such as the investigative and adversarial
nature of the intervention continue to inhibit active parental participation, thereby constraining the potential
for co‐production. Under such conditions, parents may feel criminalized or surveilled rather than supported,
which diminishes their willingness to meaningfully engage in the co‐planning and co‐creation of services.
This finding, supported by previous studies, demonstrates that the involuntary and adversarial character of
interventions, combined with the CWS’s reputation, significantly diminish the potential for cooperation
(Aadnanes & Syrstad, 2021; Featherstone et al., 2018; Hyslop & Keddell, 2018; Laufer‐Ukeles, 2015; Munro,
2019; Terrefe, 2023). The investigative approach to intervention is partly rooted in the NCWS’s statutory
mandate to investigate child maltreatment referrals, which often leads to an adversarial and risk‐oriented
approach. This approach tends to operate on a binary distinction between children deemed in need of
protection and the parents from whom protection is sought. This dynamic fosters antagonism and resistance
between parents and child welfare workers, ultimately eroding the collaborative partnership, active
participation, and the mutual responsibility that co‐production requires. In general, these findings indicate
that several factors hindering the co‐production of CWS are embedded within the structural design of the
child welfare system, its governing policies, and broader systemic frameworks. This supports a study by
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Røiseland (2024) that found that authority‐based contexts, like child protection services, are often less suited
to involving users in the co‐creation of services.

The analysis also reveals the crucial role of parental trust or distrust in the NCWS in influencing
co‐production of CWS. As noted in the findings section, trust and distrust in the NCWS are
multidimensional, encompassing individual trust held by parents, collective trust within immigrant
communities to which participants belong, interpersonal or relational trust between parents and child
welfare professionals, as well as trust in the NCWS at the institutional level. The findings, consistent with
previous research, suggest that parents can develop trust in the NCWS—even in contexts marked by
uncertainty, fear, and vulnerability—provided they find the intervention meaningful and responsive (Terrefe,
2024). Such trust can, in turn, facilitate the co‐production of CWS by enabling the open sharing of
information and the joint identification of needs, concerns, and shared goals (i.e., co‐planning); the
collaborative formulation of problem definitions and intervention strategies (i.e., co‐creation); and the shared
implementation of intervention measures (i.e., co‐delivery). Trust plays this enabling role because it reduces
complexity and enables a leap of faith in the face of the unknown (Giddens, 1990; Luhmann, 1979;
Möllering, 2006; Simmel, 1950; Terrefe, 2024). It is therefore essential for effective interpersonal
relationships, successful collaboration (Das & Teng, 1998; Misztal, 1996; Vangen & Huxham, 2003), and
active participation (Warming, 2013).

Conversely, parental distrust is often rooted in the negative reputation of the NCWS, prior negative
experiences, a lack of shared understanding, or heightened vulnerability. For example, parents’ negative
perceptions of the NCWS may erode trust and reinforce fears that engagement with the system could result
in harmful consequences, particularly the potential loss of custody of one’s child(ren) (Fylkesnes et al., 2015;
Handulle, 2022; Terrefe, 2024). This appears to undermine parents’ willingness to engage actively, thereby
hindering the co‐production of CWS. Misztal (2012) noted that situations characterized by high vulnerability
and distrust have been associated with lower levels of commitment and motivation, as individuals tend to
take protective steps to minimize their exposure to further vulnerability. Hence, establishing a trust‐based
relationship is fundamental to enabling NCWS interventions rooted in co‐production.

The findings further highlight that the co‐production of CWS is significantly shaped by the quality of
relationships and the underlying power dynamics between parents and the NCWS. The analysis indicates
that parents can develop trusting and collaborative relationships with the NCWS, which can serve as a
foundation for the co‐production of CWS—even amid institutional distrust, fear, and vulnerability—provided
that they experience the encounter as meaningful. Such meaning is often rooted in factors like relational
trust in child welfare professionals and assurance that the intervention will not lead to child removal (Terrefe,
2024). In particular, the analysis highlights the critical role of parents’ positive experiences with child welfare
workers—characterized by openness, support, empathy, and cultural responsiveness—in promoting
meaningful engagement in collaboratively planning, co‐creating, implementing, and evaluating interventions.
Such relationships seem to foster a sense of being heard, valued, and empowered among parents, thereby
enhancing interpersonal trust and their willingness to share information openly and actively contribute to
the co‐production of services. Conversely, hierarchical or adversarial relationship dynamics—where
professionals are perceived as rigid and dominate decision‐making, and parents perceive themselves as
passive recipients—seem to significantly hinder co‐production.
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The study also indicates that the feasibility of co‐production‐based interventions within the child welfare
system is closely tied to the power dynamics inherent in the relationship between the NCWS and parents.
While co‐production is theoretically centered on interactions between equal partners, where individuals and
organizations collaborate as equals in the design and delivery of services (Needham, 2008; Ostrom, 1996),
the reality of the parent–NCWS relationship deviates from this ideal as the NCWS holds considerable power.
The results of the data analysis indicate that the power dynamics and the dominant position of the NCWS
stem from various interconnected facets of the system. These include the coercive power of the NCWS to
intervene, investigate, and remove children, including against the parents’ will (Ministry of Children and
Families, 2023), the power embedded in the dominant perspective that shapes intervention practices and
the subsequent hierarchy of values and knowledge, and the power of child welfare workers due to their
professional role. This complex web of power and power imbalances significantly hampers parents’ active
participation in co‐producing CWS, limiting their agency in various ways. This aligns with Pestoff’s (2006)
study of childcare services in eight European countries, which found that top‐down structures and
professionals’ control over decisions undermine meaningful parental participation and limit co‐production.

Nonetheless, the findings of the current study point to the critical role of frontline child welfare
professionals in addressing power imbalances, thereby facilitating interventions grounded in co‐production.
Accordingly, workers who adopt power‐informed practices can enable parents’ meaningful participation,
even amidst fear and institutional distrust. This includes recognizing the power inherent in parents’
knowledge of their values, families, and children, as well as the protective factors present within the social
context, family dynamics, or the broader community. The data suggest that when workers exercise power
flexibly—by adapting to parents’ perspectives and needs—they enhance parental participation. In addition, a
pragmatic, context‐sensitive approach, such as adjusting meeting schedules, has been found to foster
parental trust and participation, and, in turn, to support co‐production by creating an environment where
parents feel more engaged and able to contribute. The adverse impact of the power imbalance can also be
redressed by letting parents see how their perspectives and contributions have a meaningful impact on the
process. Beresford (2021) highlighted that for service professionals, user participation is often seen as a
transactional activity focused on gathering information from users, whereas for service users, participation is
a quest for empowerment. That is, service users want their voices to be heard and to have a role in shaping
the intervention, which provides them with a sense of influence and control over the process. This creates
an environment where parents feel more engaged and able to contribute, fostering a more collaborative
relationship. A core principle of co‐production is the explicit acknowledgment, critical examination, and
active addressing of power differentials to ensure equitable participation and shared decision‐making
(Bovaird, 2007; Brandsen & Pestoff, 2006; Gordon & O’Brien, 2018).

In summary, the analysis underscores the complex and multifaceted nature of the factors shaping the
co‐production of CWS, highlighting how these dynamics unfold across relational, institutional, and systemic
levels. That is, these factors are also interrelated in either promoting or undermining the co‐production
process. For example, while parents’ limited awareness of what the intervention entails, of how to respond
to the allegations, and of what to expect impedes co‐production by limiting their ability to provide valuable
input and participate meaningfully, the asymmetry of power further makes it difficult for parents to engage
as equal partners and build genuine partnerships with child welfare workers. Yet, factors such as a positive
relationship between parents and NCWS workers can foster active parental participation despite these
adversities, thus enabling co‐production to some extent. The findings also suggest that while co‐production
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offers a valuable approach to enhancing service user participation, empowerment, and the responsiveness
of child welfare interventions, its feasibility is often constrained by the inherent nature of the system itself.
This includes limitations imposed by legal mandates and the more coercive, risk‐oriented aspects of
intervention. While the study indicates that elements of co‐production can be supported through existing
mechanisms, fully implementing co‐production‐based interventions would likely require a fundamental
restructuring of the current power dynamics and intervention frameworks within the NCWS. Yet, the
findings point to the potential of co‐production as a promising pathway for creating more accessible,
responsive, and inclusive services, with the capacity to help address the trust deficit that continues to
challenge contemporary child welfare systems.

Finally, ensuring child welfare interventions based on co‐production is not only a matter of fairness but also
upholds fundamental human rights values and principles, affirming the right of service users to access CWS
and influence decisions about their families in accordance with their own values and perspectives. A core
tenet of co‐production is the recognition that service users possess valuable knowledge and are uniquely
positioned to contribute to the design and delivery of services alongside professionals (Bovaird & Loeffler,
2012). Thus, it centers the voices of service users in shaping the policies and practices that affect their lives.
Child welfare intervention based on co‐production can therefore further the protection of human rights, like
rights to family life, privacy, dignity, agency, and participation enshrined in international human rights
instruments such as the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948), the International Covenant on Civil
and Political Rights (1966), and the Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989). It also ensures that
interventions are not solely based on dominant perspectives and norms but also take into account the
diverse values and lived experiences of families, particularly those from immigrant and minority communities.
This approach also aligns with service users’ rights to cultural identity and equitable access to services, while
helping to prevent discriminatory practices within child welfare systems.

8. Implications for Practices, Policies, and Future Research

The findings of this study have several implications for practice, policy, and future research. The findings
suggest that, although co‐production within contemporary CWS is limited, there is significant potential for
its development, particularly when parents experience positive, respectful, and meaningful interactions with
child welfare professionals. These findings imply that practitioners should prioritize facilitating opportunities
for parents to actively participate in the intervention process. This involves initiating engagement not solely
through information gathering, but also by sharing relevant information and collaboratively negotiating the
intervention’s purpose, process, and goals with parents. Such practices are essential for challenging parents’
preconceived notions about the NCWS and for fostering trust‐based relationships that support more
effective and responsive interventions. In addition, addressing parents’ immediate emotional and material
needs—particularly in the early stages of intervention—can play a critical role in facilitating their
empowerment and participation in the co‐production process. This may require child welfare professionals
to be willing and able to move beyond traditional, compliance‐based approaches and adopt more relational
and flexible forms of engagement. It includes recognizing parents as equal partners rather than passive
recipients of services, and actively working to reduce informational gaps and power imbalances that hinder
their ability to engage meaningfully in co‐production activities.
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Policy reforms should focus on introducing organizational structures and approaches that facilitate
interventions based on co‐production, particularly in the NCWS’s engagement with families from diverse
cultural backgrounds. Measures such as aligning training programs for child welfare workers based on
principles of co‐production can facilitate a more conducive environment. This is because
co‐production‐based interventions, which require engaging parents as equal partners, demand new skills
and approaches. In this regard, service users with lived experience can be an invaluable resource for training
programs. For example, in Scotland, the ”Who Cares? Scotland” initiative involves young people with lived
experience of foster care in designing training programs for child welfare professionals, helping to improve
their understanding of the needs of children in care. Similarly, peer mentoring and advocacy programs in the
United Kingdom involve foster care alumni or parents who have successfully navigated the child welfare
system, offering mentorship and support to those currently involved (Saar‐Heiman et al., 2024).

Policy reforms should also consider alternative approaches to engaging service users that emphasize
equality and collaborative partnership. One such approach is the deliberate integration of frameworks that
support co‐production across all levels of the child welfare system. In this regard, practices like family group
conferencing (FGC)—where extended family members work alongside social workers to design and shape
interventions—can foster more inclusive and culturally responsive spaces for parental engagement.
For example, in New Zealand, the Children, Young Persons, and Their Families Act (New Zealand Government,
1989) mandates FGC as a legally required decision‐making process in child protection cases. In addition, the
increasing use of the family team meeting approach, also referred to as family group decision‐making,
represents a family‐centered intervention model aimed at facilitating collaborative decision‐making
processes within child protection services (Crampton, 2007; Olson, 2009). Such approaches can enhance
family participation and empowerment by enabling families to identify solutions tailored to their unique
circumstances. Within these models, solutions are co‐negotiated with parents, while child welfare
professionals take a facilitative rather than a directive role. In Finland, an emerging model based on a
collaborative approach within the child welfare system like “experts by experience” and “the systemic
practice model” is being implemented (Isokuortti, 2024; Pösö, 2018). These models actively involve parents
with prior experience in child protection services, encouraging them to play a role in developing more
family‐centered support models by co‐leading policy discussions and contributing to service redesign efforts.
Similarly, Norway’s family council (familieråd) approach is used to bring together the child’s family and close
network to develop solutions, ensuring that the child receives support from their own community rather
than relying solely on public agencies to make decisions. Expanding this approach by contextualizing it for
immigrant parents could further support intervention based on co‐production within the NCWS. Moreover,
future policy should consider the development of alternative frameworks that acknowledge and respect
parental practices and values that diverge from dominant norms. Such frameworks could empower parents
to engage with CWS based on their own knowledge systems and cultural values, thereby enhancing the
responsiveness of the interventions. Achieving this would require a continuous negotiation of values
concerning parenting, child–parent relationships, and culturally embedded understandings of care and
responsibility. Additionally, parents’ lack of awareness—along with the resulting fear and distrust in the
system—can be mitigated through targeted awareness campaigns within immigrant communities. This
approach could also help to reduce the negative reputation of the NCWS and the widespread distrust within
immigrant communities.
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Finally, the analysis underscores the need for further research into the feasibility of CWS interventions
grounded in co‐production principles. In particular, future studies that examine the perspectives and
experiences of culturally and linguistically diverse families’ interactions with the child welfare system could
deepen the understanding of how co‐production works in cross‐cultural CWS. Although the findings and
suggestions are based on parents’ experiences with the NCWS, their relevance could, with appropriate
modifications, be transferable and applied to child welfare systems in other countries. The potential
transferability of the study’s findings to cases with similar characteristics lies both in the consistent
structures and patterns observed in the participants’ data, as well as the explanatory power of the
conceptual framework that guided the analysis. Timmermans and Tavory (2012) noted that theorization
enables the move beyond isolated cases and draws a wider conclusion by framing individual cases in broader
conceptual categories, thus allowing for meaningful comparison across different contexts.

Acknowledgments
The author expresses gratitude to the study participants, colleagues, reviewers, and editors of this issue for
their invaluable contributions.

Funding
Open access funding provided by Nord University.

Conflict of Interests
The author declares no conflict of interests.

Data Availability
The author affirms that all data supporting the study’s findings are contained within this article.

References
Aadnanes,M., & Syrstad, E. (2021). Barnesentrering og risikoorientering i det norske barnevernet: Utfordringer
i profesjonell praksis i saker med alvorlig vold eller omsorgssvikt. Barn – Forskning om Barn og Barndom i
Norden, 39(2/3).

Aamodt, H. A. (2023). Kritikken av barnevernet: Kan vi forvente en endring av praksis? Nordic Journal of
Wellbeing and Sustainable Welfare Development, 2(2), 22–36.

Beresford, P. (2021). Participatory ideology: From exclusion to involvement. Policy Press.
Berrick, J. D., Dickens, J., Pösö, T., & Skivenes, M. (2015). Children’s involvement in care order decision‐making:
A cross‐country analysis. Child Abuse & Neglect, 49, 128–141.

Bovaird, T. (2007). Beyond engagement and participation: User and community co‐production of
public services. Public Administration Review, 67(5), 846–860. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540‐6210.2007.
00773.x

Bovaird, T., & Loeffler, E. (2012). From engagement to co‐production: The contribution of users and
communities to outcomes and public value. Voluntas: International Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit
Organizations, 23, 1119–1138.

Brandsen, T., & Pestoff, V. (2006). Co‐production, the third sector and the delivery of public services. Public
Management Review, 8(4), 493–501. https://doi.org/10.1080/14719030601022874

Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2006). Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qualitative Research in Psychology, 3(2),
77–101.

Social Inclusion • 2025 • Volume 13 • Article 10488 18

https://www.cogitatiopress.com
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6210.2007.00773.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6210.2007.00773.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/14719030601022874


Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2019). Reflecting on reflexive thematic analysis. Qualitative Research in Sport, Exercise
and Health, 11(4), 589–597.

Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2021). One size fits all? What counts as quality practice in (reflexive) thematic analysis?
Qualitative Research in Psychology, 18(3), 328–352.

Braun, V., Clarke, V., Hayfield, N., Davey, L., & Jenkinson, E. (2023). Doing reflexive thematic analysis. In
S. Bager‐Charleson & A. McBeath (Eds.), Supporting research in counselling and psychotherapy: Qualitative,
quantitative, and mixed methods research (pp. 19–38). Springer.

Byrne, D. (2022). A worked example of Braun and Clarke’s approach to reflexive thematic analysis. Quality &
Quantity, 56(3), 1391–1412.

Crampton, D. (2007). Research review: Family group decision‐making: A promising practice in need of more
programme theory and research. Child & Family Social Work, 12(2), 202–209.

Das, T., & Teng, B. (1998). Between trust and control: Developing confidence in partner cooperation in alliances.
Academy of Management Review, 23(3), 491–512.

Eide, K., Lidén, H., Haugland, B., Fladstad, T., & Hauge, H. A. (2018). Trajectories of ambivalence and trust:
Experiences of unaccompanied refugee minors resettling in Norway. European Journal of SocialWork, 23(4),
554–565. https://doi.org/10.1080/13691457.2018.1504752

Featherstone, B., Gupta, A., Morris, K., & Warner, J. (2018). Let’s stop feeding the risk monster: Towards a
social model of “child protection.” Families, Relationships and Societies, 7(1), 7–22.

Fersch, B. (2016).Welfare service professionals, migrants, and the question of trust. A Danish case. Professions
and Professionalism, 6(2), e1567. https://doi.org/10.7577/pp.1567

Fylkesnes, M. K., Iversen, A. C., Bjørknes, R., & Nygren, L. (2015). Frykten for barnevernet – En undersøkelse
av etniske minoritetsforeldres oppfatninger. Tidsskriftet Norges Barnevern, 92(02), 81–96.

Fylkesnes, M. K., Iversen, A. C., & Nygren, L. (2018). Negotiating deficiency: Exploring ethnic minority parents’
narratives about encountering child welfare services in Norway. Child & Family SocialWork, 23(2), 196–203.

Giddens, A. (1990). The consequences of modernity. Polity Press.
Gilbert, N., Parton, N., & Skivenes, M. (2011). Child protection systems: International trends and orientations.
Oxford University Press.

Gordon, S., & O’Brien, A. J. (2018). Co‐production: Power, problems and possibilities. International Journal of
Mental Health Nursing, 27(4).

Handulle, A. (2022). Beyond fear of child welfare services: An ethnographic study amongNorwegian‐Somali parents
[Unpublished doctoral dissertation]. University of Stavanger.

Haugevik, K., & Neumann, C. B. (2020). Staten, barnevernet og utenrikspolitikken. Nytt Norsk Tidsskrift, 5–18.
Hyslop, I., & Keddell, E. (2018). Outing the elephants: Exploring a new paradigm for child protection social
work. Social Sciences, 7(7), 105.

Isokuortti, N. (2024). Organizational and systems factors impacting the adaptation of a child welfare practice
model from the UK to Finland. Human Service Organizations: Management, Leadership & Governance, 48(4),
474–495.

Kildedal, K., Uggerhoj, L., Nordstoga, S., & Sagatun, S. (2011). Å bli undersøkt: Norske og danske foreldres
erfaringer med barnevernsundersøkelsen. Universitetsforlaget.

Korzeniewska, L., Bivand Erdal, M., Kosakowska‐Berezecka, N., & Żadkowska, M. (2019). Trust across borders:
A review of literature on trust, migration and child welfare services. Peace Research Institutte Oslo.

Križ, K., & Skivenes, M. (2010). Lost in translation: How child welfare workers in Norway and England
experience language difficulties when working with minority ethnic families. British Journal of Social Work,
40(5), 1353–1367.

Social Inclusion • 2025 • Volume 13 • Article 10488 19

https://www.cogitatiopress.com
https://doi.org/10.1080/13691457.2018.1504752
https://doi.org/10.7577/pp.1567


Laufer‐Ukeles, P. (2015). The relational rights of children. Connecticut Law Review, 48, 741.
Luhmann, N. (1979). Trust: A mechanism for the reduction of social complexity. In N. Luhmann & H. Davis
(Eds.), Trust and power: Two works by Niklas Luhmann (pp. 1–103). Polity.

Meijer, A. (2016). Coproduction as a structural transformation of the public sector. International Journal of
Public Sector Management, 29(6), 596–611.

Ministry of Children and Families. (2023). Lov om barnevern (barnevernsloven). Lovdata. https://lovdata.no/
dokument/NL/lov/2021‐06‐18‐97

Misztal, B. (1996). Trust in modern societies: The search for the bases of social order. Polity Press.
Misztal, B. A. (2012). Trust: Acceptance of, precaution against and cause of vulnerability. In M. Sasaki
& R. M. Marsh (Eds.), Trust: Comparative perspectives (pp. 209–236). Brill. https://doi.org/10.1163/
9789004221383

Möllering, G. (2006). Trust: Reason, routine, reflexivity. Elsevier.
Munro, E. (2019). Effective child protection. Sage.
Needham, C. (2008). Realising the potential of co‐production: Negotiating improvements in the public services.

Public Management Review, 10(4), 491–510. https://doi.org/10.1080/14719030802264152
Needham, C., & Carr, S. (2009). Co‐production: An emerging evidence base for adult social care transformation.
Social Care Institute for Excellence.

New Zealand Government. (1989). Children, young persons, and their families act 1989.
Olson, K. B. (2009). Family group conferencing and child protection mediation: Essential tools for prioritizing
family engagement in child welfare cases. Family Court Review, 47(1), 53–68.

Osborne, S. P. (2006). The new public governance. Public Management Review, 8(3), 377–387.
Osborne, S. P., Strokosch, K., & Radnor, Z. (2018). Co‐production and the co‐creation of value in public services:
A perspective from service management. In T. Brandsen, B. Verschuere, & T. Steen (Eds.), Co‐production
and co‐creation (pp. 18–26). Routledge.

Ostrom, E. (1996). Crossing the great divide: Coproduction, synergy, and development. World Development,
24(6), 1073–1087. https://doi.org/10.1016/0305‐750X(96)00023‐X

Paulsen, V., & Berg, B. (2021).Møter mellom minoriteter og barnevernet. Universitetsforlaget.
Pestoff, V. (2006). Citizens and co‐production of welfare services: Childcare in eight European countries. Public

Management Review, 8(4), 503–519.
Pestoff, V. (2009). Towards a paradigm of democratic participation: Citizen participation and co‐production of
personal social services in Sweden. Annals of Public and Cooperative Economics, 80(2), 197–224.

Pestoff, V., Brandsen, T., & Verschuere, B. (Eds.). (2013). New public governance, the third sector and
co‐production. Routledge.

Picot, A. (2014). Transforming child welfare: From explicit to implicit control of families. European Journal of
Social Work, 17(5), 689–701.

Pösö, T. (2018). Experts by experience infusing professional practices in child protection. In C. Höjer &
T. Pösö (Eds.), Human rights in child protection: Implications for professional practice and policy (pp. 111–128).
Palgrave Macmillan.

Radnor, A., Osborne, S. P., Kinder, T., & Mutton, J. (2014). Operationalizing co‐production in public services
delivery: The contribution of service blueprinting. Public Management Review, 16(3), 402–423.

Røiseland, A. (2024). For all seasons? Exploring the policy‐context for co‐creation. PublicMoney&Management,
44(6), 491–499.

Saar‐Heiman, Y., Damma, J., Lalayants, M., & Gupta, A. (2024). Parent peer advocacy, mentoring, and support
in child protection: A scoping review of programs and services. Psychosocial Intervention, 33(2), 73–88.
https://doi.org/10.5093/pi2024a5

Social Inclusion • 2025 • Volume 13 • Article 10488 20

https://www.cogitatiopress.com
https://lovdata.no/dokument/NL/lov/2021-06-18-97
https://lovdata.no/dokument/NL/lov/2021-06-18-97
https://doi.org/10.1163/9789004221383
https://doi.org/10.1163/9789004221383
https://doi.org/10.1080/14719030802264152
https://doi.org/10.1016/0305-750X(96)00023-X
https://doi.org/10.5093/pi2024a5


Simmel, G. (1950). The sociology of Georg Simmel (Vol. 92892). Simon and Schuster.
Simonsson, S. F., Moe, A., & Marthinsen, E. (2023). Samskaping av velferdstjenester – en hegemonisk idé med
tvetydig praksis. Tidsskrift for Velferdsforskning, 26(1), 1–14.

Strokosch, K., & Osborne, S. P. (2023). Design of services or designing for service? The application of design
methodology in public service settings. Policy & Politics, 51(2), 231–249.

Terrefe, T. A. (2023). Immigrant parents’ experiences of child welfare assessment processes in child
maltreatment cases: Implications for trust. Barn – Forskning om Barn og Barndom i Norden, 41(2/3).

Terrefe, T. A. (2024). From fear and distrust to trust and collaboration: Exploring transitions in the quality of
relationships in the encounters between immigrant parents and child welfare services. International Journal
on Child Maltreatment: Research, Policy and Practice, 7(4), 477–499.

Timmermans, S., & Tavory, I. (2012). Theory construction in qualitative research: From grounded theory to
abductive analysis. Sociological Theory, 30(3), 167–186.

Torfing, J., Sørensen, E., & Breimo, J. P. (2022). When Norway met co‐creation: The import, diffusion, and
onboarding of a magic concept in public administration. International Public Management Journal, 26(5),
667–686.

Torfing, J., & Triantafillou, P. (2013). What’s in a name? Grasping new public governance as a political‐
administrative system. International Review of Public Administration, 18(2), 9–25.

Vangen, S., & Huxham, C. (2003). Nurturing collaborative relations: Building trust in interorganizational
collaboration. The Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 39(1), 5–31.

Vassenden, A., & Vedøy, G. (2019). Recurrence, eruptions, and a transnational turn: Three decades of strained
relations between migrants to Norway and the child welfare services. Child & Family Social Work, 24(4),
582–591. https://doi.org/10.1111/cfs.12639

Vike, H., Aastvedt, A., & Lo, C. (2025). Democratic innovation and co‐creation as self‐help: The limits of
normative overload in theory construction. Critical Policy Studies. Advance online publication. https://
doi.org/10.1080/19460171.2025.2467678

Voorberg, W. H., Bekkers, V. J. J. M., & Tummers, L. G. (2015). A systematic review of co‐creation and
co‐production: Embarking on the social innovation journey. Public Management Review, 17(9), 1333–1357.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2014.930505

Walzer, M. (1988). Socializing the welfare state. In A. Gutmann (Ed.), Democracy and the welfare state (pp.
13–26). Princeton University Press.

Warming, H. (Ed.). (2013). Participation, citizenship and trust in children’s lives. Springer.
Whitaker, G. P. (1980). Coproduction: Citizen participation in service delivery. Public Administration Review,

40(3), 240–246.

About the Author

Tesfahun Alemayehu Terrefe holds a PhD in sociology and is a lecturer in the Faculty of
Social Sciences at Nord University, Norway. His research focuses on trust, social work,
child welfare, migration and integration, identity politics, minority perspectives, and welfare
state studies.

Social Inclusion • 2025 • Volume 13 • Article 10488 21

https://www.cogitatiopress.com
https://doi.org/10.1111/cfs.12639
https://doi.org/10.1080/19460171.2025.2467678
https://doi.org/10.1080/19460171.2025.2467678
https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2014.930505

	1 Introduction
	2 Co-Production as a Conceptual Framework
	3 The NCWS and Immigrant Families
	4 Method
	5 Analysis of Interview Results
	6 Findings
	6.1 Parents' Negative Perceptions of the NCWS and Limited Awareness of How to Engage With the System
	6.2 The Impact of the Child Welfare System's Approach to Intervention
	6.3 The Role of Parental Trust or Distrust in the NCWS
	6.4 The Quality of Relationships and the Underlying Power Dynamics Between Parents and the NCWS

	7 Discussion
	8 Implications for Practices, Policies, and Future Research

