This is the accepted manuscript of the article, which has been published in Child and family social work.
https://doi.org/10.1111/cfs.12711.

The documented layer of children’s rights in care order decision-making
By Susanna Hoikkala & Tarja Pösö

Child & Family Social Work (2019) DOI: 10.1111/cfs.12711
Abstract
The recognition of children as rights holders is a true challenge for any policy and practice which
involves children but it is even more so for making decisions about taking children into care. This
article departs from the view that when children are perceived as bearers of rights, this should also
be reflected in the institutional documents of decision-making. That is why the documented layer of
decisions about taking a child into care is examined here. The empirical data consist of documents
of hearings (pre-hearing and hearing reports) in which children (33) are asked to give their view
about a proposed care order and placement in Finland.
The documented layers of involving children as rights holders are divided into two types: a
minimalist type and a more individualised, thorough and detailed type. The former type represents
children as rights holders in a routinized manner whereas the latter one treats them in a
particularized manner: how this particular child in this particular hearing received and gave
information and on what grounds her/his view rested. As the documents may have some
controversial implications, the recording of children as right-holders should not be treated as an
isolated and technical issue.

1. Introduction

The recognition of children as rights holders is a true challenge for any policy and practice that
involves children (Lundby 2008; Gal & Duramy, 2015). It is even more so for child welfare in
which participation, provision and protection rights are constantly negotiated in complex and
problem-laden situations without any full certainty about how these rights can be best implemented
in individual decisions. However, there is a consensus that in order to practise rights-based child
welfare it is inevitable that children must be involved in decisions concerning them (Gal & Duramy,
2015; Backe-Hansen & Eriksen 2018). The children’s right to express their views and have them
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taken into account is vital in any decision-making, yet the responsibility for making decisions lies
with the adults (Sandberg 2018). They cannot leave the decision to the child in the name of
autonomy or for any other reasons (ibid).

The practice of the adults – child welfare practitioners in our study – making the decisions and
taking into account children’s views and wishes is informed by national legislation and the
Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC) as well as national and local guidelines, agency
practices and resources, and practitioners’ skills and values, among other similar factors.
Practitioner-related factors become important when assessing the child’s maturity to be involved in
the decision-making and creating a solid communicative forum for the child to be included in
(Lefevre 2015). There are also fixed age limits which determine when a child of a certain age
should be included in the decision-making process. For example, according to the national
legislation of some countries, the age of 12 or 15 gives children the opportunity to initiate voluntary
removals processes (Burns et al. 2017, 230–231). The statutory context of child welfare also sets
requirements on the process: children’s use of their rights needs to be documented in institutional
documents. It is this documented layer of the involvement that is our empirical focus as recording
children’s views is an integral, yet often narrowly understood, element of children’s participation in
decision-making (Kennan, Brady & Forkan 2018). We argue that when children are perceived as
bearers of human rights (Bessell & Gal 2009), this should be reflected in the documents of decisionmaking.

The practice we focus on is a part of Finnish child welfare decision-making in which children who
are 12 years of age or older are asked to give their view on the proposed care order decision and the
related placement in care. Their view has the same formal weight in the decision-making process as
that of their parents’ as will be described in more detail later in the paper. As children are given a
strong position as rights holders in this process, the aim of this article is to explore how children’s
involvement in the decision-making process is recorded in the formal organisational documents. We
are especially interested in the formal hearing in which a child’s view is heard and should be
formally documented. In doing so, we highlight the documented layer of the children’s right to be
involved and argue that the analysis of the documented layer sheds light on the organisational
routines regarding children as rights holders, which may otherwise remain unseen (Prior 2003).
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2. The documented layer of children’s rights in the child welfare context

The documented layer of children’s rights builds on documents written in child welfare. Documents
and texts indeed have a foundational role in child welfare organisations and professional practices
(Skehill et al. 2013). There are different kinds of texts and documents: on the one hand, there are
case files of individual children written by social workers as well as decisions written for
organisational, institutional and legal purposes, and on the other, there are regulatory texts such as
legislation and guidelines which standardize and coordinate activities of child welfare workers, e.g.
in care order decision-making processes (Skehill et al 2013; Smith 2001). Texts and documents are
not random or isolated from their social contexts; rather, they, as artefacts, represent the functions
and negotiated order of the organisation as well as its division of tasks (Prince 1996) and are
embedded in organisational and administrative routines (Scott 1990; Prior 2003). In Finland, for
example, the child welfare documents are expected to follow professional, legal and administrative
norms, and when doing so, they aim to provide legal protection for social workers as well as
service-users when they record the decisions made.

In some views, the documents, and even their empty templates, are relevant to understanding
institutional scripts embedded in the organisation since ‘recording’ notes about a child in a case file
is ‘recoding’ the child’s and family’s life into the scripts of the child welfare institution (Gillingham
2013; Roets et al. 2017; Berrick et al. 2018). Writing documents is selective from the organisation’s
point of view: what is seen as being ‘important’ is recorded (Hennum 2011; Wastell et al. 2010).
‘Writing documents’ is also a skill taught to social workers (e.g. Healy and Mulholland 2010),
demonstrating the importance of professionally relevant writing, different from other types of
writing. Consequently, there is reason to assume that child welfare documents would include
children as rights-holders and participants in the issues relevant to their life in detail when/if
children’s rights make an integral part of child welfare.

Documents are not only written they are also read. The documents and the views of children therein
may be read and revisited several times by practitioners after they have been recorded (Askeland &
Payne 1999). In addition, the child him/herself may read the reports later in life. The documents
may include information about the child’s life which is not available elsewhere (Vehkalahti 2016).
Therefore, what is written for organisational purposes may serve to build a personal life-story in
which the position given to ‘me’ as a child with rights in the child protection system is meaningful.
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The documents may also support children, care-leavers in particular, in their campaings for
reparative justice (Hoyle et al. 2018).

It is often reported that children experience a loss of voice and power in child welfare decisionmaking (e.g. Leeson 2007; Vis & Fossum 2013; Bijleveld et al., 2015; Tisdall 2016). When
studying the documented layer of children’s rights, the voice of children is textually represented by
documents which are more or less indirectly related to face-to-face social work practice between
children, parents and practitioners, and to children’s lived experiences of involvement. In face-toface practice and recordings thereof, one could expect to see the impacts of the rights-based frame
for child welfare as can be read in the general comment by the Committee on the Rights of the
Child (Stafford et al. 2017). It defines how to effectively realize children’s rights to be heard as a
process of steps to be taken (Article 12) (CRC/C/GC/12). These steps are the preparation (41.), the
hearing (42–43.), the assessment of the capacity of the child (44.), information about the weight
given to the views of the child and the feedback given to the child of the outcome of the process
(45.) and complaints, remedies and redress (46–47.). From the point of view of the documents, the
way how the given and received information is documented becomes an interesting indicator of
right-based practice in addition to the child’s documented view itself (Stafford et al. 2017; Munro
and Turnell 2018; Hoyle et al. 2018; Skelton 2019).

3.

Children’s right to have their say about care orders: setting the context

The children’s right to be heard and have their views and wishes considered is included in the
Finnish Child Welfare Act (417/2007) with a clear message: all children should be involved in any
decisions concerning them according to their age and maturity. This norm requires practitioners to
involve all children and consider their views and wishes. In addition, there is also an age-specific
norm: a child who is 12 years or older has a right to give his/her view on a care order proposal and a
suggested placement and the view has an impact on the proceedings in the same way as that of the
child’s parents. If any party, a child or a parent, expresses their objection, the decision-making
authority is transferred from social work to the court.

The strong impact of children’s consent and objection on the decision-making process is based on
the differentiation between ‘voluntary’ and ‘involuntary’ care orders in Finland (Pösö & Huhtanen
2017; Pösö et al. 2018). These two types of care orders are similar regarding their threshold and
legal consequences but differ regarding the decision-maker. The court is involved only in those
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care order proceedings where a party involved has expressed their objection. At the moment, such
decisions constitute a minority – about 20 to 25 per cent – of all care order decisions (Pösö &
Huhtanen 2017).

Consent or objection is expressed during an event called a ‘hearing’. Hearings are common practice
in any sector of public administration with the aim of guaranteeing that the persons in question have
the right to express their opinion about the matter that is being decided about (Pösö & Huhtanen
2017). Hearings are regulated by law: the invitations to a hearing have to be in written form – these
documents function as evidence that the hearing invitation has been sent – and there has to be
evidence that the invitation letters have been received; the parties involved, children and parents
alike, should be given a full account of all the reasons for the care order proposal and they have the
right to examine their case files and other materials which social workers possess about their case.
In addition, the outcome of the hearing should be documented. The outcome of the child welfare
hearing is whether the parents and children consent (or object) to the care order proposal and the
proposed placement. The outcome may also of course be that other services will be provided to the
family for support and that the care order proposal is thus dismissed.

Child welfare hearings are very much embedded in social work practice. The persons organising
hearings are social workers – there are always two of them involved in each case – and the hearings
take place in a child welfare agency or other locations relevant to the case (e.g. at home, in
hospitals). As hearings are organised as part of lengthy care order preparations, the social workers
organising the hearing have often worked with the family for a long period of time – months if not
years – and have considered the family’s views and wishes in many ways. In this type of hearing,
the very final consent or objection should be given and the next step of the proceedings is decided
based on that. The hearings are thus a mix of social case work and public administration with
considerable implications for the decision-making process.

Children’s say – just like that of their parents’ – regarding the care order proposal and the proposed
placement manifests itself in two ‘ticks in the boxes’. The options are: ‘I do not object to the care
order’ or ‘I do not object to the proposed placement’, ‘I object to the care order’ or ‘I object to the
proposed placement’. Children – like their parents – are asked to sign a report of the hearing
including these ticks. The report may also include the reasons for the objection or consent; in
addition, it lists the information which was available for the parties to give their view. This report
makes the hearing traceable and records children’s and parents’ consent or objection.
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4. Data and method

In this article, the focus is on the hearing documents and how they establish children as rightsholders. We explore the position given textually to children as rights-holders from two angles:
information given to the children and information given by the children as documented in the
hearing reports.

The data consist of the hearing documents of 33 children taken into care in three Finnish
municipalities. The hearing documents consist of pre-hearing documents and hearing reports which
record the hearing events with the children. The hearing documents constitute part of a database of
documents about care order decision-making which was gathered in three municipalities and which
covers 54 children, collected as part of a larger study. Each municipality and the Ethics Committee
of the University of Tampere had granted permission for the collection of data. Following the
instructions given by the researchers, social workers and administrative staff collected the
documents retrospectively from February 2018 backwards until a certain number of documents was
collected. They also anonymized the documents. The number of cases reflects the number of care
orders in the municipalities: 22, 17 and 15, respectively. The care orders preparations were
completed during 2012–2018; two thirds of all cases resulted in consent-based care orders (N=37)
and one third in involuntary care orders because of the objection of one or more of the parties
involved (N=17). Most children and their families had received child welfare services before care
order proceedings were initiated. The majority of the children had been in out-of-home placements
once or several times in the past. In addition, most children were in out-of-home placement (mainly
by emergency order) when social workers decided to initiate care order preparations. There are
documents of 19 girls and 31 boys in the data (the gender is unknown in four cases due to
anonymization). The analysis focuses only on children who were 12 years or older when the
hearing took place (33) and that is why the full data are excluded from the analysis.

The opportunity to attend the hearing had been used by all children who were 12 years or older,
except one who had run away and was missing when the hearing took place. In the hearings (11) in
which the care order proposal and/or proposed placement were objected to, the child was the only
party who objected to the proposed measures in six hearings. The parents had given their consent in
those six hearings. As the child objected, the administrative court became involved and examined
the case from the court’s perspective. In five hearings, children expressed their objection together
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with their parents. In other words, these data do not include any cases in which the child gives
his/her consent but the parents object. Five children expressed their objection to both the care order
proposal and to the proposed placement. Five children objected only to the care order proposal and
one child objected only to the proposed placement.

The pre-hearing data include invitation letters (N=13) sent to the children. These pre-hearing data
in particular are incomplete as there were 33 children who had been invited to the hearing based on
their age, meaning that 20 invitation letters are missing. The lack of invitation letters may be a sign
that the invitation documents are not stored in the case files or that, despite the instructions, they
were not regarded as important to share with the researchers to inform them about the preparations.
The hearing reports, that is documentation of the hearing event (N=24), take two forms: they are
either reports written on templates or they are free writing reports in the children’s case files.
Hearings were recorded in 18 cases using only templates, an account of the hearing event was
recorded in the child's case file in two cases, and in four cases the hearing was recorded both using
a template and in the child's case file. The templates were finalised in the hearing events as they
required the signature of the child, whereas the other recordings were written afterwards by social
workers. Similarly to the pre-hearing data, this type of data is not complete either as hearing reports
are missing in nine cases. The hearing reports show that the majority of the hearings in these data
involved the child and two social workers. In seven cases, there were four participants present
including either an attorney, a legal representative of the child, mother, grandmother or a worker
from a residential care unit. Apart from one, the reports do not include any details of the
contribution of the other participants in the hearing.

The analysis departs from the view that hearings are represented ‘as documentary realities’ in these
organisational documents and therefore their textual representation is of analytic interest (Atkinson
& Coffey 1997). The analysis focuses on the patterns of recording the inclusion of children as
rights-holders in the hearing process; more specifically, on the information given to children and by
children in before and during the hearing, and the recording of the child’s view of the care order
proposal and the proposed placement. We considered every document through the following
questions: how is the child viewed as a receiver of information, as a giver of information and how is
the child’s view recorded. The findings are presented in two sections based on the type of
documents (pre-hearing vs. hearing), followed by a typology of two extreme patterns of
documentation.
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Limitations
There are certain limitations in this study. The focus on written documents obviously excludes
many important elements of the decision-making process and hearings such as face-to-face
interaction. As care order preparations are long and complicated, the hearing documents cast light
only on a very limited layer of children’s views. The narrowness matters even more as hearings
have been neglected in Finnish research and there is no research available to use to reflect the
findings. The existing research examines court practices and how children’s views are considered in
their documents (e.g. Korpinen 2008; de Godzinsky 2012; Pösö & Enroos 2017). Nevertheless,
from the point of view of rights-based child protection, the focus of this study highlights an element
in practice which may otherwise remain unnoticed but which could matter greatly to those involved.

A significant shortcoming of the study is the robustness of the data. Despite the instructions given
by the researchers, the data collected by social workers and administrative staff did not include all
types of documents requested and re-requested. A challenge for the analysis is that the three
municipalities have very different documentation practices, including the templates and client
information systems in use. There is also variation within the agencies regarding the style of writing
documents. Instead of treating the variation as a weakness of the data, we treat it as a characteristic
of the hearing documentation and a finding in its own right: there is no standard way to record
hearing events apart from the key information about the choice between consent and objection
expressed by those involved.

There were both ethical and pragmatic reasons as to why the researchers did not themselves gather
the data. The issues of confidentiality and the protection of child welfare service-users were easier
to solve and guarantee that way. At the same time, it could be argued that social workers may have
gathered cases selectively. However, we do not have any reasons to suspect that any biased
selection took place.

5. Findings

5.1. Pre-hearing documents: Invitation letters sent to children

The general nature of the invitation letters is formal with the purpose of inviting the child to a
hearing taking place on a certain day and in a certain place. Most of the letters are written on a
ready-made blank template with the official logos of each municipality and titled as invitations to
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the hearing event. The length of the body text varies from 10 to 16 sentences. The style of the letters
is quite similar from one case to another. It is particularly noteworthy that the letters sent to children
do not differ significantly from the ones sent to adults which are also available in our data set. This
means that, on the whole, there is not much child-specific personalization in the invitation.
Personalised topics consist mainly of the name and social security number of the child. There were,
however, five invitation letters which marked the child as the receiver and reader of the letter in
more detail. The child was called ‘you’ instead of ‘You’ – this is significant in the Finnish language
as ‘You’ is used only in very formal contexts to express politeness – and the text was written in the
active instead of the passive voice throughout the letter. The chosen style created the impression
that the invitation was really sent to the child in question and that the hearing was really intended to
be about his/her matters.

The invitation letters include both procedural and practical information about the hearing event.
From the point of view of procedural information, the letters start noting the care order and
placement as topics of the hearing. The content of the hearing is described by explicitly referencing
the child’s right to be heard in his/her own matter in the hearing event. Some letters mention the
opportunity to discuss the proposal and the client plan with social worker(s) and for the child to
familiarise him/herself with the documents which relate to the care order. Two letters explicate
different decision-making procedures depending on the consent or objection given by the child and
other parties, whereas the other letters are much more limited in their information about the
decision-making protocol. The option of not attending the hearing is also mentioned in some letters.
Furthermore, letters include references to legislation and in some cases to section details of the
Child Welfare Act (417/2007) and Administrative Procedure Act (434/2004). However, the content
and meaning of these legal provisions are not explained. From the practical point of view, the texts
cover organisational details (the name of the responsible child welfare organisation and the exact
office); practical information (the date and time of the hearing event, location, the names of social
workers who are responsible for organising the hearing); how the child is allowed to express her/his
views (written, oral or by using a representative) and how the decision-making proceeds after the
views of all parties have been heard.

In sum, the invitation letters are very much formulated without taking the child reader into
consideration. Children are portrayed as a group of readers similar to adults and, in particular, as
adults who have the ability to understand the complicated content of the letter and who would
actively look for more information about the legal paragraphs mentioned. One reason for the lack of
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child-sensitivity could be that the invitation letters are viewed as formalities by the child welfare
agencies: there is evidence of an invitation having been sent. Our discussions with social workers
suggest that the letters are there just to fulfil the legal requirement to deliver the invitation by letter,
and that the ‘real’ information and invitation are given to children by phone and in face-to-face
meetings before the hearing.

5.2. Hearing reports

The purpose of the hearing – to give a platform for the child to the express his/her views and wishes
and to receive and discuss relevant information about the reasons behind the proposals and the
implications of the care order and placement – was recorded either in the form of templates or freetext documents. The templates include boxes which children tick and separate slots in which
children can write their arguments for consent and objection and their views and wishes. In its
minimum form, the template only includes the child’s ticks in the boxes about consenting or
objecting and the child’s signature. In this data set, only two children had used the opportunity to
write their views and wishes in the hearing report. These wishes were about staying at home
because of a pet at home and the distance to school from the suggested substitute home. In one
template, the social worker had written a lengthy description of problems that the child had brought
up in that particular placement to support the view he had given.
The signature is an important element of the hearing report and it typically follows a ready-set
paragraph stating that

It has been explained to me what a care order and substitute care mean. The reasons
and grounds for why I have been taken into care and put into substitute care have been
explained to me. I have acquainted myself with my documents. I have also discussed
my care plan.

When signing the template, the child thereby confirms that the legal purposes of the hearing have
been met. However, the textual formulation is interesting as it implies the acts of giving and
receiving information but it does not include a sentence to the effect of ‘I have understood the
previous information’ or any other statement to confirm that the child has processed the
information.
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Hearing reports in the form of free text include information in some detail. The reports are separate
minutes of the hearing and they are included in the general notes in the case-file of the child. In
these free-text reports of hearing, consent and objection do not appear to be only simple choices for
children as demonstrated in the following extract.

The girl says that she is debating whether to object to the care order. The girl decides
to object to the care order.

Although the extract demonstrates the girl’s hesitation, it does not, however, give the arguments for
her hesitation or expressed view.

Some hearing reports contain descriptions of the content and progress of the hearing as well as the
child’s behaviour and involvement in the hearing event, including information given to the child
and questions asked. In particular, they describe the social worker as a person actively giving
information. That information covers the proceedings and aims of the hearing, how information had
been given in the hearing event, the legal implications of a care order and its meaning for the child’s
everyday life, the option to discharge the care order, how the child can express his/her views and
how the care order proceedings proceed depending on the hearing of the parties involved. In the
extract below the social worker’s explanation about the legal implications of a care order regarding
the guardianship is recorded as follows:

The parents will still be girl’s guardians but they will have limited guardianship. It is
told to the girl which matters the parents and the social services have the right to
decide about after the care order has been implemented. However, cooperation is
important and the parents will be involved in the girl’s matters and in decisions
concerning her.

The same hearing report documents the child’s view in the following way:
The hearing: the girl does not object to the care order nor the planned placement. The
girl has nothing to add. The hearing report is signed. When asked, the girl replies that
she has nothing to ask or to add. The social worker says that she will prepare the
documents after the hearing events with her father and mother so that the social work
manager can make the care order decision.
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In this particular case, the major part of this free-text report of the hearing is about information
given by the social worker to the child; the girl’s views remain only vaguely represented despite her
consent. This type of recording, focusing on the social worker’s role, may suggest that the recording
is done for the sake of the legal protection of the social worker: she has acted in the way required by
legislation. This guarantee might be needed in appeal processes, for example, those in which the
legality of the care order preparations will be examined. The legal requirement about the inclusion
of the child as a rights-owner is documented in fewer words, which may give reason to speculate
that the documents are written for the legal protection of the social worker rather than for that of the
child.

5.3. The typology of children as rights-holders

We have seen above that the documentation of children’s hearings varies considerably regarding the
extent to which the nuances of how children as rights-holders are portrayed in the documents
relating to the hearing. The findings of the analysis are now further transformed into a binary
typology demonstrating two extremes of the ways children are documented as rights-holders in both
pre-hearing and hearing documents. At the one extreme, there is the thorough and detailed
involvement of children as rights-holders in the documented layer of hearing, and at the other
extreme, the minimalist documentation of the children’s involvement.

In the thorough and detailed documentation type, the invitation letter to the child is written to this
particular child and the rights s/he has in this matter are particularised. This means that the
formalities such as the implications of the care order decision are described with respect to the
child’s own case and concrete information is specific, including the descriptions of the place of the
hearing event, names of the people present in the hearing and the detailed information about the
substitute home suggested, all of which is in a style appropriate to the child in question. The hearing
reports include the ‘ticks in the boxes’ for consent and objection followed by the reasons for
consent and objections. This documentation type includes the doubts and questions which the child
may have had when asked to give his/her view as well as the information given by social workers.

The minimalist documentation type, on the other hand, rests on documenting all the formalities
included in this statutory process: there is the invitation letter sent to the child as well as a templatebased report of the hearing with the child’s signature and the ticks in the boxes for consent and
objection. The hearing report may cover only the binary view of the child (consent vs objection)
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whereas information about the child’s reasoning and the information available to the child are
missing or just shortly mentioned.

6. Conclusions

The documented layer of children’s involvement in the hearing process demonstrates that children’s
rights are not easily translated from principle into practice and this is true of the practice of
documentation as well (Tisdall & Davis 2004; Stalford et al. 2017; Skelton 2019). Although
recording children as rights-holders has obviously become part of organisational routines, it takes
many forms. The documented layers of involvement reveal that there can be a formal layer based on
recording the basic requirements of the inclusion of the child (the minimalist type), and a more
individualised layer of rights (the thorough and detailed type). Both types serve the organisational
purposes as they record that the child has been invited to a hearing and heard. The latter type goes
further as more nuances are included in the documents especially regarding information given to the
child.

The documents studied for this article suggest that there is still some way to go until every child’s
views in the care order preparations are approached in a particularised rights-based way. The legal
norm to hear the views of children regarding his/her consent or objection to the care order proposal
has a long history in Finnish child welfare. Hearing the child resulted from the Child Welfare Act of
1983, which set the age limit first at 15 which was then lowered to 12 in 1991. The CRC was
ratified in 1991 in Finland. These long-lasting legal incentives are only fragmentarily materialised
in the recorded practices of the involvement of children. Self-evidently, this analysis does not shed
light on how the children have been involved and heard as here we have only studied the
documented layer. The minimalist layer does not necessarily imply that the child did not have an
experience of being fully involved and vice versa. Nevertheless, the findings serve as a reminder
that children as rights-holders are a challenge for organisational texts. Texts as part of statutory
decision-making take an adult as the standard service-user to whom and about whom they are
written even when the child is the service-user with similar rights as the adults as they are in the
Finnish care order preparations studied here. In light of this, the texts written in organisations and
for organisational purposes need to be reviewed and revised in a way similar as judicial proceedings
have been to make them ‘child-friendly’ (Child-friendly justice 2017). In particular, the child as a
reader of the documents as well as his/her legal protection should be acknowledged. This leads us to
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suggest that there is a need to strengthen the rights-based documentation as part of rights-based
child welfare. Participatory report writing (e.g. Roose et al. 2009) may be one step forward but
more is needed. Among others, the emerging recordkeeping perspective on the information rights of
children in the child welfare system is more than welcome (Hoyle et al. 2018).

There are, however, no straightforward recommendations as to how to strengthen rights-based
documentation. As the documents have many readers, it might sometimes be in the child’s best
interest that not all his/her views and arguments are visible for all possible readers. If the child
expresses his/her wish to stay at home because of a pet and not because of the mother, how would
this influence the mother’s relation with the child if the mother read the document? Or the child’s
wish to avoid a certain foster home in case the document is available to those foster parents? This is
to say that there may be occasions when a minimalist style is a wise solution as the documented
layer of children’s rights is not free from power and the complex social relations of this particular
decision-making context. Ethical and relational complexities are embedded in recording as they are
in child welfare practice in general (Lonne et al. 2016, 181–192). Therefore, the recording of
children as rights-holders should not be treated as an isolated and technical issue.
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