
Introduction

Improving services through inter-agency collaboration in cases of child 
abuse has been a challenge since violence and abuse against children 
were set on the national agenda in Norway in the late 1970s and early 
1980s. Improving collaboration has been an aim in every strategy or 
action plan the Norwegian government has made in the last two dec-
ades (Jonassen 2013). In their latest action plan, the government states: 
“Good preventive work and comprehensive services regarding help and treat-
ment depends on services collaborating well across boundaries”  (Ministry 
of Justice and Public Security 2014, 27)1.

The Barnahus model may be seen as an answer to these challenges, as 
an inter-agency approach to children being victims of crime with a dou-
ble aim of facilitating the legal process and ensuring that the child and 
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family receive the necessary help to cope with the child’s experiences, 
but this presupposes that both aims are fulfilled. The double aim of the 
model risks tension between competing aims instead of having aims 
of equal significance. Results from a study of the Swedish Barnahus 
model (Johansson 2011a) suggest that “the penal perspective” in some 
respects has been prioritised at the expense of securing necessary help 
and treatment for the child and family. Johansson interprets this as a 
case of juridification. In this chapter, I will focus on analysing juridi-
fication tendencies within the Norwegian Barnahus model2. My aim 
is to explore whether and how juridification manifests in the Norwegian 
Barnahus model using empirical results from juridification from the 
Swedish Barnahus model as a point of reference. A second aim is to discuss 
factors that may stimulate or constrain processes of juridification, as well as 
possible implications.3

As noted, the double aim in Barnahus creates potential ten-
sions. How do these relate to the extensive national and international 
research-based knowledge that already exists about important condi-
tions for successful inter-agency collaboration? We know that good 
communication and a clear understanding of professional roles and 
responsibilities are important prerequisites, as well as mutual trust and 
an understanding of each other’s duties and responsibilities (Darlington 
et al. 2004). Formal agreements regulating collaboration are also impor-
tant, in addition to having enough resources in terms of time and 
financing to be able to collaborate successfully (Darlington et al. 2005; 
Katz and Hetherington 2006).

There is also extensive knowledge about the conditions that inhibit 
successful collaboration. Conflicting professional aims and mandates 
cause tensions and challenges (Darlington et al. 2005). In the Barnahus 
context, it is especially the tension between the criminal case and a need 
to ensure the child’s well-being and psychological treatment that rep-
resents a challenge. The Norwegian and Swedish Barnahus models (as 
well as all the Nordic Barnahus models) have the double aim of facilitat-
ing the legal process and ensuring that the child and family receive the 
necessary help in order to cope with the child’s experiences. By includ-
ing different perspectives and interests that may conflict each other, 
the double aim implies potential tension. At the same time, the basic 
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idea of Barnahus is that a child will receive help from different agen-
cies “under one roof” which avoids having to repeat their story over and 
over again to different agencies. This means that tensions between pro-
fessional aims and mandates within the model may be a potential threat 
to the model itself.

Juridification

“Juridification” is an ambiguous concept defined in various ways among 
researchers and within different disciplines. It is, for instance, used 
about new legislation being implemented in new areas (Debaenst 2013; 
Aasen et al. 2014), or to suggest that law as a profession is given too 
much influence in society (Norwegian Official Report 2003), that social 
problems are redefined as legal problems, or that legal regulation lim-
its professional discretion and may imply a bureaucratisation of wel-
fare services (Aasen et al. 2014; Bærøe and Bringedal 2014). Blichners 
and Molanders (2008) have deconstructed juridification to include 
five dimensions that cover many of the above meanings: “…constitu-
tive juridification, juridification as law’s expansion and differentiation, as 
increased conflict solving with reference to law, as increased judicial power 
and as legal framing”.

Johansson (2011a, b) has specifically used the term “juridification” in 
a Barnahus context, as part of an analysis of how institutional power 
between different professions is negotiated in Barnahus4. One of the 
tendencies she identifies is the influence of “criminal law-oriented” 
logic on professionals with duties other than those related to the crimi-
nal case. This may include influences on professional attitudes as well as 
work practices, but not necessarily both. She found that child welfare 
services adapted their practice to the tasks of the police and the pros-
ecutor. According to Johansson, this shows that criminal law-oriented 
logic dominates “the treatment-oriented logic”. She also found that pro-
fessions that traditionally have belonged to the treatment-oriented logic 
are influenced to a greater degree by the criminal law-oriented logic in 
their practice than vice versa. She therefore concludes that this may be 
seen as a general process of juridification representing an institutional 
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change as a result of participating in inter-agency collaboration within 
Barnahus.

Johansson develops her analysis of the process of juridification fur-
ther in an article where she looks closer at the relationship between the 
criminal law- and the treatment-oriented logic. Johansson argues that 
differences in the power of criminal law-oriented logic and treatment-
oriented logic are related to differences in power between laws regulat-
ing these areas. The criminal code is based on a normative rationality 
that limits the space for discretion, while social law targets specific goals 
and thus leaves more room for discretion. Tensions between these cre-
ate conflicts of norms which again have consequences for organisation, 
negotiations and practices of collaboration (2011b). Johansson sees this 
change as part of a process of juridification.

The term “juridification” may thus be used about a situation where 
the criminal law-oriented perspective is given priority at the expense of 
other perspectives; however, it may be argued that the term “juridifica-
tion” is imprecise, since it refers to jura and thus laws in general. It is 
important to stress that it is the process of the criminal case and the 
influence this has on the professions in Barnahus with other primary 
responsibilities than those related to the criminal case that is subject for 
analysis here. In this chapter, the term “juridification” will therefore be 
used about the situation where the penal way of reasoning influences 
the way of thinking and practice of professionals with other primary 
tasks in Barnahus than those involving the criminal case. The penal way 
of reasoning reflects considerations and assessments related to the crimi-
nal case and I will refer to this as “the penal perspective”.

Juridification in the Swedish Barnahus Model

Johansson’s (2011a) empirical results concerning juridification in the 
Swedish Barnahus model will be used as a point of reference for the 
analysis of the Norwegian model. Since my intension is not to scruti-
nise juridification processes as such, but to explore whether and how 
juridification manifests in the Norwegian Barnahus model, I will not 
draw on her theoretical framework (institutional theory of organisations 
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and power theory, see Chap. 12) but only refer to her empirical results 
regarding juridification. I will therefore elaborate on some of her find-
ings. In her study, she found that representatives of all the different pro-
fessions had been influenced by each other; however, she also found that 
there were differences in the extent of the influence between the dif-
ferent professions. Representatives from the child welfare services were 
influenced the most by the others. Representatives from the police and 
forensic medicine were also influenced, but to a smaller degree than the 
child welfare workers. Representatives from the prosecuting agency were 
influenced the least.

The influence that the child welfare workers experienced resulted in 
changes to their work practice. The sequence of tasks was organised in 
a way that gave the criminal case priority at the expense of the responsi-
bilities of the child welfare workers in the child welfare case. Johansson 
found that the changes made were justified by means of a reasoning 
that reflected the criminal case and was not in line with the professional 
mandate of the work of the child welfare workers.

An example of a change of practice concerned the notification of 
the child’s parents. From a child welfare perspective, it is important for 
child welfare professionals to notify parents quickly, because it is impor-
tant in child welfare cases that the caseworkers establish a good relation 
with the family at an early stage; however, the criminal investigation 
and the criminal case require that the parents are not notified so as to 
avoid the risk of reducing the evidential value of witness statements or 
tampering with evidence. Johansson found that the child welfare case-
workers postponed notification of the parents to avoid this risk, and her 
interpretation is that the interests of the criminal case were given prior-
ity at the expense of the child welfare case.

Different Contexts for Analysing Juridification

Using the Swedish Barnahus model as a point of reference for an anal-
ysis of manifestations of juridification in the Norwegian model is not 
without problems. There are important differences between the models. 
First, practice in Barnahus in Sweden seems to vary to a greater extent 
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than Norwegian practice due to differences in implementation pro-
cesses (see Chap. 1) and makes it more difficult to write about a unified 
Swedish practice. This means that when I write about how the model 
generally functions in Sweden, there will be local variations that, to 
some degree, differ in practice from the general model described here.

Second, there are differences between the Norwegian and Swedish 
models that relate especially to the role of the child welfare services. 
This touches upon an important point of reference, since Johansson 
(2011a), as previously noted, found that child welfare workers were the 
profession in Barnahus most affected by the penal perspective. A core 
question in my analysis is whether there is a similar tendency in the 
Norwegian model, despite the differences between the models, regard-
ing the role of child welfare services?

In the Swedish model, the child welfare investigation and the crimi-
nal investigation follow parallel paths in Barnahus. This is not the case 
in the Norwegian model, where the child welfare investigation is not 
formally a part of the Barnahus model. In Norway, a case in Norwegian 
Barnahus implies that the alleged abuse has been reported to the police. 
It is the police who contact the Barnahus and make an appointment for 
the child investigative interview. In this sense, the case is police-initi-
ated and the focus is primarily on the child investigative interview and 
thus the criminal case. This organisational difference implies a stronger 
presence of the child welfare case in the Swedish Barnahus compared to 
the Norwegian model and a stronger focus on the criminal case in the 
Norwegian model.

A third difference concerns the professional background of the 
Barnahus staff. This relates to the question of who is influenced by the 
penal perspective in the two models. In the Swedish model, it is pri-
marily child welfare workers who are functioning specifically as perma-
nent Barnahus staff and coordinators, while in Norway the Barnahus 
staff consists of employees with different professional backgrounds, 
for example, within pedagogics, psychology and child welfare5. The 
Norwegian Barnahus staff thus represent a more diverse group of pro-
fessionals than in the Swedish model. This means that we compare 
models that involve different conditions for being influenced by the 
penal perspective. Diversity in professional backgrounds may be a factor 
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of significance for how susceptible they are to influence from the penal 
perspective, since it may imply that assessments and decisions are based 
on a broader professional basis, and may thus represent a stronger resist-
ance to influence.

Systemic differences could also imply an expectation that the child 
welfare perspective is more pronounced in the Swedish model due to 
the stronger involvement of both the child welfare services and the 
child welfare case. We might also expect the penal perspective to be 
stronger in the Norwegian model due to the case being police-initiated, 
or even police-focused or driven. Based on this, we might expect to see 
more traces of juridification in the Norwegian model compared to the 
Swedish. I will now go on to explore whether and how juridification 
manifests in the Norwegian Barnahus model.

Juridification in the Norwegian Barnahus Model

Methods

The analysis of the Norwegian model is based on data from an elec-
tronic survey conducted in 2011 with professionals in Barnahus who 
participated in child investigative interviews, and which included 
data from legal personnel (police, lawyers and judges). The number of 
respondents was 273 in total, with a response rate of 53% of the pro-
fessionals who were invited to participate in the survey. Our study did 
not include an in-depth analysis of juridification, but we did include a 
question about how they assessed the balance between the interests of 
the child’s well-being and the penal perspective. This question may give 
information to suggest whether such an effect is present in Norwegian 
Barnahus; however, due to limited data and the relatively low response 
rate, we have to be careful not to draw overly strong conclusions from 
these results.

The analysis is also based on interviews with leaders and other 
employees at six Norwegian Barnahus from 2011. These interviews 
were conducted as individual interviews (leaders) and focus group 
interviews (employees) using open-ended questions. The interviews 



280        E. Bakketeig

included questions about the Barnahus concept, activities and organi-
sation (i.e. professional background of the staff, the staff tasks in the 
different phases of the case, the number of child investigative inter-
views and medical examinations, collaboration with other agencies and 
organisational affiliations). A sample of these interviews, involving three 
randomly selected Barnahus, has been reanalysed for this chapter. The 
specific aim of this analysis has been to look for descriptions of prac-
tices and assessments that inform us about the relationship between the 
criminal case and the other activities in Barnahus. Special attention has 
been given to identify reflections among professionals that inform us 
about how they prioritise the interests of the criminal case in relation to 
other aspects of the case, such as treatment or safe-guarding well-being 
of the child and family.

Finally, I have included new data, based on the analyses of interviews 
conducted in 2015–2016 with Barnahus staff at five Barnahus in differ-
ent parts of Norway. These interviews concerned inter-agency collabo-
ration between four different services (crisis shelters, Barnahus, family 
therapeutic services and child welfare services). In these interviews, 
we included a question to the Barnahus staff about the relationship 
between the penal perspective and offering treatment and support for 
the child. All quotations from the interviews have been translated into 
English by the author.

Empirical Results Regarding Juridification in the 
Norwegian Barnahus Model

When Barnahus was implemented in Norway, there was concern among 
public authorities that the inter-agency model would result in role con-
flicts; however, when Norwegian Barnahus was evaluated in 2012, the 
results suggested that this was not a problem. Legal professionals were, 
for example, asked how they assessed the balance between the inter-
ests of the child well-being and the penal perspective. Seven out of ten 
lawyers and police representatives reported that they experienced the 
child and the penal perspectives as well balanced. Nine out of ten also 
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reported that the Barnahus staff had a good understanding of their role 
(Stefansen et al. 2012).

The Barnahus leaders and staff also reported in the interviews that 
they found it very important to have a clear understanding of their 
role. A major impression after reanalysing the interviews was also that 
the Barnahus staff were very much focused on describing their specific 
role within the Barnahus as being facilitators for the other profession-
als. They also emphasised the clarity of roles when they described how 
they relate to welfare services outside the Barnahus model. A good bal-
ance between the different perspectives and a clear understanding of 
professional roles, at least as the professionals themselves experienced 
them, may imply that juridification is less widespread in the Norwegian 
Barnahus model.

Our results about this point were surprising because the double aim 
in the Norwegian and Swedish model should imply that the tensions 
between taking care of the well-being of the child and the penal per-
spective would be the same in both models. It is therefore necessary 
to look closer at this result. I will start with possible explanations for 
why we may find fewer traces of juridification in the Norwegian model 
compared to the Swedish, and then discuss some factors that in contrast 
may suggest a juridification effect in the Norwegian model as well.

Factors that May Suggest Less Influence 
from the Penal Perspective in the Norwegian 
Model

One factor that may imply less influence from the penal perspective on 
child welfare caseworkers in the Norwegian model may be that they are 
not formally a part of the Norwegian Barnahus model. As noted earlier, 
the child welfare case and child welfare professionals are more strongly 
involved in the Swedish Barnahus model compared to the Norwegian 
model. This implies that representatives from child welfare services are 
less exposed to the influence of the penal perspective in the Norwegian, 
compared to the Swedish model and may imply a stronger potential to 
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maintain their professional autonomy. This may make it less likely that 
the penal perspective influences assessments in the child welfare case.

Another factor of significance for juridification is the clarity of roles 
within the Barnahus model. Clarity of roles may be a barrier to juridi-
fication and, as noted earlier, was also emphasised as important in the 
interviews by several of the leaders of the Barnahus. There are some fac-
tors that may suggest that a clarity of roles is more distinctive in the 
Norwegian than the Swedish model. This is due to differences regarding 
the implementation of Barnahus in the two countries.

The Barnahus model in Sweden was introduced as a new service, 
but as part of the pilot project, partly implemented in existing services 
for abused children and their families. This implied that the Barnahus 
model was implemented into services with variations in organisation 
and practice, including in existing practices of collaboration. As in 
Sweden, Norwegian Barnahus was introduced as a new measure, but 
was not implemented into existing services. Instead, the Barnahus was 
built from scratch, as part of the Norwegian pilot project. Building the 
model from scratch may have resulted in more unified practice and 
facilitated a clarity of roles in the Norwegian Barnahus.

Another factor that may affect the clarity of roles is the resistance 
many of the Barnahus experienced during the implementation process. 
Implementation of Barnahus in Norway meant that the child investiga-
tive interview of the children was to be conducted in Barnahus instead 
of at the police stations or the courthouses where these interviews were 
conducted prior to the establishment of Barnahus. In the initial phase, 
there was resistance to this change of practice, especially from mem-
bers of the justice system. Some judges and leaders in the police were 
against having the interviews conducted at Barnahus partly because 
they found it unnecessarily time-consuming to travel to the Barnahus 
(Bakketeig et al. 2012). There was also scepticism about the role of 
the Barnahus staff and their presence during the child investigative 
interview. The interviews with representatives from the Barnahus staff 
showed that they found some lawyers and judges to be hostile in the 
early days after the implementation (Stefansen et al. 2012); however, 
this gradually changed when the legal personnel understood the benefits 



13  Exploring Juridification in the Norwegian Barnahus Model        283

of conducting the interviews in Barnahus6. The Barnahus staff was also 
very aware of this resistance and worked systematically to reduce it. 
They succeeded in overcoming this resistance partly because they were 
very clear about defining their own role in relation to the other profes-
sional roles in Barnahus. They stressed that they would not take over 
any of the other profession’s tasks in these cases, and that their primary 
role was to facilitate the child investigative interview and the medical 
examination, and to make sure that the child and their families received 
necessary help in order to cope with their experiences, including psy-
chological counselling. Thus, the initial resistance in Norway may have 
contributed to a clarity of roles in the model, which may again have 
constrained juridification.

Factors that May Imply a Juridification Effect 
in the Norwegian Model

I have suggested some factors that may explain why we find less traces 
of juridification in the Norwegian model compared to the Swedish 
model; however, there are factors that may suggest a juridification effect 
in the Norwegian model as well, although expressed in other circum-
stances, and partly due to changes in the institutional, organisational 
and legal framework for Norwegian Barnahus.

First, the affiliation of Barnahus with the police system (see Chap. 1) 
could imply a strong influence from the penal perspective, result-
ing in a reduced focus on treatment and securing the child and fam-
ily’s well-being. This risk of bias was also underlined in the evaluation 
of the Norwegian model, where the authors pointed out the need for 
a stronger involvement from the ministries with political responsi-
bilities for treatment and securing the child and family’s well-being, 
in this case the Norwegian Ministry of Health and Care Services and 
the Norwegian Ministry of Children, Equality and Social Inclusion. 
The authors state: “A steering model that makes the relevant ministries 
accountable will also secure the balance between the different elements 
in the Barnahus model: The criminal track, the treatment track and the 
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comprehensive principle of the child´s best interest” (Stefansen et al. 2012, 
156.)7.

Our interviews, however, showed that the Barnahus staff was aware 
of the implications of being employed by the police organisation, and 
found it important to be clear that Barnahus was an independent unit 
and different from the police. Being employed by the police organisa-
tion also naturally affects how they see their responsibilities, however, 
partly because of organisational demands, but perhaps also due to a 
closer identification of the Barnahus staff with the aims of the police 
organisation over time as a result of being affiliated with the police sys-
tem. The following statement from a member of the Barnahus staff in 
2016 illustrates the significance of the affiliation when comparing her 
own role to the police interviewers:

Also I am employed in the police organisation(…), so I am also con-
cerned about the child’s involvement in the criminal case, but my pri-
mary concern is the child’s well-being. To balance these two elements 
can be a bit challenging.

Finally, affiliation with the police system may imply that issues relevant 
to the penal process may receive more attention in the political and 
administrative system than issues for which other ministries are respon-
sible, and may therefore promote juridification.

I have emphasised that a clarity of roles may inhibit juridification; 
however, clarity of roles does not exclude juridification. It is possible to 
have clarity of roles within an organisation, but for one perspective to 
still be given priority at the expense of others. A reanalysis of our inter-
views with employees at the Barnahus may illustrate this point, as we 
found several examples of similar statements. A leader underlines that 
the Barnahus staff:

… always confers with the police to make sure that they can continue to fol-
low up the child, because sometimes, if they are going to do another police 
interview (…), then we (…) can´t go in and do anything. Therefore, we have 
a very open dialogue with the police, so we don´t ruin the penal case.
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Another employee says:

…we never talk to the child and family before we have asked the investigator if 
it is ok. (…) so we make sure that we do not go in and ruin the investigation.

On the one hand, this reflects a clear definition of roles, but on the 
other hand it is also clear that the criminal case is prioritised and that 
the immediate follow-up and treatment of the child have to wait. This 
implies that in the Norwegian model too, the penal perspective influ-
ences the sequence of tasks, as Johansson found in the Swedish model 
(2011a). This may be necessary for the Barnahus model to function 
according to its aims, but it also shows that the penal perspective is 
given priority at the expense of other perspectives in the Norwegian 
Barnahus. This may also imply that there is a mismatch between the 
conception among the professions in the Barnahus that the different 
perspectives are well balanced on the one hand and their work prac-
tice on the other hand. It may be that it has become so common in 
the Barnahus to be careful not to interfere with the criminal case that 
they are not aware of the fact that one perspective is given priority at 
the expense of others (cf. Johanssons’s discussion of three-dimensional 
power in Chap. 12 in this volume).

The Norwegian legal framework is also of relevance, because 
Barnahus is undergoing changes. New regulations about child inves-
tigative interviews have been adopted and came into force in October 
2015.8 The amendments mean that child investigative interviews will 
now be led by the police and no longer by a judge. One of the conse-
quences of the changes in legislation is that the defendant no longer has 
to be notified prior to the first interview of the child. The obligation 
to notify the perpetrator has formerly suggested challenges, which are 
referred to in the preparatory works of the amendments (Prop 112 L). 
To avoid notification of the alleged perpetrator, child welfare case
workers sometimes postponed reporting suspected abuse to the police 
in consideration of the child welfare case (to be able to maintain good 
relations with the parents). When the case was later reported to the 
police, the value of the evidence of the child’s statement was impaired 
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because there was a risk that it had been influenced by the child wel-
fare investigation. The ministry therefore argues that the amendment 
about not having to notify the perpetrator before the first interview of 
the child will improve collaboration between the police and child wel-
fare services and avoid delays in reporting cases to the police. The min-
istry also emphasises the importance that the procedures are followed in 
the correct sequence to avoid destruction of evidence. If we turn back 
to the example of juridification that Johansson (2011a) identified in 
her study, where the child welfare caseworkers postponed notifying the 
child’s parents in consideration of the criminal case, the legal changes 
in the Norwegian code of criminal procedure actually suggest a similar 
juridification effect. On the other hand, not having to notify the alleged 
perpetrator may mean that the first interview of the child is taken more 
rapidly after the case is reported to the police and may in fact reduce the 
potential conflict of interests between the criminal and the child welfare 
case.

Finally, the Norwegian Barnahus reports of 2016 show that they are 
cutting back on the psychological treatment of children and their fami-
lies due to an increased number of police interviews at the Barnahus. 
For instance, the Barnahus in Stavanger treated 167 children and 
families in 2014, and only 55 in 2015. The interviews with Barnahus 
employees in 2015–2016 showed that four out of five Barnahus were 
currently very pressed for time and resources because of the increased 
number of interviews. The consequence is that they have to cut back 
on the treatment of children and their families. The strong increase 
in child investigative interviews is a result of the amendments in the 
Norwegian criminal procedure legislation. Moving from interviews led 
by a judge to police interviews may have lowered the threshold for con-
ducting child investigative interviews but also led to an increased num-
ber of interviews due to the fact that supplemental interviews may be 
required by the defence attorney if the first police interview has sub-
stantiated the concerns about the abuse of the child. The time limit for 
undertaking interviews has also been reduced. In some cases, the inter-
view has to be taken within one week of the case being reported to the 
police (Norwegian Code of Criminal Procedure §239 e). Compliance 
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with these limits is a target within the police organisation. Overall, this 
creates strong pressure on the Barnahus, forcing them to prioritise the 
child investigative interviews and reduce treatment as a consequence of 
limited resources. It may seem as if the Barnahus ends up in a “crossfire” 
of competing expectations. Since the Barnahus staff are employed by 
the police, they feel that the Barnahus has to serve the police in order to 
fulfil the demands of new time limits. On the other hand, the Barnahus 
are very conscious of the fact that treatment and support of the child 
and family are just as important. In an interview from 2016, a Barnahus 
employee describes the pressure of crossing expectations:

…yes, we have been very accommodating [towards the police]. Now we are 
more explicit that we have two tasks: the interrogation of the child and the 
follow up afterwards. Both are equally important.

The Barnahus employees describe this as a struggle about resources 
within the police organisation. A member of the Barnahus staff says that 
when the police require them to set up a second interview room which 
demands extra financial resources, they make sure to ask for the finan-
cial means to employ more therapists to be sure to increase their capac-
ity for offering treatment at the same time.

The reduction in treatment due to the increase in the numbers of 
child investigative interviews is thus a strong indication that the inter-
ests of the criminal case are also being prioritised at the expense of 
securing the necessary treatment for the children and their families in 
Norway, but it also suggests that Barnahus is making a strong effort to 
secure treatment and the well-being of children and families.

Conclusion

In this chapter, I have explored whether and how juridification mani-
fests in the Norwegian Barnahus model using empirical results regard-
ing juridification from the Swedish Barnahus model as a point of 
reference. I have also discussed factors that may promote or inhibit 
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penal perspective being given priority within the model. Factors that 
may suggest less juridification in the Norwegian model include the 
experience of roles as well balanced between the Barnahus staff and 
the majority of the judicial respondents in our study. Well-balanced 
roles may be due to a clarity about roles. This clarity of roles may 
have developed as a result of implementing Barnahus as a service built 
from scratch and not, as in Sweden, partly implemented within exist-
ing services. A clarity of roles may also have developed as a response 
to the resistance initially expressed in parts of the legal community to 
the establishment of Barnahus in Norway. Clarity of roles may inhibit 
juridification. Even more important, however, is that the lower formal 
involvement of child welfare services in the Norwegian model, com-
pared to the Swedish model, may suggest a stronger potential to main-
tain their professional autonomy.

I have also discussed factors that may suggest a juridification effect 
in the Norwegian model. A closer look at the data through reanalyses 
of the interviews with Barnahus leaders and employees gave examples 
where the criminal case influenced the sequence of tasks. The effect 
of the organisational affiliation of Barnahus in the police organisation 
and recent developments after the Norwegian model was evaluated 
also strongly suggest a juridification effect. This is related to the effect 
of Barnahus staff being organised as part of the police organisation, of 
changes in the Norwegian criminal procedure legislation and the impli-
cations of these changes for the Barnahus.

As of today, we have limited research-based information about the 
level of juridification in the Norwegian Barnahus. It is therefore nec-
essary to initiate research in Norway to scrutinise the degree to which 
such an effect is present and to obtain a deeper insight into the implica-
tions of juridification. It would, for instance, be interesting to compare 
the degree and implications of juridification on child welfare services in 
Norway compared to other countries with a stronger formal involve-
ment of child welfare services in the Barnahus model, as in Sweden and 
Denmark (see Chap. 1).

It may be argued that organising the tasks in Barnahus in a way 
that does not reduce the value of evidence from the child’s statement 
does not necessarily imply that the different aims of the model are not 
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fulfilled. On the contrary, it may be necessary to organise the sequence 
of tasks in order for the different professional aims to be accomplished. 
It is when the Barnahus model is put under pressure to prioritise the 
child investigative interview at the expense of treatment and taking 
care of the well-being of the child and family that it becomes a prob-
lem, but problems may also occur if professional aims are incompat-
ible, for instance, when the child is in need of immediate treatment. If 
the interests of the criminal case are prioritised at the expense of imme-
diate treatment of the child, it could put the child at risk. Even though 
an important part of the Barnahus obligation is to facilitate the child’s 
best interest in the criminal case, it is important to remember that the 
official aim of the criminal case is primarily based on the public inter-
est of pursuing a criminal offence and is not primarily based on the 
interests of the child. Prioritising the interests of the criminal case at 
the expense of treatment can also challenge the basic presumptions for 
the Barnahus model. Ensuring the necessary help and treatment for a 
child and their family based on the child’s individual needs is an inde-
pendent and important aim in Barnahus. Putting less emphasis on 
these perspectives, due to considerations of the criminal case, could 
imply a reduced quality in services offered to children and families in 
Barnahus.

It is also necessary, however, to recognise that tensions between the 
different perspectives in Barnahus are unavoidable, and this is a situa-
tion that professionals in Barnahus will have to live and cope with. This 
is a natural consequence of working within an inter-agency model that 
operates at the intersection of the criminal justice system, treatment 
and securing the well-being of children and their families. Competence, 
good communication skills, mutual understanding and respect between 
the professionals, as well as clarity of roles when working with the indi-
vidual child and their families, are important conditions under which 
to manage the balance between the different professional aims and per-
spectives. As Johansson concludes in her analysis of power dynamics in 
Swedish Barnahus collaboration, the balance of power will also be sub-
ject to continuous negotiations. Finding a balance that fulfils the sepa-
rate aims of the model is necessary in order to secure good services for 
children and their families.
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Notes

1.	 Author translation.
2.	 This chapter relates to a project about inter-agency collaboration 

between welfare services in cases of domestic violence conducted within 
the framework of the Domestic Violence Research Programme (2014–
2019) at NOVA, funded by the Ministry of Justice and Public Security.

3.	 I would like to thank my co-editors and especially Susanna Johansson 
and Kari Stefansen for very constructive comments.

4.	 Johansson’s reanalysis of collaboration in Swedish Barnahus (2011a) 
builds on her evaluation of collaboration in the Swedish national trial 
project of the Swedish Barnahus model (2008). Also, see Johansson’s 
chapter (12), Power dynamics in Barnahus collaboration.

5.	 In some Barnahus, in Sweden there are also police and/or psycholo-
gists employed as part of the permanent Barnahus staff, for instance, 
at Stockholm Barnahus; however, as far as we know, it is also practice 
within these Barnahus that mainly child welfare workers work as coordi-
nators. These child welfare workers are not the same as the child welfare 
workers visiting Barnahus in relation to their work with specific child 
welfare cases (case workers). Both groups of child welfare workers are 
formally employed by social services, but only the first group works as 
part of the permanent staff at the Barnahus.

6.	 In 2011, 69% of the child investigative interviews were conducted in 
Barnahus.

7.	 Translated by the author of this chapter.
8.	 Amendments have been made to the Code of Criminal Procedure 4. 

September 2005 no 91. Ref. also Regulations concerning interviews of 
children and other vulnerable aggrieved parts and witnesses (facilitated 
interviews) of 24. September 2015 no. 1098.

9.	 According to the Code of Criminal Procedure §239 b, section three and 
four, if facilitated interviews are conducted without notifying the alleged 
perpetrator, the assessment of whether to charge them shall be made as 
soon as possible. If charged, the alleged perpetrator and their attorney 
shall have the opportunity to see the documents and the video-recording 
of the interview. They shall also be informed about the right to ask for a 
supplementary interview of the child.
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