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1.

Background. The importance of parent-child bonds in a field in a state of tension

From as early as the Second World War, a series of studies (Bowlby, 1969; Spitz, 1945)
documented the consequences for child development and intra-familial bonds of separating
mothers and babies. In their wake, the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child
(UNCRC), signed in 1989 and ratified by Switzerland in 1997, stipulated that “States Parties
shall respect the right of the child who is separated from one or both parents to maintain
personal relations and direct contact with both parents on a regular basis, except if it is contrary
to the child's best interests” (art. 9.3). Maintaining parent-child bonds as far as possible (within
the imperative for protection) is now a recognized requirement in child protection (despite the
identified risk of creating an ideology of family ties, Berger, 2004). In this article, we argue
that, in order for practice to fulfill this requirement and its clinical stakes, it is critical to find
ways (at certain times, at least) of not setting it against the other imperatives that weigh upon
this evolving field. The issue is particularly salient in the case of compulsory assistance
measures targeting families with a child in a long-term placement where there are documented
and proven psychological disorders and numerous vulnerabilities, but without extreme violence
or repeated acts of abuse or neglect.

1.1. Towards increased participation from children and parents and towards new
perspectives on parents, becoming a parent, and children in vulnerable situations
In line with movements encouraging empowerment, a body of studies argues that public service
users should be able to participate in decisions that concern them (Bacqué & Biewener, 2013).
Participation is understood as more than simply intervening in a situation with pre-established
rules with a view to achieving imposed common goods (Zask, 2011). The fundamental
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argument in favor of such participation is that it is a way of implementing both the democratic
ideal and the principle of citizen equality.
Within the field of child protection, participation is defined as making joint decisions
about/contributions to care plans, expressing criticism, being present at overview meetings,
discussing regulations, and so on. It also enables professionals to obtain information and have
their decisions accepted (Bijleveld, Dedding, & Bunders-Aelen, 2015). The importance of
parents and children participating in the decisions that concern them is well-documented and
supported by various arguments. These include the fact that it increases children’s self-esteem
(Vis, Strandbu, Holtan, & Thomas, 2011) and heightens their sense of control (Bell, 2002;
Munro, 2011), whilst also enabling better collaboration with parents and more effective
decision making (McLeod, 2007). In this field, this broad change in political outlook has gone
hand-in-hand with changes in the places ascribed to parents (to the process of becoming a
parent) and to child vulnerability.
Following Benedek (1959) and Erickson (1959), studies taking analytical approaches to the
stages of psychological development have emphasized that the process through which an
individual becomes a parent is not spontaneous, identifying the transformations and types of
support required. These studies also underline the evolution and undermining of normative
points of reference (Neyrand, 2019) involved in this transformation, as well as the weakening
of its sources of support (potential and relational vulnerabilities resulting from socio-economic
conditions, Soulet, 2013). While practices supporting parenthood have long-standing and varied
roots in each national context, they have developed along these lines in Europe, the United
States, and Australia since the 1990s (Daly, 2007; Martin, 2012).
Perspectives are also changing on the consequences for children of situations of abuse, of
parental inadequacy, and of difficult living conditions more generally. Work on resilience—
considered as the capacity to develop effectively in the face of difficult living conditions,
destabilizing events, and sometimes even severe trauma (Hagerty, Sherrod, Garmezy, & Rutter,
1997)—criticizes the predominance of a psychopathological model of vulnerability that refers
to the after-effects of traumatic experiences, to risk factors, and to post-traumatic psychological
disorganization. Approaches focused on resilience emphasize, instead, internal and external
resources, as well as the fact that living conditions are not all determining. However, while
individuals’ interactions with their environment and the people around them do produce
resilience, it is never total nor acquired once and for all. The child’s suffering should not be
considered as eliminated (Anaut, 2002).
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In this field, these international trends (Nett & Spratt, 2012), which are present throughout the
European Union (Corbillon, Hellincks, & Käch, 1994), have resulted in children being
recognized as subjects of law and as actors in their own right when it comes to their care (art.
12 of the UNCRC). They have also produced changes in practices supporting parenthood
through subsidiarity (Fablet, 2010; Messmer, Fellman, Wetzel, & Käch, 2019), attaching
increasing importance to the parents’ suffering and potential (Clément, 1993), as well as to their
involvement in the daily lives of their out-of-home children (Join-Lambert, Euillet, & Boddy,
2014).
Currently, when fulfilling the requirement to maintain parent-child bonds as far as possible, it
is also necessary to respect the imperative for greater participation from parents and children,
as well for supporting parenthood, whilst pursuing the best interests of the child (BIC). Various
methods and points of reference have been developed to try to meet these challenges.

1.2. Developing new methods and points of reference
Moving from an approach identifying difficulties to one based more on identifying families’
potential (Ausloos, 1995) and empowering them (Le Bossé, 2003) means shifting from a logic
of expert assessment and assistance to one of building partnerships between professionals,
parents, and families.
Mediation and participation methods have been developed within interview- or meeting-based
apparatuses (Hardy, 2012; Lacharité, 2015; Seron & Wittezeale, 2009; Volckrick, 2007); these
aim to achieve greater parental participation and involvement in placement decisions
concerning their children (although research has shown that this participation remains limited
in reality; see section 1.3.) More broadly, several distinctions serve as points of reference and
show that these changes have had an impact on the notion of child protection and of the BIC.
A distinction has been drawn between child protection and child welfare models (Fargion,
2014; Waldflogel, 1998). The former are rooted in a medical and forensic culture, and
emphasize risks that are assumed to be objectively observable. Procedures and instruments
restrict professionals’ discretionary power as much as possible and their subjectivity is viewed
as an interference. The aim is to protect the child by preventing and reducing risk, whilst
remaining focused on the child and viewing the need for protection as distinct from other needs
(Munro & Calder, 2005). The interests of the child and those of the family are considered
separate and sometimes even opposed, and a distinction is made between protecting the child
and supporting the family.
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The child welfare model does not separate protection from other needs. The aim is not only to
protect children from certain risks but also to provide them with the material and social
conditions to enjoy sufficient opportunities to develop their potential (Cradock, 2004). The
goals and limitations of the intervention emerge from an interactive process between
professionals and parents (in which help is also provided to parents). This model emphasizes
the importance of professional autonomy and involvement, as well as the intersection between
different perspectives. Within this framework, there is no conflict between protecting the child
and supporting the family.
More recently, since 2010, Gilbert (2012) has identified a trend in certain countries towards a
third path in which these two orientations converge in mixed systems where child development
is framed as the ultimate goal.
These studies show that in order to meet these new requirements, it is necessary to broaden the
notion of protection, drawing on families’ resources and participation as well as on the
discretionary power of professionals.

1.3 Mixed results: insufficient responses that have to contend with the specificity of
compulsory assistance and of the families assisted
Today, while there is a consensus about the need to combine participation, support for
parenthood, and the maintenance of family bonds, all with a view to ensuring the BIC, it is also
well-documented that, despite the changes underway, the overall picture of how these
requirements are incorporated in practice remains mixed (Boucher, 2015; Cottier, 2017). A
range of difficulties and issues subsist, delaying the implementation of changes in the field. A
non-exhaustive summary includes: parental involvement that can run counter to the duty to
protect the child (Berger, 2000); sometimes unrealistic expectations regarding parental
capacities that fail to take into consideration their political and social circumstances (Neyrand,
2011; Tabin et al., 2006); the apparent self-evidence of parenthood as a notion and yet
concomitant difficulty in defining it without naturalization (Bachmann, Gaberel, & Modak,
2016); the desire not to place inappropriate levels of responsibility on the child’s shoulders
(Sanders & Mace, 2006); the difficulty of assessing the truth of statements made by children
(also caught up in conflicts of loyalty, Ducommun-Nagy, 2012); a tension between the child’s
immediate and longer-term interests (Sanders & Macy, 2006); the risk of assuming resilience
where in fact there is simply a denial of trauma (Manciaux, 2001); the right to secrecy and to a
form of self-protection that must also be respected (Lacasa, 2019); relationships between
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children and professionals that are supposed to go beyond child-object/child-subject dualities
(Lacasa, 2019) but that are not described; the lack of opportunities for participation, information
that is only partial, and participation that is mainly of the order of response and does not alter
decisions (Boutanquoi, Ansel, & Bournel Bosson, 2014).
Studies in this field also recognize that for some families the requirements of these methods
and apparatuses are difficult to meet. Furthermore, the necessary changes in professional stance
and the skills these demand remain to be specified and made operational (Lacharité, 2015; Le
Bossé, 2003).
We also wish to stress that responses to the new requirements are also undermined by certain
features inherent to compulsory assistance measures. The latter come into effect when a
situation has been flagged up or the parents have requested help (more or less under duress),
and when a threat to the child’s development has been identified and the parents have been
deemed unable to rectify it alone. State intervention can be experienced as disqualifying the
parents and encouraging participation that is submissive, feigned, or adversarial. Moreover,
when children have been placed out-of-home, parents are disconnected from their day-to-day
lives. Given that the duty of protection and care is assigned as a priority to the parents, the aim
of these measures is to succeed as far as possible in not supplanting them and to be subsidiary,
proportional, and complementary (art. 301 of the Swiss Civil Code). Compulsory assistance
measures are also affected by issues that can run counter to the child’s welfare: conjugal
violence, impairing of bonds, contesting of the apparatus, illness, etc.
In long-term placements, a key issue when dealing with the families is opening up/seizing new
possibilities within scenarios that seem to have been written in advance (numerous documented
vulnerabilities, psychopathological explanations for psychological suffering (Boutanquoi,
Bournel Bosson, & Minary, 2016; Minary, 2011) and that can lead to a feeling of resignation
among professionals, parents, and children (Stroumza & al, 2020) when the process is no longer
directly aimed at ending the placement. These apparatuses can also prevent situations from
evolving, or perhaps even make them worse when the responses provided by different actors
converge to fuel a self-perpetuating cycle in the placement dynamic. All these factors place in
jeopardy the relevance and the meaning of arranging contact between children and their
biological parents, posing a threat to all attempts at organization and involvement.
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1.4 Moments of co-presence between a child, a parent, and a professional: a productive
avenue for encouraging parent-child ties
In the current state of the field, we suggest that there are three main difficulties when it comes
to responding to the requirement to maintain parent-child bonds as far as possible: 1) combining
this with greater participation from parents/children and with supporting parenthood; 2)
maintaining the focus on the BIC, especially in terms of protection; 3) dealing with the
specificities of compulsory assistance and the risks of self-perpetuating cycles/resignation in
long-term placements.
Considering these issues within a work analysis approach (based on films), we conducted an
initial study looking at an apparatus for “mediated visits” aiming to maintain or restore the bond
between a child in long-term out-of-home placement (in a foster family or residential home)
and the biological parent when, for various reasons (neglect, abuse), it has been decided that
the parent should only see the child in the presence of a third party (Stroumza & al, 2018a,
2018b, 2018c). Most of the families involved have had a civil or penal measure imposed upon
them. The apparatus focuses on moments of co-presence between the child, the parent, and a
professional, based on ordinary activities (talking, eating, playing, going for a walk) for one or
two hours per week or per fortnight, depending on the situation. There are also short interviews
with the parent between visits, often by telephone, as well as a car journey with the child and
contact with the foster family (or residential home) when the professional goes to pick up and
take back the child. Our research revealed a new mode of action that differs from the one at
work in interview- or meeting-based apparatuses and that is conducive to maintaining parentchild bonds in difficult family situations where those bonds remain fragile as a result of having
been damaged, impaired, or loosened (sometimes the children and parents barely know one
another).
We then conducted a second study examining these moments of co-presence in a placement
apparatus where maintaining parent-child bonds was not the primary goal. This placement
apparatus concerned children aged 6 to 15 and involved moments of co-presence that were not
central but were being developed at the time.
While these moments of co-presence are a productive means for strengthening family bonds,
we shall see that they are difficult to inhabit for professionals, but also for parents and children,
especially in the placement apparatus.
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The two apparatuses we studied are both located in a Swiss Canton (Vaud), where the
constraints and imperatives of the field in general, as outlined above, can all be found and where
placement is defined as the measure of last resort (COPMA 2017). More specifically,
rehabilitating parental skills is one of the goals of socio-educational policy (SEP and LPromin).
It is recognized that in order to strengthen parental presence within residential institutions,
particularly by developing visitation rights, the parameters of these visits must be defined, as
well as the terms of their organization and the educational stances at work. The Federal Justice
Office also requires institutions for minors and young adults to define and give a prominent
role to collaboration with families.
Both our studies aimed to model what happens in these moments of co-presence that resemble
ordinary, natural moments and, more specifically, to describe how the professionals intervene.
Our intention was to make visible and to reinforce a professional way of inhabiting these
moments in order to encourage the child-parent bond as much as possible while also meeting
the other demands of current practices in the field. The heuristic dimension is therefore central
to what we wish to understand about these practices: something happens in these moments of
co-presence and the aim is for the researchers—but also the professionals, parents, and children
involved—to identify and grasp this.

2.

Method

2.1.

Research subject and theoretical framework

In our research, we adopted a work analysis approach (Barbier & Durand, 2017), which
examines real activities, considered as more than simply the result of applying theory or
directives, and as being not only about reflection but also about “practical” intelligence
(experiential know-how, Mezzena, 2018). In these studies, the relationship between action and
situation is considered to be a constituent and not a secondary factor (Theureau, 2004), i.e. the
situation is not viewed simply as a passive backdrop against which a previously thought-out
action takes place according to a means-end logic on the premise that people control their bodies
and act independently of their surroundings and peers (Joas, 2001). Following on from these
studies, and enriching this approach by drawing conceptually on both pragmatism and
phenomenology, we consider that responses (of a singular nature) are only produced with—and
within—the situation through the attention paid to the things that do or do not emerge during
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the action. The dynamic at work involves both exploring and transforming the environment so
that the activity can meet all the prescribed requirements in the local conditions in which it
takes place. Approaching the situation in the line developed by Dewey (1938) allows us to
understand what serves to constitute the activity as more than simply an environment composed
of a set of constituents in isolation with which the professional engages and instead as an
experienced environment, a contextual whole referred to as a “situation” (Mezzena, 2018;
Ogien, 1999; Quéré, 2006). Dewey’s “situation” is qualitative in that is possesses its own
specific features that lend it its unique and unduplicable configuration. It is immediately sensed
as a whole and it also has an orientation. For Dewey, a situation is open to an
investigation/practical transformation that he labels “inquiry” because its constituents do not
hold together. Producing a situation that is a unified, balanced whole is what controls the
process of inquiry and directs its development over time. The professionals attempt through
action to (re)construct and maintain a certain orientation within the situation, by adjusting to
what happens (adapting and changing), with a view to obtaining certain effects linked to their
brief. We refer to this orientation as “perspective” (Mezzena, 2018) and use the term “model”
to refer to the description of this orientation, thanks to points of reference (de Jonckheere, 2010).
To use Waldenfels’ terms (1994), this response to a situation within a situation is unavoidable.
It partly escapes the professionals’ control, insofar as they do not know exactly what they are
responding to when they respond, and “that to which [they respond] will always remain to some
extent irreducibly alien [to them]” (Pittet, 2019, p. 10). In the very act of responding,
professionals are at a remove from themselves. Their actions and feelings are caught up in a
movement that is both passive and active, with a form of strangeness but also a depth: they are
called upon in different ways and can orient the action in different directions, and their response
is always delayed (insofar as the movement that prompted it has already passed and may have
changed).
More specifically, four concepts will be useful for our analysis here: directives as constraints;
a way for professionals to inhabit the apparatus; modes of existence; building a shared world.
Directives as constraints. Stengers’ (12010) notion of constraint offers a heuristic way of
understanding the difference between prescribed work (an institution’s mission; legal or
political imperatives) and real work, moving away from an applicationist conception of action.
According to Stengers, a “constraint must be satisfied, but the way it is satisfied remains, by
definition, an open question. A constraint must be taken into account, but it does not tell us how
it should be taken into account” (2010, p. 43). The meaning of a constraint—explaining, after
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the event, what has happened—only emerges in the very process through which the response is
produced and determines this meaning. It is by analyzing practices and looking at how they
construct and stabilize modes of response that we can define these terms. A constraint is neither
a prohibition nor an imperative imposed from without, i.e. to which one is subjected. Stengers
distinguishes the notion of constraint from rights and duties, arguing that in respecting the latter
there is “no event” but “an institution that should instigate acceptance, the loyalty of heart and
mind” (Stengers, 2010, p. 52). Public policies and legal requirements do not provide conceptual
definitions of the terms used, which are mostly subject to theoretical debate. The legal notion
of the child’s interests, for example, is considered to be juridically indeterminate and something
that must be given concrete existence in the situation itself (COPMA, 2017). Maintaining
parent-child bonds insofar as possible, encouraging the participation of parents and children in
interventions that concern them, or protecting the child’s development and supporting
parenthood are all directives that do not explain how these things should be done nor exactly
what should be understood by the terms participation, protection, support, or quality of bonds.
The notion of constraint underlines the extent to which responses are constructed in light of
events and in concrete ways. It is in a specific situation, with a specific child, in a specific
family and a specific society that something like the child’s wellbeing, for example, is given
concrete expression. In producing solutions, what were previously considered to be
contradictions can be transformed (Stengers, 2016). Another important point, as we have seen,
is that professionals must construct actions that respond to a set of constraints.
For professionals, apprehending directives as constraints means, in a given situation, creating
appropriate modes of response, thus opening up the possibility for them to do so in in contact
with, and alongside, parents and children. If the placement measure or mediated visit has been
mandated (with goals that are often defined in very general terms), then its meaning and more
specific goals—in other words, how parents, children, and professionals will respond to it and
make it their own—remain open. Creating this meaning and achieving these goals is a challenge
that remains to be conquered.
Inhabiting an apparatus. In order to meet these constraints, teams develop concrete models
and ways of inhabiting apparatuses. By apparatus, we are referring to a set of heterogeneous
elements (materials, spatial and temporal organization, directives, ideas, values, and so on) that
are linked together to give an orientation to the actions that will be taken (de Jonckheere, 2010).
They include visible and invisible components, and, to use Deleuze’s terms, machinic
assemblages and assemblages of enunciation that are of the order of knowledge and power.
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Apparatuses open up and close down possibilities of action, encouraging certain effects and
discouraging others. Moments of co-presence are themselves a “small” apparatus embedded in
a broader apparatus, which also includes other moments (interviews with parents, car journeys,
or daily moments with children).
For the purposes of our argument, we will differentiate between three levels of description of
the apparatus:
-

The apparatus as it is defined within a professional field (an apparatus referred to as

mediated visits or as a placement). This level is independent from specific legislative or
institutional conditions, and from the way in which teams or professionals make them
operational.
-

The apparatus as it is put into practice within an institution and a singular context: in

response to more local policies, within a particular institutional network, with the specific
institution’s way of organizing work, and with given educational ideas and conceptions of
participation and protection. It is a matter of how a team of professionals inherits its mission
(de Jonckheere, 2010) within specific local conditions.
The “model” describes the reliable and stable elements that provide points of reference to a
team in action. It does not describe the concrete ways in which they work but rather an
orientation, a way of construing the problems addressed by the intervention (de Jonckheere,
2010), that serves to guide a team in creating concrete solutions and that defines how these
small apparatuses will be connected together or integrated into the overall apparatus. The
apparatus defined by the professional field may be configured differently depending on the
teams and local conditions.
-

A third level describes how, in the course of their activities, professionals inhabit the

“small” (and “large”) apparatus at a given moment: what are they aiming to do, to what are they
attentive, what do they feel, perceive, see? This is the level of the professionals’ own bodies’
engagement with the people they are assisting (Pittet, 2015; Waldenfels, 1994), the level of
what does or does not happen in the course of their activities. At this level, a range of elements
come into play: the imperatives and the general mission of the apparatus, but also, for each
individual family situation, their life story, a specific brief, a particular way of organizing
moments of co-presence in advance, what has happened at other moments in the apparatus,
events in each person’s daily life, coordinated sessions with other actors, as well as the
movements of their own bodies . This level describes how everyone, on a concrete level, at
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each moment in time, experiences the exposition, exploration, confrontation, and
transformation of the world as oriented by the model.
The third level is oriented, although not predetermined, by the other levels. What happens at a
given moment within a “small” apparatus is not independent of the overall apparatus, nor of
what has occurred before. It is oriented by the model. However, it is not predetermined, because
these elements do not dictate what will happen next nor the concrete ways in which the
professionals, parents, and children will act or experience the apparatus (Despret, 2009). The
professional (but also the parent and child) will work upon the presence and importance of these
other moments/events within the moment of co-presence itself. The third level functions
relatively autonomously from the other two insofar as the effects that the professional tries to
encourage within a “small” apparatus at a given moment in time are not necessarily the same
effects sought by the apparatus as a whole.
This unpredetermined and event-reactive way of inhabiting the apparatus is thus influenced by
a set of elements (the problems that led to the measure, the measure’s brief, the political context,
the viewpoints of the network or the family, the spatial configuration, the timing, etc.) as well
as by educational ideas, the professional’s own body, and the singular ways in which the other
people present inhabit the apparatus. It is at this level that, in the case of a given family, a way
of appropriating the measure (or not) and a way of coming together (or not) take on concrete
forms.
Encouraging modes of existence. In general, we consider that educational intervention aims
to encourage parents’ and children’s modes of existence and that the professional gives concrete
form to the intervention by inhabiting the apparatus in a particular way. In other words, the
modes of existence of the parent and child are received and transformed partly thanks to the
modes of existence of both the professional and the apparatus.
The notion of mode of existence (Stengers & Latour, 2016) allows us to move away from
understanding “being” in terms of substance or identity (being parents or not, being competent
or not, etc.)—where the continuity of existence in time and space is ensured by the underlying
presence of this substance or one’s own sense of identity—and instead to develop a conception
of “being” as including a measure of indeterminacy, with an existential incompletion. This is a
form of existence not in itself nor through the self but rather in and through something other; a
form of existence that emerges based on the situation (a relationship to oneself, to others, and
to the environment) and cannot be dissociated from it; a form of existence for which continuity
remains to be achieved. What is happening is still fluctuating, singular, and by definition
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lacking in fixed boundaries; its existence remains fragile, fleeting, labile, or even imperceptible.
These concepts are therefore productive for our approach, which aims to grasp what is in the
process of happening, what is in the process of becoming, and what is being transformed—for
which continuity remains to be achieved—by looking at how this can be based on the apparatus
and the professional’s way of inhabiting it.
The notion of mode of existence describes the movement through which people take up/are
taken up by a situation; what is important to them, what they bear and can endure, what is viable
for them; how they try (or not) to recreate possibilities of existence and action in ways that are
expressed, explored, tested, and perhaps even transformed by the action itself. This is something
that can fail. In the practices we studied, succeeding in being a parent, a child, or a professional,
together, in a compulsory-assistance apparatus is not a given.
A shared world. In addition to the level of perspective, we also distinguish another level of
quality of practices so as better to include the participation of parents and children. This level
defines individual moments marked by each person present adopting the same perspective, as
well as by the intensity of “world/activity” and “person/activity” (engagement) relationships—
an intensity that sustains modes of existence and gives them substance. We have therefore
added to the Deweyan concept of situation the notion of a “shared world” that results from (and
supports) these individual moments. This shared world is something that must be continually
constructed throughout the activity (Despret & Galetic, 2007), especially for people who do not
(or who no longer) share their daily lives.

2.2.

Methodological and ethical apparatus

From a methodological point of view, considering directives as constraints means that we do
not analyze professional practices based on any a priori definition of these terms, in order then
to see whether or not the practices in question respect/apply these notions or how they combine
them through compromises between predefined directives or logics (for example
assistance/control or welfare/security). Given that, from our theoretical perspective, know-how
is experiential (and non-propositional) our analysis does not entail asking professionals directly
how they understand these terms. On the contrary, the meaning of the constraints emerges
through analysis of the activities themselves.
In order to understand how professionals inhabit this moment and what model guides them, we
used the tried and tested methodology of work analysis (Barbier & Durand, 2017), rather than
remaining limited to prescribed or declared work, which would have presented some well12

identified drawbacks (generalization, idealization, justification, and difficulty in accessing
barely perceptible embodied phenomena). The way professionals inhabit the apparatus is not
something that can be stated, seen, or inferred. In order to understand it, it is therefore necessary
to combine several types of data (observations, sometimes films, and particular interview
mechanisms, Theureau, 2010) as well as to draw on modeling based on all that data. In our
case, we chose to use films and self-confrontation interviews (SCI) conducted while watching
a film of the activity and trying to grasp what is happening in it. This apparatus made it possible
to (re)view the details of the action and to try to discover what the researchers’ and
professionals’ different perspectives (as well as their necessarily limited attention) revealed to
them but also did not necessarily allow them to perceive.
Video recordings. Depending on the spatial configuration and the families’ situations, the
videos were filmed using either a handheld camera or a camera placed on a tripod (without the
researcher needing to be present). The frame was in principle as wide as possible.
SCI. Filmed sequences were chosen that seemed emblematic and/or enigmatic and/or critical
from the point of view of what was happening in those moments of co-presence, for the
researchers and/or the professionals (and if possible the parents and children). The questions in
the SCI focused on the attentional, intentional, and emotional dimensions of what was playing
out in the activity being viewed and what escaped the understanding of the researchers and was
of interest to the professionals. It was less a question of making the professionals explain what
they knew they were doing (to avoid being too quick to transform know-how into propositional
knowledge) and more a question of confronting them with the films and the researchers’ (and
parents’ and children’s) perspectives, of making them react (with astonishment, laughter, etc.),
so as to bring out and allow us and them to discover together what was happening in the filmed
activity, what was important about it, and in what ways.
The SCI were organized as soon after the filmed moment as possible, with the professional and
then with the whole team (CollSC). The option for the parent and child to participate in the SCI
was strongly encouraged but, for various reasons, was only possible on one occasion
(sometimes the professionals had reservations, sometimes the parents were unavailable, in some
instances the interview would not have been in the BIC, etc.)
Our analysis of the written directives, the observation notes, and the statements made in the
SCI aimed to grasp what was happening in the filmed activity. We modeled this using
constitutive data triangulation. In order to understand the meanings of the words used (in the
texts or SCI), it is necessary to understand the situations (according to an instructional
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conception of meaning, Ducrot, 1991); and in order to understand what is important in the films
(and how) it is necessary to understand both what the professionals say in the SCI and the
directives. Any irreducible deviations between data were interpreted as signaling different
levels of comprehension and discussed within the team to develop further our individual
understanding of the issues. The intermediate results presented in the CollSC were then
enriched on the basis of these discussions, with the constraint for us, as researchers, that the
team had to agree on the results and any continuing disagreements had to be flagged up.
Research ethics rules. The families could refuse to participate in the research and could
withdraw at any time, without needing to justify their decision. The films and any SCI with
parents/children could be ended at any point if the professionals considered they were against
the BIC. Signed consent was required from legal guardians, parents, and the placement
department (depending on the situation. Signed agreement was also requested from the
children/youths depending on their age and their mental capacity.
After the SCI, the professionals filmed had to give consent for a sequence of the film (and/or
an excerpt from their SCI) to be shown to the rest of the team. The films and SCI will all be
destroyed at the end of the research.
For the mediated visits apparatus, we carried out: 16 films, 22 SCI, and 4 CollSC; with 6
professionals and 7 families, 1 SCI with a professional, parent, and child.
For the placement apparatus, we carried out: 4 films, 3 SCI, 3 CollSC, with 3 families and 3
professionals.

3.

Results

Our research on the mediated visits apparatus allowed us to model a new mode of action thanks
to four points of reference. Together, these points of reference shape the orientation of the
team’s response to the imperatives determining their practices. This orientation is the one that
professionals attempt to construct and to maintain throughout their activities.

3.1.

Attention to event- and experience-based details: exploration and transformation

This first point of reference concerns the attention paid by the professionals, in the moment
itself, to what is important both to them and to the others, but also more broadly to what is
viable for the individuals in question (what is important but also what they bear and endure)
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and what can be shared. In this gesture from the parent to the child, what is important, what
form of parenthood is delineated, or asserted? How is this gesture perceived and experienced
by the child? How does the child respond to it? And what movement of response does it produce
within the professional? This attention draws on knowledge, diagnoses, the history of the
individuals in question, and the vulnerabilities present in the families—it does not ignore these
facts, which preexist the moments of co-presence and are taken into account when organizing
the visits beforehand, however it does not give them authority either (Stengers & Debaise,
2017). These facts/this knowledge do not determine what happens in the moment of copresence, ensuring that the relational and potential dimension of vulnerabilities are maintained,
as well as the non-determinism of living conditions, the non-positivism of psychological
disorders, and so on. This attention paid to the lives of others does not reduce their lives to their
suffering nor does it reduce the people in question to what they happen to show of themselves
in that given moment. It is an attentiveness of vigilance (and not of focus, Depraz, 2014) that
is open to “adventure” (Diamonds, 1985). It is a matter of being able to grasp the singularity of
what is happening in front of the people present without their necessarily seeing it themselves:
new possibilities emerge, which must be seized and supported. This is where the heuristic value
of the apparatus lies.
This mode of action brings with it, and is brought about by, a particular attention to the details
of what happens in moments of co-presence. Details are not understood, here, in the objectivist
sense of facts that exist in and of themselves (a world that is already a given, without us) and
are considered significant according to certain principles/criteria (ethics, risk factors, and so
on). Rather, these details have an experience- and event-based nature insofar as they are not
dissociated from how they matter or do not matter to people. From the perspective of pragmatic
realism, the relationship between any living being and the world is a relationship of interest, a
relationship to what matters (Despret & Galetic, 2007). It is about considering that the world/the
living exist independently and that their qualifications (their mode of existence), and more
broadly their salient details, are the result of their relationships. From this perspective,
consciousness is neither the origin nor the foundation of what is important to someone.
This does not, however, make them subjective details in the sense of projections or clues to a
deeper subjective reality (a world that exists through us), which would simply be banal and
anecdotal and hold no value beyond that of revealing an underlying reality that supposedly
underpins and organizes what appears on the surface and is held to be the object of the
educational activity.
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The details to which attention is paid are also those that are important to people who are not
physically present (the network, the family, etc.), as well as the details of each person’s daily
life. This is an attention to details in their event- and experience-based aspects, details that are
real (a world that exists with us), the importance of which is felt and transformed for each
individual as a result of the action, along with their viability and reality. Their mode of existence
and their presence in the moment of co-presence is worked upon on the basis of the orientation
given by the various points of reference taken as a whole.
This mode of action is thus an opportunity for their importance to be revealed, transformed, and
asserted through engagement in the action. The importance is not immediately or necessarily
conscious, nor is it ready to be explained or openly avowed in a discussion. I am touched and
surprised by this mother; she’s discovering herself by exploring a new way of being with her
child, who seems to perceive this and yet at the same time resist it. He cannot (yet) follow this
movement that is being suggested to him. The moment has passed, it wasn’t able to be shared
as much as was hoped; but there was movement.
By considering this attention to detail as attention to events and to the movements of the people
present, as perceiving and understanding the reality in the way it was experienced/made
concrete by each person (including themselves), and as how each person tried to recreate
possibilities of existence and action, the professionals’ attention tries to capture the concrete
points of view of the parents and the children (as opposed to reading their actions in
nosographical terms). Movements are understood as resulting from, conveying, expressing, and
authorizing ways of managing to be a child, a parent, or a professional, together in the moment
and under these conditions—they are delineated, explored, and asserted. Within the apparatus
of compulsory assistance, preserving and recreating possibilities for action (Goldstein, 1939)
and for “being” is not self-evident. These movements are thus understood as a form of
participation that goes far beyond simply participating in placement decisions. Professionals
either prohibit them (“we won’t get there this way”) or support them by pursuing them or
reorienting them but not prescribing them (there are no predefined pathways to being a parent,
to being a child, or to achieving a moment of encounter).
In a context where predictive models of risk management prevail (Voll, Jud, Mey, Häferli, &
Stettler, 2010) and where medical and social diagnoses are established, this attention represents
an important stake. Without it, professionals risk not seeing and/or not grasping the movements
of participation of all concerned, and thus missing their potential but also any suffering or
violence that comes from failing to recognize them or from the apparatus itself, with particular
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risks for the BIC. In these moments, professionals have to move away from conceiving of
protection as based on teaching behaviors they know and consider safe, as well as from viewing
uncertainty as something to be reduced as far as possible (with safety considered a non-event
[Flandin, Poizat, & Durand, 2017]). Instead, they have to be attentive to what is being expressed
and what is making itself felt as an excess (of suffering, of violence). As we shall see, a different
conception of protection is therefore at work in these moments.
The professionals’ attention is necessarily (physiologically) limited during the moment of copresence and it is oriented by what happens, but also by ideas about protection, education, and
so on. It is oriented by the mode of action defined by these four points of reference, bringing to
the fore certain details and not others. The professionals say to us: “Ah look, the child is backing
away, what is the child responding to by doing this? What did I not see that was happening
before my eyes? I missed something that was important to the child or perhaps that the child
could not bear, could not endure. Watching the film, I’m discovering expressions that I hadn’t
perceived in the moment, or hadn’t seen, or at least hadn’t retained as being important.”
This attention explores details in order to grasp, and if necessary transform, their importance
for the various people involved, so that what is important to each individual can be shared:
emotions, gestures, attitudes, or words through which ways of being a parent, a child, the
daughter of, the son of, etc. are expressed and explored, along with the requirements that
underpin the brief. That which is important to one person (including the professionals and the
network) needs to try to find a way of becoming important to others, on their terms. It is not a
matter of constructing an identical world in which details matter in the same ways to all
concerned, but rather of perceiving and capturing this reality as conceived by the individuals
present in order to allow these details to enrich one’s own world (Alloa & During, 2018) and
thus to try to build a shared world.
The attention required by this mode of intervention is prompted by the co-presence and has the
effect of rendering everyone involved more present in the situation and more aware of what is
happening in the here and now, for all the people involved.

3.2. Focusing on the present to facilitate acts of becoming
The second point of reference specifies the temporal frame of this attention. In moments of copresence, the professional’s focus is on the present and on the quality of engagement (the
intensity of world/activity and person/activity relationships). These moments are not
experienced as instruments, methods, or sources of information for future work (Stern, 2004).
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While, in the context of child protection, the educational contributions of ordinary activities
tend to be understood in such terms (e.g., Fustier, 1993; Rouzel, 2015), this encourages
sacrificing the present (Stern, 2004) for a future external goal, which poses a risk to child
protection and increases the likelihood of missing opportunities for participation. In this mode
of action, moments of co-presence are taken to be capable of influencing the (relationship to
the) past and the future (Debaise, 2017) and of encouraging modes of existence. The present is
something to be grasped as an act of becoming rather than as the manifestation of past or
underlying schemas or as a means through which to achieve a better future. In these moments
of co-presence, managing to be involved in and to grasp what is happening in the moment poses
a challenge: compulsory assistance tends to assign a place to each person and to express truth
and normativity as general terms, often prompting reactions of defensiveness, withdrawal, or
submission without any genuine involvement.
Focusing on the present by means of the attention described above has the indirect effect of
transforming the relationship to existence into something made up of curiosity, hope, and
dignity, which requires that places not be assigned and that all possibilities be left open. This is
necessary in order to encourage and establish a quality encounter between parents and children.

3.3. Transforming the relationship to constraint
This third point of reference sketches out the requirements/expectations produced by this mode
of intervention. In this mode of action, the constraint of the apparatus of co-presence is not
directly related to an expectation or requirement to talk about the problems that produced the
measure or that are encountered during the measure (unlike, for example, in Lacharité, 2015;
Seron & Wittezeale, 2009). When there is speech, it remains focused on the present of the
encounter. The constraint that parents, children, and professionals do share (and they all
experience it in their own way) is having to spend time together (in a way that is viable for each
person and if possible shared). The conditions of speaking, presence, and attention to others are
worked upon to enhance the quality of this time spent together, drawing on an immanent
assessment, in the present, of the effects of a particular behavior rather than submitting to the
meaning of an internalization. The substance and persistence of this assessment is then
confirmed during car journeys observing and talking with the child, as well as in discussions
with the foster family, the school, and the broader network, all of which can confirm (or not)—
but also suggest revisions or reorientations to—the family case history. Such assessments may
lead the visits to be temporarily suspended or even stopped altogether.
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The artificial nature of the apparatus requires its participants to construct/find new ways of
being together, all three of them. The co-presence of these people for a predetermined length
of time and at a predetermined frequency is a driving force—through the pleasure it can bring
the child and the parent—but also, at the same time, the focus of their attention and the intrinsic
goal of the process. Constraint, artificiality, co-presence, and predetermined lengths and
frequencies together make up the features of the apparatus, which henceforth provides the basis
for this mode of action encouraging the encounter.

3.4.From categorizing the parent to finding practical solutions to shared problems: the
everyday as focus and foundation
This fourth and final point of reference describes how this attention is sustained by, and in turn
sustains, concrete activities of an everyday kind (playing, eating, going for a walk, talking, and
so on). For the professionals, it is a matter of effecting a practical transformation of the
situations from which they start (which involve parents who have been diagnosed/judged and a
professional who was not involved in the situation that prompted the measure and is there to
help the parent and child). They do this by creating a situation in which they are also involved
and in which parent and child can both act with dignity. This transformation is achieved in
particular by working together to resolve something framed as a shared practical problem within
an everyday activity (Stroumza & al, 2020).
These ordinary, everyday activities are shared and thus encourage moments of encounter by
orienting attention towards the concrete situation in the present. They allow those involved to
draw on habits (established outside the apparatus and its stakes) as well as on a specific
organization (stages, length, etc.) and they are able to provide pleasure in and of themselves.
They therefore both sustain and are sustained by engagement and transformation.
At times, these practices therefore take on the tone of conversations (no predefined topic,
drawing in positive ways on uncertainty, symmetry in speaking positions, etc.)—conversations
about school, play, events experienced in their daily lives, and so on, with all the freedom and
vitality that bring these moments closer to ordinary life within (and drawing on) an artificial
apparatus. Within this lived experience, the obligations of compulsory assistance are
transformed into ordinary obligations (and provide a basis for this transformation). By shifting
the question from “what is happening?” to “what are we doing together?” (Hennion, 2015), this
mode of action produces equality (Stengers, 2013) and involves all those present in a way that
confers dignity and makes them actors engaged in solving a problem.
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This way of inhabiting the moment of co-presence does not foreground the explicit dimension
to language (with its normative requirements for statements that are either fully expressed or
not expressed at all, that are evident and openly avowed, Ducrot, 1991). Instead, it emphasizes
the implicit and experiential dimension to language (Auchlin, 1998) considering that its use
involves something of the order of an event, of what happens (or does not happen), that extends
beyond people’s intentions and both expresses and constructs a relationship to the world, with
an orientation. This is an experience-based relationship to the world, which has depth (says
things without saying them, implies, presupposes…) and numerous movements. Existential,
vital processes are both bound up and at play in this event: for the person speaking and the
person listening, something is being experienced in the present. There is, indeed, both an eventbased and an experience-based dimension to the present of enunciation. In this depth and
complexity, something is explored, transformed, asserted, and tries to become shared. This
conception offers a way of understanding participation in its broadest sense and of respecting
in real time the duty of protection without the normative demands of an ethics of discussion.
It is a matter of not experiencing these moments as primarily and from the outset serving an
external goal but rather of drawing on ordinary activities to produce a form of lightness and
gratuitousness. These activities help unblock everyone concerned, allowing the circulation and
transformation of emotions, of what is important to each person present, and enabling them (at
least for a time) to escape and to overcome movements of resignation and powerlessness. In
these artificial apparatuses, “the ordinary” should be constructed, legitimized, and grasped; it
is an effect both of the apparatus itself and of the way in which each person “inhabits” it, rather
than a sign of the absence of any apparatus.
In order to ensure child protection, professionals attempt to avoid any undesirable events by
organizing visits in advance and redirecting what occurs during the visits as it unfolds. At the
same time, they also draw on that which develops, that which is sought, the movements through
which parents, children, and professionals attempt to recreate possibilities of action and
existence. These are vital existential moments lodged in and based on the ordinary, movements
that sustain and are sustained by the heuristic dimension of the apparatus and this mode of
action. Because this conception of protection encourages and reinforces ordinary activities, it
contributes in concrete ways to promoting and producing child welfare (and reinforcing
resilience, Flandin, Poizat, & Durand, 2017).
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4. Discussion

We again encountered the mode of action described above in the moments of co-presence
examined in our second study, this time in a placement apparatus (Stroumza & al, 2021a,
2021b). However, it could not simply be transposed and applied in this context. The features of
the apparatus play a determining role in how the mode of action can be embedded within it and
developed so as to allow each person (parent, child, and professional) to inhabit it in a way that
encourages the maintenance of parent-child bonds. There may be several reasons for this:
- In the placement apparatus, moments of co-presence were not central to the measure or its
mission; they occurred on the margins and were not immediately—or even necessarily—
identified as important. This is all the more salient given that these moments of co-presence
relate to the ordinary and seem so natural and banal as not to require preparation or prior
discussion with the parent and child, nor any follow-up afterwards. In order to grasp the
importance of what is taking place it is, first, necessary to acknowledge its professional
dimension and to avoid denying the existence of the compulsory assistance apparatus; second,
as we have seen, it is also necessary to describe in other ways how these ordinary activities
contribute to education, i.e. not considering that they offer access to an underlying reality
(which will be the object of a future educational activity) followed by an attempt to transform
that reality. In the present of the moment of co-presence, each person’s modes of action and
existence are already being explored, expressed, AND transformed.
- Its importance tends not to be recognized or noticed because it is hard to identify in activities
that seem so routine and ordinary, for example preparing a meal, doing homework, or going for
a walk. Their professional dimension seems to disappear, to the extent that the role of the
compulsory assistance apparatus is itself denied (whereas, according to our modeling, this
ordinariness is precisely one of the effects of both the apparatus and the mode of action). Our
initial results, as we have said, suggest that this encourages neither their preparation nor their
follow-up. This distorts any continuity with the day-to-day of the placement and makes it harder
for professionals to draw on their experience and expertise in working with the children in the
day-to-day, therefore preventing these moments from contributing to the BIC. As a result, it
also becomes hard for what plays out in these moments to be fully integrated into the rest of the
apparatus. What was able to be experienced, asserted, and perhaps even shared in these
moments struggles to transform the rest of the apparatus, and therefore contributes to parents
and children feeling resigned, powerless, and assigned to a particular role: the modes of
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existence created do not last and their continuity has not been achieved. The other spaces and
time of the apparatus cannot serve as a basis for the child, the parent, and the professional to
find ways of inhabiting these moments, which are so very particular because of their
indeterminacy and their hesitancy (as demanded by this mode of action).
We also wager that the importance of these moments will also be better recognized by grasping
the fact that they respond not only to the imperative of maintaining the parent-child bond as
much as possible, but also to the imperatives of increasing participation of children and parents
and supporting parenthood. This mode of action offers a way of combining these responses
rather than opposing them, which is in the higher interests of the child. It is another way of
considering participation and protection that proves heuristic for the families accompanied by
these compulsory assistance apparatuses.
More than aiming to allow participation in a placement decision that is seen as a measure of
last resort, this mode of action allows the meaning of that placement to be worked upon. By
trying, in these conditions, to be parents, children, and professionals together, conditions of
existence (informed by the constraints of the measure and the artificiality of the encounter) are
tested, constructed, and transformed.

5. Limitations

The way in which the mode of action at work in moments of co-presence interacts with other
moments in the apparatus being studied remains to be analyzed. How can the specificity of
these moments be preserved, in order to draw the most benefits from their heuristic dimension,
whilst at the same time embedding them in some form of continuity within the rest of the
apparatus, and within the lives of the children and parents, in order to promote the BIC? How
can the right conditions be created to allow the other moments of the apparatus to provide a
basis for the parents, children, and professionals to inhabit this moment of co-presence? This
will be the subject of our next study.
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Conclusion

Analyzing what happens in moments of co-presence involving a parent, a child, and a
professional based on ordinary activities has allowed us to show how it is possible for a mode
of action not only to encourage parent-child bonds but also to respond to other requirements
(participation, supporting parenthood, protection). This mode of action is different from the one
at work in interview- or meeting-based systems, which come with other imperatives (with
regard to types of response, the central role given to what is explicit, etc.)—imperatives that are
often difficult for some families to meet, at least at certain points in the placement measure.

References

Alloa, E., & During, E. (ed). (2018). Choses en soi. Paris: PUF.
Anaut, M. (2002). Trauma, vulnérabilité et résilience en protection de l’enfance. Connexions,
77, 101-118.
Auchlin, A. (1998). Les dimensions de l’analyse pragmatique du discours dans une approche
expérientielle et systémique de la compétence discursive. In J. Verschueren (éd), Pragmatics
in 1998 (pp. 1-22). Anvers : IPrA.
Ausloos, G. (1995). La compétence des familles: temps, chaos, processus. Toulouse: Erès.
Bachman, L., Gaberel, P.-E., & Modak, M. (2016). Parentalité: perspectives critiques.
Lausanne: éditions EESP.
Bacqué, M.-H., & Biewener, C. (2013). L’empowerment, un nouveau vocabulaire pour parler
de participation ?. Idées économiques et sociales, 173 (3), 25-31.
Barbier, J.-M., & Durand, M. (dir) (2017). Encyclopédie d’analyse des activités. Paris: PUF.
Bell, M. (2002). Promoting children’s rights through the use of relationship. Child & Family
SocialWork, 12 (1), 54-63.
Benedeck, T. (1959). Parenthood as a developmental phase. Journal of the American
Psychoanalytic Association, 7, 389-417.
Berger, M. (2000). Le travail avec les parents. Enfances et Psy, 12 (4), 127-133.
Berger, M. (2004). L’échec de la protection de l’enfance. Paris: Dunod.

23

Bijleveld, (van) G.G., Dedding, C.W., & Bunders-Aelen, J.F. (2015). Children’s and young
people’s participation within child welfare and child protection services: a state-of-the-art
review. Child and Family Social Work, 20, 129–138.
Boucher, M. (2015). Empowerment, participation, activation … Des concepts aux pratiques
d’intervention. Revue Sciences et Actions Sociales, 1 and 2.
Boutanquoi,

M.,

Ansel,

D.,

&

Bournel

Bosson,

M.

(2014).

Les

entretiens

parents/professionnels en protection de l’enfance: construire la confiance, technical report.
Boutanquoi, M., Bournel Bosson, M., & Minary, J.P. (2016). La difficulté à élaborer des
récits communs entre parents et professionnels. La revue internationale de l'éducation
familiale, 39, 37-57.
Bowlby, J. (1969). Attachment. New York: Basic Books.
Clément, R. (1993). Parents en souffrance. Paris: Stock.
COPMA (2017). Droit de la protection de l’enfant: guide pratique. Zürich: Dike Verlag.
Corbillon, M., Hellincks, W., & Colton, M.J. (dir). (1994). Suppléance familiale en Europe.
Vigneux: Matrice.
Cottier, M. (2017). L’enfant sujet de droit: Bilan mitigé de la jurisprudence récente du Tribunal
fédéral Suisse. In A. Leuba, M.-L. Papaux van Delden, & B. Foëx, Le droit en question (pp.
81-100). Genève: Schulthess ed. Romandes.
Cradock, G. (2004). Risk, morality, and child protection: risk calculation as guides to practice.
Science, Technology & Human Values, 29 (3), 314-331.
Daly, M. (2007). Parenting in Contemporary Europe. Strasbourg : Council of Europe
publishing.
Debaise, D. (2017). Nature as Event : The Lure of the Possibles. Durhan, N.C. : Duke
University Press.
De Jonckheere, C. (2010). 83 mots pour penser l’intervention en travail social. Genève: éd. ies.
Depraz, N. (2014). Attention et vigilance. Paris: PUF.
Despret, V. (2009). Penser comme un rat. Versailles : éd. Quae.
Despret, V., & Galetic S. (2007). Faire de James un ‘lecteur anachronique’ de von Uexküll. In
D. Debaise & al (ed), Vie et expérimentation (pp. 45-75). Paris : Vrin.
Dewey, J. (1938). Logic. The Theory of Inquiry. New-York : Henry Holt and Company.
Diamond, C. (1985). Missing the Adventure : Reply to Martha Nussbaum, Journal of
Philosophy, 82 (10), 530-531.

24

Ducommun-Nagy, C. (2012). Understanding Family Loyalty through the work of Ivan
Boszormenyi-Nagy, Enfances et Psy, 56, 15-25..
Ducrot, O. (1991). Dire et ne pas dire. Paris : Hermann.
Erickson, E.H. (1959). Identity and the Life Cycle. International university press.
Fablet, D. (2010). De la suppléance familiale au soutien à la parentalité. Paris: L’Harmattan.
Fargion, S. (2014). Synergies and tensions in child protection and parent support: policy lines
and practitioners cultures. Child and Family Social Work, 19, 24–33.
Flandin, S, Poizat, G., & Durand D. (2017). Développer la résilience en renouvelant la
formation à et pour la sécurité: une recherche en cours. 52e Congrès International SELF.
Fustier, P. (1993). Les corridors du quotidien. Lyon : Presses Universitaires de Lyon.
Gilbert, N. (2012). A comparative study of child welfare systems: Abstract orientations and
concrete results. Children and Youth Services Review, 34, 532–536.
Goldstein, K. (1939). The Organism. New-York : American Book.
Haggerty, R.J., Sherrod, L., Garmezy,N., & Rutter M. (1997). Stress, Risk and Resilience in
Children and Adolescents. Cambridge University Press.
Hardy, G. (2012). S’il te plaît, ne m’aide pas !. Paris : Erès.
Hennion, A. (2015). Enquêter sur nos attachements. Comment hériter de William James ?.
Revue SociologieS.
Join-Lambert, H., Euillet, S., & Boddy, J. (2014). L’implication des parents dans l’éducation
de leur enfant placé. Approches européennes. Revue française de pédagogie, 187, 71-80.
Joas, H. (2001). La créativité de l’agir. In J.-M. Baudouin, & J. Friedrich, Théories de l’action
et éducation. Bruxelles : De Boeck.
Lacasa, M.J. (2019). Ecouter la parole de l’enfant: De l’enfant victime à l’enfant sujet, Colloque
interdisciplinaire L’écoute de l’enfant, Lausanne, 18 juin.
Lacharité, C. (2015). Participation des parents et services de protection de l’enfance. TroisRivières, QC: Éditions CEIDEF.
Le Bossé, Y. (2003). De l’’habilitation’ au ‘pouvoir d’agir’: vers une appréhension plus
circonscrite de la notion d’empowerment. Nouvelles pratiques sociales, 16 (2), 30-51.
MacLeod, A. (2007). Whose agenda ? Issues of power and relationship when listening to
looked-after young people. Child and Family Social Work, 12 (3), 278-286.
Manciaux, M. (2001). La résilience, un regard qui fait vivre. Etudes, 10, 321-330.
Martin, C. (2012). Le soutien à la parentalité: généalogie et contours d’une politique publique
émergente. La documentation française, 29-64.
25

Messmer, H., Fellman, L., Wetzel, M., & Käch, O. (2019). Sozialpädagogische Familienhilfe
im Spiegel der Forschung: Bestandsaufnahme und Ausblick. NP, 1, 37-53.
Mezzena, S. (2018). De Schön à Dewey. Paris : L’Harmattan.
Minary, J.-P. (2011). Contexte de vie, précarité et protection de l’enfance. In M. Boutanquoi
(dir), Interventions sociales auprès de familles en situation de précarité (pp. 73-98). Paris :
L’Harmattan.
Munro, E. (2011). The Munro Review of Child Protection. Interim Report, London: HMSO.
Munro, E., & Calder, M. (2005). Where has child protection gone ?. The Political Quaterly, 76
(3), 439-445.
Nett, J., & Spratt, T (dir) (2012). Système de protection de l’enfance: une comparaison
internationale de bonnes pratiques dans cinq pays (Australie, Allemagne, Finlande, Suède et
Royaume Uni). Fonds Suisse pour des projets de protection de l’enfance.
Neyrand, G. (2011). Soutenir et contrôler les parents. Toulouse: Erès.
Neyrand, G. (2019). La mère n’est pas tout ! Toulouse: Erès.
Ogien, A. (1999). Emergence et contrainte : situation et expérience chez Dewey et Goffman. In
M. de Fornel, & L. Quéré (dir), La logique des situations. Paris : EHESS.
Pittet M. (2015). Face à un enfant turbulent : répondre. Petite Enfance, 117, 53-63.
Pittet M. (2019). Des dispositifs de formation en travail social qui autorisent et suscitent la
curiosité des étudiants. Petite contribution spontanée hors de soupçon. In S. Mezzena, & N.
Kramer (éds). Pratiques de formateurs dans une haute école de travail social : perspectives
pour le rapport théorie-pratique. Genève : éditions ies.
Quéré, L. (2006). L’environnement comme partenaire. In J.-M. Barbier, & M. Durand (dir),
Sujets, activités, environnements (pp. 7-29). Paris : PUF.
Rouzel, J. (2015). Le quotidien en éducation spécialisée. Paris: Dunod.
Sanders, R., & Mace, S. (2006). Agency policy and the participation of children and young
people in the child protection process. Child Abuse Review, 15 (2), 89-109.
Seron, C., & Wittezaele, J.-J. (2009). Aide ou contrôle. Bruxelles : De Boeck.
Soulet, M.A. (2013). Vulnérabilité et enfance en danger. In Oned, Vulnérabilités,
identifications des risques et protection de l'enfance (pp. 135-143). Paris: La Documentation
Française.
Spitz, R. A., (1945). Hospitalism: An Inquiry into the Genesis of Psychiatric Conditions in
Early Childhood. The Psychoanalytic Study of the Child, 1, 53-74.
Stengers, I. (2010). Cosmopolitics 1. University of Minnesota Press.
26

Stengers, I. (2013). Parce que je me sentirais autorisé à cela maintenant … . In D. Debaise &
al, Faire art comme on fait société. Ed : Les Presses du Réel.
Stengers, I., & Debaise, D. (2017). The Insistence of Possibles. Parse, 7, 13-19.
Stengers, I., & Latour, B. (2016). The Sphinx of the Work. In E. Souriau, The Different
Modes of Existence (pp. 11-94). Minneapolis : Univocal.
Stern, D. (2004). The present moment in psychotherapy and everydaylife. New-York : W. W.
Norton.
Stroumza K., Pittet M., Pont A.F., Mezzena S., Krummenacher L., Seferdjeli L., Fersini F.,
Friedrich J. (2018a). Visites médiatisées en protection de l’enfance : exploration et
transformation des émotions des professionnels, des parents et des enfants, SEJED 20,
https://journals.openedition.org/sejed/9099.
Stroumza K., Pont A.-F., Pittet M., Fersini F., Mezzena S., Seferdjeli L., Friedrich J.,
Krummenacher L. (2018b). Protection, incertitude, participation et aventure dans un dispositif
d’aide-contrainte : les visites médiatisées comme pratiques au présent. Conférence donnée le
22

novembre

2018

à

l’Association

le

Châtelard,

https://www.association-

chatelard.ch/index.php?option=com_remository&Itemid=65&func=fileinfo&id=357
Stroumza, K., Pont, A.-F., Pittet, M., Fersini, F., Mezzena, S., Seferdjeli, L., Friedrich, J., &
Krummenacher, L. (2018c). Le dispositif de visites médiatisées comme pratiques au présent :
une modalité d’intervention au coeur d’enjeux et de prescriptions en tension dans un contexte
d’aide-contrainte et de prévention des risques. Conférence organisée par le SPJ, Lausanne, 30
novembre

2018,

https://www.association-

chatelard.ch/index.php?option=com_remository&Itemid=65&func=fileinfo&id=362
Stroumza, K., Mezzena, S., Pont, A.-F., Pittet, M., Fersini, F., Seferdjeli, L., Friedrich, J., & L.
Krummenacher (2020). Participation, aventure et rencontre dans un dispositif d’aidecontrainte : les visites médiatisées comme pratiques au présent. Revue Sciences et Actions
Sociales (SAS), 13, http://sas-revue.org/72-n-13/dossier-n-13/180.
Stroumza K., Pont A.-F., Pittet M., Krummenacher L., Fersini F. (2021a), « Ce n’est pas qu’un
moment de repas/devoirs » : les moments de coprésence parents-enfants-professionnels dans
un dispositif de placement, Résultats synthétiques d’une recherche mandatée avec la Fondation
des Airelles.

27

Stroumza K., Pont A.-F., Pittet M., Krummenacher L., Fersini F. (2021b), Les moments de coprésence parents, enfants, professionnels dans un dispositif de placement : un dispositif
heuristique mais difficile à habiter, Rapport final détaillé d’une recherche mandatée avec la
Fondation des Airelles.
Tabin, J.-P., Hugentobler, V., Sabatini, M., Paulus, E., Steiger, B., & Zuntini, L. (2006).
Evaluation de l’action éducative en milieu ouvert dans le canton de Vaud. Rapport final de
recherche.
Theureau J. (2004). L’hypothèse de la cognition (action) située et la tradition d’analyse du
travail de l’ergonomie de langue française. Revue activités.org, 1 (2).
Theureau J. (2010). Les entretiens d’autoconfrontation et de remise en situation par les traces
matérielles et le programme de recherche ‘cours d’action’. Revue d’anthropologie des
connaissances, 4 (2).
Vis, S. A., Strandbu, A., Holtan, A., & Thomas, N. (2011). Participation and health – a research
review of child participation in planning and decision-making. Child & Family Social Work,
16 (3), 325-335.
Voll, P., Jud, A., Mey, E., Häfeli C., & M. Stettler (2010). La protection de l’enfance: gestion
de l’incertitude et du risque. Genève: éd. ies.
Volckrick, M.E. (2007). Intervenir en tiers aujourd’hui. Négociations, 7, 75-88.
Waldflogel, J. (1998). Rethinking the Paradigm of Child Protection. The Future of Children, 8
(1), 114-119.
Waldenfels, B. (1994). Antwortregister. Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp.
Zask, J. (2011). Participer. Paris : Le Bord de l’eau.

28

