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ABSTRACT
Objective  Central venous access devices (CVADs), 
often known as central lines, are important for 
delivering medically complex care in children, and are 
increasingly used for children living at home. Central line-
associated bloodstream infection (CLABSI) is a serious, 
life-threatening complication. Although the physical 
consequences of CLABSIs are well documented, families’ 
views and experiences of CLABSI are poorly understood.
Design  Qualitative study using semistructured 
interviews with participants from 11 families of a child 
living at home with a CVAD.
Participants  Parents of children aged 4–12 years living 
at home with a CVAD. Four fathers and nine mothers 
participated in interviews.
Results  The risk of CLABSI is a constant fear for 
families of a child with a CVAD. Though avoiding 
infection is a key priority for families, it is not the only 
one: maintaining a sense of ’normal life’ is another goal. 
Infection prevention and control require much work and 
expertise on the part of families, contributing significantly 
to families’ physical and emotional workload.
Conclusions  Living with the risk of CLABSI poses 
additional burdens that impact on the physical and 
emotional well-being of families. Services to better 
support families to manage these burdens are needed.

INTRODUCTION
Central venous access devices (CVADs) are often 
used in the care of children with medically complex 
needs arising from a wide range of different condi-
tions (including cancer, chronic respiratory illness 
and gastrological dysfunction).1 These devices—
which include tunnelled lines with external catheters 
(‘central lines’) or implanted under the skin (porta-
caths)2—are used to deliver medication (including 
chemotherapy), nutrition and to sample blood. 
Notwithstanding their many benefits, CVADs pose a 
serious risk of infection to children, with up to 2.58 
infections/1000 central-line days observed in the 
ambulatory setting.3 The consequences of central 
line-associated bloodstream infections (CLABSIs) 
can be serious: up to 15% of children with these 
infections require admission to intensive care units, 
and in some groups, CLABSI-associated mortality 
may be as high as 7%.4–6 In addition to the imme-
diate clinical impact, CLABSIs contribute to longer-
term disability and are a leading contributor to the 
burden of healthcare-associated infections.7

Although no intervention has been shown to 
completely eliminate the risk of CLABSI, there is 
good evidence that strict adherence to infection 
control practices in hospital settings can reduce 

the incidence of infection.8 However, new and 
largely underexplored challenges are posed by 
the increasing numbers of children with a wide 
range of complex medical conditions requiring the 
use of CVADs who live at home, where everyday 
care of the device is undertaken largely by family 
members.9–12 In domestic settings, families caring 
for their child take on tasks normally undertaken 
by skilled nurses, including dressings, flushing lines, 
giving medications and connecting parenteral nutri-
tion.10 11 13

The experiences of family members of CLABSI 
are likely be distinctive, given their responsibili-
ties for infection prevention. Understanding fami-
lies’ experiences of caring for children in these 
circumstances is crucial to informing the design 
of services to better support families, yet their 
views and experiences of CLABSIs have remained 
underexplored.9 Studies of patients’ experiences of 
healthcare-acquired infections to date have tended 
to focus instead on adult patients’ experiences in 
hospital settings, where most care is provided by 
healthcare professionals. This work indicates that 
healthcare-acquired infections may have profound 
social and psychological impacts.14 In some cases, 
patients blame healthcare professionals for their 
infection, can feel unsafe and may lose trust in those 
caring for them.15 16 In this article, we present an 
analysis of the CLABSI-related experiences (both 

WHAT IS ALREADY KNOWN ON THIS TOPIC
	⇒ Growing numbers of children with central 
venous access devices (CVADs) live in the family 
home. CVADS carry high risks of central line-
associated bloodstream infection (CLABSI), yet 
accounts of families’ experiences of device care, 
managing infection risk and having CLABSI 
remain poorly understood.

WHAT THIS STUDY ADDS
	⇒ The risk of CLABSI adds a significant burden 
to families caring for a child with a CVAD, 
undermining efforts at normalisation.

HOW THIS STUDY MIGHT AFFECT RESEARCH, 
PRACTICE OR POLICY

	⇒ Practical, evidence-based approaches for 
support families whose child is at risk of CLABSI 
are needed. Policies to manage CLABSI should 
consider the importance of normalisation 
for families to support risk stratification and 
consider early discharge from the hospital when 
a CLABSI is suspected.
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prevention control and having an infection) of parents who are 
caring for children with a CVAD at home.

METHODS
We conducted a qualitative study involving semistructured inter-
views with parents and children. Families were eligible for inclu-
sion if their child was aged between 4 years and 12 years, had 
a CVAD inserted for at least 3 months and was living at home.

The recruitment strategy was designed with input from parent 
groups. Families of children with CVADs were recruited from 
four NHS trusts in England or via online patient groups and 
networks in the UK. In the case of NHS trusts, information 
about the study was shared with families if the clinician felt it 
was appropriate to do so, thus ensuring that that families were 
not approached at times of crisis. Patient groups and networks 
were asked to share information about the study on their web 
pages, social media and newsletters.

Participant information for adults and children provided 
details of study purpose, the researchers’ backgrounds and expe-
rience, and motivation for the study. Families were not asked to 
make a formal expression of interest: the choice was left with 
them to contact the research team if they wished to discuss the 
study further, and there was no direct contact with the research 
team unless potential participants themselves made contact. All 
those who contacted the research team were eligible for the 
study and no further screening took place. This recruitment 
strategy meant that it was not possible to calculate response rates 
(eg, numbers of families who declined to participate).

Topic guides were developed for interviews with parents, 
informed by existing literature on healthcare-associated infec-
tions and parent experiences of caring for children with long-
term health conditions,9 11–27 and discussion with patient groups 
(online supplemental appendix 1). Written consent was obtained 
for parent interviews. Children were invited to take part in 
this study, but their interviews focused on living with a CVAD. 
Neither were they asked about their experiences of CLABSI nor 
did they choose to volunteer these experiences during the inter-
view, so data from the child interviews are not reported here.

Interviews were conducted face-to-face in families’ own homes. 
They were conducted with two parents where possible, although 
in practice, most interviews were with one parent. Interviews 
were carried out in the family home—children and other family 
members were often present intermittently—and interviews 

were frequently interrupted. Interviews lasted between 40 min 
and 2 hours; most interviews were an hour long. All interviews 
were conducted by CS, who was a trainee in paediatrics and a 
PhD candidate at the time of the study; she had prior experience 
and training in interviewing young children and families in a 
research context. CS had no ongoing clinical relationship with 
any of the participants.

Interviews were digitally recorded and transcribed. A modi-
fied grounded theory approach was used involving identifying 
key concepts which emerged from the data; applying codes to 
each section of transcribed data; organising these codes into a 
structured coding tree using NVivo software (online supple-
mental materials); and using ‘free writing’ to generate these 
codes into theories, informed by existing literature.28–30 Anal-
ysis was carried out by CS, alongside data collection, and was 
informed by regular discussions with CT and MD-W; theoretical 
saturation was reached before the final interview was conducted.

Participants were not contacted to correct transcripts or to 
check findings, since discussion with parent groups suggested 
that this would be an additional burden for families. The study 
was carried out as part of a PhD.

RESULTS
Data from four fathers and nine mothers across 11 families 
are presented here. Participants’ children lived with a range of 
medical conditions requiring the use of CVAD (including cancer, 
respiratory conditions and congenital syndromes affecting 
different organs). All families lived in England in a range of 
family structures (table  1). The mother acted as the primary 
carer for most of the children in the study. Of the 11 partic-
ipating families, 5 had experienced confirmed CLABSI, and 2 
children had developed sepsis as a result.

Living with the risk of infection: fear and uncertainty
Parents consistently described living with the pervasive fear that 
their child might acquire an infection and become seriously ill or 
die as a result. This fear was in addition to the worry that families 
already experienced linked to their child’s underlying condition 
and treatment (box 1, quotes 1.1 and 1.2). The fear of infection 
was ever-present, even when families had no personal experience 
of a CLABSI. The unpredictability of infection—CLABSIs could 
occur without warning—meant that families experienced stress, 

Table 1  Interview participants

Child Child participation
Reason for device 
insertion Age Gender Parent(s) interviewed Family structure

C1 Interview Cancer 4 Female M1 and F1 Lived with two parents and siblings, support from wider family

C2 Interview Cancer 8 Male M2 Lived with two parents and siblings, some support from wider family

C3 Interview Respiratory 4 Male F3 Lived with two parents and siblings, support from wider family

C4 Interview Cancer 7 Female M4 and F4 Lived with two parents and siblings, limited support from wider family

C5 Interview Cancer 4 Female F5 Lived with father, shared care with mother

C6 Child refused Cancer 11 Male M6 Lived with two parents and siblings, limited support from wider family

C7 Child refused Cardiology 7 Male M7 Lived with mother and siblings, mother as sole carer

C8 Interview Syndrome 9 Male M8 Lived with mother and siblings, some support from wider family

C9 Interview Syndrome 12 Female M9 Lived with two parents and siblings

C10 Parents felt not 
appropriate

Syndrome 8 Female M10 Lived with two parents and siblings, support from wider family

C11 Parents felt not 
appropriate

Neurological 9 Male M11 Lived with mother as sole carer

F, father; M, mother.
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anxiety and loss of control (box 1, quote 1.3) and worried that 
they would need to rush their child to hospital with suspected 
infection (box 1, quote 1.4). Families who had already experi-
enced a serious CLABSI in their own children or had seen other 
children develop one described these infections as deeply fright-
ening (box 1, quote 1.5), especially when children deteriorated 
rapidly (eg, as a result of sepsis). Children were sometimes so 
ill that parents believed they might die and were left with trau-
matic recollections of these events persisting over many years. 
Other infections were less dramatic, not requiring intensive care 
or resuscitation, but were still miserable and frightening experi-
ences for children and their families.

Removing an infected central line was a significant procedure 
requiring surgery under general anaesthetic. Inserting a new 
central line (if that was possible) involved further surgery and 
another stay in the hospital. Replacing the central line became 
more technically challenging each time, and there were limits to 
how many central lines could be inserted during a child’s life-
time. Given that children were often dependent on devices for 
their survival, families were worried that any device removal 
could have long-term implications for their health.

Guilt and responsibility
Families described providing the majority of everyday central-
line care and infection prevention and control (IPC) for their 
children with a CVAD. Parents felt responsible for ensuring that 
the device was kept clean and used safely, often taking many 
additional precautions to ensure that care was performed to a 
high standard, but this weighed heavily on them. Those whose 
children had acquired a CLABSI while at home described an 
overwhelming sense that they were to blame for not having 
provided adequate care (box 2, quote 2.1). Those whose chil-
dren had not had a CLABSI lived in the anticipation of feeling 
guilty if an infection occurred (box 2, quotes 2.2 and 2.3).

Despite the burdens of looking after the device, some parents 
were reluctant to share the responsibility with others. In partic-
ular, they did not always trust healthcare workers to apply the 
same level of care over infection control that they took them-
selves to protect their child. For example, one mother described 
how she dispensed with most of her son’s care package as she did 
not feel confident that the care assistants who visited the home 
would protect him from infection: she decided to undertake all 

his central-line care herself, so that she was reassured that the 
care would be carried out correctly (box 2, quote 2.4).

Disruption to normal life
Families attempted to maintain a normal life for their children 
(eg, by sending them to school or arranging family holidays). 
However, these attempts were shaped by the pervasive fear 
of CLABSIs, which overshadowed efforts to ensure a normal 
family life. Families felt they had to plan their lives to manage 
IPC procedures and to ensure they could attend hospital rapidly 
if their child became unwell. Children were reliant on family 
members to carry out tasks which they had previously performed 
independently, limiting their normal development (box 3, quote 
3.1) One father explained how the family limited travel to 
ensure that they remained within reach of a hospital at all times 
(box 3, quote 3.2). Another family moved house to be closer to 
the hospital so they could more easily access care in the event 
of an infection or other emergency, but then found that there 
were no school spaces available near their new home. Infection, 
when it occurred, was hugely disruptive; children could not 
attend school or other activities (box  3, quote 3.3). Children 
already spent much of their time in the hospital because of their 
underlying health condition, so admissions for a device-related 
infection were especially unwelcome, for example, disrupting 
normal routines, requiring parents to take time from work or 
periods of unpaid leave (box 3, quotes 3.4 and 3.5), and causing 

Box 1  Living with the risk of infection

1.1 ‘…as a parent it’s horrible, it’s, you know, to kind of, because 
you can’t control, and you’re not in control, and I think that is 
what it comes down to, that you’re not in control of what’s, 
what’s happening, who’s doing what, and nothing happens quick 
enough!’ (M9)
1.2 ‘I always worry. I will always worry until that thing is out’. 
(M2)
1.3 ‘It [suspected infection] never got easier to deal with, because 
there was always that worry that, you know, maybe this time 
she’ll go in and it will be something really serious and she might 
not come out’. (F5)
1.4 ‘Every temperature you’re going to hospital, because you have 
to, just in case’. (M8)
1.5 ‘I know a couple of kids who’ve died so it’s always there, […] 
… And whenever you feel settled […], you’ll hear of another child 
who got an infection, didn’t make it’. (M8)

F, father; M, mother.

Box 2  Guilt and responsibility

2.1 ‘You do, you blame yourself, and you know, you just think did 
I do this?’ (M9)
2.2 ‘You are the one responsible for him catching an infection 
because you have not done it properly and then you have to go 
back into hospital and have it all sorted’. (M2)
2.3 ‘I could never live with myself if he got an infection, [and] it 
was after I had done all the dressing change’. (M8)
2.4 ‘If someone else does them (line cares) and then he gets an 
infection, you’re like well did they do it wrong?’ (M11)

F, father; M, mother.

Box 3  Disruption to normal life

3.1 ‘I am having to do what I did when he was a toddler and go 
in and supervise everything. Obviously while he was in there, I 
would be around anyway, but it was up to him to wash himself in 
the shower and now I have to supervise and make sure it [CVAD] 
is not wet’. (M2)
3.2 ‘I wouldn’t have dared to leave the country… I would have 
wanted to be within 10 miles of the nearest hospital’. (F5)
3.3 ‘We tried to get her back [to school] sooner, but she, she kept 
ending up back and forth from hospital with a lot of infections’. 
(F5)
3.4 ‘When she goes into hospital I take unpaid leave, so the finan-
cial side…’. (M9)
3.5 ‘I would get a call and say, you know, [child)’s ill, come home, 
we need, we need to take her to the hospital and then I’d have 
to drop everything, that would be me disappeared from work for 
two or three days, minimum… So I got quite a few meetings with 
managers, quite a few disciplinary letters and stuff like that’. (F5)

F, father; M, mother.
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cancellation of parties, holidays and other events at short notice. 
Siblings’ activities were also affected.

DISCUSSION
This study of families caring for a child with a CVAD found 
both having a child who experienced a CLABSI and living with 
the threat of CLABSI had a significant impact on families’ lives, 
adding to the emotional burdens experienced by families and 
disrupting their attempts to maintain a normal life.

This study shows that managing the risk of central-line infec-
tion increases the treatment burden that families carry, both in 
the physical workload required to manage infection risk and 
in the emotional worries that accompany this risk. Caring for 
a child with medically complex needs in itself carries a signifi-
cant treatment burden which is both physical and emotional.31 32 
These burdens increase the work that families undertake, making 
it harder to carry out care safely and efficiently.33 In cases where 
trust in professional carers had been damaged, families were left 
carrying these emotional and physical burdens alone, a finding 
well described in the literature on patient safety.27 Despite the 
growing numbers of children living at home with a central line, 
the treatment burden associated with infection prevention and 
management in this population has been poorly explored. Recog-
nising the treatment burden associated with efforts to manage 
risks of CLABSI is the first step in enabling these burdens to be 
addressed.

We found that fear of infections linked to devices exacerbates 
families’ worries that they are unable to care for their child effec-
tively.18 34 When infections occur, parents experience guilt and 
self-blame19 20 35 and may suffer enduring trauma. These findings 
suggest that parents of children who develop CLABSI experience 
emotional turmoil similar to those of healthcare professionals 
following a medical error, so-called ‘second victims’.36 Even 
parents who had not seen a CLABSI in their child did not escape 
fear: they lived with the threat. The impacts on their everyday 
lives were profound; families experienced ongoing anxiety and 
anticipated guilt. One practical response may be for professionals 
not only to share parents’ commitment to the importance of IPC 
but also to emphasise that CLABSIs may occur through no one’s 
fault since no intervention has yet been shown to completely 
eliminate risk.

Another important finding of our study was the extent to which 
normalisation—where families emphasise and pursue aspects of 
everyday lives that are considered important to normal child-
hood21–23—was disrupted both by IPC practices and by the fear 
of an infection. Families attempted to live a normal family life 
but were frustrated in these attempts by the measures they had 
to take to reduce the risk of infection. These measures increased 
restrictions on everyday family life and further threatened the 
attempts at normality, which children and parents valued.37 On 
the other hand, experiencing a CLABSI itself posed a direct 
threat to normalisation, resulting in unpredictable hospital 
admissions and children missing out on everyday family life.21 24 
Infections could also undermine children’s growing sense of self-
autonomy, an important step in their developmental progres-
sion.22 25 Parents thus had to balance threats to normalisation 
from both the risk of CLABSI and the IPC measures intended to 
reduce this risk.

The burden of treatment associated with central-line care 
might be mitigated by a deeper understanding of the priorities 
of children and families. Exploring approaches to supporting 
parents to integrate IPC into their life in ways that enabled pres-
ervation of some normality would be of value, as would efforts 

to limit the impact of CLABSI on everyday life (eg, developing 
risk stratification tools which support early discharge from 
hospital38).

This study has several limitations. Participants were recruited 
from a variety of sources and were, to a certain extent, self-
selecting. It may be that families who volunteered to take part in 
this research represent a subgroup that is particularly concerned 
about CLABSI. Though children were invited to take part in the 
interviews, they were neither asked to nor did they volunteer 
their experiences of CLABSI or their fears regarding infection. 
We did not include wider family members, such as siblings or 
grandparents. The experiences here can only be a partial reflec-
tion of the impact that CLABSI has on families. Future research 
should explore the experiences of children themselves, the wider 
family and broader community, with a particular focus on prac-
tical actions that can support families.

CONCLUSIONS
Living with the risk of CLABSI has a substantial impact on fami-
lies of children with CVADs living at home, beyond the purely 
medical consequences of their treatment. Infection prevention 
and managing the risk of CLABSIs can disrupt normalisation. 
Improvements in services are needed to support families and 
children.

Twitter Carmen Soto @gourmetpenguin

Contributors  CS conceived the study, collected the data, conducted the bulk of the 
analysis and took the lead in writing the manuscript. MD-W and CT supervised the 
study design and contributed towards data analysis. CS is the guarantor.

Funding  CS was supported by a Wellcome Trust Senior Investigator award (MD-W, 
WT097899MA). MD-W is supported by Health Foundation’s grant to the University 
of Cambridge for The Healthcare Improvement Studies Institute. The Health 
Foundation is an independent charity committed to bringing about better health and 
healthcare for people in the UK. MD-W is a National Institute for Health Research 
senior investigator (NF-SI-0617-10026).

Competing interests  None declared.

Patient consent for publication  Not applicable.

Ethics approval  This study involves human participants and was approved 
by NRES Committee East Midlands, Nottingham 2 (NHS REC 13/EM/0292). The 
participants gave informed consent to participate in the study before taking part.

Provenance and peer review  Not commissioned; externally peer reviewed.

Data availability statement  Data are available upon reasonable request. A full 
copy of the thesis is available from the Leicester Research Archive (Eynon Soto, Dawn 
Carmen (2017): Partnerships between families and professionals: Managing risks of 
infection in children with invasive devices. University of Leicester. Thesis; https://hdl.​
handle.net/2381/40904). Full transcripts are not publicly available as this would risk 
the anonymity of the participants.

Supplemental material  This content has been supplied by the author(s). 
It has not been vetted by BMJ Publishing Group Limited (BMJ) and may not 
have been peer-reviewed. Any opinions or recommendations discussed are 
solely those of the author(s) and are not endorsed by BMJ. BMJ disclaims all 
liability and responsibility arising from any reliance placed on the content. 
Where the content includes any translated material, BMJ does not warrant the 
accuracy and reliability of the translations (including but not limited to local 
regulations, clinical guidelines, terminology, drug names and drug dosages), and 
is not responsible for any error and/or omissions arising from translation and 
adaptation or otherwise.

Open access  This is an open access article distributed in accordance with the 
Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 Unported (CC BY 4.0) license, which permits 
others to copy, redistribute, remix, transform and build upon this work for any 
purpose, provided the original work is properly cited, a link to the licence is given, 
and indication of whether changes were made. See: https://creativecommons.org/​
licenses/by/4.0/.

ORCID iD
Carmen Soto http://orcid.org/0000-0002-6323-3069

https://twitter.com/gourmetpenguin
https://hdl.handle.net/2381/40904
https://hdl.handle.net/2381/40904
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-6323-3069


1042 Soto C, et al. Arch Dis Child 2022;107:1038–1042. doi:10.1136/archdischild-2022-324186

Original research

REFERENCES
	 1	 Ullman AJ, Marsh N, Mihala G, et al. Complications of central venous access devices: a 

systematic review. Pediatrics 2015;136:e1331–44.
	 2	 Hord JD, Lawlor J, Werner E, et al. Central line associated blood stream infections in 

pediatric Hematology/Oncology patients with different types of central lines. Pediatr 
Blood Cancer 2016;63:1603–7.

	 3	 Rinke ML, Heo M, Saiman L, et al. Pediatric ambulatory central line-associated 
bloodstream infections. Pediatrics 2021;147:e20200524.

	 4	 Rogers AEJ, Eisenman KM, Dolan SA, et al. Risk factors for bacteremia and central 
line-associated blood stream infections in children with acute myelogenous leukemia: 
a single-institution report. Pediatr Blood Cancer 2017;64:e26254.

	 5	 Goudie A, Dynan L, Brady PW, et al. Attributable cost and length of stay for central 
line-associated bloodstream infections. Pediatrics 2014;133:e1525–32.

	 6	 Rinke ML, Milstone AM, Chen AR, et al. Ambulatory pediatric oncology CLABSIs: 
epidemiology and risk factors. Pediatr Blood Cancer 2013;60:1882–9.

	 7	 Cassini A, Plachouras D, Eckmanns T, et al. Burden of six healthcare-associated 
infections on European population health: estimating incidence-based Disability-
Adjusted life years through a population Prevalence-Based modelling study. PLoS 
Med 2016;13:e1002150.

	 8	 Miller MR, Griswold M, Harris JM, et al. Decreasing PICU catheter-associated 
bloodstream infections: NACHRI’s quality transformation efforts. Pediatrics 
2010;125:206–13.

	 9	 Rinke ML, Chen AR, Milstone AM, et al. Bringing central line-associated bloodstream 
infection prevention home: catheter maintenance practices and beliefs of pediatric 
oncology patients and families. Jt Comm J Qual Patient Saf 2015;41:177–AP4.

	10	 Barrell C, Covington L, Bhatia M, et al. Preventive strategies for central line-associated 
bloodstream infections in pediatric hematopoietic stem cell transplant recipients. Am J 
Infect Control 2012;40:434–9.

	11	 Lo Vecchio A, Schaffzin JK, Ruberto E, et al. Reduced central line infection rates in 
children with leukemia following caregiver training: a quality improvement study. 
Medicine 2016;95:e3946.

	12	 Kirk S, Glendinning C. Trends in community care and patient participation: implications 
for the roles of informal carers and community nurses in the United Kingdom. J Adv 
Nurs 1998;28:370–81.

	13	 Møller T, Borregaard N, Tvede M, et al. Patient education--a strategy for 
prevention of infections caused by permanent central venous catheters in patients 
with haematological malignancies: a randomized clinical trial. J Hosp Infect 
2005;61:330–41.

	14	 Skyman E, Lindahl B, Bergbom I, et al. Being Met as marked - patients’ experiences of 
being infected with community-acquired methicillin-resistant Staphylococcus aureus 
(MRSA). Scand J Caring Sci 2016;30:813–20.

	15	 Parker N. The psychological impact of nosocomial infection: a phenomenological 
investigation of patients’ experiences of clostridium difficile, 2011.

	16	 Currie K, Melone L, Stewart S, et al. Understanding the patient experience of health 
care-associated infection: a qualitative systematic review. Am J Infect Control 
2018;46:936–42.

	17	 Skyman E, Sjöström HT, Hellström L. Patients’ experiences of being infected 
with MRSA at a hospital and subsequently source isolated. Scand J Caring Sci 
2010;24:101–7.

	18	 Lupton D. ’It’s a terrible thing when your children are sick’: Motherhood and home 
healthcare work. Health Sociology Review 2013;22:234–42.

	19	 Coughlin MB, Sethares KA. Chronic sorrow in parents of children with a chronic illness 
or disability: an integrative literature review. J Pediatr Nurs 2017;37:108–16.

	20	 Sales E. Family burden and quality of life. In: Quality of life research. , 
2003: 12, 33–41.

	21	 Anderson JM. The social construction of illness experience: families with a chronically-
ill child. J Adv Nurs 1981;6:427–34.

	22	 Atkin K, Ahmad WI. Living a ’normal’ life: young people coping with thalassaemia 
major or sickle cell disorder. Soc Sci Med 2001;53:615–26.

	23	 Prout A, Hayes L, Gelder L. Medicines and the maintenance of ordinariness 
in the household management of childhood asthma. Sociol Health & Illness 
1999;21:137–62.

	24	 Hilliard R. Categorising children in the clinic. Sociol Health & Illness 1981;3:317–36.
	25	 Kelly MP, Field D. Medical sociology, chronic illness and the body. Sociol Health & 

Illness 1996;18:241–57.
	26	 Rinke ML, Bundy DG, Chen AR, et al. Central line maintenance bundles and CLABSIs 

in ambulatory oncology patients. Pediatrics 2013;132:e1403–12.
	27	 Doherty C, Stavropoulou C. Patients’ willingness and ability to participate actively 

in the reduction of clinical errors: a systematic literature review. Soc Sci Med 
2012;75:257–63.

	28	 Charmaz K. Constructing grounded theory: a practical guide through qualitative 
analysis. SAGE, 2006.

	29	 Bradley EH, Curry LA, Devers KJ. Qualitative data analysis for health services 
research: developing taxonomy, themes, and theory. Health Serv Res 
2007;42:1758–72.

	30	 Dierckx de Casterlé B, Gastmans C, Bryon E, et al. QUAGOL: a guide for qualitative 
data analysis. Int J Nurs Stud 2012;49:360–71.

	31	 May CR, Eton DT, Boehmer K, et al. Rethinking the patient: using burden of treatment 
theory to understand the changing dynamics of illness. BMC Health Serv Res 
2014;14:281.

	32	 Pelentsov LJ, Laws TA, Esterman AJ. The supportive care needs of parents caring for a 
child with a rare disease: a scoping review. Disabil Health J 2015;8:475–91.

	33	 Boehmer KR, Gionfriddo MR, Rodriguez-Gutierrez R, et al. Patient capacity and 
constraints in the experience of chronic disease: a qualitative systematic review and 
thematic synthesis. BMC Fam Pract 2016;17:127.

	34	 Flynn AP, Carter B, Bray L, et al. Parents’ experiences and views of caring for 
a child with a tracheostomy: a literature review. Int J Pediatr Otorhinolaryngol 
2013;77:1630–4.

	35	 Young B, Dixon-Woods M, Findlay M, et al. Parenting in a crisis: conceptualising 
mothers of children with cancer. Soc Sci Med 2002;55:1835–47.

	36	 Seys D, Wu AW, Van Gerven E, et al. Health care professionals as second victims after 
adverse events: a systematic review. Eval Health Prof 2013;36:135–62.

	37	 Morgan JE, Phillips RS, Stewart LA, et al. Sharing roles and control in pediatric 
low risk febrile neutropenia: a multicenter focus group discussion study involving 
patients, parents, and health care professionals. J Pediatr Hematol Oncol 
2020;42:337–44.

	38	 Morgan JE, Cleminson J, Atkin K, et al. Systematic review of reduced therapy regimens 
for children with low risk febrile neutropenia. Support Care Cancer 2016;24:2651–60.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1542/peds.2015-1507
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/pbc.26053
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/pbc.26053
http://dx.doi.org/10.1542/peds.2020-0524
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/pbc.26254
http://dx.doi.org/10.1542/peds.2013-3795
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/pbc.24677
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1002150
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1002150
http://dx.doi.org/10.1542/peds.2009-1382
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1553-7250(15)41023-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ajic.2011.06.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ajic.2011.06.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/MD.0000000000003946
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2648.1998.00781.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2648.1998.00781.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jhin.2005.01.031
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/scs.12309
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ajic.2017.11.023
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6712.2009.00692.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.5172/hesr.2013.22.3.234
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pedn.2017.06.011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2648.1981.tb03246.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0277-9536(00)00364-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-9566.00147
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-9566.ep10486870
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-9566.ep10934993
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-9566.ep10934993
http://dx.doi.org/10.1542/peds.2013-0302
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2012.02.056
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6773.2006.00684.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijnurstu.2011.09.012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1472-6963-14-281
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.dhjo.2015.03.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12875-016-0525-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijporl.2013.07.020
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0277-9536(01)00318-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0163278712458918
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/MPH.0000000000001827
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00520-016-3074-9

	Families’ experiences of central-­line infection in children: a qualitative study
	Abstract
	Introduction﻿﻿
	Methods
	Results
	Living with the risk of infection: fear and uncertainty
	Guilt and responsibility
	Disruption to normal life

	Discussion
	Conclusions
	References


