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1. Introduction -

.

The,preventive potential of self-help groups has been discus-

sed many timesy. Gartper and Riessman (1977) conclude that the self-
\' L4

help movemenz is the only mean to attain a radical chdnge in human

' services' Katz and Bendgr (1976) see in it an alternative or a

A

complementary way of helping people. The unprecedented development

of many of these groups in the late years confirms the impartance
e e \

\ofrthat social movement. ) .

. conclusions are limited .by other problems (the non-participayion of
- hY L. -

s

3

I3

, % But there has been very few studies ‘on prevention and self~

- : < .
help groups. Two modes of study of ,their/preventive potential ‘can

’

be distinguished: the' outcoge studies and thé, processes analysls;

The outcome studies on self-help groups, many of them repérted by

-

Lieberman et al. (1979), are\the obiect of various criticisms.

»

When referring to an exp rimental paradign, such outcome sStu-

.dies are-said not to respect the essence of self-help groups

1

(unlimited time of participation, volunteer participation...).

é

L

When using a design insgired by a program evaluation approach;-their‘

-

"’

some members (Videka, 1979); the different types of participation,

(8ilverman, 1978). Researches on self-help groups impact frequently

»
4

conclude that-their main effedt is to modify the members self- .

esteem and to alter in a few cases some of*their psychological

problems. Even if they seem unimpressive, these results have to be

14

-




considered in the light of the numerous méthodological problems of

outcome stud®es with margi%?1~drganizations.
Weiss (1975)~inn%”critical agalxsis of evaluation studies

invites the researchers to.develop.a better understanding‘of the
" problem or of the intervention under ‘study rather than to consideé
some//\thodological refinements of evaluation studies.

. H
< The processes analysis of self-help groups seems to be. a way - ,
r L \ . . .
* to déyelop a clearefr understanding bf the preventiv; potential of

. 7

self—help groups hecause it allows the analysis of som? presumably

W

therapeutic conditipns and factors. Drakeford (1969) is one of -
the first to proceed td:a descript?hn of such therapeutic processes L P

in various self-help groups. But the first systématic attempt to

study therapeutic processes in self-help groups is made‘by Levy ‘ . .

in 1976. This study leads to the development aof. a repertoire of ,

«

‘helping processes "and emphasizes the interest of comparing the x -
relative frequency of utilization of such processes by diffarent

. . " . , N
groups. A further)study by Levy in 1979 uses questionnaires to

kS

gain access to the pembers 'perceptions on the helping processes_

in their group. Those studies would be improved by the independan -
v AL . -

assessment by different judges of the presence and relative frequen-. e . 4

cy of such helping processes in self-he groups

'
# . -
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’ .2, ,Thé development of the process analysis system.
J

/

There a£t two main steps in the development of the process
’ \

™

analysis system. The first step was to draw a complete list of
T —

//}(' posed by Gartner and Riessman (1977), we considered further more
(\ that self-help. organizatiops are mainly influenced by small grqup
-l - ' processés.and by the helping skills of their non-professional, mem-
" bers. So a reyiew of the'literature on helping processes was done
' considering these three points of‘view: self-help groups,;thera- .
peutic'groups, non-professional interactions. After analysis, a
total of 11 themes of helping*processes were identified (see'table

. -

1) . . o A

N *

a

The second step consisted in the integration of those processes
\ é' in a'worka:iz system.’ t The: same review of 11terature allowed to
- select as a msghod the systeqatic content analysis of self-help
grOups verbal interactions The advantages of'thiSvmethod are
its objectivity, the.possibility of analysing the relative frequency
“of utilization’pf somé, processes, and even more, as boodman and
Dooley‘(l 6) have indicated; the possibiléty of comparing groups

having different philosophies.

' $ / Pollowing the principles of Hawkins and Dobes (1977) and of
: I > .
K ‘Herbert, and Attridge (1975), each process was operationalized.

[ .

; Some processes cannot be studied when verbal intéractions are

v-

the’ many helping processes described in self-help groups As pro:t/\p

4 : o g’ZQ
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PO used, so they were mot included dn th8 final system (existential

- v . . . . ‘ .
v factor, social factor, coi¥sion, stricture, warmth, touch). Ivo -

v . °

‘ / ot‘her categoties were added to help the j'u.dges': the "interjections’

. ‘ (mnf—mm...) and “incomplete . The final system 'as"con;posed of 34 .

\ .

v mutually exclusive categzrfes reported in table 1. —~

-

',JC v, .

E)

-

- . ' . * .
L~ e , A : o
S 3. The application of the process analysis system ., ) .

v « .- .,

4
t N > .
CLeom A) Group_s_ g_e_l_e.c_:_tio_rl. The, application of the process analysis %
. 4 o

4 - ~ ’

5‘ ’ system was tested in two complementary ways. It was first decided
[ . ’ ,
- to s,tudfy two similar groups and then to compare them to a criterion 1

gnoups The obj ective was to verify if such a 'sys.tem detects sub‘tle
. . +
N differences in‘group functionding and ‘discriminates between groups

P S ; . ”
\ . ~'of various philosophies. The criterjon groups .were chosen.on the

. . basis of c‘haracteristics of,ten.mention_ed in typolo‘gies of self-

hﬁlp groups: the grOups' structure and clientele. . The two

v

+ - -

unstructured groups (V N. ) were preoccupied with 4 problem of a .

transitoly nature, divorce; the structured group (Recovery) was

. interested in people having c(hronic nervofis problems ' . |

‘ .

-

) B) Procedure. %ree meetings of each of these three groups . e,

. ¢ - ., @ . N ,',’“.

1'5 ' were recorded for the ft,udy after a session of habituation. Those N
“ N { . . R . » . ‘\ -

meetings were a’pproximatively of two hoyrs. There were from three- ’

‘ . f
. . N
to six members pggsent at-each meeting.
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. C) The training of the judges. Two,judges-were trained to ) .
. unitize the transcriptions of the. verbal interactions Jf the meetings.. .' g

PR

Following the recommendations of Holsti (1969) and of Kiesler (1973)
that units of %oding pertaining to the objectives of the study and ’

. adapted to the context should. be used, two hierarchical units of
. 4 - .
cgdlng were chosen, the statement and ths idea. The inter—judges
>Ny ’ ~
. ‘ agreement on unitizing was of .92 (mean coefficient of reliability, C

- -
R -

Holsti, 1969). The same 1udges were trained to categorize the ¥
: verbal interactions by using the 34 categories of helping brocesses. L ‘

Their agreement on categorizing was of .69 (Kappa, Cohen (1960)). -

.
4 -~
* < 0 N
. , ,
. . -
- -~/ - .

. @
- . —_ , {j

! ! Preliminarz_considerations. This process analysis system - S

— — — — — —— — — — — —

L § ¢

- ' J/ ‘being in development, it was important to Jerify for each category
. the‘,in\ter-judges' agreegent (Johnson et Bolstad, 1973). Many
categories were infrequently coded by the judges (less than 17 C ) o

“of the coding units) and they had a too low inter-judges .agreement . ' v

. Y ) to be retained. The categories "interpretation and/opinion” were
. - 3 - 3 . ' . ) . .;_1- ;‘.
grouped a posteriori in one category. Finally, 14 categories are . . e

St \ used for agéﬂ#SiS; they all had a frequency of occurence of 1% in] . .

a least one group and they'had an inter-judges’ agreement'of at . ‘e -

e

Another important verification was to check if the ;:;

remainingc egories -allowed to analyse a sufficient portion of the -
. N ."r
ons recorded. The use of thirteen categories allows
\ h : i
. 4
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- a great deal about ways to modify their“probkil.ems.s

category "incomplete", referring to undecodable units, gives some

~

) R .
.
. g ]
- ’ . -
. '
.y ,
. .

o cdde about "80% of the verbal interactiods units.

A"

14

The, fourteenth

information on the difficulty of coding which is similar in\the

~
three grOups (approx. " 47 of- incomplete units).

’ -

gories covered the remaining 157 of the units.

. Descrigtiv analysis of the grougs. The first step 1n the

-

v

descriptive analysis was to check the stahblity of the results in
a group from se%sion to session.

found in each group. Anq\we could then proceedoto the inter-group

¢
comparison.

. Figure l illustrates the mean: frequency of the 14 categofies

Y

!

-

' T

y -~

. -

e

and of the fesidual categories for the three groups.

tured groups are group!l and group 2 the\structured group is grOup

3.

groups.

are

has a high fr

by the leader.

'self revelatio

€

M and "approhation".

The category

Qhe residual cate-

Such stability of results was

,
-

The unstruc-

There are some similarities,in the functioning of these three

-

The.categories most frequently used by the three groups

. *

eguency of occurence'in'group 3; the members discuss

. category "interjections" refers to the frequent "humLhum"’emitted

This category is not further -discussed.

There are other differences between the groups.

group\é, which aim 18 to reinterpret ‘their problem following Dr.
¥ [y . .

ow's prificiples and=to center its members on action, refer much

i
J|j‘n

Members of

!

-’

For group 1, the

"changey method"

'
“et




rs '. ' - P 4 L .
A : “ - X 4 l ¢ I
re often to some/ "sanctioned model of interpretation!' and to \
v ’ T R L - ey
sbme "change'methods" and less t¢ some personal mode of interpre- v
.. .3
tatiqn (ca;égories "interpretation and opinion and 'paraphrase"), ' _
Y o ] B : *
This gréup is also more preoccupied with "organization than the .
" H
‘two other groups. The\categories "oroup's goa‘" and "repott of
L - . . . ¢ '
discrimination" aAre emitted-more frequently by the members of group 7,

e 3 This could be another indication of their pode 0 organizing "1 '
v S R
the groupX.) interactions in 2 pre—determined way. But the validity .

of these two categories should be checked in further studies. The .

[

differences with the other groups seems to confirm the‘more struc- e

* tured approach of the Recovgry method. The two unstructured~groups

,\kgroup 1 and 2) are less centered on'"organization", refer more to

‘s

" some perSonal que of interprktation (categories.''interpretation a

a

. ?

opinion" and "parapHrase’) andivery rarely to a ''sanctioned model . 14

< b ) A

of ihterpretation". _Yet, there are some differences between those
e Nt * . , r ~ .

twp unstructured groups. Group 2 gives more emphasis to "informal

v ’ ¥

c¢bnversation", to encouragement to talk" (sometimes named question)

and to "self-revelation .. And doing so; this group seems to conform
[ -) v i

. s 0 h ' -~
more to a ?:yle of helping interactions characteristic of non- - S
. o . : ’ . ' ’
professionals. - Lo, 7 .
‘ . - ~ s £ '\' - .
’ i A ; - - . ’ - 4o
5. Discussion N
0" . L ‘
N J . - " ’ * ’ .«
h - This process analysis system allows one to analyse the diffe- s
’ renceshbetweéé groupé'of various structure and philosophy and to , L
; * -, ] _ = *
o ¢ s ) .
LT < R f/r/ .
, " 3 . ‘ \
. * 1
! : , N ‘- .
‘ \ . 'o >
. . ] . A \ )v
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»+ their members' behavior (example: K weight reduction.groups) if we

‘between proceéses.\ It suggests\;he iﬁportance.of studying .in

document the variations in functioning in groups of the same orga- ‘-
] - !

nization. It has been applied in this sttdy to'groﬁps‘working\\

! . A
towards the adaptation of their members;°anﬂ$this study shouléﬁ;e v

completed bx analysing groupshaving és objectives the evolution of

want to be sure that this sysgem js applicable to any self-help
. :

groups' meetinés. In those subsequent studies;‘otﬁer categories > i ‘

. . . . ’ .

of the proceﬁsés‘analysis system may possibly be retained. P y
When compared to other researches on. helping processes in

A}

. . / .
- gelf-belp groups, this approach confirms the greater use of

"self-revelation" and Vépproba&&ggﬂ\gécumented in other. studieg

but gives a more acecurate image of the intreEate.inteﬁplays
' ’

L

groups of the same allegianpe, tﬁg role of the leader and the - i '

motivations of,the members which could explain tﬁé.diffexehéef S
¢ PR . ’

between' the groups. Finally, thg use of such a process analysis

I

- system could help documer(t the preventive potehﬁial of self-helps . .

~

'groups. As we have seen in those-preliminary analysis, these
»

groups seem to have recourse to a greater variety of helpidg ) . .

.

T .
o » . o L

" p:::fsses than those’ usually identified in studies*on'ﬁon-_- . s,

P

-

essionals helping interMctions.

'
gy
£
A
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. Theme

1. Recapitulation of the primary
family group

¥
-~
N

2: Organization

+3. Informal conversation .
L
® . .
4. Humor

ot

-t

5. Group's principles
-

Cf
t
6. Reciprocity

7. Universality

-~ 8. Social reinforcement

9, 'Self-revelation

(
10. Information

-3 B

’ R ' !
~11. Method ) , @ .

/

=

?ABLﬁ‘l

“The 11'tnemes of helping processes and'the_34 categories

’

L

]

0 ‘ .

L ) <«
A . .
N -
N * ' . =

Recapitulation of the prima:y

family group
b
Organizatioma -

Informal conversation

. Humor —

-

Sanctioned model of interpretation

Norts -
Group's goals

Reciprocity
Universalit ‘ o
p Y ap

.Approbation ' s
sapprobation ’
Encouragement to talk g

Empathy Ne
Mutual affirmation

Reassurance of competence

_Support (concrete)
Self-revelation*
Self~disclosure . -
Opinion )
Interpretation 0
Disclosure of feeling’
Paraphrase
Offering feeéback
Requesting’ feedback

“Normative information
Instnpmental informdtion

s Personal goal ‘setting
Discrimination traiping.

Discrimination advice

Description of method-of change

¥ .
1

% Discrimination description

Advice on method of change

,Added categories
Interjections
Incomplete -

~
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1. _ This paper reports a tesearch fione in partial fulfilment of '
-~ . PR - " ' . Y /

the requirements for a“'doctoral degrée at the "Université du

" .

Québec & Montréal", I wish to thank €. Bouchard, M. Tousignant,

’ Gt Malcuit, S. Guay fGr their eritical comments anh support.

” .

2. Present address:

3
. - -

B}

Francine Lavoie .
. (3
Ecole -de. psychologie,,
» * ef K o
Université Laval . . .

)

QuéBec, Québec

Canada; GlK 7P4 .

3. An instructionjmapual on thehprpcess analysis system is , -

available from the adthor (in french only). s
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