having Attention Deficit Hyperactivity
g first placement which could possibly
own aged between 8 and 14 years. She
rs quiet, very nervous and unsure,
nd advice. She leans on Molly (her

to understand more about other
‘months, short-term and emergency
hree s ings which broke down. Molly
ree children of her own aged between
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Box 1.0 continued

Group membership 2

Open or closed membership?2 Open; young p
courts, so the group may gain new members an
some continuity of membership.

Number of members: varies ;
Largest group attendance: 10; Smallest dﬂdﬂdﬂﬁ
Age range of group members' 4-?:
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Box 1.P continued

Pat is aged 39. Her son, Peter (12) hod been refa
difficulties’. Pot is smgle carer w:th»an ofde' ‘ '

make their contnbuhon.




Stacey hoped to find out about
friend, Sharleen, attends. Stacey
»e postponed! Stacey is seen as
tacey has arrived at the group on
reements at home. Her reluctance
and they try fo be sensitive and

he group. He attends because
ind because he gets on well with the
ns to be more important to Simon
ing]. He attends regularly
ge that it was happening.
nd positively to him, in

]
i
*
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practice, but what is it that unites task-centred groupwork and cognitive behavioural
groupwork? What is the groupwork that they have in common? Understanding what it
is that constitutes this groupwork is very much what this book is abour. When we
conceptualise groupwork, therefore, there are at least two dimensions along which
models must be judged; the first is the appropriateness of the practice model (task-
centred, cognitive-behavioural, etc.) and the second is the appropriateness of the group
context.

One notion which is central to all practice methods in whatever context is that of
purpose. The guiding principle of purpose is evident in the social goals, remedial and
reciprocal models of Papell and Rothman (1968) and in Brown’s (1994) seven group
types. More recently, Garvin et al. (2004) have suggested these possible purposes for
groupwork: enhancing individual function, enriching people’s lives, ameliorating
problems experienced by organisations and communities, producing social change and
promoting social justice. In addition to purpose, groups have also been strongly
characterised by the notion of developmental sequences, such as forming, storming,
norming, performing and adjourning (Tuckman, 1965; Tuckman and Jensen, 1977)
and Manor’s (2000a) engagement, empowerment, mutuality and termination phases.

All of these models are ideal-types, and most, perhaps all,; groups combine many
kinds of purpose, and are not so much a series of steps and stages as a sense of emerging
‘groupness’, the erratic development of shared meanings and understandings. The real
life of the group is much more complex than the two dimensions of any one model can
suggest. Indeed, categories can create unhelpful boundaries without necessarily increasing
understanding. As Garvin et al. (2004: 91) note, ‘practice has become too eclectic to
permit a neat typology of group work models’.

It is perhaps more helpful to consider the profile of a group, and to see this as
composed of different elements (Box 2.1). Experience from the Groupwork Project
(Box 1.1) suggests that the messy reality of experience is indeed best reflected not so
much in discrete models or stages of groupwork, but in a consideration of these core
elements. All groups embrace some of these elements, though they are found in differing
degrees from group to group, each with its own unique ‘fingerprint’ composed of
different degrees of each element (Box 2.2). So, it is not so much a question of which
model to choose, but what hybrid is suggcsted by the particular elements of groupwork
present in any one group. This gives rise not to discrete models of practice. Jbut to

complex patterns which will require much more research before we ¢
definitive statements about the most effective combmadons. T




