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Executive Summary 
 
 
Background 
 
There is powerful evidence that attendance at school and academic performance are 
positively related and that those who are excluded and do not attend school regularly, 
whatever the reasons, are more likely to become involved in crime.  Recently, much 
emphasis has been put on the role that parents can play in improving the attendance 
and behaviour of their children. The Anti-social Behaviour Act 2003 introduced new 
powers for Local Education Authorities (LEAs) to apply for a parenting order to help 
address children’s behaviour in school. This court order compels a parent to attend a 
parenting programme and to fulfil other requirements as determined necessary by the 
court for improving their child’s behaviour. The Crime and Disorder Act 1998 already 
allowed courts to make such orders following a successful prosecution for truancy under 
Section 444 of the Education Act 1996. Some LEAs encourage parents to attend such 
programmes on a voluntary basis when their child’s attendance or behaviour has given 
cause for concern. It is now possible for courts to order compulsory attendance at 
parenting programmes following exclusion from school as well as for irregular 
attendance.   
 
Aims of the research 
 
The purpose of this research was to examine when parenting programmes were most 
effective in the context of improving attendance and behaviour in school and to identify 
good practice.  

• It explored who provided programmes, how they were funded, how they were 
quality assured and how effectiveness was evaluated.  

• It examined a range of factors, including the curriculum, the organisation of 
programmes and the mechanism of referral to programmes to explore the 
relative effectiveness of different types of programmes on parents’ attitudes and 
behaviour and the impact of any changes in parenting on children.  

 
The relative lack of education focused programmes which was established during the 
initial survey led to the issues being explored in relation to the more general parenting 
programmes that were available and their impact on parenting skills and subsequently 
children’s behaviour in a range of contexts.  
 
Methodology 
 
The research was undertaken in two phases. In phase 1, a survey of responsible LEA 
officers and parenting programme providers was undertaken (through telephone 
interviews or e-mail conversations) to establish the range of parenting programmes 
available, how they operated and were funded, their perceived success in changing 
parental behaviour and the impact on their children.  
 
134 LEAs (89%) made some form of response to the survey.  In some cases this was to 
report that they had no information, in others they indicated that the questionnaire was 
being passed on to a programme provider for completion. Questionnaires were sent to 
296 providers. 158 responses were received (53%), of these 30 indicated that they had 
not yet run or no longer ran programmes.  
 
On the basis of the survey, 23 parenting programmes were selected for more detailed 
investigation. These represented examples of contrasting approaches, serving different 
parent populations with children experiencing different types of problems. Interviews 
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were conducted with key staff to provide a detailed account of the programmes’ 
operation, funding, success, quality assurance and evaluation procedures. Parents were 
asked to complete questionnaires before and after programme participation to assess 
changes in their behaviour and attitudes and their perceptions of changes in their 
children. Interviews were undertaken with a sample of parents, children, their teachers 
and those supporting them to provide example case studies of the effects of the 
parenting programmes on children. Data were also collated for the children of 
participating parents relating to attendance, behaviour and exclusion where this was 
possible and appropriate.   
 
142 parents from 20 programmes responded to the pre-programme questionnaire, 73 
from 17 programmes to the post-programme questionnaire (51% of the initial sample). 
As the programmes were not randomly selected but were chosen as examples of varied 
practice and there was a lower response rate to the post-programme questionnaire the 
findings from these data need to be interpreted with caution. Interviews were 
undertaken with 33 programme providers/facilitators, 52 parents, 12 children and 20 
teachers or other LEA staff whose work was linked to the programmes in various ways 
or who supported the children whose parents were attending programmes.    
 
Findings 
 
Infrastructure, organisation and funding 
The systems in place for co-ordinating and providing parenting programmes in LEAs 
were fragile. Provision was generally inadequate to meet need and often operated in an 
unco-ordinated way because of a lack of organisation at local level. Links between LEAs 
and providers were on the whole not well established and in many cases 
communication was limited.  
 
There were some examples of existing good practice where there were well established 
networks providing information to the public about what was available and where 
voluntary and statutory bodies worked well together. Some LEAs acted to co-ordinate 
the activity of the various voluntary bodies, others offered support and some were 
developing their own programmes. The availability of parenting programmes depended 
on location. Overall, demand outstripped provision.   
 
Over the country as a whole, responsibility for the provision of parenting programmes in 
relation to education lay with a wide range of personnel within LEAs most of whom had 
considerable responsibilities elsewhere. There was also a wide range of different types 
of providers.  
 
Funding for the programmes came from a variety of sources and was reported to be 
insecure in the long and short term and inadequate to meet the need for programmes. 
This constituted a major difficulty for providers. Providers reported that if the provision of 
parenting programmes was to expand secure funding was essential.      
  
To date relatively few compulsory parenting orders had been made relating to 
education. Parents tended to be referred on a voluntary basis. This may change as a 
result of the Anti-social Behaviour Act. Most LEAs may not have the capacity in 
available programmes to cater for an increase of parents on compulsory orders.   
 
The set up of programmes and referral procedures 
There was wide variability in the number and type of parenting programmes available in 
Local Education Authorities. In most areas programmes were available for parents of 
children of different ages. Few programmes were specifically designed to address 
issues relating to education. Most parenting programme provision was of a more 
general nature.   
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Chapter 1 
 
Introduction 
 
 
1.1 The importance of access to full-time education 
 
Non-attendance at school is not a new phenomenon. Since the education of children 
became compulsory it has often been the focus of political and media attention. 
Recently with the imperative to raise academic standards it has become the focus of a 
range of government initiatives as there is evidence that there are relationships between 
poor attendance at school, for any reason, and academic performance (DfES 2001). In 
the long term persistent truants and those who are excluded from school tend to have 
lower status occupations, less stable career patterns and greater unemployment in 
comparison with others sharing similar backgrounds (Hibbett and Fogelman, 1990).  
Some, but not all may be involved in delinquency (Audit Commission, 1996; Cullingford, 
1999). Reducing exclusion and improving attendance are therefore crucial for the 
individual pupil and for society as a whole.  
 
1.2 Attendance 
 
Attempts to improve attendance at school since national statistics have been available 
have had mixed results. In maintained secondary schools between 1995/96 and 
2002/03 the percentage of authorised absence has varied from 8.4% in 1995/96 to 7.21 
% in 2002/3 (measured as a percent of half day sessions missed). Unauthorised 
absence has remained fairly stable at around 1% in most years. In primary schools 
unauthorised absence has varied from .5% in 1996/97 to .43% in 2002/03 while 
authorised absence has varied from 5.19% in 1999/00 to 5.71% in 1997/98. For 
2002/03 it was 5.38%. (DfES 2002; 2003).  
 
The causes of non-attendance are many and complex (Hallam and Roaf, 1995; Hallam, 
1996). Pupils may not attend because of: 
• illness or anxiety; 
• holidays, special occasions, outside activities; 
• family circumstances (helping at home, family needs or desires, extreme family 

pressures); 
• issues within school (the environment, school requirements, school circumstances, 

attitudes towards school, relationships with teachers and peers, exclusion); 
• attractions outside school (peer pressure, excitement of truanting, employment 

opportunities).  
 
Schools vary considerably in the extent to which they maintain high levels of attendance 
even when they have similar catchment areas. Their procedures and ethos are 
implicated (Hallam et al., 2002) in particular, pupil teacher relationships (Bealing, 1990, 
O'Keeffe, 1994). Teachers tend to see truants as lazy, lacking concentration, restless, 
and difficult to discipline (Farrington, 1980), while truants believe that they are picked on 
unfairly, not treated with respect, handled inconsistently and dealt with too harshly 
(Buist, 1980). While the school has an important role in promoting attendance, families 
also have a part to play. Recent evidence from ‘truancy sweeps’ suggests that parents 
often collude with their children in non-attendance at school. Improving attendance 
requires the adoption of a range of strategies including those involving parents (see 
Hallam, 1996). 
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1.3 Exclusion 
 
The ultimate sanction for poor behaviour in school is exclusion. This can be a fixed term 
or permanent exclusion. Anecdotal evidence suggests that exclusions also occur 
without regard to official procedures, where parents are asked to keep a child at home 
for a few days. While the causes of exclusion are many and complex (Parsons, 1999; 
Munn et al., 2000; Osler et al., 2001), the reduction of exclusions depends on schools 
developing inclusive approaches to the curriculum and teaching, while also developing 
strategies for working with other agencies in supporting pupils who are at risk. 
Successful interventions to reduce exclusion and improve behaviour often actively 
involve parents (Hallam and Castle, 1999).  
 
1.4 Parenting orders and contracts 
 
The Anti-social Behaviour Act 2003 introduced new powers for LEAs to apply for a 
parenting order to help address children’s behaviour in school. A parenting order 
compels a parent to attend a parenting  programme and to fulfil other requirements as 
determined necessary by the court for improving their child’s behaviour, e.g. ensuring 
that the child arrives for school on time. Parenting orders are already available following 
prosecution for non-attendance. Under the Anti-social Behaviour Act they are available 
following a permanent exclusion or a second fixed term exclusion within 12 months. 
They will be used when a pupil has been excluded for serious misbehaviour and where 
parenting is considered a factor in the child’s behaviour and the parents are unwilling to 
engage with the LEA or school in attempting to bring about change on a voluntary basis.   
 
In the past, some LEAs encouraged parents who had not been issued with a parenting 
order but whose children were experiencing school attendance problems, to attend such 
programmes on a voluntary basis. The Anti-social Behaviour Act (2003) has enabled 
schools and Local Education Authorities to arrange parenting contracts which are 
voluntary and will involve the parent agreeing to carry out specific actions to improve 
their child’s attendance or behaviour in return for the LEA or school providing or 
arranging support, typically a parenting programme, with which the parent will be 
required to co-operate.  
 
In all of these instances, the aim of parenting programmes is to encourage parents to 
satisfy their responsibilities by equipping them with skills to enable them to deal with 
their child’s behaviour or attendance problems. In providing parenting programmes it is 
therefore important to establish what works best in providing parenting programmes in 
education-related cases and to provide information on best practice in the running of 
such programmes.  
 
1.5 Parenting programmes 
 
In recent years there has been an increased recognition of the importance of parenting 
and the way in which parenting programmes can be an effective preventative service 
(Hoghughi, 1998; Desforges and Abouchaar, 2003). In a review of the literature 
Desforges and Abouchaar (2003) concluded that parental involvement in the form of ‘at 
home good parenting’ has a significant positive effect on children’s achievement and 
adjustment even after all other factors shaping attainment have been taken out of the 
equation. In the primary age range the impact caused by different levels of parental 
involvement is much greater than the differences associated with variations in the 
quality of schools. This is evident across all social programmes and ethnic groups. 
Differences in level of parental involvement are associated with social programme, 
health, poverty, parental confidence and their perceptions of their role.  
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Most parenting programmes are based on one of two main approaches, behavioural or 
improving relationships. The former seem to be more effective in changing children’s 
behaviour while the latter seem to have more positive effects on the cohesive 
functioning of families (Barlow, 1997). Practices in delivering parenting programmes in 
the UK in relation to the former are largely derived from the work in the USA of Webster-
Stratton with conduct disordered young children and their families, the latter from 
Bavolek’s approach with dysfunctional families (Lloyd, 1999).  
 
Evaluations of parenting programmes have largely relied on parental reports and there 
have been relatively few studies which have included independent observations of 
children’s behaviour. Where evaluations have relied on parental self–report, satisfaction 
has tended to be very high. Those studies that have adopted observational methods 
have indicated that parent education programmes are effective in improving the 
behaviour of young children (Barlow, 1997; Barrett, 2003), although effective behaviour 
change at home does not always transfer to other environments including school 
(Firestone et al., 1980). While the evidence suggests that the effects can be successful 
in the long term, a large proportion of parents may still have difficulties with their 
children. Some groups are particularly likely to experience problems – those 
characterised by their single parent status, maternal depression, lower social 
programme status, and with a family history of alcoholism and drug abuse (Webster-
Stratton and Hammond, 1990). There is also an acknowledgement that particular 
community factors can be important (Bronfenbrenner, 1979). Typically, in the region of 
30% of parents drop out of parenting programmes (Forehand et al., 1983). These 
parents are often those in most need.  
 
A recent extensive review of meta-analyses of a range of different types of parenting 
programme (Barrett, 2003) indicated that group-based programmes for parents of 
children with behaviour problems appeared to be successful in the reduction of 
emotional and behavioural problems in children of all ages.  For children aged 0-3 the 
types of programme which were more successful were not clear, although for the 
parents of 3-10 year olds group programmes using behavioural approaches appeared 
most consistently effective. For children aged 10-17 the effects were not consistent in 
relation to reducing offending although there were more positive results in reducing 
other measures of delinquency and substance abuse. Programmes in the Parent and 
Child Series developed by Webster- Stratton and colleagues were effective particularly 
when training in child management was combined with training in other parenting skills, 
when teachers were involved and when the programme adopted a range of media for 
engaging parents including video, verbal, and written materials. Overall, the review 
concluded that group based programmes were as effective or more so than individual 
programmes except for the treatment of drug abuse where family therapy was more 
effective and for delinquent youths where some negative effects of group parenting 
programmes had been found.  
 
Much of the research to date has concentrated on developing the parenting skills of 
those with young children. There has been much less systematic evaluation of the 
impact of parenting programmes with the parents of adolescents. In the UK, the most 
encompassing evaluation of such parenting programmes was undertaken by the Policy 
Research Bureau for the Youth Justice Board (Ghate and Ramella, 2002). This 
evaluation focused on the effect of parenting programmes on reducing re-offending 
among children and young people who had been convicted of a crime. The findings 
demonstrated that a wide range of very different approaches were adopted in the 
parenting programmes. No two projects assumed the same form. Most evolved 
considerably from the original designs that were planned at the outset. Programmes 
saw themselves broadly as ‘preventative’ or ‘therapeutic’, although some combined both 
approaches. Therapeutic approaches tended to be aimed at families in crises  -  those 
with well-established psycho-social problems.  



 

 

4 

 
The work with parents generally addressed issues related to dealing with conflict and 
challenging behaviour; learning to constructively supervise and monitor young people’s 
activities; setting and maintaining boundaries; communication and negotiation skills; and 
family conflict in general. Most existing courses for working with parents had to be 
adapted to meet the needs of this group of  parents of disaffected adolescents. Many 
programmes offered a mix of group work and individually tailored one-to-one work.  
 
There was wide variation in the systems for referral and assessment. Parents on the 
programme, mainly single mothers, reported very high levels of need including debt and 
housing problems, health difficulties and problems with personal relationships. Most 
said that they particularly wanted help in managing difficult behaviour in their child. The 
young people whose parents attended the programmes were a difficult and needy 
group. Seventy two percent had emotional and  behavioural difficulties. They were also 
prolific offenders.  
 
Parents completing courses reported improved communication with their child; improved 
supervision and monitoring; reduction in conflict and better approaches to dealing with it 
when it occurred; better relationships; giving more praise and approval; being less 
critical and losing their temper less; feeling better able to influence behaviour; and 
feeling better able to cope with parenting in general. Exit ratings were very positive. 
Staff also indicated on a rating scale that that nearly half of the parents had benefited 
substantially. There was also evidence of positive change in the young people, including 
improved communication and mutual understanding, a reduction in conflict with parents 
and improved relationships. Reconviction rates reduced by nearly one third, offending 
dropped to 56% and the average number of offences was reduced by half. Of course, 
the parenting programme alone may not have been responsible for these changes, but 
it is likely to have made a contribution. An important additional positive outcome was the 
benefit to parental relationships with younger children.  
 
To date, there has been relatively little research exploring the effectiveness of different 
types of parenting programmes with different groups of parents. There is a need for 
research considering the most effective programmes for single family parents, step 
families, families from different ethnic groups, parents of different ages, parents with 
children of different ages and parents with children experiencing different kinds of 
behavioural or attendance problems. Such evidence as there is suggests that ‘one size 
does not fit all’. Therefore, it is important to try to identify which interventions best match 
particular needs. The purpose of this research is to examine when parenting 
programmes are most effective in the context of improving attendance and behaviour in 
school and to identify good practice.  
 
There is powerful evidence that attendance at school and academic performance are 
positively related and that those who are excluded from school and do not attend school 
regularly, whatever the reasons, are more likely to become involved in crime.  Recently, 
much emphasis has been put on the role that parents can play in improving the 
attendance and behaviour of their children. Parenting orders can be issued by 
Magistrates where a parent is proven guilty of an offence relating to school attendance 
and can now be made in relation to their children’s exclusion from school. The Anti-
social Behaviour Act also enables LEAs and schools to enter into a parenting contract to 
help address children’s behaviour and attendance at school in return for the LEA or 
school providing or arranging support. This will typically be a parenting programme with 
which the parent will be required to co-operate. The purpose of this research was to 
examine when parenting programmes are most effective in the context of improving 
attendance and behaviour in school and to identify good practice.  
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1.6 Aims and Objectives of the Research 
 
The overall aims of the research were: 
 
1. To determine the provision of parenting programmes used by LEAs as a means of 
improving children’s behaviour and/or attendance at school including who provided the 
programmes, how they were funded, how they were quality-assured and how 
effectiveness was evaluated. These issues are considered in Chapters 3 and 8. 
 
2. To determine what type of parenting programmes were most effective in bringing 
about improvements in children’s behaviour and/or attendance at school. These issues 
are considered in Chapters 3, 4 and 6.  
 
3. To examine whether parenting programmes work best for different types of family in 
terms of improving the child’s behaviour and/or attendance, for example: 
What type of attitudes (towards their child’s behaviour/attendance and to the course) do 
parents hold prior to the course? 
Which parents feel they have benefited most from parenting programmes? 
Is the type of behaviour and/or attendance problem a factor in the effectiveness of a 
parenting programme? These issues are considered in Chapters 6, 9 and 10. 
 
The research revealed very few parenting programmes which focused specifically on 
children’s behaviour and attendance at school. However, LEAs identified the 
programmes that they did use and it was possible to address the research questions by 
reference to these programmes. Because of the paucity of data regarding the 
educational outcomes for pupils it was not possible to evaluate the impact of each of 
these on pupils’ behaviour in school. Data were collected regarding parents’ beliefs and 
attitudes about their child’s behaviour and attendance at school prior to and after 
attending a parenting programme but the nature of the available programmes, which 
had a general rather than an educational focus, meant that the children of most of the 
participating parents had no school related behavioural or attendance issues. The 
research was able to explore the value to parents and children of the parenting 
programmes and how they might impact on the well-being of both with possible 
repercussions on school behaviour and attendance. 
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Chapter 2 
Methodology 
 
 
This chapter sets out the research methodology for the two main phases of the research 
and describes the analyses undertaken.   
 
2.1 Phase 1: Survey of LEAs and the programme providers with whom they 
work 
 
In Phase 1 data were collected from all LEAs in England to explore the different types of 
parenting programmes available (voluntary and compulsory), how they were funded, 
how they were quality assured and how their effectiveness was evaluated. Data were 
collected relating to perceived success in improving parenting practices and the 
perceived impact on pupils. Information was also sought regarding the length of time 
that parenting programmes ran and how these might impact on effectiveness. 
 
2.1.1 Interviews with responsible LEA officers in England and providers of 
parenting programmes used by LEAs 
Telephone interviews or e-mail conversations were conducted with responsible LEA 
officers in England to establish their use of parenting programmes and the providers 
that they used. The providers of these programmes were also contacted and 
interviewed. The purpose of the interviews was to:  
• obtain detailed information about the nature of any parenting programmes operating 

in the LEA either voluntary or compulsory;  
• establish the nature of the relationship between the LEA and the parenting 

programme provider; 
• establish how parents were referred to the programmes; 
• establish the extent of take up of the programmes; 
• establish the type of parents accessing the programmes and why they took part;  
• establish which parents dropped out and why; 
• obtain detailed information about the approaches and teaching methods used in the 

programmes;  
• establish any differences in curriculum and organisation of programmes catering for 

parents of pupils with different types of problems, particularly behaviour and 
attendance;   

• establish the time scales involved in delivering different types of parenting 
programmes;  

• explore the perceived effectiveness of different types of programmes on parents;  
• explore the perceived effectiveness of different types of programmes on children;  
• establish how the programmes were quality assured; 
• establish how the programmes were evaluated and whether this presented any 

difficulties;  
• explore the availability of data for monitoring the progress in school of the children of 

the parents attending the programmes; 
• identify any difficulties experienced in providing the programmes; 
• identify areas where there was perceived room for improvement in the provision of 

the programmes; 
• identify any areas which appeared to be working particularly well; 
• obtain detailed information about how the programmes were funded and the 

effectiveness of this. 
 
134 LEAs (89%) made a response of some kind to the telephone/e-mail interview. 
Further details are given in Chapter 3. Questionnaires were sent out to 296 providers. 
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Responses were received from 158 (53%), of these 30 indicated that they had not as 
yet run or no longer ran programmes. Where LEAs or parenting programme providers 
had data readily available relating to individual pupils whose parents were participating 
in the programmes (e.g. exclusions, attendance, behaviour, attainment) these were 
analysed to assess improvement.  
 
On the basis of Phase 1 of the research, 23 examples of contrasting approaches to 
parenting programmes were selected for more in depth study. The selection of these 
examples made by the steering committee at the DfES and the research team was 
informed by the views of the quality assurance and advisory group set up at the Institute 
of Education. The selection took account of different types of programmes for parents of 
children with different types of problems, geographical area (rural, urban), level of 
deprivation in the LEA, and involvement in other programmes, e.g. Behaviour 
Improvement Programme, Excellence in Cities.  A brief description of each of the visited 
programmes is provided in the appendices.  
 
2.2 Phase 2: Field Work 
 
For each of the 23 programmes visited more detailed information was obtained 
regarding the structure and content of parenting programmes, how they were funded, 
how quality was assured and how their effectiveness was evaluated. Participating 
parents were asked to complete a short questionnaire before and after they had 
participated in the programme to assess changes in their attitudes and behaviours and 
that of their child. This was based on the questionnaires developed for ‘Positive 
Parenting’ the evaluation of the Youth Justice Board’s Parenting Programme (Ghate 
and Ramella, 2002). The questionnaire collected information regarding the type of 
family, ethnicity, the particular reason for attending the programme, changes in attitudes 
and behaviour and statements evaluating the programme. The full questionnaire is 
included in the appendices.  
 
The sample of parents was not random. They were attending programmes which had 
already been identified as examples of different types of ‘good’ practice. 142 parents 
from 20 programmes responded to the pre-programme questionnaire, 73 (51%) from 17 
programmes to the post-programme questionnaire. The lower level of responding to the 
post-programme questionnaire was due to the absence of some parents from the 
sessions where it was administered and the reluctance of some providers to ask parents 
to complete this questionnaire in addition to their own evaluation questionnaires. This 
difference in sample size between the pre and post responses may have biased the 
findings. Parents more favourably disposed towards the parenting programme were 
more likely to have responded to the request to complete the questionnaire. A database 
was created and the data analysed to compare the responses of parents to the 
statements pre and post attendance at the programmes.  
 
When parents dropped out of programmes they were contacted by the authors by 
telephone to establish the reasons for the drop out, their experiences of the programme 
and whether anything could have been done to enable them to continue. Only three 
parents dropped out from the programmes visited.  
 
Interviews were undertaken with parents and their children from each programme 
visited. Where possible three parents from each programme were interviewed.  Some 
were parents who had already completed a previous programme. This provided insights 
into the longer-term effects of the programmes on their behaviour and that of their 
children. Some parents did not permit their children to be interviewed and most were 
reluctant for contact to be made with their child’s school. A total of 52 parents were 
interviewed, 12 children and 20 teachers or other LEA personnel who were actively 
engaged in working in relation to the programmes and/or the children. Where the school 
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was identified contact was made to establish whether teachers were aware of the 
parent’s attendance at the programme and short interviews were undertaken with 
teachers.   
 
2.2.1 Interviews with those responsible for and involved in running parenting 
programmes  
The interviews with those responsible for and involved in running parenting programmes 
explored in greater depth the issues raised in the survey. Thirty-three interviews were 
undertaken with providers and facilitators. There was a focus on the experiences of 
specific groups of parents and any changes in their attitudes and behaviour towards 
their children. Staff perceptions of the reactions of the children to changes in parental 
behaviour were also sought. Interviews explored: 
• the types of difficulties which the parenting programmes addressed; 
• the perceived impact on families of the parenting programmes; 
• particular aspects of the programmes which had a major impact on parents’ attitudes 

and behaviour; 
• whether attending the programmes enabled parents to draw attention to particular 

needs which could then be met by other agencies; 
• the perceived impact of the parenting programmes on the behaviour and attendance 

of the children whose parents were participating;  
• perceptions of the likelihood of long term change in parents’ behaviour;  
• any difficulties or obstacles experienced in running the programmes; 
• any ways in which the programmes could be improved;  
• aspects of the programmes which seemed to be working particularly well; 
• any other perceived outcomes, positive or negative.  
 
2.2.2 Interviews with other LEA personnel (e.g. EWOs, EPs, members of BESTs) 
or others working closely with the affected pupils 
Interviews with those working closely with the affected pupils within the LEA explored: 
• the types of difficulties experienced by the students whose parents were attending 

the programmes;  
• the perceived impact on families of the parenting programmes; 
• the perceived impact of the parenting programmes on the behaviour and attendance 

of the children whose parents were participating. 
Interviewees were asked to provide illustrative examples of individual cases.  
 
2.2.3 Interviews with parents 
Case study interviews with parents explored: 

• their experiences of the parenting programmes;  
• whether, and to what extent, they felt that the programmes had been helpful in 

improving their parenting skills; 
• how the programme had impacted on their behaviour in relation to their child; 
• the extent to which they perceived the parenting programmes to have been 

helpful; 
• any difficulties that they experienced; 
• what they thought might be improved in the programmes; 
• any unexpected benefits of attending the programmes in relation to other needs; 
• the impact of the changes in their attitudes and behaviour on their child’s 

behaviour, self-esteem, confidence, attendance at school and school work; 
• any change in the nature of their child’s plans for the future; 
• whether they thought that the changes in their behaviour and parenting skills 

would be maintained in the long term and what might support this; 
• any other outcomes of attending the programmes. 

 



 

 

10 

Telephone interviews were conducted with parents who had dropped out of the 
programmes to establish the reasons for this, to explore their perceptions of the 
parenting programme and what might have helped them to remain in it.  
 
2.2.4 Interviews with teachers  
Interviews with teachers/classroom assistants explored: 
• the perceived impact of the parenting programme on the behaviour and attendance 

of the children whose parents were participating;   
• the extent to which they believed that the parenting programme was successful for 

supporting the parents of particular groups of pupils;  
• the extent to which the parenting programme appeared to be successful in assisting 

parents to support the academic and personal development of their children;  
• any difficulties that they perceived with the parenting programme;  
• any aspects which they believed had been particularly successful; 
• what they thought could be improved in relation to the parenting programme and the 

way it impacted on pupils; 
• the extent to which the parenting programme was likely to be successful in the long 

term in improving behaviour and attendance; 
• the factors that they believed might be important in promoting success for the 

programme in the long term.   
 
Interviewees were asked to provide examples of improvement in children’s behaviour 
and attendance relating to their parents’ involvement in parenting programmes and also 
examples where the programmes were unsuccessful.     
 
2.2.5 Interviews with pupils 
Depending on the nature of the purpose of the parenting programme, interviews were 
undertaken with pupils individually or with their parents. The interviews explored the 
experiences of the pupils in relation to their circumstances prior to their parents 
attending the programmes; any changes in their parents’ attitudes and behaviour since 
they attended the programmes; what, in particular, they found helpful about the 
changes; what other changes in their parents might have been helpful; current levels of 
support that they had in school (if any); the extent to which their parents had been 
influential in helping them improve their behaviour or attendance; the impact of returning 
to school on their schoolwork and social life; their plans for the future; any other 
outcomes of their parents attending the parenting programmes.   
 
The data from the interviews with involved LEA personnel, pupils, parents and teachers 
were used to provide example case studies of the success of the parenting programmes 
for different types of pupils. They were also used to identify the difficulties experienced, 
the ways the programmes might be improved and what might sustain behaviour change 
in parents and children in the longer term. 
 
2.3 Analysis of the data  
 
The qualitative data from the survey were coded to enable frequencies to be computed. 
SPSS was used to analyse the quantitative data relating to the survey of LEAs, 
attendance and the responses to the questionnaires.  The pre and post parenting 
programme questionnaires completed by a sample of parents were analysed using 
Wilcoxon Matched Pairs tests to assess whether the changes reported over the time of 
the parenting programme were statistically significant or could have occurred by 
chance. 
 
The qualitative data from the interviews was used to provide the case study examples of 
good practice in delivering parenting programmes, the case studies of individual pupils 
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and their parents and to provide validation of the survey and questionnaire analyses.  
 
A consultative conference was held with representatives of participating LEAs, providers 
of parenting programmes, the DfES and OfSTED to facilitate the validation, clarification 
and interpretation of findings.  
 
Chapter 3 reports the findings relating to infrastructure, organisation and funding of 
parenting programmes, Chapter 4 considers referral procedures and the way that 
programmes were set up, while Chapter 5 describes the participants and issues relating 
to drop-outs. In Chapters 6 and 7, the types of available programmes and their content 
are discussed while Chapter 8 considers issues relating to the delivery of programmes 
including staffing, training and qualifications. Chapters 9 and 10 present the analyses of 
the data relating to the impact of programmes on parents, families and children.  
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Chapter 3 
Infrastructure, Organisation and Funding 
 
 
This chapter describes LEA infrastructure relating to parenting programmes, the 
personnel with responsibility for managing the infrastructure within the LEA, and the way 
that parenting programmes were co-ordinated in the LEA. It provides contrasting 
examples of good practice, outlines how parenting programmes were funded and 
considers the likely impact of the Anti-social Behaviour Act.  
 
Overall, it was difficult to get LEAs to respond to the initial survey questionnaire. 
Subsequent telephone calls revealed that most LEAs had not responded because they 
had few structures or personnel in place relating to parenting programmes. Many 
passed the questionnaire on to a specific parenting programme provider for completion.  
Some LEAs stated that they were unable to complete the questionnaire either because 
they did not have the available information or because they did not have time. Overall, 
134 (89%) LEAs responded to requests for information, either by completing the 
questionnaire (92), undertaking a brief telephone interview (22), passing the 
questionnaire onto a programme provider (11) or providing a list of programmes (9).  In 
many cases, although LEAs responded, they supplied little or no information about 
parenting programmes. 61% of LEAs provided detailed information regarding the 
programmes available in their LEA. Table 1 provides a breakdown of responses from 
each region of the country and the number of programmes from which data were 
collected in each region. Questionnaires were also completed by 128 parenting 
programme providers 53% of those asked for information. These were contacted 
through the LEAs and are therefore representative of the types of programmes to which 
LEAs refer parents whose children have difficulties relating to behaviour or attendance 
at school.  
 
Table 1: Geographical spread of survey responses 
Region Questionnaire 

completed by 
LEA  

Telephone contact 
made but 
questionnaire not 
completed for a 
range of reasons 

Questionnaire 
passed on to 
programme 
provider 

LEA simply 
provided a list 
of available 
parenting 
programmes  

No 
response 

Number of 
parenting 
programmes 
from which 
data were 
collected  

Northwest 22 
LEAs 

13 3 1 1 4 14 

Yorkshire and 
Humber 15 
LEAs  

9 2 3 1  19 

West Midlands 
14 LEAs  

7 2 1 2 2 7 

East Midlands 9 
LEAs 

7 1   1 6 

London 33 LEAs 18 7 2 1 5 25 
South West 16 
LEAs 

10 1 1 3 1 23 

South East 19 
LEAs  

13 4 1  1 13 

North East 12 
LEAs  

8 1 1  2 7 

East 10 LEAs  7 1 1 1  14 
Total 92 22 11 9 16 128 
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3.1 Relationships between LEAs and parenting programmes 
 
Although direct communication was established with all but 16 of the LEAs in England 
many were able to provide little information about the parenting programmes available 
in their area. Some were able to provide a list of parenting programmes but had little 
information about how the programmes operated, others were unable to complete the 
questionnaire because no information was available. Of those LEAs that did respond 
with information about parenting programmes, there was wide variability in the number 
of programmes reported. 32 LEAs (21%) listed one provider, 25 (17%) listed 2, 12 (8%) 
listed 3, 8 (5%) listed 5, 4 (3%) listed 4, 3 (2%) listed 6, while 7 and 8 were listed by only 
one LEA each. Overall, 64 LEAs (43%) provided no information about available 
programmes.  
 
There was variability in the personnel with responsibility for parenting programmes 
within LEAs. The three most commonly reported responsible personnel were a senior 
level Education Officer (45% of responding sample), an Education Welfare Officer or 
Social Worker (23%) or a Service Manager (12%). The latter was often working in 
relation to social inclusion. 5 LEAs (5%) had personnel for whom parents or families 
were a key focus. Other personnel mentioned by less than 2% of LEAs included the 
Head of Behaviour Support Services, Head of School Plus, and the Youth Offending 
Team.  
 
Several LEAs reported that they were rethinking their structures to enable them to 
appoint personnel with dedicated responsibilities for parenting programmes. In some 
cases Home School Liaison Co-ordinators were taking on this role. For instance, in one 
LEA, this role included disseminating information throughout the county about parenting 
programmes and supporting colleagues in the running of the courses.  The LEA officer 
took the lead responsibility for parenting orders that came from the Legal Intervention 
Team. The Home-School Liaison Workers were based at the Primary and Secondary 
PRUs, the latter being part of the Behaviour Support Team. In many LEAs, the 
increased need for having access to parenting programmes had led to the interface 
between independent providers and LEAs becoming closer. 
 
3.2 Organisations responsible for overseeing the programmes 
 
The providers of parenting programmes were asked to state under the auspices of 
which organisations their programmes operated. Only two providers did not respond to 
this question. The details of the responses are given in Table 3. There was wide 
variation in the organisations under the auspices of which the programmes operated. 
The largest providers in the participating sample were Barnado’s and Youth Offending 
Teams. Some respondents indicated the name of the programme rather than the 
particular overarching body. Details are provided in Table 2. 
 
3.3 Co-ordination of parenting programmes 
 
Overall, most LEAs had few, if any structures in place, in relation to the co-ordination of 
parenting programmes. However, there were a few exceptions to this. Some examples 
are given below.  
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Table 2: Organisations reported by LEAs to be running parenting programmes 
Organisation/ Programme Number of programmes Percentage 

 Barnardos 17 13% 

  Youth Offending Team  17 13%  

  Family Centre 9 7%  

 Social Services 8 6% 

 Sure Start 7 5% 

 National Health Service Trust/ Counselling and Mental Health 
Services  7 5% 

  Behaviour Support Service 5 4% 

 Independent Parenting Provider 4 3% 

  Health Visitors/ Primary Care Trust 3 2% 

 Early Years provision 3 2% 

 Special Educational Needs/ Educational Psychology 3 2% 

 School 3 2% 

 Parent Partnership Service 2 2% 

 NCH  2 2% 

 NACRO 2 2% 

 Parent Support Group 2 2% 

 Educational Welfare Service  2 2% 

 Family Learning 2 2% 

 IAT and Adult and Community Learning Service 2 2% 

 Family Links 2 2% 

  Clinical Psychology Service 1 1% 

  Children's Society 1 1% 

  Playlines 1 1% 

  Curriculum Services 1 1% 

  YMCA 1 1% 

  Children's Fund 1 1% 

  Pupil Referral Unit  1 1% 

  Families and Young people services 1 1% 

  Promoting Effective Parenting 1 1% 

  Community Family Trust 1 1% 

  Parenting Network 1 1% 

  Relate 1 1% 

  Parent Care 1 1% 

  Parentline Plus 1 1% 

  Child Guidance 1 1% 

  Workers Educational Association  1 1% 

  Charity 1 1% 

  Family Matters 1 1% 

  Welcare 1 1% 

  Children's Services 1 1% 

  Family Focus Project 1 1% 

  Counselling and Parenting Support Service 1 1% 

  Adolescent Services 1 1% 

  Strengthening Families project 1 1% 

  Total 126  
* percentages have been rounded up to the nearest whole number 
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3.3.1 Case Study 1 
In one County LEA, the Parenting and Family Learning Manager, who was part of the 
Early Years and Childcare Service, managed and supported projects which offered 
support to parents. A great many parenting programmes operated within the LEA run a 
by a wide range of different providers some on a voluntary basis. The most common 
was the Family Caring Trust which provided materials and guidebooks, and informal 
training through workshops. Some of these programmes were implemented through 
Family Centres, some by churches. The LEA periodically undertook a mapping exercise 
of the range of courses that were available. Health Visitors also organised a number of 
their own programmes often using Family Caring Trust as did the major hospital in the 
area.  Overall, approximately 4000 parents a year attended a parenting programme, 
although even this level of provision was thought not to be sufficient, partly because 
attendance at most of these programmes had to be paid for by parents, although Family 
Links and Parent-Talk were free.  The LEA would have liked to be able to run 
programmes in every school partnership area at no cost to parents so that parenting 
programmes would eventually become something that were an integral part of school 
life. 
 
In the LEA, the Parenting and Family Learning Manager acted as a co-ordinator for 
programmes, managed the Parenting Forum Co-ordinator, oversaw training for people 
who worked with parents, and managed the Parent-Talk project and a team of home-
school link workers who supported families whose children were not attending school or 
who were underachieving because of home issues. Supervision for Family Links was 
offered and help in setting up projects in schools. This was funded by the Children’s 
Fund and targeted at deprived areas.  Within the LEA the Family and Community 
Support Manager managed the Local Authority Family Centres, of which there were 
eight. There were service level agreements with nine others.  Within the Community 
Learning Branch of the authority, which embraced adult education, youth work and early 
years and childcare, there was a Parent Education Development Team (PEDT). The 
budget for this group was largely from funding streams with a focused aim mainly from 
the Adult Education Department and the Early Years Childcare Service. There was no 
funding from the education budget. The PEDT was formed at a time of structural 
changes in the LEA and the International Year of the Family when such issues were 
high on the political agenda. The PEDT supported and advised on parenting 
programmes focusing on training and development, and promoting quality rather than 
actually running programmes.  The exception was the Parent-Talk programme, which 
was managed by PEDT and subsidised by community learning. The LEA had several 
levels of provision, Parent-Talk, Family Links, an early education partnership for pre-
school children and the Family Nurturing Network.  The latter emerged from the same 
organisation as Family Links but adopted a more clinical psychological approach and 
developed specific programmes for parents and children where there were difficulties 
with behaviour.  The programmes were free-standing and rooted in the Webster-
Stratton model. 
 
Referrals to the various aspects of provision were not routed through a central point.  
Parent-Talk had a specific pattern of referrals and these were referred to its director 
from a variety of sources including education. The Parenting Forum provided advice for 
those seeking programmes and PEDT directed parents to relevant organisations 
focusing on different levels of need and taking account of the age of the children. 
Parents with compulsory orders tended to be directed to Parent-Talk which was 
deliberately set up to meet this need, although some were referred to the Family 
Nurturing Network which was co-ordinated by the Youth Offending Team. The Youth 
Offending Team had set targets to be working with 10% of the parents of the pupils that 
they were working with. Funding for this high level of provision came from a range of 
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sources, for instance the Building Links Parent support worker was funded in part by 
Lloyds TSB. 
 
The parenting forum which brought together all those involved in parenting education 
within the LEA was a voluntary body that had a remit to promote the development of 
parenting education, influencing county policy with regard to parents and children. It 
acted as a network for sharing information: 
 
‘The Parenting Forum was set up in order to co-ordinate, raise standards, promote 
quality and training and to encourage policies to change so that more funding could be 
secured for the future. What was really wanted was to get the main providers together 
and map out their areas of specialism in conjunction with the needs of parents to try to 
make sure that there was an entitlement in all areas of the county for this.  As yet this 
has not been achieved – but there has been progress. It has taken the drive of social 
and health care, CAMHS to raise questions about the co-ordination of parenting 
programmes.’ 
 
Despite this degree of co-ordination and the high level of provision there were doubts as 
to whether it was sufficient to meet increasing demand.   
 
3.3.2 Case Study 2 
A metropolitan borough described a different approach to the development of parenting 
programme provision. Four years ago, a team of 12 from the LEA education team were 
trained to deliver a school based pupil nurturing programme and a parenting 
programme.  The team initially delivered the programme twice each term, but after 18 
months the schools were felt to be ready to take on the responsibility. More facilitators 
were trained drawn from a range of agencies including school nurses and community 
workers. Initial funding came from the Education Action Zone. More recently, funding for 
training facilitators has come through the Behaviour and Education Support Team 
(BEST), the Behaviour Improvement Programme and Sure Start. Each BEST (there are 
3 in this LEA) had staff who were trained to deliver the programmes.  For many of the 
BEST this was part of their induction. The BESTs promoted the programme and 
encouraged parents to attend. The CAMHS worker also made use of the programme 
materials in individual work with parents. This was very successful. Across the LEA all 
primary schools had received information about the school based nurturing programme 
for pupils.   Ideally, school staff were trained in the nurturing programme and 
implemented this before the parenting programme was implemented, although this had 
not happened in practice. The school training involved two days of INSET.  Schools 
were then primarily responsible for recruitment into the programme.   
 
Both the pupil and parents programmes followed the Family Links Nurturing 
Programme. The material for the programme was derived from the book “The Parenting 
Puzzle” – written by Family Links (Hunt and Mountford, 2003).  The programme was 
based on ten sessions and focused on giving praise, family rules, self-esteem, choices 
and consequences, using “I” statements, nurturing ourselves, children’s development, 
sexual issues, problem-solving and taking stock.  The Nurturing Programme, drawing on 
the work of Stephen Bavelok in the US, was based on four ideas (the Four Constructs): 
self-awareness and self-esteem, appropriate expectations, empathy and positive 
discipline. All the facilitators were very positive about the programme, the book and the 
training received.  As an organisation, Family Links is well structured and has facilitators 
delivering the programme throughout the country.  In each geographical area there is a 
Family Links Co-ordinator. In this LEA, the co-ordinator was also the Area Co-ordinator 
for BEST.  The programme co-ordinator oversaw the work of the facilitators and 
ensured that supervision was in place.  The Education Action Zone bought in the 
supervision, but the LEA was exploring the possibility that some of the current 
facilitators could train as supervisors.  All facilitators received supervision twice during 
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the duration of each course.  The number of parents attending courses was monitored, 
the course was publicised within the LEA and the co-ordinator also spent time with 
schools which were proposing to implement the programme. Ideally, the parenting 
programme is school based and the school also implements the Nurturing Programme 
for pupils. However, in this LEA, although the LEA does have a nurturing programme, it 
was implemented in different schools to the parenting programme.   
 
Two parenting programmes from this LEA were explored in more detail, one in an infant 
school and the other based in a community centre. The infant school programme was 
well appreciated by staff and there were no difficulties in recruiting parents. Most 
attending parents were self-recruited but in some cases the head teacher targeted and 
encouraged parents to attend whom she felt would benefit. Some of the parents 
attended the course twice, the first attendance addressed issues while the second 
enabled consolidation of ideas and deeper reflection on practice. These parents also 
acted as buddies/mentors for new parents to the group.  Parents were offered 
incentives to attend - a £5 Boots token for attendance for the first four weeks, bubble 
bath in the nurturing yourself session and board games for parents to play with their 
families (Sure Start funded).  On completing the course all parents were awarded a 
certificate, which was presented in the school assembly. Pupils reported feeling a great 
sense of pride when their mothers received a certificate. A crèche was provided (funded 
by Sure Start).  This was seen as crucial in facilitating attendance.  
 
The second programme visited was based in a community centre and drew in a wide 
range of parents and carers, including grandparents, and some who worked with 
children professionally, e.g. a teacher and a youth worker. Recruitment was through 
advertising within the community and the vicar (female), who facilitated the programme 
and encouraged her congregation to attend.  The different experiences of attendees 
were reported to have engendered an interesting exchange of ideas based on 
experiences with children of different ages. The programme ran during the evenings.  
 
Both facilitators felt that the programmes were life-changing experiences for 
participants.  Family life came to be viewed as being fun. The head teacher of the infant 
school was confident of the impact and cited recent difficulties at the related junior 
school where parents who had attended the course did not respond aggressively to a 
difficult situation but in measured terms. The groups were seen to empower parents 
who often went on to take other courses, e.g. computer studies, first aid. Parents’ self-
esteem and self-beliefs had changed as a result of attendance and had become more 
positive.  
 
3.3.3 Case Study 3 
In contrast, one unitary authority had developed its own set of programmes, Parenting 
Plus, in conjunction with the Educational Psychologists, Primary Integration Team, a 
Teacher and the Co-ordinator of Adult Education.  The programme had been running for 
four years and was being updated. The courses offered were:  
• Coping with kids - A Fresh Start – for under 4’s 
• Coping with kids - Getting it Right – for 4 – 8 years 
• Coping with kids - We’re Good Enough Parents – for 8 – 16 years 
Other courses offered included Confidence Building, The Importance of Play, and 
Healthy Eating. The programmes for the younger children were based on the Webster-
Stratton model. The programmes were modified as necessary depending on the needs 
of the parents participating in each course. The facilitators of the courses assisted 
parents in identifying and contacting other agencies where necessary.  
 
When parents started one of these programmes an education plan was completed 
which considered short and long-term goals.  This was revisited at the beginning, middle 
and end of the course. On completing the course an exit strategy was considered and 
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future plans made. This was completed with the tutor on a one-to-one basis.  The 
course concluded with a celebration when certificates were given out. The ‘Coping with 
Kids’ course led to a Level 1 (ONC) accreditation. The programmes were promoted 
through outreach workers in the community, general advertising in the local newspaper, 
at health centres, in childcare settings and through national and local newsletters. 
Information was also sent out to parents already on the database.  
 
Some courses were over subscribed and parents were on waiting lists.  This was often 
because of the limited number of crèche places available within the facilities of the 
building being used.  Each course catered for between 6 – 8 parents.  Parents were 
referred through Social Services, YOT, EWS, Health, Young Persons Centre (drugs), 
Teenage Pregnancy, GPs, and CAMHS. Parents who were referred by support services 
did not engage with the course as fully as those who self-referred. The outcomes for the 
latter were usually more positive. The programmes were funded through Adult 
Education, the Learning and Skills Council, Health and Social Care, and the Education 
Welfare Service. The funding was reported as being inadequate to meet needs.  
 
3.3.4 Case Study 4 
The issues arising in relation to providing parenting programmes in rural LEAs differed 
from those in urban areas. One rural County LEA was divided into 3 areas with three 
programmes each year provided jointly in each area by the YOT and EWS teams. There 
was a volunteer driver who took parents to the programmes.  The provision of transport 
and crèche facilities was viewed as crucial in this rural environment. The venues for the 
programmes were moved around within each area to provide opportunities for different 
parents to attend more easily. Some of the parents had previously had bad experiences 
with outside agencies and held a very negative view of authority.  
 
3.4 Raising the profile of parenting programmes   
 
There was consensus among LEAs and programme providers that parenting 
programmes should be given a higher profile. Parents needed to be made aware of the 
availability of programmes in such a way that it was clear that they were not only for 
parents who were experiencing difficulties with their children. Schools were seen as one 
avenue for disseminating information. Some LEAs were making progress towards this 
end:  
 
‘One difficulty that is becoming less, particularly in areas where things happen quite 
regularly, is people’s perception of what a parenting programme is.  Whether it is 
something for bad parents to go to.  Now we have a culture in lots of parts of the LEA 
where this is not the case.  (Parenting Programme Provider) 
 
3.5 Funding 
 
LEAs were asked how the parenting programmes were funded. 46 LEAs responded to 
this question (31%).  Figure 1 illustrates the proportions of funding derived from different 
sources.  11% of all LEAs indicated that their funding came from the LEA, 9% did not 
specify the sources of their funding, 8% indicated that they had no funding, 7% indicated 
that funding came from Youth Offending Teams, 6% from the Children’s Fund, and 5% 
from Social Services. 2% received funding from the Behaviour Improvement 
Programme. Other sources, for a very small number of LEAs, included the Family 
Learning Budget, Sure Start, Relate, the Parent Partnership Fund and the Adult 
Education Budget.  
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Figure 1: LEA reported sources of funding 
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Providers were asked how their programmes were funded. The key funders were Social 
Services (21%), The Children’s Fund (19%), Youth Offending Team (16%), the LEA 
(16%) the NHS (14%), Sure Start (13%) and Barnado’s (12%). Other funding came from 
a wide range of sources (see Table 3).   
 
The variability of sources of funding was confirmed in the field work. Concerns were 
expressed about the transitory nature of funding from the various sources, its lack of 
stability and the need to constantly seek out new sources. The single biggest issue 
raised with regard to funding was that it was inadequate to satisfy demand and need. 
Some providers indicated that as referrals were made by a range of agencies they 
should all contribute to the funding. 
 
To overcome funding difficulties some programmes were exploring the use of peer-
support which was less expensive. Another route was through Family Centres. This was 
less costly because staff were already experienced and could take on the facilitator role 
as part of their normal work. The more organisations where employees ran parenting 
programmes as part of their normal work the cheaper it became.   
 
Some providers made a small charge for attendance at programmes unless parents 
were on income support in which case they did not pay. However, the success of 
programmes in reaching some groups of parents was reported to depend on there being 
no charge for attendance. Those in most need often would be unable to pay and 
charging would be a major deterrent to attendance. A further difficulty was providing 
funding to support parent’s attendance, for example for transport and crèche facilities. 
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Table 3: Sources of funding for parenting programmes 
Funder Number of programmes Percentage of participating sample 
Social Services  27 21% 
The Children’s Fund 24 19% 
YOT 21 16% 
LEA funding 20 16% 
Health/NHS trust 18 14% 
Sure Start 16 13% 
Barnado’s 15 12% 
Youth Justice Board 8 6% 
Adult Education 6 5% 
Self funding 6 5% 
Behaviour Improvement Programme 4 3% 
Schools  4 3% 
CAMHS 4 3% 
Education Department Funding 3 2% 
Standards Funding 3 2% 
Neighbourhood Renewal Fund 2 2%  
Community safety/education 2 2% 
Long Life Learning 2 2% 
NCH 2 2% 
Wider Family Learning 1 1% 
Basic Skills  1 1% 
Education Action Zone  1 1% 
Other  37 29% 
No funding available 5 4% 

 
 
3.6 Impact of the Anti-social Behaviour Act 
 
LEAs were unsure about the impact of the Anti-social Behaviour Act on the provision of 
parenting programmes. There was an expectation that it would lead to more compulsory 
orders. At the time of the research these were very few. There was concern that, if the 
number of referrals of any type increased dramatically, there would be insufficient 
places on programmes. 40 LEAs indicated that they were experiencing difficulties in 
relation to the provision of sufficient parenting programmes (27%), although 45% of 
providers indicated that there were sufficient programmes to satisfy demand. Associated 
reported difficulties included transport, venues for programmes, providing crèche 
facilities and recruiting experienced facilitators. Eight LEAs reported that they had 
waiting lists for existing programmes. Despite this, some LEAs were broadly supportive 
of the move towards more compulsory orders:    
 
‘I think the general impression of parenting orders is that they are not as damning as 
they might first feel.  If you approach them in the right way, in a very supportive, non-
judgmental way, and are prepared to be flexible to meet parents’ needs, they can 
benefit and do benefit.  I don’t think it is necessarily a bad thing to have more parenting 
orders.  If it gives some parents a push to attend a course then so be it.  I’d much rather 
we did it voluntarily.  But there are some parents who don’t listen.’ (Education Welfare 
Officer) 
 
3.7 Summary 
 
The findings reported in this chapter indicate that there was considerable variability in 
the number and type of parenting programmes to which LEAs had access. While for 
most LEAs the infrastructure relating to parenting programmes was under-developed 
and fragile, with poor links between the LEA and providers, there were examples of 
good practice. In some LEAs parenting programmes were provided through the 
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voluntary sector but co-ordinated at LEA level, in others the LEA supported the co-
ordinating process but was not responsible for it, while some LEAs provided their own 
parenting programmes. In the LEAs which constituted examples of good practice, 
programmes were available which addressed issues for parents of children at different 
ages and different levels of need. There was variability between LEAs in the personnel 
with responsibilities for parenting issues. Many had considerable responsibilities 
elsewhere and in some LEAs no individual had overall responsibility. Funding came 
from a wide variety of different sources and was transitory in nature and inadequate to 
satisfy need. To date there have been relatively few compulsory parenting orders made 
in relation to education and LEAs felt that the Anti-social Behaviour Act would lead to 
greater demand for parenting programmes. Most felt unable to meet this demand. 
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Chapter 4 
The set up of programmes and referral procedures 
 
 
This chapter will report the findings relating to the number of parenting programmes 
available in LEAs, provision for parents attending compulsorily and voluntarily, for 
parents of children of different ages, and for different types of parents. It will also 
consider the criteria for referral adopted by LEAs and parenting programme providers. 
 
4.1 Number of programmes being run by providers 
 
There was wide variation in the number of programmes being run by different providers. 
91% (117) of providers offered this information. Almost half (43%) reported that they 
only ran one programme, 18% each reported that they ran 2 or 3 programmes, while 9% 
reported that they ran 4 programmes (9%). Decreasing percentages ran 5 (4%) and 6 
programmes (3%), while two providers reported running 10 and 15 programmes each.   
 
4.2 Provision for parents attending compulsorily or voluntarily   
 
LEAs were asked if separate provision was available for parents attending compulsorily 
or voluntarily. Only 36 LEAs responded to this question. 13 (9% of all LEAs) reported 
that they had specific programmes for those attending voluntarily rather than 
compulsorily. A similar question to providers revealed that only 3% of those responding 
(6 providers) ran separate classes for voluntary and compulsory referrals. Overall, 
programmes did not differentiate provision on the basis of the nature of the referral. 
Parents attended the same programmes whether they were referred voluntarily or as 
the result of a compulsory order. This was supported by the evidence from the fieldwork. 
In most programmes very few parents had been ordered to attend.  Referrals were 
generally made before parents were taken to court. As there were very few compulsory 
orders, in practical terms it was not possible to run courses solely for those ordered to 
attend.  Parents referred compulsorily were reported to have more negative attitudes 
initially than those referred voluntarily. Providers reported that integration of those on 
compulsory orders could be successful providing that the parents had the opportunity to 
express their anger and frustration, preferably in individual meetings prior to the start of 
the group programme. The skill of the facilitator was important in maintaining their 
engagement during the programme. Usually, those on compulsory orders were told that 
it was up to them whether they wished to share the status of their referral with other 
group members. The mixture of compulsory and voluntary referrals seemed to work well 
in most cases, for example:      
 
‘It has been positive that voluntary and ordered parents are attending the same 
programme.  During the current programme both parents ordered to attend shared this 
with the group during the third week – this had been unanticipated by the providers.  
This led to another parent speaking about the support that she had received from a 
Family Conference, and rather than the ordered parent feeling that she was always 
being ‘done to’, she began to consider whether she might seek additional help.  This 
was quite a change.  It may be that the mother will now seek help rather than have it 
foisted on her.’ (Facilitator) 
 
Some providers reported being cautious about including compulsory referrals in 
voluntary groups and generally approached each case on its merits.  
 
‘You have to be careful when you have a parent at that level joining a group.  You have 
a chance of a reasonable role model, but sometimes the parents can be quite 
intimidating and I suspect might cause the other parents some difficulties’ (Parenting 
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Programme Provider). 
 
There were some programmes exclusively for parents attending compulsorily but these 
were related to youth offending and not education. In some cases parents referred on a 
compulsory order were seen on a one-to-one basis. A few programmes focused on 
parents with extreme and complex needs where it was felt that a different kind of 
approach was needed. These programmes tended to be small (perhaps 4 parents) and 
participants were selected to share similar types of problems.   
 
When parenting programmes were hosted by schools, typically, attendance was 
voluntary and all parents were invited and welcomed into the programme.  In some 
schools parallel courses were run for children. In those cases, teachers encouraged 
parents to attend the programme because their children were doing it. As programmes 
developed within the school traditions developed, and parents often asked to attend. In 
the longer term this had an impact on the whole school. Some parents actively sought 
out support. In some cases, the parents that the school would have liked to attend were 
the ones who did not attend. Some parents of pupils with Special Educational Needs felt 
that they had particular problems and that the same principles did not apply to them as 
other parents and children. Providers disagreed with this. Overall, persuading parents to 
attend programmes was viewed as problematic:    
 
‘Stepping Stones is proactive in advertising courses in school newsletters and at 
transition evenings held in secondary schools.  There remain difficulties in reaching 
some parents.  In one school where a course was being set up, 30 parents were 
specifically targeted having previously spoken to Learning Support Assistants or other 
members of staff in requesting help with parenting.  Of the 30 only 2 came forward to 
the course.’(Parenting Programme Provider) 
 
Forty three LEAs responded to a question asking if they experienced difficulties in 
engaging parents. Of these only 9 said that they did. 6 LEAs indicated that they found 
difficulties in meeting the needs of parents, 3 indicated that attracting families at risk 
was a problem, while 1 LEA stated that they had difficulties in establishing groups or 
parents. 
 
4.3 Programmes for parents of children of different ages 
 
LEAs were asked if they had provision for parents of children of different ages. Only 36 
LEAs responded to this question. 7% of LEAs (11) indicated that they provided 
programmes for the parents of children of 5 years and under, 22% (33) reported that 
they provided programmes for the parents of pupils aged 5-12 and 11-17 years. When 
providers of programmes were asked the same question 69% responded (89). 54 (42% 
of all providers) indicated that they ran programmes for parents of the under fives, 51 
(40% of all providers) ran programmes for parents of children aged 5-11 and 54 (42%) 
indicated that they provided programmes for parents of children aged 12-17. Overall, 
there seemed to be insufficient provision at LEA level to satisfy the needs of parents 
with children of different ages.  
 
4.4 Programmes for different types of parents  
 
Providers of parenting programmes were asked if they ran programmes for different 
types of parent. 29 providers indicated that they ran single gender programmes (23%), 
46 held programmes for parents of different ages (36%), while 52 indicated that they 
provided programmes for children and parents with different needs (41%). 
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Some providers had programmes for groups of parents with different levels of problems:  
  
‘For Mellow Parenting the parents must be experiencing:   

• parenting difficulties or relationship problems, including child protection issues;  
• family violence; 
• or at least two of the following (a) child behaviour problem (b) mother with mental 

health problems (c) difficulties with current family relationships or with family or 
origin. 

For the Positive Parenting Programme the parents must be experiencing parenting 
difficulties alone’. (Parenting Programme Provider) 
 
Another provider offered Coping with Kids which anybody could attend, Promoting Play 
where the provider did a home visit to assess the situation and the Parent Child Game 
where there was an initial individual appointment and parents had to be motivated to 
attend.  
 
4.5 Longevity of programmes 
 
LEAs reported considerable variation in the longevity of programmes. One programme 
was reported as having been running for nine years while one had only been running for 
6 months. Most had been running for 1 (7 LEAs), 2 (6 LEAs), or 3 years (7 LEAs). 
Similar variability was reported by providers with a range from 4 months to 20 years.  
 
4.6 Referrals to programmes  
 
LEAs were asked if parents could self-refer to the programmes. 58 LEAs responded to 
this question. Of those, 27 LEAs (47% of responding LEAs) indicated that parents could 
self-refer. 91 providers (71%) indicated that parents could self-refer to programmes.  
 
LEAs and providers were asked how parents were referred to programmes. 10 LEAs 
(7% of all LEAs) said that referrals could be made through the Youth Offending Team, 
40 indicated that referrals were made through the LEA (27%), 15 (10%) reported that 
referrals were made through the courts.  14 LEAs (9%) reported that referrals were 
made through schools, while 8 LEAs (5%) reported that referrals were made through 
Social Services.  Only 1 LEA reported that referrals were made through the PRU (1%).  
Three reported that referrals were made through the school nurse (2%), 1 LEA reported 
that referrals were made through Child and Family Court Advisory Support Service 
(CAFCAs) (1%), 3 through CAMHS (2%), 5 through Health Visitor Services (3%), and 
10 from other unspecified sources (7%). Providers were also asked how parents were 
referred to the programmes. There were 125 responses to this question. The details of 
the responses are set out in Table 4. Most referrals were made through a range of 
health or social services related agencies.   
 
One question asked specifically whether LEAs referred parents whose children had 
attendance or behavioural problems. 110 providers responded to this question. Of those 
63 indicated that they did (57%). This constituted 33% of the participating sample.  
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Table 4: Sources of referral as reported by parenting providers  
Source of referral  Number of responses  Percentage  
Self-referral  91 71% 
Social Services 88 69% 
Health Visitors 71 55% 
LEA 55 43% 
Schools 51 40% 
Youth Offending Team 31 24% 
General Practitioners 21 16% 
Child and Adolescent Mental Health Workers 18 14% 
Voluntary sector 17 13% 
School Nurse  10 8% 
Sure Start 9 7% 
Courts 7 5% 
Police  6 5% 
Social and Health Care 4 3% 
Educational Psychologists 4 3% 
Youth Justice System 3 2% 
Educational and Behavioural Difficulties Workers 3 2% 
Teenage Pregnancy Unit 2 2% 
Multi agency 2 2% 
GRIP  1 1% 
Other  30 23% 
*Respondents were able to provide more than one response. Percentages therefore total more than 100%  
 
4.7 LEA Criteria for referrals 
 
LEAs and providers were asked if they had criteria for referring parents to programmes. 
30 LEAs (13%) responded, 23 (15% of all LEAs) indicating that they did. The field work 
revealed that the criteria which LEAs indicated that they used for selecting parents to be 
referred to programmes were in the first place related to the child and his/her behaviour, 
the extent to which s/he was seen as being out of parental control, the extent to which 
behaviour was seen to be preventing the child’s access to the curriculum, the possible 
risk of the child being excluded from school, poor attendance at school, and the 
prevention of anti-social behaviour. In some cases referral was related to a compulsory 
order made by the courts, but this was rare. LEAs preferred to refer parents on a 
voluntary basis before cases reached the point where legal proceedings were instituted. 
Programme facilitators believed it was advantageous to have self-referring parents. 
However, a mixture of self-referrals and ordered parents was welcomed since this 
encompassed parents with a range of experience and backgrounds that was seen as 
valuable in group work. 
 
In most LEAs, parents needed to live or, in some cases work, within the appropriate 
geographical area. The sources of referral within LEAs varied but might include the 
school, the Behaviour Support Team, the Education Welfare Service, as a result of child 
protection issues or on the basis of the child’s vulnerability. Generally, LEAs reported 
consideration of each individual case. Referrals to particular programmes depended on 
the age of the child because of the age related nature of the programmes. In some 
cases parenting programme providers set criteria which needed to be satisfied. LEAs 
also took account, in many cases, of parents’ requests to receive help and support, their 
need for help specifically with parenting skills, their willingness to attend, their 
commitment to attend throughout the whole course, and the extent to which attendance 
at the programme was due to poor family relationships and lack of communication. 
 
Where parents were ordered to attend each individual case tended to be assessed in 
terms of whether group work or one-to-one tutoring would be most appropriate.  There 
were also issues relating to the availability of programmes for parents ordered to attend.  
There were sometimes difficulties because programmes were not available in the 
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appropriate location. If a programme was soon to be available parents were sometimes 
put on a waiting list. If no programme was to run in a nearby area then one-to-one 
support might be offered. Usually, LEAs preferred group work as it was perceived as 
more effective educationally and financially.  Overall, there had been few compulsory 
parenting orders relating to non-attendance or poor behaviour at school. It was therefore 
rare for programmes to be set up exclusively for parents with compulsory education 
orders.  
 
4.8 Criteria set by programme providers 
 
Programme providers were asked if they had specific criteria for referral. 118 providers 
responded to this question, 66 (35%) indicating that they had specific criteria for 
referrals. The criteria set by the parenting programme providers were in many respects 
similar to those set by the LEAs. The age of the child had to be appropriate for the 
particular programme being attended by his or her parents. The parent had to live in a 
particular geographical area and in some cases be in an area where a particular 
government initiative was operating, e.g. Sure Start. Some programme providers 
insisted that parents had appropriate arrangements for travel. In some cases, the child’s 
behaviour had to fit a particular category, e.g. non-attendance, at risk of offending.  
Some programmes stipulated that the parents themselves must be struggling to cope 
with their child’s behaviour, that there were relationship problems and a lack of 
communication, that there was a genuine need, that violence had been identified as an 
issue, or that the mother had mental health problems. Some providers would not work 
with parents who were already engaged with social workers. Some would not include 
parents in the same programme where the relationship between them was in crisis. 
Where violence was an issue most providers required an assessment of the situation to 
see if group work was appropriate or whether it might be better for individual work to be 
undertaken with the parent. In cases where the parents were experiencing a range of 
distressing circumstances, individual support was sometimes given.  Parents attending 
group programmes had to indicate their agreement to confidentiality procedures:  
 
‘The parent must agree with the referral, and must attend an interview prior to the group 
to discuss confidentiality. We describe the group process and establish what the parent 
wants i.e. goals. Our assessment is confidential and not provided by us to the referring 
agency, unless there are crime or child protection implications.’ (Parenting Programme 
Provider) 
 
Some programmes excluded particular groups of parents where the family difficulties 
extended beyond parenting, for instance, mental illness, drug or alcohol abuse, sexual 
abuse or complete family breakdown, for example one provider indicated: 
 
‘It would not be appropriate for us to accept a referral if the following circumstances 
currently apply: 

• If there is severe concern about mental illness in the parent/s or carer/s 
• If the parent/carer is currently abusing drugs or alcohol in a way which would 

affect their attendance 
• If there has been sexual abuse of the children - this needs to be dealt with first 

before referring the family 
• If the family is in a crisis or in a stage of transition that would make it difficult for 

them to make a 9 week commitment. 
Also, we do not cater for the ‘worried well’ parent who might feel uncomfortable in the 
group because of the extent of the problems of other parents present.’ (Parenting 
Programme Provider) 
 
Some Centres worked closely with Social Services in identifying family needs. In some 
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cases parenting programme providers expected work to have already been undertaken 
by primary care/tier one services. In one case, the length of the waiting list meant that 
the referring agency was asked to continue to provide support to the family until a place 
became available. Some providers insisted that the referring agency must be committed 
to providing ongoing field support. Most providers indicated that there must be at least a 
willingness on the part of the parent to attend. If they were interested, prepared to take 
responsibility for their behaviour and prepared to change this was very helpful and in 
some cases a requirement for attendance.  
 
In contrast, some providers were prepared to take any parent who expressed interest 
and groups might include a mixture of parents, single partners, even grand-parents. 
Such programmes were open to the whole community and had much broader aims, for 
example:  
 
‘to promote healthy relationships, in a preventative way, rather than being crisis 
management driven.  It is important that all parties (especially the participants) 
understand that this is a community led initiative to support and encourage parents in 
their role as a parent, in a fun and informative way, and to facilitate group discussion.’  
(Parenting Programme Provider) 
 
Where programmes were school based, parents appreciated the approach to attend a 
programme coming from the school with an open invitation. This removed any sense of 
stigmatization or failure.  
 
4.9 Summary 
 
In summary, there was wide variation between the number and type of programmes 
available in each LEA. Provision for parents self-referred, referred by others voluntarily 
or compulsorily was usually mixed. Parents referred compulsorily could be integrated 
successfully into more general parenting programmes providing that they had been 
offered support prior to the commencement of the programme and that the facilitators 
were sufficiently skilled. A few programmes were designed to cater for the needs of 
particular groups of parents but these were relatively rare, and where parents were 
experiencing serious difficulties one-to-one provision was often made. Decisions of this 
nature depended on the assessment of the individual case. Most LEAs had provision for 
the parents of children of different ages and some were developing programmes 
designed to address issues relating specifically to education, but most provision was of 
a more general nature. Referrals were made through a wide range of agencies. 33% of 
providers indicated that they had referrals relating to behaviour and attendance at 
school. The criteria for referral to parenting programmes related to parental need. Some 
providers excluded particular groups of very needy parents or required them to be 
receiving support from other agencies. Some programmes accepted any parents who 
genuinely wished to improve their parenting skills. 
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Chapter 5 
Participants and drop-outs  
 
 
This chapter describes the findings relating to the number of parents participating in 
parenting programmes and the characteristics of those attending compulsorily or 
voluntarily. It reports the ways in which programmes encourage participation and 
explores the proportion of drop outs from programmes and why participants drop out.   
 
5.1 Number of parents participating in parenting programmes  
 
Only 34 LEAs were able to provide figures for the number of parents referred to 
parenting programmes. The number varied from none to 448 with a mean of 42. This 
variation depended, in part, on the size of the LEA but also on local policies regarding 
referrals. When parenting programme providers were asked how many parents were 
attending each programme 124 responded. There was wide variation. The minimum on 
a programme was 4, the maximum was 35. The most common responses were 10 
parents (29%), 12 parents (27%), 8 parents (13%) and 15 parents (9%).   
 
5.2 Compulsory parenting orders 
 
54 LEAs (36%) responded to questions regarding the number of parents who had 
received compulsory orders in the last academic year. Of these the majority (19 LEAs, 
13% of all LEAs) reported that no parents had been issued with compulsory orders. 7 
(5%) reported that two compulsory orders had been issued, 6 (4%) that 6 compulsory 
orders had been made, 5 (3%) that one had been issued, 4 (3%) that 4 had been 
issued, and 3 (2%) that 3 had been issued. Two (1%) reported that 5 and 9 had been 
issued, while individual LEAs (.5% each) reported that 7, 8, 12, 14, 17 and 18 
compulsory orders had been made. Overall, there were very few compulsory orders. 
The number of parents attending programmes following receipt of compulsory orders 
was also reported by LEAs to be low.  26 LEAs responded to this question. Of these 5 
(3% of all LEAs) reported that 2 parents had attended, 4 LEAs reported that 1 and 6 had 
attended (3% each), 3 LEAs (2% each) reported that 0 and 4 parents had attended.  2 
LEAS (1%) reported that 5 parents had attended and single LEAs (.5% each) reported 
that 3, 8, 9, 10 and 12 parents had attended. 
 
Programme providers were also asked how many parents in receipt of compulsory 
orders had attended programmes.  77 providers responded to this question. Most 
indicated that no parents who had been issued with compulsory orders were currently 
attending programmes (32, 42% of responding sample). However, a small number of 
programmes were catering for substantial numbers of parents with compulsory orders 
but the number of parents referred on compulsory education related orders was 
relatively few. One programme had had 14 referrals but most providers who responded 
had none (15, 36% of the responding sample). Out of the total number of programmes 
participating in the survey only 21% had received compulsory education related 
referrals. The number of parents with compulsory orders referred to the programmes by 
the LEA was very small. Only 18 responding providers (14% of the participating sample) 
had received referrals from the LEA. When asked about the number of parents with 
education-related orders actually attending programmes 30 responses were made (23% 
of the participating sample). Of those responding, 33% indicated that they had no 
parents attending with education-related compulsory orders. A similar number of 
programmes (31) reported parents attending in response to other kinds of compulsory 
orders. Overall, 19% of the participating sample reported that parents on non-education 
related orders were attending their programme.  
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5.2.1 Gender differences in compulsory orders   
25 LEAs (17% of all LEAs) indicated that females had received compulsory parenting 
orders. The responses indicating whether they were actually attending a parenting 
programme were too few to be reliable. Twenty eight providers indicated that females in 
receipt of compulsory orders had been referred to their programmes (22% of the total 
participating population). A total of 17 programmes provided information about how 
many females with compulsory orders were actually attending classes. The range was 
from 1 to 17 with most programmes having a single individual attending compulsorily.  
 
LEAs were asked how many males had been referred to programmes as a result of a 
compulsory order. Of the 20 LEAs responding to this question, 14 reported that there 
were no males referred, 3 reported that 2 males were referred, 2 that 1 male was 
referred and 1 that 3 males were referred. Overall, 8 LEAs (5% of all LEAs) reported 
that males compulsorily referred were actually attending programmes. 18 providers 
responded to a question asking if males had been referred to programmes on 
compulsory orders. Of these 8 indicated that they had not. Overall, only 6% of 
participating providers indicated that males had been compulsorily ordered to attend a 
parenting programme.  When asked if the males on compulsory orders actually 
attended the classes 13 providers responded positively. This represented 10% of the 
participating sample.   
 
5.2.2 Ethnicity 
When asked how many parents from minority ethnic groups were attending 
programmes compulsorily responses were received from 16 LEAs. Only 1 indicated that 
parents from minority ethnic groups were attending a programme compulsorily. Two 
providers indicated that they had specific provision for minority ethnic groups (2% of the 
participating population). 12 indicated that they had parents from minority ethnic groups 
attending programmes who had compulsory orders (9% of the participating sample). 
 
5.3 Voluntary referrals to parenting programmes 
 
5.3.1 Numbers of voluntary referrals  
When asked about voluntary referrals to parenting programmes 34 LEAs responded. 
The number of voluntary referrals varied from 0 (8 LEAs) to 350 (1 LEA) with a mean of 
46. LEAs were asked how many voluntary referrals related to attendance issues. 
Twenty three LEAs responded to this question. The mean was 12. Seven LEAs reported 
that parents were voluntarily referred to programmes for reasons other than attendance 
(5%) usually behaviour. LEAs were asked how many of those referred voluntarily were 
actually attending programmes. 19 LEAs responded to this question (13% of all LEAs).  
There was wide variation between LEAs. 
 
99 providers (77%) indicated the number of voluntary referrals that they had had in 
2002-2003. The responses ranged from 0 to 800. Six providers reported 50, 5 providers 
reported 20, four providers reported 10, 12, 30 and 100. The mean was 68. 81 providers 
(63%) indicated how many LEA referrals had been made on a voluntary basis. 50 (39%) 
reported that they had received none. There was wide variation in responses from 0 to 
60 with a mean of 7. Only 2 providers indicated that they had referrals from other 
agencies (21% of the participating sample). When asked how many of those attending 
voluntarily actually attended 70 providers responded (55%). The responses varied from 
1 to 143. The mean was 28. 
 
Evidence from the field work indicated the difficulties experienced in persuading some 
parents to attend parenting programmes, for example:  
 
‘Some of them are non-engagable, they really are.  It is very difficult.  You can just keep 



 

 

31 

on trying and that is all you can do.  Sometimes if an official route is put before a parent 
they will go voluntarily, i.e. if you don’t do this we will go down a court route. They may 
then attend the course, which is a way of getting officials off their backs.  Sometimes 
you can persuade them to do things but some of them are just unreachable.  We need 
to be a bit pragmatic about it. We will not get to them all but we can keep 
trying.’(Parenting Programme Provider) 
 
5.3.2. Gender differences in voluntary referrals 
19 LEAs (13%) indicated that females were referred to parenting programmes on a 
voluntary basis. Only 9 LEAs (6%) responded to the question regarding the number of 
female voluntary referrals who were actually attending programmes. The range was 
from 1 to 61 with a mean of 13. 90 providers indicated that females were voluntarily 
referred to their programmes (70%). 31 provided information about the number of 
female voluntary referrals who actually attended the programmes (24%). There was 
wide variation in the numbers reported from 1 to 129 with a mean of 28.  
 
11 LEAs responded to the question asking if males were referred to parenting 
programmes voluntarily. Of those 7 (5% of all LEAs) indicated that they were. 10 LEAs 
provided figures for the number of males actually attending programmes voluntarily. 
Figures ranged from 0 (5 LEAs) to 12 (one LEA) with a mean of 2. 47 providers (37%) 
indicated that males were voluntarily referred to their programmes. 35 providers (27%) 
gave information about the number of voluntary male attenders. 10 indicated that they 
had no male voluntary referrals (8%). In contrast, one programme had 17 voluntary 
male attenders.  
 
5.3.3.Ethnicity 
9 LEAs (6%) responded to a question regarding the voluntary referral of parents from 
minority ethnic groups. 6 (4%) indicated that those from minority ethnic groups were 
referred voluntarily to attend programmes. Only 1 LEA indicated that they had specific 
programmes for those from minority ethnic groups. 4 providers indicated that they had 
provision for minority ethnic groups to attend programmes (3%) and 35 providers 
indicated that they had referrals from voluntary minority ethnic groups actually attending 
programmes (27%).   
 
5.4 Age 
 
LEAs were asked whether parents of different ages were sent to different parenting 
programmes. Only 18 LEAs (12%) responded to this question. Of those only 2 (1%) 
indicated that there was provision for parents of different ages in available programmes.  
 
5.5 Encouraging attendance at programmes 
 
During the field work, one of the greatest operational difficulties reported by providers 
was getting parents to engage with the programmes and attend in the first place. In the 
current climate, attendance at a programme indicated some kind of inadequacy in 
parenting. A change of culture was needed so that it became a normal practice for 
parents to attend some kind of programme. Related to this were difficulties with child 
care, finding baby sitters, providing crèche facilities and providing transport. The latter 
was particularly relevant in rural LEAs. There were also issues of providing appropriate 
facilities for parents with disabilities.  
 
Providers were very aware that the parents who would most benefit did not attend 
programmes. For some of these hard to reach parents attending a group was very 
challenging. Their lack of self-esteem and confidence was a barrier. For some, the 
commitment to a long programme was problematic as they were unused to regular 
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routines and many were at work. There were also reports that some children were 
reluctant for their parents to attend.  
 
5.6 Drop outs  
 
Only 20 LEAs responded to the question asking how many parents in receipt of 
compulsory orders had dropped out. Of these 50% (10 LEAs) indicated that no parents 
had dropped out. 6 indicated that one parent had dropped out (30%). Two LEAs 
reported that 2 parents had dropped out, one that 3 had dropped out and 1 that 6 had 
dropped out.  34 providers responded to the question regarding the drop out rate of 
those in receipt of compulsory orders. 20 indicated that they had no drop outs (16% of 
the participating sample), while other programmes reported higher levels to a maximum 
of 7. 
 
LEAs were asked to give an indication of the number of voluntary referrals who dropped 
out of programmes. 19 LEAs responded to this question (13%).  Of these 6 reported no 
drop-outs. In some cases the number of drop outs was high, although this has to be 
viewed within the context of the number of referrals. 64 providers responded to a 
question about the number of voluntary referrals who dropped out (59%). 9 of those 
indicated that there were no drop-outs (7%). The range was from 1 to 33 with a mean of 
5.  
 
The parenting programmes that were visited during the fieldwork had low drop-out rates.  
One mother of a child with profound special needs dropped out because, compared with 
other parents, she was having limited success with her child. His special needs related 
to relationship difficulties and at school he had a Learning Support Assistant with him all 
day.   The facilitator phoned her to talk things over and she did return for the last three 
sessions. On another programme, two parents dropped out because they were 
uncomfortable with the Circle Time at the end of each session.  Later, one of these 
parents signed up for the next course. Similarly, another parent dropped out because 
she did not like having to share issues with others. In another case the illness of a 
relative of the mother, inappropriate timing of the programme for the father and 
difficulties getting baby sitters made attendance impossible. This family was considering 
returning to the programme.     
 
The programmes visited adopted a range of strategies to ensure good attendance. They 
visited parents prior to the start of the programme, followed up non-attendance 
immediately to explore the reasons for it and in some cases provided one-to-one 
support where group work was not appropriate. Providers admitted that in some cases 
they were not able to prevent drop out and that they were sometimes surprised by which 
parents dropped out. 
 
5.7 Summary 
 
The low response rates to questions regarding participation in parenting programmes 
from LEAs and providers made it difficult to draw any conclusions about the type of 
parents attending parenting programmes. There was no reliable information about the 
number of parents referred voluntarily or self-referred and the number of parents 
referred compulsorily was very small. The data revealed wide differences in the overall 
number of parents attending programmes between providers and LEAs. The figures 
from LEAs for those voluntarily referred ranged from 0 to 350 while for providers from 0 
to 800. This reflects the diverse nature of the types of programmes operating and the 
size of the LEAs. There was agreement that it was difficult to persuade parents to join 
parenting programmes. In the current climate, attendance at a programme indicated 
some kind of inadequacy in parenting. A change of culture was needed so that it 
became normal practice for parents to attend some kind of programme. Most providers 
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in the survey reported substantial drop out rates, although the programmes that were 
visited during the field work had low rates because of the particular strategies that they 
adopted to ensure attendance.  
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Chapter 6 
Types of programmes 
 
 
This chapter considers the types of programme offered and describes examples of good 
practice operated by LEAs, schools and other parenting programme providers.   
 
6.1 Approaches adopted to delivering parenting programmes   
 
Forty four LEAs (29%) responded to questions about the models underpinning the 
teaching methods adopted. 8 (18%) had their own LEA model. 7 of those responding 
(16%) indicated that the Webster-Stratton model was adopted while a further 7 LEAs 
(27%) stated that different curriculum approaches were adopted for different types of 
problems. 4 (9%) adopted a Cognitive Behaviourist approach, 4 (9%) the ‘Making 
Changes’ model, 3 (7%) Positive Parenting, 3 (7%) the Living with Teenagers approach, 
3 (7%) the Family Caring Trust model, and 2 (5%) the Let’s Talk’ approach. Single LEAs 
(2% each) reported adopting a Systematic Counseling approach, the Parent Plus 
approach, the Teaching Protective Behaviour model, the National Child Care Training 
Format, the Stepping Stones approach, Systematic Training for Effective Parenting, and 
Strengthening Families, Strengthening Communities.  One-to-one teaching was adopted 
by 8 LEAs (18%) and other unnamed methods by 13 (30%).  
 
Providers were asked to give an indication of the models which underpinned their 
teaching approaches. Table 5 indicates the responses that they gave and the 
proportions of programmes adopting different approaches. There was variety in the type 
of responses made, some referred to types of programme, others to the methods 
adopted.  21 (16%) programmes reported that they adopted different curricula for 
different types of parenting problems.  
 
6.2 LEA run courses 
 
Some LEAs had developed parenting programmes focused on education related issues. 
Education Welfare Services were often responsible for such programmes. For example, 
one programme addressed issues relating to attendance and offending behaviour 
adapting parenting programme materials to the needs of parents and their 
circumstances.  Parenting orders had been issued by the courts for the last two years 
and since then the programme had been used on a one-to-one basis with parents by 
the Education Welfare Service.  Parents referred compulsorily and voluntarily now 
attended the same groups. In a recent development, letters were sent out by the 
Education Welfare Service via a school to the parents of all pupils in years 6, 7 and 8.  
300 letters were sent out. Twenty responses were received and 11 parents attended.  3 
of these dropped out. Home visits were made before the course started.  
 
Another LEA adopted a different approach. The secondary school programme offered, 
Stepping Stones, was run by Home School Liaison Workers who were based at the 
Secondary PRU and who were part of the Behaviour Support Team.  They linked with 
Special Education Needs and Pupil Support (SENaPS).  At primary level the workshops 
were run by the Home School Liaison workers based in Primary Behaviour Support. The 
provision of the parenting programme was contracted out to the Behaviour Support 
Team, and to Social Services who offered one-to-one support where parents were 
unable to attend programmes or where it was inappropriate. Parents with compulsory 
orders were dealt with through the Behaviour Support Team, which already ran 
numerous programmes in school venues.  Resourcing was through Family Centres.  
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Table 5: Approaches adopted by parenting programmes 
Method adopted Number of programmes % of participating sample 
Own programme  31 24% 
Webster-Stratton 23 18% 
Family Caring Trust 19 15% 
One-to-one interactions with parents 18 14% 
Workshop sessions 11 9% 
Positive parenting model 9 7% 
Let’s talk programme  7 5% 
Solution Focused Brief Therapy 6 5% 
Fun and families model 5 4% 
Strengthening Families Programme 5 4% 
Assertive Discipline 5 4% 
Parentline Plus 5 4% 
Coping with kids model 4 3% 
Living with teenagers 3 2% 
NCH  2 2% 
Teaching safety in the home  2 2% 
Learning through play model 2 2% 
Family learning 2 2% 
Nurturing programme/groups 2 2% 
Family Links nurturing programme 2 2% 
Rainy day’s play 2 2% 
Transactional analysis 1 1% 
Calmer, happier, easier parenting model 1 1% 
Person Centred Group work theory 1 1%  
The curtail C model 1 1% 
Promoting effective parenting 1 1% 
Promoting positive behaviour 1 1% 
Parenting education model 1 1% 
Range of approaches adopted 16 13% 
Other non-specified models adopted 38 30% 

 
 
A Service Level Agreement in place between the Legal Intervention Team/ Education 
Welfare Service and the Behaviour Support Team provided the basis for another 
programme. For some parents, it was only following a court appearance that they were 
prepared to work with the Education Welfare Service. In the previous system parents 
were provided with training on a one-to-one basis but many did not turn up. 
Subsequently the LEA decided to focus on group work. Parents attending voluntarily 
and compulsorily now attend together. Although parents fulfilling a compulsory order 
were not identified within the group, many identified the nature of their attendance 
during the programme. This helped other parents in the group who had truancy 
problems with their children. 
 
One LEA had in the region of 3 to 4 courses, each lasting for six weeks, being delivered 
at any one time. The Behaviour Support Team and the Educational Psychologists 
initially ran the programme jointly but at the time of the research the parenting 
programmes were run by the Behaviour Support Team in schools. The LEA took the 
view that the school should be the focus of all delivery. Schools sent letters out and 
approached parents whom they felt would benefit. Parents could also get information 
through Community Education.  Some schools had developed a directory of support 
agencies offering assistance to parents.  
 
Making programmes available through schools was becoming increasingly common. In 
one LEA, Primary Behaviour Support undertook an annual audit of needs pre-Easter. 
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One of the options that the schools could request was to have a parenting programme, 
Family Workshops, running in their school.  The level of provision that Behaviour 
Support was able to offer was prioritised in terms of need and previous work. 
Geographically the LEA was divided into four areas.  Usually between six to twelve 
schools in each of the areas was offered Family Workshops.  This was not as many as 
were needed. Schools made referrals relating to difficult children and a partnership plan 
was put into place.  Behaviour Support staff worked individually with pupils in schools 
with an emphasis on modelling strategies.  The Home School Liaison staff worked 
within a multidisciplinary team and provided the link between school and home, 
particularly in terms of consistency with regard to the strategies in place.  All behaviour 
management was praise focused. Running the Family Workshops was part of the role of 
the Home School Liaison workers, although they only worked within school hours. 
 
Some LEAs have recently implemented parallel courses for parents and young people. 
For example, one parenting programme ESCAPE stands for: Empathy, Situation, Care 
and Control, Approach, Positives, and Empowerment. Topics addressed included 
building communications, building relationships, self – esteem, health, drugs and peer 
pressure. The workshops were informal and adjusted to meet the needs of particular 
parents.  
 
6.3 School based courses 
 
LEAs commented on the value of parenting programmes being based in schools. Many 
interviewees from LEAs found that better links could be established with parents 
through school-based programmes. For example:  
 
‘We are very much based in schools and very much part of what the school is offering.  
At this moment this is a good way of being able to reach parents at an early age.  Some 
of the comments we get back from parents suggest that every parent should have to go 
on parenting training and the earlier the better.’  (LEA co-ordinator) 
 
In some schools there were issues about the extent to which teachers were willing to 
engage with the aims of the programme. For instance, one programme aimed to offer 
support for parents and also offer professional development for teachers in how to work 
with parents. The programme experienced some difficulties because of teacher 
availability and an expectation that little of their time would be needed. Where parallel 
programmes were run for parents and children, providers reported that the pressures 
that schools were under and their concerns about academic performance led them to 
neglect to allocate sufficient time for the pupils to attend the social and emotional skills 
workshops. They failed to acknowledge the importance of these in underpinning 
academic success.    
 
While those facilitating programmes welcomed the easy access to programmes made 
possible by holding them in schools there were some difficulties because schools did 
not always have appropriate space and some parents, having had poor school 
experiences, were reluctant to attend programmes at school venues.    
 
6.3.1 Example 1 
Typical of school based work is the Stepping Stones Programme, an 8 week group-
based parenting support programme. Prior to the programme the facilitators carried out 
a home visit. The Behaviour Support Team worked with schools to establish 
programmes in specific schools, although parents of children from other schools 
attended.  The venue for the programmes was moved to different schools over time. All 
facilitators were Webster-Stratton trained and followed a version of this programme. The 
programme began with a focus on child development, rather than the play focus in the 
Webster-Stratton model. The session focused on what was age appropriate in terms of 
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the stage of development as many parents had no knowledge of this. In addition, 
parents were asked to spend 10 minutes each night building a relationship with their 
child. In the next session the focus was behaviour – how quickly parents responded to 
their children and where the pressure points were. This was followed by consideration of 
the use of praise and encouragement and boundary setting. Many parents wanted to be 
punitive and had little awareness of lower level interventions. They tended to simply hit 
their children. They were also unable to diffuse a situation. There were also sessions on 
appropriate consequences for poor behaviour, and life after children, where parents 
were encouraged to think about their lives as their children grew up and became more 
independent. The facilitators provided parents with information about other local 
courses. The final session was a celebration and evaluation. The programme was built 
around several existing programmes including, “What can a parent do” which is based 
on the work of Terry and Michael Quinn, Systematic Training for Effective Parenting 
(STEP), Living with Teenagers and the Webster-Stratton course. Parents had requested 
that they be able to meet up after the end of the course as they felt that they needed a 
‘top up’.  Plans were under way to offer a three month follow up session. A Parent Help 
Line was offered on a weekly basis for any parent in the LEA to ring for advice. 
 
6.3.2 Example 2 
Family Workshops was a structured course that ran for six sessions, each lasting two 
hours, with an education focus for the parents of primary school children. Group 
meetings took place in schools during school hours.  The programme was written within 
the LEA and drew on material from Webster-Stratton and Familywise. All the sessions 
involved practical exercises, problem solving and discussion. They included a focus on 
life as a parent which acknowledged that this is a hard job for which there is no 
preparation.  Parents worked in small groups and pairs so that the workshop was seen 
as less intimidating. Familywise cartoons were used as a stimulus for discussion, since 
there was an awareness that many parents had difficulties with literacy. The programme 
considered stress - which situations were stressful and what skills and strategies could 
be adopted to cope. It focused on listening and talking and what might be hindering 
communication within the family and what might help to overcome it. There was 
awareness that emotional literacy was an important area for parents since many were 
unable to describe how they felt.  They had a limited vocabulary for describing their 
emotions.  The use of “I” messages, rather than “You” had a huge impact on the 
children. The programme encouraged the rewarding of positive behaviour, explored 
issues relating to rules and boundaries, setting limits, praise and reward. There was a 
session on managing difficult behaviour which stressed the importance of the clarity of 
what a parent said and the importance of not saying ‘don’t’.  The final session drew the 
themes together. Parents were presented with certificates. The providers aimed to offer 
a top-up session in the term following the programme and encouraged schools to set 
this up.  
 
The Family Workshops were open access.  Schools were asked to encourage parents 
to attend if they had spoken about difficulties with their child, but parents were not 
instructed to go. Some of the parents attended because they thought that it would be 
interesting.  Some parents and carers attended because they were lonely and wished to 
meet people, some because their children had specific difficulties e.g. ADHD, 
Asperger’s syndrome. Many parents were concerned with their child’s attitudes, back 
chatting, shouting, slamming doors and fighting with siblings.  Homework also 
generated many difficulties.  Some parents were very concerned about attention 
seeking behaviour. For many parents finding out that other parents had difficulties with 
their children was a huge relief. A parent helpline ran within the LEA, which any parent 
could use. Parents often telephoned about issues related to behaviour and were sent 
resources, offered support services or referred to a more appropriate agency. Parents 
attending the Family Workshops were given a lot of information about other options and 
courses, and information about holiday play schemes since it was recognised that 
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support was important. Some parents went on to do the Stepping Stones programme 
which was for parents who had teenage children.  An early years programme was being 
developed the aim being that there would be provision for parents at each stage of their 
child’s development  (early years, primary and secondary). The strengths and difficulties 
questionnaire was used pre and post the programme.  A further questionnaire explored 
relationships. Parents reported that they had stopped shouting at their children, that 
they were much calmer and that they were much more organised in terms of routines. 
There appeared to be a positive change in the way in which they acted as parents.  The 
relationship with their child had improved in most instances and there were some 
positive changes in behaviour. The guide that was used for this programme was 
currently unpublished and the LEA was hoping to rectify this to make the materials 
widely available although the need to keep control of training was recognised. The LEA 
encouraged staff in schools to undertake the training programme so that schools would 
be able to offer the programme themselves. 
 
6.3.3 Example 3 
In some LEAs. there was recognition that there might be benefits from running courses 
for pupils and parents in parallel. In one LEA this procedure had recently been 
introduced. Programmes were run by the Education Welfare Service for parents and 
young persons.  The parents’ course, referred to earlier, was ESCAPE while the pupil’s 
programme was called Parallel Lines. It aimed to enable children to develop an 
understanding of what their parents actually did for them and how they thought. A 
common vocabulary was used with the parents and the pupils. The programmes shared 
the same themes.  
 
6.4 Other providers 
 
The research revealed a wide range of providers of parenting programmes, increasingly 
working in close partnership with statutory bodies. As one provider indicated:  
 
‘The charity is seen as offering value added within the district to the statutory services.  
There are good links between statutory and voluntary organisations.  The charity is 
offering a pool of expertise to address issues within the community.  It adds value to 
what Social Services can do.  This provides Social Services with resources for 
preventative work since generally there is less and less scope for preventative work.’ 
(Parenting Programme Provider)  
 
The parenting programmes provided by charitable organisations were reported to be 
being better publicised in LEAs. For instance, in one area, several years ago, a 
newsletter was established called the ‘The Effective Parenting Partnership Newsletter’. 
This was to ensure that all schools and doctors’ surgeries knew what parenting support 
was available in the area. The newsletter was produced termly and set out all the 
activities at the Centre for Parents and in all the other groups working under the 
Effective Parenting Partnership umbrella. All Heads, SENCOs and teachers were 
informed about available programmes. In addition, all the statutory services knew about 
the Effective Parenting Partnership including behaviour support personnel, social 
services, and school nurses.  The Centre for Parents provided a large number of 
programmes and had just established its charitable status. An agreement was being 
made with the statutory services about the nature of the partnership between them. The 
district council bought in the services of the Centre for Parents, partly through the 
Children’s Fund and partly from Children and Young People’s Services. The co-
ordinator had set up programmes and recruited facilitators supported financially by and 
administered through the district council.  There was a strong team of facilitators who 
offered a huge range of programmes. The administration was undertaken by the 
Effective Parenting Partnership who employed an administrator, had a telephone line, 
ensured that parents were allocated to appropriate programmes and sent parent details 
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to facilitators.  The administrator was based in Social Services. The Parenting Co-
ordinator sifted through referrals and decided the most appropriate programme for 
parents to follow. 
 
In some cases it was not necessary to advertise the parenting courses. Facilitators in 
the Stay and Play sessions suggested to parents who were experiencing difficulties with 
their 2-2 ½ year old child that they attended the parenting programme. A crèche was run 
alongside the programme and it was seen as critical that the children had a positive 
experience in the crèche. A group also ran to support parents with children who had 
special needs  (the POSH group).  A four-week course was run with the parenting 
partnership. There was extensive communication with parents before the course 
because they were already attending the centre.  All parents attended voluntarily. They 
were mostly mothers since the courses ran during the day at the centre, although the 
father’s group on Saturday worked well. 
 
In some cases key personnel in charitable organisations concerned with parenting were 
technically paid for by statutory services for the work undertaken in facilitating courses.  
 
6.5 Summary 
 
There was a wide range of models which could be used as the basis for developing 
parenting programmes. Increasingly, LEAs were developing their own parenting 
programmes with a focus on the child’s educational outcomes rather than more 
generalised outcomes relating to family functioning. This provision was sometimes, 
although not always, school based. In some cases parallel programmes were provided 
for children. There was a range of examples of good practice in relation to these LEA 
and school based programmes. This was complemented by parenting programmes 
provided by other providers, the two sectors increasingly working together.  
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further support.  Parents complete a self-assessment form at the start and end of the 
course.  All tutors are trained and the course is modelled from one facilitator to another. 

 
Programme 13 
This programme is only for parents with children aged 10 years and over.  The 
programme runs for eight weeks with each session lasting for 2 hours.  The programme 
focuses on the needs of the parents with each programme being adapted to the needs 
of the individual parents.  Key themes, which arise within the groups, include: building 
communication, building relationships, self–esteem, health and drugs issues and peer 
pressure.  At present parents only attend on a compulsory basis and referrals currently 
are received from the Youth Offending Team and the courts.   When a referral is 
received the facilitator will make contact with the parent to arrange a home visit.  
Parents can come and drop in at the centre at any point and can also make telephone 
contact if needed.  Travel expenses are paid when parents attend the programme.  The 
programme is evaluated using pre and post questionnaires.  In addition, the parents 
provide verbal feedback after every session.  All staff delivering the programme are 
required to complete in-house training before taking on the role of facilitator.   
 
Programme 14 
The Education Welfare Officer and Youth Offending Team work together to co-facilitate 
the course.  They use the LEA  ‘Let’s Talk’ parenting programme and have completed 
training given by the LEA Service in order to deliver this.  The focus of the programme is 
on the use of reflective processes and also to build parent’s confidence and self-esteem 
to deal with situations.  The programme includes: getting to know each other, the 
parenting job and how the behaviour of parents can affect children, naming feelings, 
getting along together including ways of negotiating with children, developing 
compromises and getting to win solutions, understanding each other, developing the 
skills needed to create an atmosphere conductive to positive communication, making 
choices, setting an example and where do we go from here?  The programme can be 
adapted depending on the needs of the parents in the group and runs termly with eight 
hourly sessions.  Referrals come from YOT, EWS and Social Services only.  A home 
visit is carried out before the course starts.  Parents have weekly feedback sheets and 
the facilitators evaluate at the end of every session.  The parents also complete a pre 
course questionnaire.  The facilitators receive three days of training for the programme.   
 
Programme 15 
ESCAPE is a positive parenting programme, which adopts a problem solving approach.  
It looks at six key elements, which include: empathy – how do I feel as a parent and how 
is my teenager feeling, situation – looking at things which might occur, care and control 
– where responsibility lies, approach – how do we approach things as parents, positives 
– including experiences, rewards and bribes and empowerment.  Parallel Lines, is a 
programme for the young people, which runs alongside the parents’ sessions.  It follows 
the same six elements of the parenting programme.  Parents are invited to attend on a 
voluntary basis although voluntary and compulsory ordered parents attend the same 
group.  Parents with children of all ages can attend the programme and courses are 
usually held in schools or community venues.  Home visits are made before the course 
starts and within the programme there are two follow up sessions.  One follow up 
session is usually carried out in the form of a home visit, where a family grid is 
completed.  The training of the facilitators is carried out using a cascade model. 
 
Programme 16 
Parenting programmes are offered by the Parent Partnership Service.  This programme, 
Managing Inappropriate Behaviour runs for ten weeks with sessions lasting for 1½ 
hours.  The programme was written by the Education Welfare and Parent Partnership 
Services.  The focus is on behaviour and attendance, although time is also spent on 
developing the confidence and self-esteem of the parents.  Themes covered in the 
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programme include: attendance, rules, relationships and responsibilities, 
communication, positive behaviour and stress management, assertiveness, drugs, 
alcohol and sex, conflict resolution and action planning.  The programme is flexible and, 
following on from a discussion with the parents in week one, is adapted to match their 
needs.  Attendance on the programme is determined by the age of the child and 
generally the programme caters for between 10 and 15 parents.  All parents attend on a 
voluntary basis.  Parents are also targeted if their child is known to the service.  Others 
who have referred include EWO, Social Services, Health Visitors, schools and SENCOs.   
The evaluation of the programme draws on verbal feedback from parents and parents 
also complete a questionnaire at the middle and end of the course.  All parents are 
awarded a certificate for completing the course.      
 
Programme 17 
This six-week programme is for parents with primary age children who are under 10 
years of age.  Each session lasts for 2 hours and follows an eclectic approach in which 
the programme is adapted to the needs of the parents.  Themes covered include: 
getting to know one another and looking at what we call misbehaviour, approaches to 
behaviour, ABC analysing behaviour, listening and talking with children.  The final 
sessions includes a celebration and an overview of what has been covered.  Parents 
usually attend the programme on a voluntary basis although Social Workers can 
suggest that parents attend the course.  The training is carried out through shadowing 
another facilitator.  The programme is evaluated using an Eyberg and Rosenberg self-
esteem measure.  At the end of the programme parents may ask about other courses to 
attend and the facilitators would then signpost them to another course relevant to their 
needs.    
 
Programme 18 
This twelve-week Webster-Stratton programme is based on a pyramid system that 
focuses on positive relationships and time and works on having a solid foundation.  
Each session lasts for 2 hours.   Throughout role modelling principles are used to look 
at illustrated examples of behaviour.  This programme is for parents with children 
between the ages of 2 – 10 years and courses are held in schools or community 
venues.  It is seen as important that childcare is offered for free.  When the programme 
is run in the evening couples are encouraged to attend.  Of note is that during 
attendance on the course the tutor makes contact with the parents through the week to 
monitor their progress.  A ‘buddy system’ with another parent is also encouraged.  
Parents may self-refer and referrals are also received from Health Visitors, Social 
Services, School Health Practitioners, CAMHS, EWO, School staff, Child and Family 
Support Team, Probation, Midwife and Home Start.  Tutors and parents complete an 
end of course evaluation in addition to weekly evaluations.  The programme is also 
evaluated using the Eyberg and Rosenberg self-esteem measure.  The Webster-
Stratton course has a three-day training requirement.   
 
Programme 19 
Surviving Your Teenager runs for twelve weeks and draws on the behaviourist model 
and Solution Focused Therapy.  The programme though is adapted according to the 
needs of the parents.  Areas covered include: identifying behaviours – coping skills and 
feelings, targeted behaviour – different approaches, children’s needs and feelings, 
assertiveness, communication, consequences, punishment and consistency, boundary 
setting, introducing their children to the group and saying something positive about your 
child and building parents’ self-confidence.  In the final celebration session parents are 
presented with certificates.  Courses are run in schools or community venues for 
parents who have children between the ages of 9–17 years.  Parents may self-refer and 
referrals are also received from Health Visitors, Social Services, School Health 
Practitioners, CAMHS, EWO, School staff, Child and Family Support Team, Probation, 
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Midwife and Home Start.  The programme is evaluated using an Eyberg and Rosenberg 
self-esteem measure.  Training is carried out through shadowing another facilitator. 
 

Programme 20  
The programme follows the Family Caring Trust model, but also incorporates other 
materials.  This 7-week programme explores why your child behaves in the way they do.  
Issues addressed include: helping a child become more responsible for themselves, 
encouraging children, listening skills and how do we listen, communication problems, 
discipline in relation to setting boundaries, rules and consequences and talking things 
through together.  The final session provides an opportunity for a review.  Each 
programme caters for a maximum of 10 parents with attendance determined by the age 
of the child.  Referrals are taken on an informal basis from Family Support 
professionals, including Social Services and Learning Mentors.  Parents generally 
attend on a voluntary basis, although some parents have been actively encouraged to 
attend.  There is an evaluation at the end of each session in addition to an end of 
course evaluation.  Parents are also contacted 6 months after the completion of the 
programme for a further post-course evaluation.  The tutors have adult training 
qualifications and skills for leading parenting programmes.  This is a level 3 accredited 
course, which is delivered in house for the facilitators.  In some cases parents have 
gone on to train to become a facilitator after completing a parenting programme.     
 

Programme 21 
The programme draws on the Family Caring Trust materials.  This Teens programme is 
a 7-week programme and looks at: misbehaviour, listening, encouragement, managing 
conflict, discipline and the healthy family.  Each group has a maximum of 10 parents 
and attendance is determined by the age of the child.  Referrals are taken on an 
informal basis from Family Support professionals including Social Services and 
Learning Mentors.  Most parents attend the group on a voluntary basis, although some 
parents have been actively encouraged to attend.  There is an evaluation at the end of 
each session in addition to an end of course evaluation.  There is a further post course 
evaluation 6 months after the completion of the programme.  The tutors have adult 
training qualifications and skills for leading parenting programmes.  This is a level 3 
accredited course, which is delivered in house for the facilitators.  In some cases 
parents have gone on to train to become a facilitator after completing a parenting 
programme.   Training courses are also provided for parenting group leaders. 
   
Programme 22 
Parenting Plus wrote this programme in conjunction with Educational Psychologists, the 
Primary Integration Team, a teacher and the Co-ordinator of Adult Education.    The 
programme for the younger children is based on the Webster-Stratton model. 
The Coping with Kids programme, ‘Getting it right’, is for parents with children between 
the ages of 4–8 years old.  This programme runs each term for ten weeks, with sessions 
lasting for 2 hours.  The programme includes: understanding children’s development, 
talking and playing together, knowing ourselves, raising self-esteem, setting boundaries, 
applying rewards and sanctions, dealing with your angry child and dealing with 
agencies.  At the beginning of the course an individual education plan is completed 
which looks at short and long-term goals.  This is addressed at the beginning, middle 
and end of the course, where an exit strategy is looked at.  The course leads to Level 1 
ONC accreditation.  Referrals are received from: Social Services, YOT, EWS, Health, 
Young Persons’ Centre (drugs), Teenage Pregnancy, GPs and CAMHS.  Classes are 
usually held in the Sure Start buildings in the communities.  All tutors need to have a 
City and Guilds 703 qualification in addition to attending a three-day training course for 
the Parenting Plus programme.   
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Programme 23  
The Making Changes Parenting Programme is a joint initiative undertaken by the 
Education and Social Services Department to address problems that parents may be 
experiencing with their children.  The programme lasts for eight weeks with 2 hourly 
sessions.  The course covers: self-esteem, listening, communication, managing conflict 
in the family, negotiation, boundaries, using new skills and the importance of education.  
The final session enables parents to review what has been achieved and also to reflect 
on maintaining changes.  Parents receive a pre and post course visit in their home.  
During the first visit an initial assessment is made and the post course visit provides an 
opportunity for evaluation.  Referrals are received from Education, Health, the voluntary 
sector and YOT.  Parents are generally referred on a voluntary basis, although there 
has been a compulsory referral.  The facilitators have not undertaken facilitator training 
for the course, since they wrote the programme themselves, however they do bring 
experience from their existing roles.  Training is offered to other people who purchase 
this parenting programme. 
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Appendix 2 
 
 
Phase 1 interviews 
 
Interview schedule for responsible LEA officer 
 
 
1. LEA  ………………………………………………………………………………. 
 
 
2. Name of contact ………………………………………………………………….. 
 
 
3. Title and responsibility ………………………………………………………….. 
 
 
General 
 
4. Please list the organisations within the LEA that run parenting programmes that you 
are aware of (even if you don’t refer parents to them) 
 
 
Organisation 
offering 
parenting 
programmes 
within the LEA 

Contact 
Name 

Number of 
programmes 
you have 
referred 
parents to for 
each 
organisation 

Number of 
parents you 
have referred 

Type of 
parenting 
programme(s) 
the 
organisation 
offers 

Age group of 
child 
programme 
targets (if 
specified) 

 
 

     

 
 

     

 
 

     

 
 

     

  
 

    

 
 

     

  
 

    

 
 
5. For how many years have these programmes been run? 
 
Referrals 
 
6. What is the mechanism for referring parents to the parenting programmes, e.g. self-
referral, LEA referral, school referral via LEA, etc.? 
 
7. Are there specific programmes for those ordered to attend compared to those 
attending on a voluntary basis? 
 
8. If you allocate parents to distinct programmes depending on whether they are 
attending voluntarily or compulsorily, please explain why? 
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9. If you don’t allocate parents on this basis, please explain why. 
 
Referrals by compulsory order – questions refer to the academic year 2002/03 
 
10. How many parents have been issued a compulsory order by the courts as a result of 
prosecution under Section 444 of the Education Act 1996 in the academic year 
2002/03?   
 
11. How many of these attended? 
 
12. What was their gender? What was their ethnicity? Did they have any other defining 
characteristics, e.g. single parents?  
 
13. How many parents dropped out? 
 
14. Why did they drop out? 
 
15. Were parents of different ages sent to different parenting programmes? If so, please 
explain the procedures.   
 
Referrals on a voluntary basis – questions refer to the academic year 2002/03 
 
16. How many parents have been referred on a voluntary basis in the academic year 
2002/03? 
 
17. How many parents have been referred specifically to help improve their child’s 
attendance? 
 
18. How many parents have been referred specifically to help improve their child’s 
behaviour at school? 
 
19. For what other reasons have parents been referred? 
 
20. Is there any particular criteria upon which referrals are based? 
 
21. How many parents referred on a voluntary basis attended? 
 
22. What was their gender? What was their ethnicity? Did they have any other defining 
characteristics, e.g. single parents?  
 
23. How many dropped out? 
 
24. Why did they drop out? 
 
25. Were parents of different ages sent to different parenting programmes? If so, please 
explain the procedures.  
 
Structure and content of Programmes 
 
26. Which approaches and teaching methods are used in the programmes?  For 
instance, do they follow the Webster-Stratton model? 
 
27. Are there any differences in the curriculum and organisation of programmes catering 
for parents of pupils with different types of problems, particularly behaviour and 
attendance?   
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28. What are the time scales involved in delivering different types of parenting 
programmes?  Do they run for set periods of time, if so how many sessions?  
 
29. How frequently do the programmes run?  
 
30. When in the year do they start? 
 
31. Do parenting programmes act as brokers to parents for other services?  If so, what 
types of services? 
 
Evaluation and impact of Programmes 
 
32. Do you have a formal mechanism for the evaluation of parenting programmes? 
What is the mechanism?  
 
33. If yes to question 30, which type of programmes have been most successful? In 
what ways?  
 
34. Do you hold data on pupils of parents attending the programmes in order to record 
impact (e.g. data on attendance, exclusion, behaviour and attainment)?  
 
35. From your perspective are there any difficulties experienced in relation to the 
parenting programmes?   If so, could you describe some of the main issues?  
 
36. Where would you want to see improvements?  
 
37. What quality assurance procedures do you operate in relation to parenting 
programmes, e.g. observation of teaching? 
 
Funding 
 
38. How are the different programmes funded e.g. Children’s Fund, Behaviour 
Improvement Programme?   
 
39. Are the funding arrangements effective?  
 
40. Where would you want to see improvements in the funding arrangements?  
 
41. Please use the space below for any other comments you wish to make.  
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Interview Schedule for those providing parenting programmes 

 
1. LEA ……………………………………………………………………… 
 
2. Name of contact …………………………………………………………. 
 
3. Title ………………………………………………………………………. 
 
4. Organisation ………………………………………………………………   
 
General 
 
5. How many different types of parenting programmes do you provide? Please give 
details of the different types.  
 
6. How many parents do you cater for on each course?  
 
7. Do you have single sex parenting programmes? If so, please give details. 
 
8. Do programmes cater for parents of different ages? If so, please give details. 
    e.g. teenage parents. 
 
9.  Are they split according to child age? Parent age? Type of problem?  
 
10. What time of day are your parenting programmes held?  
 
11. Where are they held?  
 
12. How long have the parenting programmes been in operation?  
 
Referrals 
 
13. What is the mechanism for referring parents to the parenting programmes? 
 
14. Do you have any specific criteria that must be met before you accept referrals? 
 
15. Who refers parents to the programmes, e.g. self-referral, LEA referral, school 
referral via LEA, etc.? 
 
16. Do LEAs refer parents of children to your programmes who have attendance or 
behavioural problems?  
 
17. Are parents able to attend programmes on a voluntary basis? If so, are there 
specific programmes for those ordered to attend compared to those attending on a 
voluntary basis? 
 
18. If you allocate parents to distinct programmes depending on whether they are 
attending voluntarily or compulsorily, please explain why. If you don’t allocate parents 
on this basis, please explain why? 
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Referrals by compulsory order – questions refer to the academic year 2002-03 
 
19. How many parents were referred to you on compulsory orders in the academic year 
2002-03?  
 
20. How many of these have been compulsory education-related orders (i.e. as a result 
of prosecution for failure to ensure their child’s regular attendance at school)? 
 
21. How many parents referred on compulsory orders have been referred by the LEA? 
 
22. How many parents on education-related orders attended?  
 
23. How many of those on other orders attended?  
 
24. What was their gender? What was their ethnicity? Did they have any other defining 
characteristics, e.g. single parents?  
 
25. How many of these parents dropped out?  
 
26. Why did they drop out?  
 
Referrals on a voluntary basis – questions refer to the academic year 2002-03 
 
27. How many parents have been referred on a voluntary basis in the academic year 
2002-03?  
 
28. How many of these have been referred by the LEA?  
 
29. Which other agencies make referrals on a voluntary basis?  
 
30. For what reasons are referrals made?  
 
31. How many parents referred on a voluntary basis attended?  
 
32. What was their gender? What was their ethnicity? Did they have any other defining 
characteristics, e.g. single parents?  
 
33. How many dropped out?  
 
34. Why did they drop out?  
 
Structure and content of Programmes 
 
35. Which approaches and teaching methods are used in the programmes?  For 
instance, do you follow the Webster-Stratton model? 
 
36. Are there any differences in the curriculum and organisation of programmes catering 
for parents of pupils with different types of problems, particularly behaviour and 
attendance?   
 
37. What are the time scales involved in delivering different types of parenting 
programmes?  Do they run for set periods of time, if so how many sessions? When do 
the programmes start? 
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38. Do parenting programmes act as brokers to parents for other services?  If so, what 
types of services? 
 
Evaluation and impact of Programmes 
 
39. Do you have any mechanisms for evaluating the effectiveness of your courses? If 
so, please describe them.   
 
40. Are different types of parenting programmes evaluated in different ways?   If so, 
could you explain how? 
 
41. If you answered yes to question 39, which types of programmes have been most 
successful? In what way have they been successful?  
 
42. Do you have readily available data for monitoring the progress in school of the 
children of the parents attending the programmes, e.g. attendance, exclusions, 
behaviour, attainment?  If so, how do you use this data? 
 
43. Do you report back to the LEA on impact after parents have completed the 
programme? If so, what form does this reporting take? 
 
44. Are there any difficulties experienced in providing the programmes?  If so, please 
describe some of the main issues.  
 
45. How might the provision for the programmes be improved?  
 
46. Are there sufficient programmes to satisfy demand?  If not, please explain.  
 
47. What appears to be working particularly well in the programmes? 
 
48. Does this apply across different types of parents?  
 
Funding 
 
49. How are the different programmes funded e.g. Children’s Fund, Behaviour 
Improvement Programme?   
 
50. How effective are the funding arrangements? 
 
Training 
 
51. Are those teaching the programmes trained to do so?  Is it a requirement that staff 
receive training before taking the programmes? 
 
52. If so what form does this training take? Does it lead to any particular qualifications?  
 
Further information 
 
53. Please use the space below to add any comments that you wish to make.  
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Phase 2 interviews 
 

Interview schedule for teachers/programme assistants 
 
Questions will be made specific to the individual child in each instance. 
 

1. Are you generally aware when parents attend a parenting programme?  Does 
this vary according to whether the parent is attending due to a compulsory order 
or voluntarily? 

 
2. Do you know what the parenting programme consists of? 

 
3. What is the perceived impact of the parenting programme on the behaviour of 

the children whose parents are participating? 
 

4. Can you give any specific examples of changes in behaviour? 
 

5. If there has been some improvement in behaviour, do you think that this will be 
sustainable? 

 
6. What is the perceived impact of the parenting programme on the attendance of 

the children whose parents are participating? 
 

7. Can you give any examples of changes in attendance? 
 

8. If there has been some improvement in attendance, do you think that this will be 
sustainable? 

 
9. To what extent is the parenting programme successful for supporting all 

parents? 
 

10. Are there particular groups of parents that benefit more than others?  Why do 
you think this is? 

 
11. Are there particular groups of pupils that benefit more than others?  Why do you 

think this is? 
 

12. Are they particular groups of pupils for whom the parenting programme seems 
less successful?  If so, why do you think this is? 

 
13. Are you aware of what the parents thought about the parenting programme? 

 
14. To what extent does the parenting programme appear to be successful in 

assisting parents to support the academic development of their children? 
 

15. Have you noticed any specific changes in this? 
 

16. To what extent does the parenting programme appear to be successful in 
assisting parents to support the personal development of their children? 

 
17. Have you noticed any specific changes in this? 

 
18. Are you aware of any difficulties with the parenting programme? 

 
19. Are there any instances where the parenting programme has been 

unsuccessful?  If so, why do you think this is? 
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20. Would there be aspects of the parenting programme that you would wish to 

change?  If so, why? 
 

21. Have particular aspects of the parenting programmes been especially 
successful? If so, why do you think that is? 

 
22. To what extent is the parenting programme likely to be successful in the longer 

term in improving the attendance of pupils? 
 

23. To what extent is the parenting programme likely to be successful in the longer 
term in improving the behaviour of pupils? 

 
24. Are there any other positive outcomes for pupils whose parents have attended a 

parenting programme? 
 

25. What factors do you consider may be important in promoting success for the 
parenting programme in the longer term? 
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Interview Schedule for Parents 
 

1. Would you tell me about your general feelings about attending the course?  Do 
you have a sense of being a good or poor parent in relation to your children? 

 
2. Did you and your partner attend the programme? 
 
3. What was your expectation of the programme? 
 
4. What was your experience of the parenting programme? 

 
5. Why did you attend?   

 
If compulsory – follow up and ask how they felt about that?   

 
If voluntarily ask what/who encouraged them to attend and why? 

 
6. Do you think that the parenting programme was useful in helping you to improve 

your parenting skills? Could you give an example? 
 

7. Were there particular skills that you felt you needed help with? Could you give an 
example? 

 
8. Do you think that the parenting programme helped you in making changes in 

your behaviour in relation to your child? Could you give an example? 
 

9. Overall, how helpful do you think the parenting programme was? 
 

10. Did the parenting programme meet your needs?  In what way? 
 

11. Did you experience any difficulties with the parenting programme, for instance:  
 

Was it easy to get there? 
 
Did you like the accommodation? 

 
Did you feel that the facilitators listened to you? 

 
Did you feel that the facilitators understood your difficulties? 
 
Were there any difficulties in relation to the other parents? 
 
Were there any difficulties with the size and make-up of the group? 

 
12. Are there any ways in which you think the parenting programme could be 

improved?  If so, why? 
 

13. Where there any unexpected benefits from attending the parenting programme? 
(It might be in terms of making friends, sharing problems, meeting other people). 

 
Could you give an example? 

 
11. Do you think that you have changed your attitudes and behaviour towards your 

child?  Could you say a little about this? 
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12. Do you think that changes in your attitudes and behaviour have had an impact 
on your child’s behaviour? 

 
13. Have changes in your attitudes and behaviour made a difference to your child’s 

self-esteem or confidence? 
 

14. Have changes in your attitudes and behaviour made a difference to your child’s 
attendance at school? 

 
15. Have changes in your attitudes and behaviour made a difference to your child’s 

approach to his/her school work? 
 

16. Have you noticed any other differences in your child?  (This might be in terms of 
friends, getting on with teachers.) 

 
17. What are your hopes for your child in the future? 

 
18. Do you think that the changes you have made in your behaviour towards your 

child will be maintained over the next year? If not, why is this and would it help to 
have further support?  If so, what? 

 
20. Do you think that the changes you have made in your parenting skills towards 

your child will be maintained over the next year? If not, why is this and would it 
help to have further support?  If so, what? 

 
19. Has there been an impact on your other children or perhaps any changes in the 

family?  Try to draw out the impact on their partner and also issues relating to 
the non-resident parent. 

 
20. Would you have wished your partner to attend?  What difference do you think 

this might have made? 
 

21. Has this always been the case or has it changed since you went on the 
parenting programme? 

 
22. Is there anything else that you would like to tell me? 
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LEA Interview schedule to be used for exploring LEA management of 
programmes 
 

1. Could you tell me something of the historical perspective of parenting 
programmes within the LEA? 

 
2. Do you think parenting programmes are effective? 

 
3. Why do you refer parents to parenting programmes? 

 
4. Do you refer one or both parents? 

 
5. What is the level of provision for parenting programmes with the LEA? 

 
6. Are there particular providers that you use? 

 
7. Do you refer parents specifically to different programmes?  If so, could you 

explain why? 
 

8. Does this vary according to whether the parent is on a compulsory order as 
opposed to when they attend voluntarily?  

 
9. How do the referral mechanisms operate?  Are these effective? 

 
10. How is communication maintained with the providers of parenting programmes? 

 
11. Are there any difficulties in communicating with the providers of parenting 

programmes? 
 

12. How aware are you of what the different parenting providers offer? 
 

13. Are evaluation mechanisms set up between the LEA and the providers of 
parenting programmes?  Are these effective?  How is quality assurance 
monitored? 

 
14. How is information conveyed to parents within the LEA about the level of 

provision that is offered?  Is this effective? 
 

15. How to you encourage parents to attend parenting programmes?  Are there any 
difficulties with this? 

 
16. Are different groups of parents more difficult to engage?  How do you engage 

hard to reach parents? 
 

17. Do you find that many of the parents need additional support from other 
agencies? 

 
18. How effective are the links with other agencies, for instance, social services and 

CAMHS?   
 

19. How involved are parents in the contributing to the evaluation of different 
programmes?  For instance, is there a parenting forum? 

 
20. What are the funding arrangements within the LEA for parenting programmes?  

Is this effective? 
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21. Given the new powers in the Anti-social Behaviour Act, how will this impact of 

the level of provision within the LEA?  For instance, will this provide difficulties in 
relation to provision, funding, location or facilitators? 

 
22. Are there any changes in the type of service that you offer that are going to be 

made in the future? 
 

23. What would help the LEA to have more control? 
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Interview schedule for other LEA personnel or those working closely with 
the affected pupils (e.g. BEST, EWO) 
 

1. What is the nature of your role for pupils whose parents are attending the 
parenting programme? 

 
2. What are the types of difficulties experienced by the pupils whose parents are 

attending the parenting programme? 
 

3. What is the perceived impact of the parenting programme on the behaviour of 
the children whose parents are participating? 

 
4. Can you give any specific examples of changes in behaviour? 

 
5. If there has been some improvement in behaviour, do you think that this will be 

sustainable? 
 

6. What is the perceived impact of the parenting programme on the attendance of 
the children whose parents are participating? 

 
7. Can you give any examples of changes in attendance? 

 
8. If there has been some improvement in attendance, do you think that this will be 

sustainable? 
 

9. To what extent is the parenting programme successful for supporting all 
parents? 

 
10. Are there particular groups of parents that benefit more than others?  Why do 

you think this is? 
 

11. Are there particular groups of pupils that benefit more than others?  Why do you 
think this is? 

 
12. Are there particular groups of pupils for whom the parenting programme seems 

less successful?  If so, why do you think this is? 
 
13. Are you aware of what the parents thought about the parenting programme?  Did 

this vary according to different groups of parents? 
 

14. What is the impact on the families of those attending the parenting programme? 
 

15. Are there any instances where the parenting programme has been 
unsuccessful?  If so, why do you think this is? 

 
16. Would there be aspects of the parenting programme that you would wish to 

change?  If so, why? 
 

17. Have particular aspects of the parenting programmes been especially 
successful? If so, why do you think that is? 
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Interview schedule for those involved in running the parenting 
programmes 

 
1. Would you give a brief overview of the parenting programme? 

 
2. What specific model/approach is adopted?  Do you adapt the model/approach at 

all?  Why did you choose that particular approach? 
 

3. What types of difficulties does the parenting programme address? 
 

4. Do you have parents attending on a voluntary basis as well as on a compulsory 
order?  If so, how well do you think this works?   

 
5. Would you prefer to see both groups of parents separately?  If so, why?   

 
6. How much communication do you have with parents before the parenting 

programme begins? 
 

7. Is there any follow up work after parents have attended the programme? 
 

8. What do you think the impact is on the families attending the parenting 
programmes?  Could you give an example? 

 
9. Are there particular aspects of the programme that have a major impact on 

parents’ attitudes towards their children? 
 

10. Are there particular aspects of the programme that have a major impact on 
parents’ behaviour towards their children? 

 
11. Have you found that for parents attending the parenting programme that other 

issues arise which can then be met by other agencies?  Could you give an 
example? 

 
12. What is the impact of the parenting programme on the behaviour of the children 

whose parents are participating? 
 

13. What is the impact of the parenting programme on the attendance of the children 
whose parents are participating? 

 
14. Does the parenting programme work well for different types of parents?  If so, 

please describe. 
 

15. What is your perception of the likelihood of long-term changes in parents’ 
behaviour? 

 
16. Is this the same for all parents?  If not, please explain. 

 
17. What are some of the difficulties or obstacles in running the programme? 

 
18. Are there any ways in which the programme could be improved? 

 
19. Which aspects of the programme appear to be working particularly well? 

 
20. Are there any other perceived outcomes either positive or negative? 
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21. Would you tell me about your previous experience and the training that you have 
received to be a facilitator?  How long was it, is it accredited?  Are there 
opportunities for further training? 
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Interview schedule for pupils 
 

1. Are you aware that your parents have attended the NAME parenting 
programme? 

 
2. Do you know why that was?  Try to explore whether this was for compulsory or 

prosecution issues. 
 

3. If so, follow up whether it was for behaviour or attendance and the nature of their 
difficulties. 

 
If not, then ask about attendance and behaviour and any difficulties experienced 
at school. 

 
4. Do you think that there have been any changes in the way your parents’ treat 

you since they attended the programme? 
 

5. Could you describe any differences that you have noticed? 
 

6. Do you think that the change in your parents’ attitude towards you has helped 
you?  For instance, has it helped you at school and at home? 

 
7. Are there other changes in your parent’s behaviour towards you that would help 

you?  Could you describe them and say why this might help. 
 

8. Have you acted any differently at school since your parents attended the 
programme?  

 
9. Are you aware of any differences in your behaviour at home since your parents 

attending the programme? 
 

10. Have there been any changes in your attendance since your parents attended 
the programme? 

 
11. a) If attendance has improved then ask about the impact of returning to school 

on their schoolwork  
 

11. b) If attendance has improved then ask about the impact of returning to school 
on their social life. 

 
OR 
 

12. a) If attendance has not improved then ask about the impact of this on their 
schoolwork 

 
12. b) If attendance has not improved then ask about the impact of this on their 

social life 
 

13. What happens at school at the moment?  Do you like school?  Do you go? 
 

14. Do you get any help at school at the moment?  For instance an EWO, learning 
mentor, teaching assistant et al? 

 
15. What sort of help do you get? 

 
16. Do you find this useful? 
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17. Would you like more help?  If so, what? 

 
18. How helpful are your parents in encouraging you to attend school all the time? 

 
19. Do your parents encourage you to behave well at school? 

 
20. What plans do you have for the future? 

 
21. Did you notice anything else when your parents attended the parenting 

programmes? 
 

22. Do you think they have changed? 
 

23. Do you think you have changed? 
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Evaluation of Parenting Programmes – Follow up interview for parents who 
do not attend or have dropped out of the programme 
 
1. Why did you feel unable to attend/ continue attending the parenting programme? Was 
it because: 

• the centre was not easy to get to; 
• there were problems with child care; 
• there were costs involved with getting to the parenting programme; 
• there were difficulties with transport; 
• the programmes addressed issues that were too sensitive for me. 
• you did not feel confident with the group; 
• you felt that you were not getting enough out of the programme; 
• was there another reason? 

 
2. How many sessions did you attend? 
 
3. Were there any aspects/ or particular sessions of the programme you enjoyed?  If so, 
why? 
 
4. Were there any aspects/ or particular sessions of the programme that you disliked?  If 
so, why? 
 
5. Was the programme useful or helpful for you? 
 
6. Did you find the facilitators of the programme helpful?  If so, can you please explain 
how? 
 
7. What would you have liked to be included on the parenting programme? 
 
8. Do you feel anything could have been done to prevent you from dropping out of the 
parenting programme? 
 
9. How did you come to be involved with the parenting programme? Did you attend the 
programme on a voluntary basis/ or your own initiative? Were you encouraged to attend 
by the school or EWO? Are you attending as the result of a parenting order? Is there 
another reason? 
 
10. Are there any other comments you would like to make? 
 



 

 

 

Evaluation of Parenting Programmes – Pre course 
 
On behalf of the DfES, a team of researchers from the Institute of Education, University of London, is carrying out research into different parenting 
programmes.  As part of this evaluation your views are being sought on the impact of parenting programmes.  There are no right or wrong answers to 
the questions, it is just important for you to be as honest as you can. 
 
All responses will be confidential and only the researchers will see your answers.  It would be very helpful if you would provide your name since we 
would like to ask you some further questions when you have completed the parenting programme.  Once you have completed the questionnaire 
would you put it in the envelope provided and hand it to the person taking the programme. 
 
Thank you for your help. 
 
 
Name:        Age in years: 
 
Child’s name:      Child’s age in years:  
 
 
Are you male or female?   
 
 
 
Is English your first language?      
 
 
Would you please tick the box that describes your marital status 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Male Female 

Yes No 

Married or living with a partner Single or not living with a partner 



 

 

 

Would you please tick the box that describes your ethnic origin 
 
White British White Irish Other White background 
Mixed White and Black 
Caribbean 

Mixed White and Black  
African 

Mixed White and Asian Other Mixed background  

Indian Pakistani Bangladeshi Other Asian background 
Caribbean African Other Black background 
Chinese Other ethnic group Not stated 
 
 
Would you please tick the box that best describes what you 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Would you tick the box that describes why are you involved in the parenting programme? (Tick all that apply) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

In full time paid employment In part time paid employment 

In full time education or training Unemployed and looking for work 

Unable to work  Looking after home and family 

Something else 

I received a parenting order I volunteered to come  

I was referred by someone (e.g. health visitor, social services, school or doctor) 



 

 

 

The parenting programme 
 
Please indicate your thoughts about the parenting programme by ticking the appropriate box. 
 

  Strongly 
agree 

Agree Not 
sure 

Disagree Strongly 
disagree 

1 I am looking forward to the parenting programme      
2 I think the parenting programme will be helpful to me      
3 I am looking for support to feel more confident in dealing with my child      
4 I am looking for support with communicating with my child      
5 I am looking for support with handling arguments with my child      
6 I am looking for support with setting boundaries with my child      
7 I am looking for support with disciplining my child      
8 I am looking for support to improve my child’s attendance at school      
9 I am looking for support to improve my child’s behaviour at school      
10 I am looking for support to improve my child’s behaviour at home      
11 I am looking forward to talking with other parents      
12 It will be easy for me to attend the parenting programme      
 
13. Is there anything else that you are expecting from the programme? 
 
 
 
 
 
14.  Do you have any concerns about attending the parenting programme? 
 
 
 



 

 

 

 
35Questions about your child’s behaviour and attendance 
 
Please indicate your thoughts about your child’s behaviour and attendance over the last two terms.  The questions cover a wide age range of 
children, but please try to respond as best as you can by ticking the appropriate box. 
 

  Strongly 
agree 

Agree Not sure Disagree Strongly 
disagree 

1 My child has difficulties with behaviour in school      
2 My child has difficulties with behaviour at home      
3 My child has difficulties with behaviour when not at school or home      
4 My child is sometimes excluded from school for problems related to 

behaviour 
     

5 My child has difficulties with attending school regularly      
6 My child has difficulties with attending school on time      
7 My child has difficulties with concentrating at school      
8 My child has difficulties with concentrating at home      
9 My child has emotional difficulties      
10 My child becomes upset because of his/her difficulties      
11 My child’s difficulties interfere with home life      
12 My child’s difficulties interfere with friendships      
13 My child’s difficulties interfere with time spent at school      
14 My child’s difficulties interfere with his/her learning      
15 My child’s difficulties interfere with his/his leisure activities      
16 My child’s difficulties place a burden on me      
17 My child’s difficulties place a burden on family life      
18 My child is considerate of other people’s feelings      
19 My child is restless and cannot stay still for long      
20 My child often feels unwell      
21 My child is able to share things with others e.g. games, food, pens      
22 My child has temper tantrums      



 

 

 

23 My child spends most of his/her time alone      
24 My child usually obeys adults      
25 My child is often worried or anxious      
26 My child is helpful if someone is hurt, upset, or feeling unwell      
27 My child fidgets all the time      
28 My child has at least one good friend      
29 My child often bullies other children      
30 My child often gets involved in fights      
31 My child is often upset or feeling miserable      
32 My child is liked by other children of his/her age      
33 My child is easily distracted      
34 My child is confident in himself/herself      
35 My child is nervous in new situations      
36 My child is kind to younger children      
37 My child is picked on by other children      
38 My child is bullied by other children      
39 My child volunteers to help other people (friends, teachers, parents)      
40 My child thinks about things before he/she does them      
41 My child prefers to spend time with people older than 

himself/herself 
     

42 My child prefers to spend time with adults      
43 My child has a good attention span      
44 My child works hard at things      
 
45. How many days was your child absent from school in the last term?   
 
 
46. Was you child excluded from school during the last term? 
 
If so, for how many days was your child excluded from school?         



 

 

 

Questions about your relationship with your child 
 
Please indicate your thoughts about your current relationship with your child by ticking the appropriate box.  As before the questions cover a wide age 
range of children, so just do your best to respond. 
 

  Strongly 
agree 

Agree Not sure Disagree Strongly 
disagree 

1 I spend a lot of time talking with my child      
2 My child is able to listen to my point of view      
3 My child understands how I am feeling      
4 My child and I argue a lot      
5 My child and I don’t seem able to talk with each other without 

arguing 
     

6 My child often goes out without me      
7 When my child goes out without me I know where he/she is      
8 When my child goes out without me I know what he/she is doing      
9 When my child goes out without me I know who he/she is with      
10 When my child goes out without me I know what time he/she will 

be back 
     

11 I often praise my child      
12 I often tell my child that she/he matters to me      
13 I often tell my child that I care for her/him      
14 I often criticise my child      
15 I often lose my temper with my child      
15 When we have an argument I am able to talk calmly with my 

child 
     

16 When we have an argument I refuse to talk about it      
17 When we have an argument I shout at my child      
18 When we have an argument I say nasty things to my child      
19 When we have an argument I stomp off      
20 When we have an argument I threaten to hit my child      



 

 

 

21 When we have an argument I threaten to throw something at my 
child 

     

22 In the past I threw something at my child when we had an 
argument 

     

23 I understand why my child behaves as he/she does      
24 I am able to set ground rules for my child      
25 My child does as I ask      
26 I am able to solve problems with my child without having an 

argument 
     

27 I feel that my child respects me      
28 My child doesn’t listen to what I say      
29 My child does whatever he/she wants, no matter what I say      
30 My child pushes me to breaking point      
31 I know how my child is feeling      
32 I trust my child      
33 I trust my child to behave responsibly      
34 I know where to turn for help with my child      
35 Over the last month I have coped well with my child’s behaviour      
36 Over the last month I have coped well with my child’s 

attendance at school 
     

 
37.  Please add any other comments that you would like to make. 
 
 


