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ABSTRACT

In Native communities across North 2America, there are
initiatives currently being taken by Native people to develop
culturally relevant child welfare programs to deal with the
problems of child maltreatment. One example of such a program is
Cherigh the Children, a train.ug program developed by the Minnesota
Indian Women’s Resource Centre to teach "parenting skills to Indian
mothers with young children" (Minnesota Indian Women’s Resource
Center, 1988). It was developed by Anishnabe (Ojibway) people and
encourages Anishnabe parents to return to "the old ways" of
parenting.

The purpose of this study was to develop a culturally-
gsensitive instrument that would measure effective parenting in a
Native family. The instrument, called the Cherish the Children
Questionnaire, was to be used to evaluate the outcomes of Native
parenting programs. In addition to establishing the reliability
and validity of the instrument, the study also tested the
hypothesis that there was a difference in parenting between Native
and Euro-Canadian parents.

The results indicated that the reliability of the Cherish the
Children Questionnaire, using Cronbach’s Alpha test of internal
consistency is high (.89). The correlation between the IPBRI and
the C.T.C., suggested a reasonable validity (.47). Finally, based
on the results of a t-test comparing the scores of Native and non-
Native parents on the C.T.C. Questionnaire, the instrument did

distinguish between Native and non-Native parents,



The limitations of the study and of the instrument included
the fact that the results of the factor analysis were inconclusive.
The instrument would have to be tested on a much larger sample to
obtain more meaningful results. Another limitation is that
validity was not been clearly established. Assessments by workers
cffering the Cherish the Children program of parents befors and
after participation in the program could be used in the future as

a test of criterion validity.
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Chapter 1
Introduction

The Purpose of the Study:

In Native communities across North America, there are
initiatives currently being taken by Native people to develop
culturally relevant child welfare programs to deal with the
problems of child maltreatment. However, many are not being
planned in a way that will permit an empirical evaluation to be
carried out to determine their effectiveness.

One example of such a program is Chexish the Children, a
training program developed by the Minnesota Indian Women’s Rescurce
Centre to teach "parenting skills to Indian mothers with young
children" (Minnesota Indian Women's Resource Centex, 1988). It was
developed by Anishnabe (Ojibway) people and encourages Anishnabe
parents to return to "the old ways" of parenting.

In January of 1990, a workshop describing the program was run
for Native child welfare prevention workers of the North Shore
Tribal Council, which represents the seven Anishnabe First Nation
communities along the north shore of Lake Huron. The prevention
workers provide the direct prevention and protection services to
the communities. Each community, depending on the size, has one or
two workers. The reaction of these workers was very positive. They
felt that encouraging Native parents to return to traditional forms
of parenting will help to reduce the extent of child maltreatment
SO prevalent in Native communities.

In order to demonstrate their effectiveness, Native people

running prevention programs like Cherish the Childrxen are now
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asking for help with the evaluation of these programs. The purpose
of this study, in response to this need, is to develop a
culturally-sensitive instrument that could be used to evaluate
parenting in Native communities and, in particular, the Cherish the
Children parenting program. The study will also test the
hypothesis that there is a difference in parenting between Native
and Euro-Canadian parents.

Creating an instrument which could measure effective parenting
in Anishnabe communities would sexrve a twofold purpose. One, it
will help Native communities determine if these programs are
effective, and two, since government grarting agencies now insist
on program evaluations, it would help these communities qualify for
public funds.

In a more general way, the development of this instrument is
consistent with the promotion of Native self-determination. Native
people will no longer accept mainstream programs that do not
respect Native culture and traditions. In a similar manner, the
evaluation of these programs must be controlled by the communities

being served.

DezZinitions of Terms/Concepts
A number of important terms are used in this study that may
not be familiar to all readers. These are, therefore, defined

below:
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1)

2)

3)

4)

Anishnabe
Anishnabe is the name which Ojibway people give to themselves
and means the original people (Benton-Banai, 1988). This is

the name which is used in this study.

Traditional Native Parenting
Traditional Native parenting refers to the parenting practices

of Native people hefore the influence of the Europeans.

Euro-Canadians

Euro-Canadians are the descendants of the first immigrants to
North America, primarily of French and English ancestry who
follow Judeo-Christian culture and religion. While this term
excludes Black Canadians or Asian Canadians, the term Euro-
Canadians 1is used throughout this study because they form the

dominant culture in North America.

Child Abuse:

Since this study concerns Native communities in Northern

Ontario, the definition of child abuse used is the one found

in the Ontario Child and Family Service Act, 1984, section 75;
75-1 In this section "abuse" means a state or a
condition of being physically harmed, sexually molested,
or sexually exploited.

(2) No person having charge of a child shall,

(a) inflict abuse on the child; or
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(b) by failing to carec and provide for or
supervise and protect the child adequately,
(i) permit the child to suffer abuse, or
(ii) permit the child to suffer from a mental,
emotional or developmental condition that
if not remedied, could seriously impair
the child’s development.

5) Program

The next key term to be defined is program. Since I am dealing
with social problems, I will use the definition developed by
Reginald York.

A program is a set of interdependent activities directed

to the achievement of an objective or set cf objectives.
(York, 1982, p.15)

6) Prevention Programs
Prevention programs are those programs which have as their
objectives to prevent or at least reduce the incidence of

child maltreatment.

Background to the Problem:

The difference in child-rearing philosophy between the
dominant western culture and Native culture has greatly affected
social work practice with Native people. Active involvement of
social workers in Native communities began gquite recently and
became quite intense during the 1960’s. This period was described
as the "sixties scoop" by Patrick Johnston (1983), referring to the
extensive apprehension of Native children by child welfare

authorities.
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The first time that questions about social work practice with
Native people appeared in social work literature in Ontario was in
1959. In an article that appeared in the Journal of the Ontario
Association of Children’s Aid Societies, Marlene Brant (1959)
argued that Native people are not a vanishing race and more
attention should be paid to this area of service. Throughout the
sixties, more articles appeared in this same journal urging
government officials and service providers to recognize the special
cultural needs of Native people (Ludtig, 19%61), (Dawson, 1963),
(Ludtig, 1963), and (Bennett, 1966).

Morgan (1968), wrote an article in reaction to claims made by
provincial politicians that the Children’s Aid Society (C.A.S) was
not doing enough to protect Native children from abuse and neglect.
Morgan suggested that the problem was so extensive that the child
welfare system would be overwhelmed if more than just the crisis
cases were apprehended.

The seventies was a time of widespread concern for children’s
rights. In the report by the Canadian Council on Children and
youth entitled Admittance Restricted Douglas Sanders stated that:

The difference between the material standards of the whites

and Indians and the differences between the child-rearing

practices of the two groups has resulted in the excessive
apprehension of Indian children. (the Canadian Council on

Children and Youth, 1978, p.133)

While the Admittance Restricted study begins to acknowledge
the problem of the adoption of a disproportionate numbexr of Native

Children, it still does not recognize the complexity of the problem

of child abuge in Native communities.



6
Since then a number of authors have raised the issue. In 1980,
Philip Hepworth, on behalf of the Canadian Council on Social
Development, conducted a comprehensive study on foster care and
adoption in Canada. He provides a detailed description of the
extent to which Native children were over-represented in child
welfare services in each province (Hepworth, 1980). The study was
one of the most widely quoted references on the subject of Canadian
child welfare.
The study conducted by Patrick Johnston in 1983 entitled

Native Children and the Child Welfare System had an even greater

impact on Native child welfare. Drawing on census data from the
various provincial ministries responsible for child welfare, the
author pointed out that the policies and practices applied to
Native people amounted to "cultural genocide" (Johnston, 1983).
This study has often been referred to in defense of Native control
over their own child welfare system.

Currently, the practice of apprehending Native children,
removing them from their families and reserves and placing them
with white families far from their communities, has all but
stopped. Most provinces now recognize the importance of respecting
a child’s cultural heritage. In Ontario, for instance, the Child
and Family Services Act of 1984, states that:

The new Act recognizes that Indian and Native people should be

entitled to provide, whenever possible, their own child and

family service, and that all services to Indian and Native
children and families should be provided in a manner that
recognizes their culture, heritage and traditions and the

concept of the extended family. (Ministry of Community and
Social Services, 1986, p. 35)
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Clearly mainstream sexvice offered to Native people have not
respected cultural heritage and traditions. However, there is now
government and social work support for the development of
prevention programs by Native people that are culturally-relevant
to deal with the problem of child maltreatment in Native

communities.

Significance of the Study

While it is extremely difficult to obtain accurate data, it is
estimated that there are 5,000 cases of physical abuse per year in
Ontario (Carriére, 1989). With a population of approximately 2

million children, that would represent a rate of 2.5 per 1000.

By all estimates, child maltreatment in Native Communities is
much higher. In a recent study conducted by the Manotsaywin
Nanotoojig Family Services Planning Project (1990), a survey that
included 24 First Nation communities iu Northern Ontario, including
the seven communities of the North Shore Tribal Council, caregivers
report that violence occurs in 14% of households. This is based on
reported cases, but participants in community workshops
consistently challenged that figure. Based on their experience, it
is estimated that as many as half of all families in these
communities have experienced family violence and 80% of respondents
experienced violence before they were 10 years old.

This demonstrates that child maltreatment in Native

communities is an extremely serious problem. A lot of hope is
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being placed in prevention programs like Cherish the Children to
reduce or eliminate this problem. However, it will be important to
evaluate these programs to determine if they are indeed effective.

Clearly, there is still very little empirical knowledge of
Native c¢hild welfare programs. Brad Mckenzie who ig at the
forefront of research in Canadian Native child welfare recently
observed that;

To date program evaluations have not adequately assessed

gspecific outcomes, and this remains an important

evaluation priority. (McKenzie, 1989, p. 10)

At the same time, this type of research must involve a
partnership between the evaluator and the community. Schwager,
Mawhiney, and Lewko (1991) suggest that this present study is an
example of the type of research that has been developed through a

partnership and that the results will reflect the Native

perspective.



CHAPTER 2

Literature Review

In this chapter, a review and analysis of the literature on
the subject of parenting is presented. The first part covers
parenting in the dominant North American culture. The second part
focuses on Native parenting, both the traditional form before
contact with the Europeans, as well as parenting practices after
contact. Next, the theoretical framework is provided. The guiding
theory is the Cherish the Children program. Also used is
Garbarino’s theory of child maltreatment (1977). This theory
offers an explanation for the occurrence of child maltreatment and
a justification for the use of parenting programs to prevent or
reduce the incidence of child maltreatment. Popular mainstream and
two Native parenting programs are then described, followed by a

review of evaluations on parenting programs.

Parenting in North American Culture:

In medieval Europe, children were seen as miniature adults.
Due to the fragility of 1life, young children were not considered
recognizable members of society. However, as soon as they were old
enough to leave their mothers and nannies, they were allowed to
freely mix with adults. People did not even record age in civil
records until the fifteenth and sixteenth century (Berk, 1989j.

From the sixteenth to the middle of the nineteenth century,

Christian doctrine taught that children were inherently evil and



10
that they should be broken into submission (Strong, DeVault, Suid
& Reynolds, 1983, p. 213). The prevailing philosophy was, as the
expression goes, "spare the rod and spoil the child". This is the
philosophy that is behind the extreme physical punishment used in
many North American families as well as in residential schools run
by the clergy. Lloyd deMause, founder and editor of History of

Childhood Quarterly: The Journal of Psychohistory, states that;

From antiquity’s infanticide to 19th century manipulation, the
human track record on child-raising is bloody, dirty and mean.
Only lately, and only now in small numbers, do parents feel
that children need aid and comfort and not brutality.
(deMause, 1975, p.85)

In reviewing the history of child-rearing, deMause found that
the further back he went, the lower the level of child care, and
the more likely that children were killed, abandoned, whipped,

sexually abused, and terrorized by their caretakers (deMaus, 1975).

An exception to this philosophy of childhood was the theory
proposed by Jean Jacques Rousseau (1712 to 1778). Rousseau
developed a new theory of childhood which suggested that children
were naturally endowed with a sense of right and wrong and an
innate plan for orderly healthy growth. Rousseau had little faith
in the social environment to raise healthy individuals and he
believed that adults would only obstruct the child’s innate moral
sense (Bexrk, 1989).

Nevertheless, the dominant thinking of the time and the one

adopted in North America, was that children were naturally evil and
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stubborn and needed to be civilized. Furthermore, with the
influence of capitalism, women and children were viewed as
"chattel" or the property of the man of the house. Studies on
child abuse and family violence suggest that this philosophy is a
contributing factor in creating the conditions leading to abuse.

Along with his image of himself as the "head of the house",

the offender often believes that he has "entitlement" to his

wife and child victim; he refers to them and treats them like

possessions. (Martens, 1988, p.53)

Emerging out of the straight-laced Victorian society of the
late nineteenth century came a Viennese physician and neurologist
whose work would profoundly change the way Europe and North America
viewed children. Sigmund Freud believed that children were sexual
beings whose various stages of psychosexual development had to be
carefully managed by their parents. Too much or too little
gratification could lead to fixation of psychic energy at a
particular stage. If parents are too permissive, the child may be
unwilling to move to a more mature stage of development. On the
other hand, if parents are too strict, the child may continually
seek to gratify a frustrated drive in inappropriate ways (Berk,
1989) .

With the onset of the twentieth century, the emerging
philosophy was that children were innocent with impulses that were
neither good nor evil and that love and kindness should be used
instead of control and punishment (Strong, DevVault, Suid &
Reynolds, 1983). Traditional mothers viewed the development and
happiness of infants with indifference while, in modern society,

they place the welfare of their small children above all else
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(Shorter, 1977). It is believed that the new attitude of seeing
children as innocent and requiring a more benign form of discipline
was more useful in a swiftly developing society. People could no
longer rely on a strict code of behaviour. Instead, children had
to become autonomous and self-reliant (Strong, DeVault, Suid &
Reynolds, 1983).

From the nineteen fifties onward, more and more North American
parents turned towards "experts" on child-rearing for guidance.
One such expert was Dr. Benjamin Spock (1945). Spock wrote a
series of bocks on child care in which he advocates a far more
lenient approach and discourages corporal punishment. He qualifies
this by stating that he does not believe in permissiveness but he
is clearly against a harsh and domineering approach based on fear
(Spock, 1988).

During the sixties and seventies, dramatic changes in the
family continued. In his study of the modern family, Shorter
(1977) found that the capitalistic, consumer-driven society has
eroded the strength of the nuclear family. He talks about an
adolescent indifference to the family’s identity, a preference for
peer relations over family ones and the rejection of parental
values. Women and men have become almost preoccupied with self-
awareness and self-development and the family is often seen as a
hindrance.

The sociological model of the nuclear family proposed by
Talcott Parsons (1964) as the only one that meets the requirements

of an industrialized society no longer takes into account the vast
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variations of this model. Gauthier (1988) 1lists some of the
changes that have taken place in Quebec society and in the United
States:

1) In the last decade, single-parent families have moved from 10%
to 20% of the total number of Quebec families.

2) The number of official marriages has decreased while the
numbexr of common-law marriages has increased from 10 % in 1971
to 20% in 1981.

3) In the United States, the increase in single-parent families
is 20 times greatex than the increase in two-parent families.
(Gauthier, 1988, p.11)

Another significant change is the increasing reliance on
daycare. With the prevalence of dual worker families and single-
parent families, more and more parents are using daycare, nursery
schools and preschool programs to relieve them of childrearing
tasks (Strong, DeVault, Suid & Reynolds, 1983). This means that
parents share the socialization of their children with outside
influences.

Besides daycare, another major outside influence is
television. By the time a <hild finishes school, he or she will
have spent 18,000 hours watching television and 12,000 hours at
school or doing school work (Strong, DeVault, Suid & Reynolds,
1983). The powerful influence of television has been well

documented and parents have little control over this influence.
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Wwith the rapid changes taking place and the variety of child-
rearing philosophies being presented, parents and researchers alike
are left wondering what child rearing approach is the most
effective. Some influential studies conducted by Diana Baumrind
during the late sixties provide some direction (Baumrind, 1971).

By using naturalistic observations and structured laboratory
observations, Baumrind identified two broad dimensions in child-
rearing. The first dimension is control or demandingness. Some
parents might set high standards and expect a great deal while
other parents demand little and rarely direct their child’'s
behaviour. The second dimension is responsiveness or child-
centredness. Some parents are highly responsive while others are
more aloof.

Baumrind then describes three parenting styles. The first is
the authoritative parent who sets high standards but is also very
responsive and nurturing to their children. Children from these
families tend to be competent, sociable, with high self-esteem.
The next type is the authoritarian parent who is also very
demanding but at the same time more aloof or outright rejecting in
extreme cases. Children from these families tend to be anxious,
insecure, and unhappy. The last type is the permissive parent who
is responsive and nurturing but places few demands or xestrictions
on their children. Children from these families tend to become
impulsive, overly dependent, and explosive when asked to do
something which conflicts with their wishes (Berk, 1991). This

suggest that parents should place high demands and set strict
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limits on their children but they should also be responsive and

nurturing.

Native Parenting Prior to Contact:

The Algonquian-speaking people of Eastern and Central Canada
are the largest group of Native People in Canada (Higgins, 1982 p.
9). Based on the Indian Register of the Department of Indian
Affairs and Northern Development they make up approximately 60% of
all Native people. The Algonquians are divided into several large
nations, the Anishnabe, the Massasauga, the Ottawa, and the
Potatomi (Driben, 1987). Of these, the Anishnabe, are the largest
group in Ontario and make up approximately 52% of all first Nations
in that province (Indian Population Register, 1989). According to
old legends, after the last Ice Age, the Anishnabe migrated east to
the Atlantic and returned to the west before contact with the
Europeans to settle in the Lake Superior, Lake Huron region

(Johnston 1976).

The Anishnabe were hunters and gatherers and lived a nomadic
existence. The communities consisted of only a few hundred people
and, in winter, hunting bands of 20 or 30 people would disperse in
search of game (Driben, 1987). Before European contact, a large
trade network existed involving the Anishnabe and the more
horticultural Irogquois. Northern Anishnabe traded their furs for

corn from the southern Iroquois Nations (Trigger, 1985).
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They practised the Mi-de-win religion (pronounced mi-day-win),
the traditional religion of the Anishnabe. The Mi-de-win
religion is based on certain beliefs. Among these are the
teachings of the seven grandfathers, which are; eternity, wisdom,
love, honesty, humility, courage, and respect. Respect is the
teaching that deals with how people should relate to each other
including how parents should treat children.

Treat every person, from the tiniest child to the oldest elder

with respect at all times.

No person should be made to feel "put down® by you; avoid

hurting other hearts as you would avoid a deadly poison.

(Bopp, Bopp, Brown & Lane, 1984, p. 2)

Since no written history exists of family 1life of the
Anishnabe prior to contact with the Europeans, the only source of
information is oral history as told in stories and legends
preserved through time and passed along for generations. Basil
Johnston (1976), an Anishnabe author, has recorded these stories
and legends in written form in the hope that the heritage of his
people will be better understood.

Traditional Anishnabe stories describe the stages of l1life of
young people. The first important event in a person’s life is the
naming ceremony. The name is normally given by an elder at the
request of the parents. The boys receive names related to climatic
conditions or from the anticipated character of the boy, while the
girls receive names derived from plants, or varying weather
conditions, or the uses of water. During the next two or three
years the young child spends most of the time in a Ti Ki Na Gen,

the Anishnabe word for cradle.
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As soon as the child is old enough, their education begins.
Skills of living are taught by example. Native history and culture
are taught through stories. At about age seven, the education of
boys and girls begins to differ. The boys begin to follow the men
of the village and are trained to hunt and fish. A great event in
the life of a boy is when he has made his first kill. This is
normally followed by a celebration to recognize the boy as a
provider of food. The girls follow their mothers and learn to
cook, make clothes, and carxe for young children. When not
otherwise occupied, young girls watch other women make baskets ox
prepare hides. For a girl, the attainment of womanhood, at the
time of her first menstruation, was considered her greatest gift.
A special lodge was built for her and from four to eight days she
would live in this lodge by hexself and keep vigil. She would
abstain from food and take only water (Johnston, 1976).

Because of the precarious nature of their subsistence,
knowledge of the natural environment was essential. The belief was
that the world was made up of spirits or "manitous" with Kitchi
Manitou being the Great Spirit. Religious education was seen as
the foundation of a successful life and fasting and dreams were
important aspects of this education. Future events were predicted
through dreams. While the Europeans viewed these ceremonies as
pagan nonsense, their psychosomatic effect on the believer was

substantial (Schmalz, 1991).
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Native Parenting after Contact:

Christian doctrine has greatly influenced Native people.
Bruce Trigger who is an authority on the early contact between
Europeans and Natives found thac the Jesuit missionaries encouraged
corporal punishment of Huron children by their parents to help them
become "good Christians" (Trigger, 1985 p.267). Trigger points out
that up to that point in time corporal punishment was considered
inhuman and disgusting by Native people.

Some of the earliest writings about the Anishnabe people that
make reference to parenting practices date back to the mid-eighteen
hundreds. Geoxge Copway (1972), or Ka-Ge-Ga-Gah-Bowh, an Anishnabe
chief who became a Wesleyan minister, describes the traditional
history of the Anishnabes in a book first published in 1850. He
complains about the discipline practices used in white schools and
suggested that "This wnipping to learn is brutish and degrading -
I might add, savage (Copway, 1972, p. 258)."

Soon after, Johann Xohl (1985), a German historian describes
life among the Lake Superior Anishnabes in a kook first published
in 1860, and reprinted in 1985. He writes that "Many Indians bring
up their children as strictly as the Presbyterian families (Kohl,
1985, p.276).*" There is no mention of the use of corporal
punishment but he states that these children are well disciplined.

This description is in sharp contrast to the work by Rev.
Peter Jones (197C) a missionary who is himself Native. First

appearing in 1861, his book provides a the history of Anishnabe
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people and their conversion to Christianity. He describes
parenting practices in the following manner:

In family government, I regret to say, my countrymen are very
deficient; no discipline is enforced upon their children,
consequently they grow up without restraint, and become self-
willed and disobedient to their parents and guardians. . .
They (the parents) scarcely ever inflict any punishment upon
them beyond angry looks, and a little angry talk. (Jones,
1970, p.67)

Much later, in 1929, France< Densmore published a book

entitled Chippewa Customs. Chippewa is the English variation of

the word Ojibway. Regarding the "governance of children" Densmore
states that Anishnabe parents used gentleness and tact and that
fear was used as a form of control but "not to the extent which
injured the child (Densmore, 1929, p.58)." He also mentions that
one or more grandparents were usually found in each household.
Grandmothers helped the mother bring up the girls and grandfathers
would help to bring up the boys.

An extensive study was conducted by Inez Hilger (1939) on one
hundred and fifty Chippewa families in Minnesota. The study, which
was part of her doctoral work, describes in some detail the effects
of white cultural influence. She divides her sample into three
generations with each generation covering thirty-three years. The
oldest was born between 1839 and 1872, the second born between 1871
and 1905, and the last born since 1905. The first generation spoke
oniy "Chippewa" and practised the Mi-de-win religion. *They
unhesitatingly say that modern education has been no substitute for
traditional, parental practice (Hilger, 1939. p. 77)." She also

describes the involvement of grandparents:



20

"At times grandparents live in the homes where grandchildren
live. Other older people, following their traditions, adopt,
not legally but in “Chippewa way" one or two of their

grandchildren. Grandchildren so adopted live their lives
entirely under the influence of grandparents. (Hilger, 1939,
p.78)

The second generation included in the sample showed a wide
range of acculturation to European culture. The largest group were
Catholic, Episcopal, or Methodist but they still lived in common-
law marriages. They spoke both English and Chippewa. They still
gathered wild rice but became dependent on cold packed meat and
vegetables.

The last and youngest generation showed the greatest degree of
acculturation. They all spoke English and only a few spoke
Chippewa although many understood it. Only a few practised the Mi-
de-win religion. Hilger concludes by underscoring how much change
had taken place in three generation. Only vestiges of the
traditional culture were evident in the third generation (Hilger,
1939).

The Anishnabe of southern Ontario were encouraged by the
government to give up their traditional economy based on hunting
and trapping and turn to agriculture. Far more land was needed to
support a band through hunting and trapping than through farming.
This was not the case for the Anishnabe living on the north shore
of Georgian Bay. Since the poor climatic and soil conditions
precluded farming, traditional pursuits of fishing, hunting and
trapping were practised long after southern Anishnabe had become

farmers (Schmalz, 1991). Based on a description by Flannery
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(1940), the Anishnabe from the North Shore of Lake Huron still
lived a traditional lifestyle in the 1930's. They would disperse
each winter to survive by hunting, £fishing, and trapping.
Traditional ceremonies such as the naming and fasting ceremonies
were still practised and so was a reliance on dreams for guidance.

With reference to parenting practices, the author tells of the
belief held by the Spanish River Anishnabe that animals approach
young infants and make love to them. The animal which makes love
to a child will take the child away if the mother is abusive or
negleccful. With respect to disciplining young children, Flannery
states that threats about bears, big birds, or spirits is enough to
frighten the child into proper behaviour.

The next study by Dunning was published in 1959. Dunning
states that with increased contact and compulsory residential
schooling for Native people, the fifties was a period of rapid
change. Traditional ways of life disappeared and severe social
problems developed.

Based on anecdotal description from older Native people living
in communities near Sudbury, most Native children in the 40’s, 50’'s
and 60’s from the area went to resgidential schools run by the
church, both Catholic and Protestant. Attendance was compulsory.
In addition to regular school subjects, children were taught that
they should abandon their language and spiritual beliefs, and adopt
Christian values. Discipline was harsh by today’s standards and
there was much abuse both physical and sexual. After years in

residential school, children returning to their communities found
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the adjustment back to traditional Native ways very difficult.
Most experienced problems with alcohol, and abused and neglected
their own children.

In 1985, a book by Anastasia Shkilnyk greatly influenced the
attitude of the Canadian public towards Native people and the
impact of government intervention. Shkilnyk wrote a damning
account of the destruction of an Anishnabe community caused by a
forced move of the Grassy Narrows community and the resulting shift
from dependence on fishing, hunting, and trapping to welfare. The
following quote, while somewhat long, will help the reader to
understand the situation from the perspective of the people of
Grassy Narrows:

I was born on the trapline, and I grew up in the bush.
Trapping was our culture. Trapping kept the family together
because everyone had something to do; the man has to lay the
traps and check them; the women skinned the animals, cooked,
and looked after the kids. The grandparents helped with the
kids; they taught them manners, how to behave, and told them
stories about our people. The kids, if they were old enough,
had work to do. They had to set snares for rabbits and chop
wood.

Now, on the new reserve, we can’'t trap as a family any
more. The woman has to stay home ’‘cause the kids are in
school on the reserve. The man has to go out on the trapline
by himself. But he gets lonely there and doesn’t like to do
all the work by himself. 8o he comes back to the reserve and
tries to find a job or he goes on welfare. At least in the
days of residential school, we could still trap as family, but
no more. You can see that only a few people are trapping
nowadays.

What happens now is that men, if they have a job, go to
work in the morning, and the women are left in the house
alone. They don’t share in the work any more. They buy cans
at the store and have nothing to do in the daytime. The kids
also don’t do chores anymore. The old people don’t teach the
kids how to behave. In my generation, marriages are breaking
up, and kids are sniffing gas while parents are drinking.
This is happening because people don‘t work together any more.
Trapping was not just an occupation for the man. It was a way
of life for the whole family. With the school on the reserve,
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we just can’t live like we used to. If you divide the family
in work, you tear it apart in other ways as well. (Grassy
Narrows resident quoted in Shkilnyk, 1985, p.83)

In the last decade, as a result of several studies criticizing
the situation with respect to Native child welfare, (Hepwoxth,
1980; Johnston, 1983), social work practice in Nacive child welfare
has changed dramatically. With the recently evolved appreciation
of the importance of respecting the child’s cultural heritage, the
practice of removing Native children from their communities has
been drastically reduced. However, even though Native children are
now able remain in their communities, the problems of family
violence, of child abuse and neglect in Native communitieg, still
exist. The difference is that now Native people are developing

their own programs to deal with these problems (van de Sande,

Naidoo, & Gloade, 1989).

Theoretical Framework

The development of the instrument to measure the effectiveness
of parenting in Native community is based on the theoretical
assumption that the Cherish the Children program will reduce or
eliminate child abuse. The authors of Cherish the Children
acknowledge that Native parents today face a difficult task. Many
Native parents have been influenced by Christianity and residential
school which has eroded belief in traditional parenting styles.
Cherish the Children encourages Native parents to return to a
traditional style involving a "gentle method of parenting" and a

reliance on the extended family and elders and based on respect
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and dignity for all people (Minnesota Indian Women’s Resource
Center, 1988. p. 2).

An important question is whethex this theoretical framework is
supported by the literature on child abuse. The work of James
Garbarino provides this support. Garbarino’s Ecological Model of
Child Maltreatment (1977) is used to describe the causal factors
that result in child abuse and neglect. Garbarino who has written
extengively on child abuse and neglect, attributes child
maltreatment to a number of complex factors. He believes that only
an ecological model can cope with the complexity of child
maltreatment.

In using the word ecological here we mean to convey an

interest in the way the organism and its immediate environment

(the ecological niche) affect and respond to each other. .

It means that in the case of maltreatment the intimate
relationships between the child and the parents cannot be

understood without wunderstanding how the conditions
surrounding the family affect interaction between child and
parent. (Garbarino & Gillian, 1988 p. 21)

In his model Garbarino views maltreatment as role incompetence
on the part of the parents;

The maltreatment of children is incompetence in the role of

caregiver... Maltreating parents appear to have had little
basis for "rehearsing" the role of caregiver. (Garbarino,
1977, p. 24)

He states that there were two necessary conditions for child
abuse. First, there must be cultural justification for the use of
force against children;

A culturally defined concept of children as the "property" of

caregivers and the caregivers as legitimate users of physical

force appears to be an essential component of child abuse.
(Garbarino, 1977, p.725)

?1
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Garbarino believes that the Judeo-Christian civilization has
long accepted the use of force in the discipline of children.

The second necessary condition for child abuse is the
isolation from potent support systems. Garbarino believes that
support systems are necessary to help the family cope with stress;

The importance of such support systems increases, of course,

as a function of stressfulness of the family’'s (external)

environment, the ideology of the individual and the sources of
stress emanating from within the family itself. (Garbarino,

1977, p. 727)

In summary, Garbarino’s theoretical model suggests that if a
given family includes parents who are incompetent in theixr role as
parents, influenced by a culture that supports physical force as a
form of discipline, and are isolated from support systems, the
likelihood of abuse and neglect is high.

Factors contributing to c¢hild maltreatment described by
Garbarino exist in many Native families. Young parents today were
raised by parents who were products of the residential school
system, who were encouraged to use harsh discipline, who abused
alcohol and drugs, and who were poor role models for the next
generation ci parents. The new generation of young parents is
repeating the cycle. They are also experiencing problems with
drugs and alcohol and often abuse and neglect their own children.
Furthermore, many have isolated themselves from community support
systems.

Returning to the proposed theoretical framework, what emerges

is a model of treatment with Cherish the Children being the focal

point of the healing process. Cherish the Children, which teaches
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traditional Native child rearing practices and encourages reliance
on the extended family and elders for support, 1leads to more
competent and less isolated parents who, in turn, will raise
emotionally stronger children, who, when they grow up, will create

stronger communities and a healthier environment for future

generations.
Figure I

The Healing Process

Cherish the Children
Stronger Competent, less
Communities ’ Isolated parents
and Healthier
Environments

Emotlaﬁally
Stronger Children

Since the compentency of Native parents is such a key
dimension, I will explore it in more detail. While Native parents
did not use corporal punishment, it is wrong to think that they
were permissive. They taught by example and used teasing and
shunning but expectations were high. They had to be because the
very survival of the community depended on it. Up until the time
that Anishnabe communities lived a traditional existence based on
hunting and gathering, communities were closely knit and members of
the community had a purpose and everyone contributed. Parents,
grandparents and, in fact, the whole community took an active part
in raising children to ensure that they learned the skills

necessary for the on going survival of the community. When the
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traditional economy of hunting and gathering became irrelevant the
fabric of the community broke down. Parents began to neglect their
children and became permissive and aloof. The challenge is to

rekindle that sense of community.

Parent Training Programs:

In the nineteen seventies, parent training programs such
Parent Effectiveness Training (Gordon, 1970) and Systematic
Training for Effective Training (Dinkmeyer & Mackay, 1976) became
very popular. Parent Effectiveness Training or P.E.T. directed
parents away from using punishment:

Many of our P.E.T. parents have proven to us that
punishment can be discarded forever in disciplining children,
and I mean all kinds of punishment, not just the physical
kind. (Gordon, 1970, p.3)

Thomas Gordon, who developed P.E.T., suggests thal conflicts
between parents and children frequently involve situations where
parents impose their authority and power on children resulting in
a winner and a loser. Instead, he proposes that parents use a "no-
power method, or more accurately, a no lose method" (Goxdon, 1970,
p. 196). He believes that, to be effective, the solution to the
conflict must be acceptable to both parent and child. As Thomas
suggests, this involves treating children like adults.

The program outlines several major techniques to improve
parent-child relationships. P.E.T. encourages parents to develop
active listening skills and become more empathic and understanding.

Parents are urged to avoid imperatives and blaming and to use I-

messages as a way of encouraging children to respond to parental
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requests. Another technique is teaching values, to communicate the
parent’s position on important issues. Finally, P.E.T. also
stresses the importance of problem-solving as opposed to coercion
to deal with conflicts.

STEP is another popular parenting program used extensively by
child welfare practitioners. It is also offered in many Native
communities. Because it is used so extensively, it will be
reviewed in some detail.

The STEP program is normally offered to small groups of
parents during weekly sessions lasting two to three hours depending
on the length of the disgcussion. Each session covers a specific
theme and involves a brief presentation, some exercises, and an
assignment for the week. A form is provided for parents to help
them assess their weekly progress.

The full program runs for nine weeks. During the first week,
the topic is "Understanding childrxen’s behaviour and misbehaviouxr"
and covers the basic child-rearing principles of the program.
While acknowledging the recent changes that have taken place in
child-rearing philosophy in the dominant culture, Dinkmeyer and
McKay describe traditional parenting in the following manner:

In the more rigid, autocratic society in which most of today’'s

parents were reared, relationships between people were

understood in terms of a pecking oxder: of superiors and
inferiors. In the home, father was considered the supreme
authority. Mother was supposed to be subservient to him, and
the children were supposed to be subservient to both of them.
(Dinkmeyexr & McKay,1976, p. 6)

In STEP, this philosophy is replaced with “Democratic

principles of child-rearing":
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The democratic parent provides opportunities for children to
make decisions, within limits, and to be accountable for these
decisions. In this program ycu will become familiar with a
disciplinary technique that replaces reward and punishment,
permits choice, and allows children to become responsible for

their own decisions. It develops self-discipline. This
alternative to reward and punishment is called "natural and
logical consequences." (Dinkmeyer & McKay, 1976, p.7)

Similar to P.E.T., STEP recognizes children as equal members
of the family, not with the same power as parents since parents
still maintain the resgponsgibility for setting limits, but with the
right to choose courses of action on matters that affect them and
to accept the consequences of their behaviour.

The second lesson is entitled "Understanding more about your
child and about yourself as a parent". It deals with emoticns and
how they are used by children as tactics to manipulate their
parents to achieve some desired goal. It tells parents not to be
"trapped" by these tactics and becoming either overly domineering
or overly lenient. STEP suggests that parents should discourage
competition between siblings and encourage cooperation. It also
suggests that if parents show respect to their children, they will
in turn learn to respect themselves.

The third lesson deals with encouragement, building children’'s
confidence and self-worth. Parents are urged to fucus on strengths
and assets. By using encouragement, parents can help each child
produce their best effort.

The fourth and fifth lessons are about communication. Lesson
four is about listening and lesson five is about exploring
alternatives and expressing feelings. It teaches parents to becor.e

effective listeners by encouraging eye contact and using posture
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that indicates interest. Parents are told to resist imposing
solutions but to listen to solutions offered by children. If
children are unable to offer alternatives, parents are urged to
help children brainstorm to f£ind alternatives.

The sixth and seventh lesson are central to the STEP program
and deal with natural and logical consequences. They moves parents
away from using reward and punishment to applying natural and
logical consequences. By allowing children to experience the
consequences of their behaviour, the authors of STEP suggest that
children will become more responsible and independent.

The eighth lesson is about the family meeting. It is
suggested that holding family meetings encourages children to have
input and take responsibility for family decisions. Family
meetings recognize children as equal, a position that is consistent
with the democratic principles of child-rearing ouclined in lesson
one.

The last lesson is a summary of the previous eight lesgsons. It
reinforces the basic principles of the program and suggests ways
that parents can use to keep from being discouraged by outside
influences such as friends and neighbours who may question the STEP
approach. It also suggest that parents should not take full
regspongibility for their child’s success or failure but to be

optimistic that, if parents set realistic goals, they will succeed.
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Native Parenting Programs
In trying to come to grips with the problems of abuse and
neglect, Native leaders have developed programs advocating a return
to traditional Native values. Positive Indian Parenting (The

Northwestern Indian Child Welfare Institute, 1986), and Cherish the

Children (Minnesota Indian Women'’s Resource Center, 1988) are two
examples and seem to offer an approach more in line with Native
cultural heritage than programs developed for the dominant society
such as PET or STEP.

The first program to appear is Positive Indian Parenting which
was designed to provide a brief, practical, culturally-specific
training program for Native parents. The program has two goals.
The first is to help Indian parents explore traditional Native
child-rearing practices and to apply these to modern practices.
The authors admit that there is a wide variety of traditions and
practices among the numerous and different aboriginal nations but
they hope that there are enough universal values to Native people
that the program will be relevant to most. They suggest that each
community must adapt the program to suit its needs. The second
goal is to help parents in developing positive attitudes towards
traditional practices. It is hoped that parxents will accept that
traditional practices are still relevant today.

The program manual, which is written for the trainer, is
divided into two parts. The first part which includes five
chapters covers a variety of topics related to leading workshops

such as; 1) general training issues, 2) training Native
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participants, 3) leadership skills, 4) effective use of self, and
5) the organization of the training sessions.

The second part of the manual provides the lesson plans and
background literature for the actual training sessions. The
program is divided into eight sessions with each session following
roughly the same format. Each starts with a welcome followed by a
warm up discussion. Next comes a brief lecture on a particular
topic and a longer discussion. After a short break, there is
another brief lecture and a discussion, as well as some practice
time to learn the new skills. Each session then ends with a social
time.

There are eight topics covered in the sessions. The first
reviews traditional Native parenting with an exploration on its
relevance today. The second sessions cover the importance of
storytelling in traditional child-rearing. The third session is
about the cradle-board and deals with the importance of nurturing.
The fourth session explores harmony and balance and how traditional
Native families constantly strived to maintain harmony in their
family life. The fifth session covers discipline and traditional
Native behaviour management which includes the use of teasing and
shunning. The sixth session, entitled the Lessons of Mother
Nature, explores how Native families used Nature to teach living
and social skills. The seventh session deals with the role of
praise and the ability of parents to encourage positive behaviours

on the part of children. Finally, the last session looks at what
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Native parents face today. The purpose is to give parents an
opportunity to consider Native parenting under modern conditions.
As mentioned, each session has time set aside for parents to
practice the new skills. For instance, in the session on
discipline, parents are invited to participate in a role playing
where teasing is used to control a child who is whining and
arguing. There is also an opportunity to role play shunning. A
child interrupts a parent and the parent, after telling the child
once to stop, is encouraged to ignore the child until the child
gets the message.
In Positive Indian Parenting the traditional Native approach
is compared to "white" parenting.
Discipline was done differently by a traditional family. When
the child misbehaved the family would tease the child and make
the child feel bad for a short while. That teasing sometimes
seemed cruel, but after the child learned what he or she had
done wrong, the family would forget that incident. The
teasing was never an attack on the child and was tempered with
kindness. In white society punishment is harshly given out by
spanking, and the child told that he or she is "bad." When 2
child is treated this way the child learns to feel that he or
she is bad. Also, they may learn to hit those who are

smaller. (The Northwest Indian Child Welfare Institute, 1986
p.205)

Another difference is that Native people believed that raising
children is a community responsibility. The extended family and
other members of the community were always relied on by the nuclear
family to help with child-caring duties. Thexe is less a sense
that children belong to their parents and much more that children

are the responsibility of the community.



In Positive Indian Parenting, a great deal of emphasis is
placed on the participation of the parents. There is no attempt to
suggest that there is only one way to raise children but rather
that Native parents have choices and that the suggestions made in
the program are suggestions and nothing more.

The second program is Cherish the Children, a training program
developed by the Minnesota Indian Women’s Resource Centre (1988).
Cherish the Children was written specifically for Anishnabe mothers
to teach "parenting skills to Indian mothers with young children®.
Since the program was developed for Anishnabe people by Anishnabe
people, it was culturally very relevant to the needs of the North
Shore Tribal communities.

Similar to Positive Indian Parenting, Cherish the Children
stresses the importance of going back to the "old ways® of raising
children. Throughout the program, parents are encouraged to draw
on traditional Native strengths such as the extended family,
community elders, and Native spiritual beliefs, to help them carry
out the task of raising and educating children. Children are
taught certain wvalues such as sharing, cooperation, and the
importance of participating and contributing to community life.
The purpose of the program is to help parents raise children who
will grow up emotionally strong, and who will, in the process, help
strengthen the community.

The program is comprised of {ive modules each of which
includes two or three lessons. Each lesson is designed to last

forty-five minutes to two hours depending on the length of the
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discussion. As is the case with Positive Indian Parenting, each
lesson of Cherish the Children involves lectures and discussions,
but, unlike the former, it also includes some written activity such
as filling out worksheets on related topics.

The first module in Cherish the Children deals with family
life skills and includes two lessons; one looking at Anishnabe
families long ago and the second at Anishnabe life today. The
purpose of the module is to encourage parents to integrate
traditional practices in current parenting methcds. It emphasizes
the importance of traditional family activities such as berry
picking and picnics. Involving elders and the extended family in
raising children is strongly promoted. Using traditional
storytelling as the instructional medium, the module shows how
raising children in the old days was a community responsibility.
It encourages young parents today to go back to tanis approach and
use the help of the community.

The second module is about communication and the goal is to
help build the child’s self confidence. The first lesson looks at
the importance of self-esteem for both parent and child. Parents
are encouraged to use a lot of praise. The second lesson deal
with listening skills and the third, with talking skills. Parents
are urged to show interest in chilé@ren by actively listening to
them. There is also a lot of emphasis placed on using overt signs
of affection. Interestingly, some Native men from Serpent River
who participated in the Cherish the Children program stated that

they had been raised to believe that touching children was taboo.
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Many of the participants find that they have some unlearning to do.

The next module is about child development issues and is
provided to inform parents of basic facts about physical and
emotional development. There is only one lesson and it covers
developmental milestones, growth charts, toilet training, and
language development. Parents are told not to rush their children
but to let nature take its course.

Module four is about nutrition and safety and also provides
basic information for parents. The first lesson deals with
nutrition and the second on health and safety. In the lesson on
nutrition parents are encouraged to pay attention to their child’s
diet. While acknowledging the importance of current knowledge
about diet and nutrition, the lesson also points out that
traditional Native foods such as deer meat, fish and wild rice were
very nutritious. Mothers are also strongly encouraged to
breastfeed. Lesson eight on health and safety is divided into two
parts. The first part focuses on health, including the importance
of immunizing children against childhood diseases, the kind of care
sick children need, and the need to keep medical records up to
date. The second part deals with safety and looks at how children
were protected in traditional communities as well as normal
precautions that any parent should take to keep their children
safe.

Module five is about teaching and learning. The “hree lessons

cover topics such as learning through play and traditional Native
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games, learning by helping and the importance of children doing
chores to help parents, and preparing children for school. In
lesson nine, parents are encouraged to make traditional Native toys
to help children learn about their cultural heritage. Lesson ten
on household chores is provided simply to get parents to teach
children that they must do their share to help the family. The
final lesson suggest ways parents can teach children at home and
how parents can prepare children for outside school.

In comparing Cherish the Children to STEP, many similarities
are found. Both programs discourage punishment. Both recognize
the importance of active listening, of building the child’s self
esteem and showing respect. While discouraging competition and
encouraging cooperation has always existed in Native culture, STEP
also urges parents to follow this philosophy. It seems that, in
getting parents to move away £from traditional North American
parenting practices, STEP brings parents closer to the traditional
Native philosophy of child-rearing.

However, some basic differences still exist. Unlike STEP
which only focuses on the immediate nuclear family, Cherish the
Children explicitly encourages parents to rely on the extended
family, elders, and the community. It recognizes the important
role that grandparents and elders should play in raising children.
It also emphasises the importance of community activities such as
pow-wows so that children will grow up recognizing that they are

part of a community.
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In a recent article on cultural aspects of prevention
programs, Schwager, Mawhiney, and Lewko (1991) point out that STEP
fails to acknowledge the distinct cultural differences of Native
communities. They conclude that STEP is, therefore, inappropriate
for Native parents. On the other hand, they state that Cherish the
Children, because of its emphasis on sharing, cooperation and

participation, is far more acceptable.

The Evaluation of Parenting Programs:

The literature on the effectiveness of parenting programs
suggests that, in general, these programs have positive outcomes
particularly in terms of parental attitudes. Root and Levant
(1984) focused on Parent Effectiveness training and rural parents.
They investigated attitude changes toward child-rearing practices
in 30 rural parents taking P.E.T. compared to a control group of 15
parents who received no training. Results showed significant
changes in experimental parents’ child-rearing attitudes as
measured on a parent attitude survey compared to control subjects.

Wood and Davidson (1987) who conducted a study to evaluate
Parent Effectiveness Trainiang, found that the program did cause
changes in the cognition of the 9 parent participants on active
listening, confrontation and conflict resolution. The parents also
reported considerable success in reaching goals identified at the
commencement. of the course.

Similar positive results were obtained in evaluating STEP.

Nystul (1982) administered the Attitude Toward Freedom Scale and
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the revised Parent Attitude Research Instrument to 28 participants
ranging in age from 23 to 50. Of these, 14 attended the nine week
STEP program and the other 14 acted as a control group. Results on
a one way ANOVA revealed that STEP parents were significantly more
democratic in their child-rearing attitudes and had a significantly
lower tendency to be strict with their children.

Brooks, Spearn, Rice, Crocco, Hodgins, and Vander Schaat
(1988) administered the Parent Attitude 3cale and the Child and
Adolescent Adjustment Profile both pre and post-test to forty-four
experimental participants who attended the STEP program and fifteen
control participants. The authors found significantly more
improvement in attitudes of parents as measured on the Parent
Attitude Scale and in their perception of their children’'s
behaviour than with the control group. These results were
strengthened by subsequently having the control group attend the
STEP program, thereby becoming the treatment group. The same
instruments wexre then administered a third time to this group and
again the results showed significant improvement in attitude.

Less conclusive were studies conducted on children of parents
who participated in parenting programs. A study by Gianotti and
Doyle (1982) on learning disabled children found a significant
difference on the Piers-Harris Children’s Self Concept Scale in
favour of children whose parents received training as compared to
a control group. However, scores remained low compared to those
obtained with non-handicapped children. On the other hand, another

study by Chant and Nelson (1982) 1looking at parent-child
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communication and based on a single-subject design, showed
improvement on the child’s expression of feelings after the mother
attended Parent Effectiveness Training.

This is similar to the mixed findings of studies done on the
STEP program. Jackson and Brown (1986) studied the effects of the
STEP program in improving parental attitudes toward their children
and enhancing both children’s perception of their parents’
functioning as well as their self-conception. There were 62
children in the experimental group and 94 in the control group. The
average age of parents was 32.3. While there was a significant
improvement in parental attitudes, no positive changes were found
in children’s self-concept or their perception of their parents’
functioning.

Follow-up studies also showed mixed results. Taylor and Swan
(1982) administered a 24 item questionnaire to 22 parents who had
undergone Parent Effectiveness Training one year previous and to
eight control parents on how they would handle typical parent-child
situations. Their adolescent children were also asked how their
parents would handle these situations. The results confirmed that
parents were no longer using P.E.T. techniques any more than
control parents.

This last finding is consistent with those found in a review
conducted by Bidgood and van de Sande (1990). Parent training
programs are effective but the effects are short-lived. Follow up

studies revealed a return to o0ld and more familiar parenting
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practices. This suggests that ongoing support is needed for the

new skills to become more firmly established.
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Chapter 3

Research Methodology

Design of the Research:

The type of study carried out is descriptive and the purpose
is to develop a culturally-sensitive instrument that will measure
effective parenting in a Native family. It is to be used in the
evaluation of Native parenting programs. Creating an instrument
which measures effective parenting in Anishnabe communities is the
first step in evaluating Native parenting programs.

This chapter covers the steps followed in creating the
instrument. It begins with the research questions addressed in the
study. Next, the sampling procedures are discussed, followed by a
description of the instrument being developed as well as the Iowa
Parent Behaviour Inventory (IPBI) (Crase, Clark & Pease, 1978), the
Parent Information OQuestionnaire. After a review of ethical
congiderations, the actual data collection procedures are

described. The chapter ends with a review of the analysis.

An Overview of Test Development:

Following is a brief overview of the steps involved in
creating the instrument. As a first step, a decision must be made
on what is to be measured. For the purpose of this study, it is
Native parenting as described in the Cherish the Children program.
The standard is the program and the instrument must measure how

close Native parents come to this ideal.
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Next, the type of test must be chosen. Since the people using

the test will be the workers running the Cherish the Children

program, it was felt that a self-reporting scale which could be

administered in a group setting would be the most practical.

Monette, Sullivan and Dejong (1986) provide a list which summarizes
the process of building a scale.

1. Developing or locating many potential scale items, far more
than will appear on the final scale.

2. Eliminating items that are redundant, ambiguous, or for some
other reason inappropriate for the scale.

3. Pretesting the remaining items for validity, reliability, or
discriminatory power.

4. Eliminating items that do not pass the tests of step 3.
5. Repeating steps 3 and 4 as often as necessary to reduce the

scale to the number of items required.
(Monette, Sullivan & Dejong, 1986, p.313).

The remainder of this chapter looks at this process in more

detail beginning with the research questions.

Research Questions:
Following are the research questions that the study attempts
to answer:
1. What is the reliability of the Cherish the Children
Questionnaire?
2. What is the wvalidity of the Chexrish the Children

Questionnaire?
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3. Does the Cherish the Children Questionnaire show that

there are significant differences between Native and non-
Native parenting?

4, If significant differences are found between Native and

non-Native parenting, in what areas are they found?

In 3lealing with the first question on reliability, the
standard method of determining reliability is the test-retest
method where the same test is administered on two different
occasions with a time interval in between. Streinier (1993) points
out that if the subject has not changed, then two different
measurements on the instrument should vield the same reports.

However, the 1literature on psychological testing raises a
number of problems with this method. The first is the carxy-over
effect (Allen & Yen, 1979, Caplan & Saccuzzo, 1982). If the
interval between the two test situations is too close, respondents
will remember their first answer and this may influence their
second answex. The carry-over effect results in an over estimate of
reliability (Caplan & Saccuzo, 1982). If the time interval is too
great, the characteristic being measured may have changed resulting
in an underestimate of reliability (Allen & Yen, 1979).

Another problem is the practice effect. If the variable being
measured involves a skill, respondents may score higher on the
second test because of the learning effect (Caplan & Saccuzo,
1982). Because the variable being measured involves parenting

skills which is a trait that would change ove time, plus because
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of the great difficulty encountered in getting respondents to come
to testing sessions, it was decided that the test retest method
would not be practical. There is a need to establish the stability
of the instrument over time, but this was beyond the scope of the
current study.

Another type of reliability which deals with internal
consistency was explored in this study. This type of reliability
avoids the problems associated with repeated testings (Allen & Yen,
1979). Internal consistency measures whether the items of the test
are consistent with each other and whether they all relate to the
same construct. The most widely used approach to determine
internal consistency is the split-half method where the instrument
is divided into two creating two parallel forms (Allen & Yen,
1979) . However, creating two parallel forms i1is difficult
especially when dealing with a complex variable such a parenting.
It was therefore decided to use Cronbach’s Alpha (1951). This test
is frequently used today and measures the reliability of the whole
instrument (Allen & Yen, 1979).

The second research question involves determining the validity
of the instrument. Validity tells us whether the instrument does
in fact measure what it claims to measure. Just as is the case with
reliability, there are a number of different forms of validity. The
ones to be considered for this study include, face validity,
criterion validity, an construct validity. Face validity which is
part of content validity (i.Llen & Yen, 1979) while not seen as an

empirical measure, will at least suggest whether the instrument has
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the appearance being of valid. Since Native parenting is a complex
variable foreign to this researcher, establishing face validity as
a first step after item selection seemed logical. Monette,
Sullivan and de Jong (1986) suggest using experts to determine face
validity and this is what was done in the present study. I called
upon people who have a recognized expertise in Native parenting to
judge the instrument on face validity.

Criterion validity measures whether the instrument is related
to an existing criterion or test (Allen & Yen, 1979). 1In addition
to the CTC questionnaire, parents were also asked to fill out the
Iowa Parent Behaviour Inventory (IPBI) (Crase, Clark & Pease,
1978). However, while Euro-Canadian and Native parenting may
overlap, the IPBI was developed for a mainstream population and,
does not take into account Native cultural differences. It was,
therefore, decided that the Native prevention workers may be of
help. Child protection workers are trained to do family
assessments for the purpose of determining the suitability of
parents and the risk of leaving a children with their natural
parents (Schmitt, 1978, & Faller, 1981). The Native prevention
workers are child protection workers. They live and work in the
same communities as the people they serve and therefore, in the
absence of a stronger source for criterion validity, their
agsessments were considered to be the most reasonable source
available.

The last form of wvalidity is construct validity and this

involves simultaneously defining the construct of a complex and
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abstract variable while at the same time creating the instrument to
measure it (Caplan and Saccuzzo, 1982). Items Are chosen because,
in the eye of the researcher, they related theoretically to the
construct being studied. The task then is to test whether these
items do relate to the construct. Factor analysis is a statistical
procedure that shows the correlation between the items and the
factors that make up the construct (Caplan and Saccuzzo, 1982). It
has therefore been used in this study as a measure of construct
validity.

While arriving at a reliablity score is done once during the
initial test construction, establishing wvalidity is an ongoing
process. Streiner (1993) explains that there is always more to
learn about validity and this may vary with the sample, the
situation, time and a number of other factors. This is certainly
true in trying to create a valid instrument to test Native

parenting.

Sampling Procedures

The population being considered in this study is the Anishnabe
population of the seven first Nation communities that make up the
North Shore Tribal Council. This population lives in a semi-rural
setting having access to most modern conveniences, ie. modern
homes, with electricity, indoor plumbing, television, modern
schools, stores, and medical facilities. None of the communities
is more than 90 minutes away from a large urban centre, either

Sudbury or Sault Ste. Marie. The population excludes Native
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families living off the reserve in urban settings, or families
living in remote wilderness settings where the only contact with
the outside world is radio and bush plane. The reason for this
choice is simply that it is these communities that are in process
of developing their own child welfare programs and it is these
communities that are asking for help in the evaluation of their
programns.

The breakdown of the current on-reserve population is provided

in Table 1 below and a map indicating the location of the

communities is provided as appendix A.
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On-Reserve Population Breakdown
the communities of the Noxrth Shore Tribal Council
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Community Total Children (0-18)
Batchewana 393 142
Garden River 1000 312
Migsissauga 276 86
Sagamok 974 515
Sexrpent River 258 83
Thessalon 30 23 i
Whitefish Lake 410 150

Total 3341 1311 ~

In table 2 below the demographics of the

participating in the study is provided.

Table 2

Demographics of the Native Sample

Native sample

l'Age of Parents mean = 31 Range 18 - 56 “
l‘Sex of Parents Female = 74 Male = 18 “
Marital Married Single Separated Living
Status 47 12 or Divorced | with
9 Someone 25
Religion Nat. Spir. Rom. Cath. Prot. Other
23 56 4 4
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Educat. | Less Less High Some College | Univ.
of than than Schl. Col. or | Grad. Grad.
parents | gr. 8 gr. 12 grad. Univ.

4 36 23 11 10 4
Number more
of 1 - 26 2 - 34 3 - 17 4 - 11 than 4
Children 6

" Mean Age of Children 8

For the pretest, a systematic random sample was selected. To
ensure randomness, if, for example, the reserve dincludes 40
families, every tenth family was called. One or both parents,
depending on the family structure, were invited to £ill out the
questionnaire. The actual administration of the test was conducted
by myself with help from the prevention workers and a research
assistant. The prevention workers all have at least some college
training and the research assistant was a graduate student in
social work. It was hoped that a minimum of 25 parents would
participate and a sample of 29 was obtained.

In the testing phase, the revised questionnaire was
administered to a larger sample of approximately 14 parents on
average per community using the same procedure as in the pre-test
described. The goal was to include a minimum of 100 parents and a
sample participated.

While the selection of the respondents for the pre-test was
random, the selection of the respondents for the test may have

resulted in some sample bias. Participation was voluntary and some
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of the parents who were approached did not wish to participate. It
is difficult to determine how many parents chose not to
participate. None of the parents who were invited to participate
declined in a direct manner. Instead, they would fail to turn up
for the test administration session or, if the questionnaire was
left with them, they would fail to return it. No records were kept
by prevention workers on the number of parents approached.

It was difficult to achieve the target sample size of 100
participants. What proved to be effective was to arrive at the
community centre at the start of a program involving parents and
asking the parents to fill out the questionnaires before the
program started. In the end, 102 parents actually participated.

In orxder to determine whether the C.T.C. questionnaire could
identify differences in parenting styles between Native and non-
Native populations, a purposive sample of non-Native parents (N=60)
was selected from the same geographic area. Ten from Sudbury, ten
from Sault Ste. Marie, and forty from Blind River, were given the
CTC questionnaire to £ill out. Most parents in the non Native

sample were contacted through the local public schools.

Description of the Instruments:

The instrument developed consistgs of a scale which offers the
respondents a range of choices. Normally, scales of this nature
provide €five alternative choices. However, 1o improve on the
scale’s ability to distinguish between respondents by increasing

the variance in responses, a range of seven choices was included
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for each item (Gebotys & Evans, 19920). Comments from respondents
during the pre-test and test phase indicated that they had no
difficulty with the number of choices. The choices range from 1)
never, 2) almost never (once a year), 3) seldom (3 or 4 times a
year), 4) sometimes (once a month), 5) often (twice a month), 6)
almost always (once a week), and 7) always (daily). For non
applicable, respondents were asked to choose 8. Total scores on
the CTC were calculated by adding the individual item scores.
Scores for items worded negatively were reversed and scores of 8 on
items were eliminated.

The first step involved developing a list of items. Streiner
(1993) lists six areas where items can come from. They include:
previous scales, clinical observations, expert opinion, patients’
reports, research findings, and theory. The items chosen were
based largely on the learning objectives from each lesson plan of
the Cherish the Children program. Since the Cherish the Children
program is the theoretical framework for this study, the items are
therefore derived from theory.

The items are grouped into five subscales roughly following
the five CTC modules described in the previous chapter and include:
Family Life Skills; Communication Skills; Child Development Skills;
Nutrition; Health and Safety Issues; and Teaching and Learning
Skills.

A great deal of discussion took place between myself and the
coordinator of prevention services on the question of item

selection. Should the items reflect the ideal situation, that
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parents rely more on traditional Native parenting practices, or the
actual situation where Native parents largely follow mainstream
practices? Native leaders clearly favored the ideal situation and
felt that the instrument should measure the extent to which parents
in their communities are returning to traditional Native parenting
practices.

The following table shows the subscales and the items included
in each.
Table 3

List of Items Grouped by Subscales

Family Life Skills

How often does your child visit his/her grandparents?

How often does your child play with his/her cousins?

How often does your child help either a grandparent, aunt,
uncle, or elder in any way?

Do you accept advice from your older relatives on how to raise
your child?

How often do you and your child do things together, such as
cooking or crafts?

Does your child avoid spending time with uncles or aunts?
Does your child ignore advice from their community elders?
Is your partner involved in doing things with the family?

Communication Skills

How often do you tell your child that you love him or her?
How often do you praise your child for doing a good job?

How often do you yell at your child?

How often do you encourage your child to talk about his/her
ideas?

How often do you sing to, or with you child?

How often do you tell stories to your child?

How often do you play and joke with your child?

How often does your partner play and joke with your child?
How often are you impatient with your child?
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How often is your partner impatient with your child?

How often do you blame your child for things that you know is
not his/her fault?

How often do you spend time reading, drawing, or colouring
with your child?

Do you have your child follow a basic morning routine?

How often do you hug your child?

Do you kiss your child?

Does your partner show his affection to your child?

Do you encourage your child to pursue his/her ideas?

Does your partner encourage your child to pursue his/her
ideas?

Do you interrupt your child when he/she is talking?

Do you criticize your child’s ideas?

Does your partner criticize your child’s ideas?

Do you share your values and beliefs with your children?

Child Development Issues

How often do find yourself thinking that your child is not
developing as quickly as other children?

How often do you tell your child that he/she is clumsy?

Do you find that unless you stand over your child they will
fail at whatever they are working on?

Do you overreact when your child is not doing something you
think he/she ought to be doing. (Ex. toilet training)

Do you worry about your child developing too slowly?

Are you concerned about your child’s sleeping habits?

Nutrition, Health and Safety Issues

How often do you encourage your child to eat a well balanced
diet?

How often do you let your child eat too much sugar, starch, or
fat?

How often does your child darink too many soft drinks?

Do you prefer preparing meals alone without having your child
around to bcther you?

Do you keep your child’s medical records up to date?

Do you give your child special attention when he/she is sick?
Does your partner give your child special attention when
he/she is sick?

Do you insist that your child wear a seatbelt while in the
car?

For how long did you breastfeed your babies?

Teaching and Learning skills

How often does your child do jobs around the house to help
you?
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How often do you ignore incidents when your child does not
finish a job?
Do you involve your child in working with you?
Does your child prefer watching t.v. to working with you?
Do you and your child go on nature outings togethexr?
Do you find that you are too busy to do activities with your
child?
Do you ever make the kind of toys for your children that your
parents made for you?
Does your partner ever make the kind of toys for your child
that his/her parents made for him/her?
Do you play the kind of games with your children that your
parents played with you?
Do you prefer doing the chores yourself rather than asking
your child to do them?

To establish face wvalidity, the initial choice of items was
submitted to a group of seven experts in Native parenting who acted
as "judges". These were primarily Native people in the Sudbury
area who have a great deal of experience in working with Native
Families. These judges included, Chris Whallin, coordinator of the
Cherish the Children program, Pat Rogerson, mentioned kefore, Herb
Nabigon and Barb Riley, professors at Laurentian University in the
Native Human Services Program, Gloria Daybutch, coordinator of the
Native Child Welfare Prevention Programs of the North Shore Tribal
Council, 2nna Marie Abitong, director of Health and Welfare
Services for the Spanish River Reserve, and Jeannette Commanda,
prevention workexr with the Serpent River Reserve. These people
were asked to judge the items on clarity and cultural relevance.
They reviewed the initial list of items and based on their feedback
and comments, the version of the instrument used for data
collection was developed. This revised version used in the pre-test

is included as appendix B.
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Some of these judges raised concerns about items directly
dealing with the use of corporal punishment. Since prevention
workers and the researcher have a legal and ethical responsibility
to report on suspected cases of abuse, it was felt that asking
direct questions on the use of physical punishment would put
respondents in a position of admitting to abuse. Staff from Nog Da
Win Da Min felt warning parents about this possibility would have
resulted in parents refusing to participate. It was therefore
decided that questions of this nature should be eliminated. As an
example, the question "How often do you hit your child?" was
deleted.

The questionnaire could be administered to £fathers and
mothers. While the program was designed for mothers, the program
will be offered to both fathers and mothers. In consultation with
Gloria Daybutch, coordinator of preventiocn services for the North
Shore Tribal Council, it was decided to word the items in such a
way that both fathers or mothers could answer. However, prevention
workers correctly predicted that few fathers would turn up to f£ill
out the questionnaire. They stated that very €few fathers
particiapte in any parenting programs.

The range of scores on each item the CTC, as well as the means
and standard deviationsgs is provided as Appendix J.

Results on the CTC gquestionnaire were compared to results on
an existing measure of parental competence, the Iowa Parent
Behaviour Inventory, (IPBI) (Crase, Clark & Pease, 1977). The IPBI

is a paper and pencil test designed to meet the need for parent
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behaviour assessment. Behaviours are the focus of this invencory
and the behaviours measured are those which several researchers
including Baumrind (1971) have found salient in the parent-child
relationship.

The instrument involves a five point scale based on each
parent’s perception of his or her own behaviour. A score of 1
indicates that the parent almost never behaves that way and 5
indicates that the parent almost always behaves that way. A rating
of 3 indicates that the parent behaves that way about half the time
or is not sure how he or she behaves that way. Both the mother’s
form and the father’s form were used. However, since so few fathers
participated, only the scores of the mothers’ forms were used. The
instrument composed of 36 items was tested on 393 mothers and 371
fathers from mid western United States.

The factor analysis on data gathered from the mothers yielded
six factors: Parental Involvement, Limit Setting, Responsiveness,
Reasoning and Guidance, Free Expression, and Intimacy. The factor
analysis on data gathered from fathers yielded 5 factors: Parental
Involvement, Limit Setting, Responsiveness, Reasoning, Guidance and
Intimacy. Users of the scale are cautioned to use separate factor
scores and not to add the factor scores for a total score (Crase,
Clark & Pease, 1977). Spearman-Brown estimates of reliability
range from .63 to .76 on the mother’'s form and .63 to .86 for
factors on the father’s form (Pancer, 1990). Copies of both forms

are included in Appendix C and D.
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The IPBI was created £for a mainstream North American
population and does not take cultural differences into account.
However, it was felt that there would be a large area of overlap
between the two populations. The differences and similarities of
the two populations can be conceptualized by two overlapping
circles. Comparing the results of the CTC with the IPBI would help
to identify the areas as well as the extent cf differences and
similarities.
Resalts were also compared to biographical data about each
parent, including age, sex, marital status, religion, number of
children, and ages of children. This was obtained by asking the

parent to fill out a brief questionnaire, the Parent Information

Questionnaire (PIQ)}. This questionnaire is included as Appendix E.

Ethical Considerations:

It was necessary for the prevention workers and myself to know
the identity of the parents £illing out the questionnaire during
the test phase. This was because the results on the C.T.C. for the
test phase were to be matched with assessments by prevention
workers on the parent participants. A list of names of
participating parents was kept and each parent was assigned a code
number. Workers would use the list of names and code numbers to do
the assessments.

As reported earlier, all questions dealing with corporal
punishment, which could identify a parent as an abuser, were

eliminated. While none of the remaining questions identifies abuse
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as such, parents were told that they were under no obligation to
answer any guestions if they believed that it would place them in
an uncomfortable situation. As it turned out, respondents answered
all items.

With these changes, the proposal and the instruments were

approved by the Ethics Committee of Wilfrid Laurier University.

Data Collection:

The data collection was done in two phases. The first phase
involved a pre-test and was carried out on the smaller sample
(n=29). The second phase involved the actual test administration
phase for the purpose of determining the reliability and validity
and was carried out on the larger sample (n = 102).

The procedures £for the pre-test were conducted in the
following manner. In the initial contact with parents, the
following statement was used:

We are interested in learning more about Native parenting. We

would like to invite you to come to the council room on

(date and time) to £ill out a questionnaire. You are undexr no

obligation to participate. Should you decide to refuse, there

will be no repercussions to you or family.

Once the parents arrived at the testing site, after
appropriate greetings, the following statement was read to them.

The questions on the form in front of you lock at different

ways in which parents deal with their children. Please cixcle

che answer that best describes how you deal with your
children. There are no right or wrong ansvers. Once everyone
iz finished, we will ask you for your reactions to the

questionnaire. Specifically, we would like to know if any of
the questions were needless or difficult to answer.
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The parents then filled out the questionnaires. Parents who were
unable to read received individual help in filling out the form.

Informal group discussions were held in each community after
the testing. Respondents were sked to comment on the
questionnaire in general and on each specific item. Those that
caused confusion or were offensive, were eliminated. Whereas the
original version of the instrument was composed of 60 items, based
on feedback from respondents, 5 items were eliminated. The revised
questionnaire composed of 55 items is included as appendix F.

The testing phase for the purpose of determining the
reliability and validity was carried out next. This time, parents
also filled out the IPBI and the PIQ.

The procedure for this phase was conducted using the same
method as with the pre-test. Intormal discussions after the
testing were not held during this phase, but one or two parents
from each community were invited to stay back for a tape recorded
interview and go through the questionnaire, item by item. The
purpose of these interview was to find out if parents understood
the questions and to allow parents to answer in a more open-ended
fashion.

The method used to gain access to the Native communities, as
mentioned earlier, was by way of the prevention workers. These
people made the initial contact and simply requested parents to
£ill out some questionnaires. Once they presented themselves, the

wording used to brief the parents was contained in the letters of
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consent. The letters for the pre-test are included as Appendix G
and H, respectively.

To gain access to the non-native sample, most (n=39) were
obtained by way of the Blind Rivexr Public School. <Children were
sent home from school with a copy of the questionnaire and a
covering letter. The remaining part of the non-Native sample
(n=21) came by way of 2 social workers, one f£rom Sudbury and one
from Sault Ste. Marie, who were asked to distribute at least ten
questionnaires to parents with young <children who were
acquaintances. The covering letter that went with the non-Native

sample is included as Appendix I.

Analysis

Reliability, with respect to internal consistency was assessed
using Cronbachfs BAlpha (Cronbach, 1951) is a test for internal
consistency. This was done during both phases of the data
collection.

A factor analysis (Kaplan & Saccuzzo, 1982) was carried out
during the pre-test and testing phase of the study. In spite of
the small sample size, it was hoped that the factor analysis would
accomplish two things. First, it could help to reduce the data
into the fewest possible items by identifying those itemg that are
not contributing to the variance. Second, as discussed earlier, a
factor analysis can be used to determine the construct validity of

the instrument.



62

Finally, as a measure of criterion validity, results on the
gquestionnaire from the data of the second phase were compared to
the prevention worker’s assessments of the parent. This was done
by means of two methods; first, workers were asked to £ill out the
CTC questionnaire on each parent. Second, workers were also asked
to assess the parents in terms of their parental competence on a
global scale of 1 to 7. These scores were then correlated with
parents’ scores. The CTC gcores was also correlated to the IPBI

scores.
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Chapter 4

Results

This chapter provides the results of the statistical analysis
and the qualitative intexviews. These are presented in three
parts; the first part includes the results of the pre-test phase,
the second, the results of the test administration phase, and the

third covers an analysis of the qualitative interviews.

Pre-Test Phase:

In addition to frequency distributions of responses on the
original CTC questionnaire, tests were performed to determine the
reliability and validity of the instrument. A factor analysis was
used to determine construct validity and an alpha test was used to
determine the internal consistency form of reliability (Cronbach,
1951).

Due to the small sample size of the pre-test (N=29) the factor
analysis failed to provide meaningful results. The alpha test of
reliability, on the other hand, resulted in an overall score of

.89.

Test Administration Phase:
As in the pre-test, the same tests for validity and
reliability were carried out with the test data. A factor analysis

was carried out during this phase of the study. When the sample
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used included only Native parents (n=102),. 17 factors were
identified but the varimax rotation could not be executed. This
was again due, in all liklehood, to the small sample size for an
instrument with 55 items. When both Native and non-Native parents
(n=162) were included in the sample for this analysis, 16 factors
were identified, but a varimax rotation was possible and meaningful
relationships among the items was identified. Only items loading
at .4 or higher were included. The results, including the factor
loadings, the item-total correlations, and the percentage of
variance of each factor, are presented in Table 3 below.

Table 4
Factor Analysis

Based on the Varimax Rotation
Done on the Combined Native and non-Native Sample (N=162)

FACTOR 1

Partner’s Involvement
Item # Description Loading ZItem-Total
Correlation

32 partner involved .77385 .5890
36 partner’'s affection .73854 .4387
13 partner’s playtime .72377 .4540
33 morning routine .56199 .5559
46 sleeping habits .42145 .3224
49 partner attention when sick .44042 .3760
Percentage of variance 16.6

FACTOR 2

Criticize
41 criticize .78959 .7063
42 partner criticize .75268 L7121
40 interrupt .63964 .5134
39 fail without support .60445 .5117

16 blaming no fault .47360 .6291



37
47
38
43

14
15

17
11
10

34
35

51
53
52

Percentage of variance

FACTOR 3
Share Ideas

pursuit of ideas

medical records

partner pursuit of ideas
share values

praise child good job

Percentage of variance
FACTOR 4
Impatience

impatient

partner impatient

yell at child

Percentage of variance

FACTOR 5

Activities With Child

time doing crafts
storytelling
sing with child

Percentage of variance

FACTOR 6

Signs of Affection

hugs
kiss
saying you love them

Percentage of variance

FACTOR 7

Making Toys and Playing

make toys
partner make toys
play games

.74521
.67774
.66523
.45650
.45591

.85617
77627
.71183

.75103
.73709
.71261

.96824
.85510
.77071

.80321
.73853
.72008

8.0

.5124
.4203
.4267
.2951
.3503

.3260
.1697
.1436

.5608
.4615
.5329

.1027
.0016
.2246

4.2

.3579
.3947
.4133
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45
18
19

0 n

21
22

54
31
44
30

Percentage of variance

FACTOR 8
Extended Family

help grandparent

visit grandparent

play with cousins

Percentage of variance
FACTOR 9

Worry About Development

develop too slow

not develop quickly

clumsy

Percentage of variance

FACTOR 10
Involvement with Child

jobs around the house

doing things tocgether
encourage child

Percentage of variance
FACTOR 11
Diet

fat in diet
too many soft drinks

Percentage of variance

FACTOR 12
Working Together

doing chores yourself
prepare meals alone
overreact

too busy for activities

Percentage of variance

. 79411
.71263
.67092

.86846
.73665
.49258

.80648
.66797
.47499

.87230
.65955

. 64438
.50824
.44100
.40083

.0874
.1280
.1837

.4814
.4461
.6622

.1103
.2352
.5442

.0706
.2499

.0587
.4618
.3149
.3306

66
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FACTOR 13
Health and Safety

20 eat balanced diet .74075 .2078
50 wear seatbelt .65535 .0544
Percentage of variance 2.0

FACTOR 14

Attention When Sick

48 special attention when sick .’70457 .0093
49 partner special attention .65689 .3760
Percentage of variance 1.8

FACTOR 16

Ignoring Child

28 watch t.v. .69403 .2608
24 ignore incidents .40276 .0648
Percentage of variance 1.3

To test for reliability, an Alpha test of internal consistency
was again carried and again the result was .89. Thig was
consistent with the results obtained during the pre-test.

As a test of criterion validity, scores of the Native parents
were correlated to scores of the prevention workers’ assessment of
the parents based on the CTC questionnaire. Results showed that
there was no correlation between the parent scores and the worker
scores on the CTC questionnaire (r= -.1640). It was then
decided to compare scores of the parents on the CTC with a global
assessment of the parents’ parenting skills. Workers were asked to

provide global assessments of the parents based on a scale of 1 to
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7, the same scale used in the CTC. Results of r= -.06, (df.=100,
p <.01) indicate that there is no significant correlation.
Another test involved comparing scores of Native parents on
the CTC with those on the IPBI. A Pearson correlation was carried
out comparing these scores and it was revealed that there was a
positive correlation which is significant (r=.47, df=100 p <.01)
To provide a deeper understanding of the differences and
similarities Dbetween the Native and non-Native population as
measured by the CTC and the IPBI, it was decided to run Pea.son
correlation tests on the subscales of the CTC with each of the
subscales of the IPBI. Since the items of the subscales of the two
instruments overlap, it was felt that correlations should be run on
all possible combinations of subscales. The results are provided

in the tables pelow.



Table 5

Comparison of the CTC Subscale Family Skills

With the Subscales of the IPBI
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CTC Subscale Family Skills with Corr. |  Sig.
Parental involvement .2453 .021+%
Limit Setting .2697 .011%
Responsiveness .1500 .163
Reasoning and Guidance .3127 .003*
Free Expression .2598 .015*
Intimacy .0086 .937

* Indicates a significant correlation

Table 6

Comparison of the CTC Subscale Communication Skills
With the Subscales of the IPBI

CTC Subscale Communication Skills with Corxr Sigqg.
Parental Involvement .2964 .005%
Limit Setting .1554 .148
Responsiveness .1883 .087
Reasoning and Guidance .3256 .G02%*
Free Expression .2087 .051*
Intimacy .2825 .008*

* Indicates a significant correlation




Table 7

Comparison of the CTC Subscale Nutrition, Health and Safety

With the Subscales of the IPBI

CTC Subscale Nutrition, Health & Safety Corxr Sig.
Parental Involvement .2499 .0190%
Limit Setting .1455 .176
Responsiveness .3365 .001*
Reasoning and Guidance .2939 .006%*
Free Expression .0914 .397
Intimacy .3288 .002%

* Indicates a siynificant correlation

Table 8

Comparison of the CTC Subscale Child Development
With the Subscales of the IPBI

70

CTC Subscale Child Development with Corx Sig.
Parental Involvement .0356 . 742
Limit Setting .0284 .786
Responsiveness L1746 .105
Reasoning and Guidance .0812 .455
Free Expression L1114 .302
Intimacy .0086 .936
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Table 9
Comparison of the CTC Subscale Teaching and Learning
With the Subscales of the IPBI

CTC Subscale Teaching and Learning Corr. Sig.
Parental Involvement .2824 .008%*
Limit setting L1721 .109
Responsiveness .1907 .075
Reasoning and Guidance .1833 .089
Free Expression .1062 .325
Intimacy .1072 . .320

* Indicates a significant correlation, using Pearson’s r.

These results identify several significant correlations. In
focusing on the combinations where the correlation is .3 or higher,
the following combinations show significant positive correlations;
Family Skills with Reasoning and Guidance, Communication Skills
with Reasoning and Guidance, and Nutrition, Health and Safety with
both Responsiveness and Intimacy. This suggests that the two

instruments measure a number of similar characteristics.

Regults of the Qualitative Interviews:

Using the CTC questionnaire, qualitative interviews were
carried out with a small sample of parents (N=10) to: 1) determine
if parents understood the items in the questiounnaire, and 2) to
allow parents to answer each item in an open ended fashion.

These interviews revealed that parents had no difficulty

understancéing the meaning of each item. This was expected since
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items that were seen as confusing by parents had been eliminated
after the pre-test.

Oper. ended responses provided a great deal more information
than would be available strictly by means of quantitative responses
to the questionnaire. First and foremost, corporal punishment,
albeit in mild forms used in disciplining young children, is a
common practice in the Native communities included in the study.
There is not, at present, wide acceptance of the principle that
this goes against traditional Native parenting practices and should
be stopped.

Another interesting finding is the relationship with elders.
Traditionally, elders occupied positions of 1leadership in
communities and were held in high regard. They were responsible
for upholding and conveying traditional wvalues. In sharinyi her
observations, one parent stated that many elders in her cerounity
have serious problems with alcohol abuse and were perpetrators of
abuse. She feels that, as a group, they are not able to carry out
their traditional roles. She also believes that it is her
generation that is providing the leadership to stop the cycle of
abuse. Most parents interviewed, at least in principle, accept
that it is nevertheless the role of the elders to ensure that the
traditions and values of the community are passed along to the
younger generation.

Other findings are that very few parents engage in traditional
games or make traditional toys £for their children. However,

traditional games were seen by Native leaders as important and some
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parents still believe that they should take their children on
nature outings. Most would like to see their children learn as
much as possible about their cultural heritage and see Pow-Wows as

important family events.

Differences Between Native and non-Native Parents:

To test the hypothesis that there is a significant difference
in parenting styles between Native and Euro-Canadian parents, a t-
test was carried comparing the sample of Native parents with the

sample of non-Native parents on the scores of the revised CTC

questionnaire. The t-test revealed a significant difference
between Native and non-Native parents (t=-2.90, df=160, p<.01
level).

Table 10

Comparison of Native and non-Native Parents

Variable No. of cases Mean Stand. Dev. Stand.Errorxr

Group 1 102 263.1175 34.027 3.369
Group 2 60 278.9500 32.721 4.224

F value 2-tail Prob. t value Deg. of Free. 2-tail Prob.

1.08 .753 -2.90 160 .004
To further explore where the differences exist, it was decided
to compare the two populations on the subscales of the CTC
questionnaire. Table 4 below provides the details of this

comparison.



Table 11

Comparison of the Native and Non-Native Populations
On the Subscales of the CTC Questionnaire

74

Subscale Group N Mean t Prob.
Family Skills Native 102 40.42 2.13 .036
non-Nat 60 37.88
Communication Native 102 114.26 -2.54 .012

Skills non-Nat 60 120.30
Child Develop. Native 102 30.15 -1.76 .066
Issues non-Nat 60 32.27
Nutrition, Native 102 41.52 -4.84 .000
Health & Safety | non-Nat 60 47.05
Teaching & Native 102 36.76 -3.28 .001
Learning non-Nat 60 41.45

These results indicate

significantly higher on the Family Skills subscale but
significantly lower on the Communication, Nutrition, Health and
Safety, and Teaching and Learning subscales. On the Child
Development subscale, at .066, the difference is marginally

that the Native population scored

significant, with the non-Native parents again scoring higher.

In summary, these results indicate that the reliability, with
respect t¢ internal consistency, of the instrument at .89 is high.
Notwithstanding the fact that the correlation of the overall scores
(r=.47), validity has

on the IPBI and the C.T.C., is significant

not been clearly established. Finally, based on the results of at
t-test comparing the scores of Native and non-Native parents on the
the instrument does distinguish between

C.T.C. Questionnaire,

Native and non-Native parents.
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Chapter 5

Discussicn

This chapter provides an overall review of the study. In
addition to the analysis and interpretation of the results, it also
looks at issues about the process of conducting the study. It
begins with a discussicn of the implications of cross-cultural
research, specifically, Buro-Canadians doing researxrch in Native
Canadian communities. Next, issues of confidentiality and the
problems of item selection in creating parenting questionnaire are
reviewed. This is followed by a discussion of the obstacles
encountered in sampling and data collection. The interpretations
of the results are then provided and, finally, the implications and

limitations of the study are presented.

Cross-Cultural Research:

Because of the disprcportionate levels of social problems and
resulting use of services, Native communities are frequently the
focus of research. At this time, as is the case with the present
study, the research is generally conducted by white Euro-Canadian
people who have had limited exposure to Native Canadian culture.
This situation is fraught with difficulties which can create
obstacles for the researcher. However, these obstacles can be

overcome if the researcher adheres to certain important principles.
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The first is building and maintaining the trust of the people
being investigated. While this is true for any research situation
and should almost go without saying, it is especially true of
cross-cultural research. Because the researcher is seen as @
representative of a colonial power, the initial reaction is
frequently mistrust.

In the present study, I dealt with this obstacle by taking the
position that I was accountable to the Native communities. The
communities want the evaluations to be done. They do not, at this
time, have the expertise to do the research without outside help.
They agree that I could provide this help on the condition that
they maintain control of the project. To reinforce this
relationship, I consulted with representatives from Nog-Da-Win-Da-
Min, the agency that provides family services to the North Shore
communities, at every step of the process. I should add, however,
that I was given a free hand in conducting the research. It was
also agreed that the copyright of the instrument being created
would be held by Nog-Da-Win-Da-Min.

It is also important that the researcher maintain an open mind
and an acceptance of the differences in the two cultures. This
should also go without saying but it is more difficult than it
might  appear. Euro-Canadian researchers may understand
intellectually the need to be open but may still react poorly when
actually confronted with some of these differences. I had to
remind myself of this fact when I experienced some frustration.

Some examples are the way meetings are held and the concept of
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time. While more and more meetings involving Native people follow
Robert’s Rules of Order, there is still more importance given to
allowing everyone to speak freely and that agreements should be
reached by consensus.

The same is true for the concept of time. While Native
Canadians have had to adopt a more formal and "European" attitude
to time, especially in dealing with mainstream society, most Native
communities have a more flexible view of time and time commitments.
The same open-minded attitude should also be maintained in
participating in traditional Native ceremonies. I found these
ceremonies to be a tremendous source of knowledge in learning about

differences in parenting practices of the two cultures.

Confidentiality:

Submitting a research proposal to a ethics review process is
a common and necessary step in any research project and part of
this is ensuring that issues of confidentiality are addressed.
There are, however, some issues unique to Native communities which
have important implications for research. The communities included
in this study, like many Native communities across Canada, are
small, with only a few hundred inhabitants. There may only be a
dozen or less family names in each community. The type of
anonymity which exists in large urban centres is simply not
possible in these small Native communities. Furthermore, it seemed
that confidentiality was more of a concern for this researcher than

the community people. Most respondents participating in the study
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were not the least bit concerned about the confidentiality of their
responses.

The issue of confidentiality did create a problem, however, in
selecting items for the questionnaire. The prevention workers have
a legal obligation to investigate possible situations of abuse.
This precluded the possibility of asking questions about corporal
punishment as a form of discipline. If questions of this nature
had been included, we would have had to inform parencs that
prevention workers may have to investigate if the use of discipline
was judged to he extreme.

The other problem area was in asking the prevention workers to
provide assessments about the parents. Some felt uncomfortable
about providing this information for fear that it would get back to
the people concerned. Even assurances that only aggregate scores
of the total sample were to be used did not ease their minds. As
a result, the nunber of assessments obtained was limited.

In genersl, however, this researcher found people in the
communities to be very open in talking about the problems of abuse
and neglect. It is fair to say that they are far more open than
Euro-Canadians who seem to have more of a need to keep problems of

this nature hidden.

Sampling and bata Collection:
Major problems were encountered in sampling and data gathering
and this has resulted in a small sample which in turn has caused

important limitations of the study. Getting parents to come in and
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fill out a questionnaire proved to be very difficult. This was not
because they were reluctant to answer the questions but more
because they have been inundated with surveys and studies
originating both from their own organizations as well as
governments and universities. No financial inducements were used
in this study although, in hindsight, this may have resulted in a
slightly laryger sample.

The data gathering took a full year with many trips into the
communities. Often, no parents would turn up. One strategy that
produced results was to arrive at the start of some program
activity involving parents and, either at the start or the end of
the session, getting the parents to f£ill out gquestionnaires.
Obviously, this process is not ideal in terms of selecting a random

sample.

Intexpretations of the Results:

Parenting is a complex concept that is made up of many
components or factors. In order to identify these components or
factors, a factor analysis should be carried out. Factor analyses
can also be done to prove or disprove a theoretical model (Kaplan
& Saccuzzo, 1982).

Since the theory used to guide this study was the Cherish the
Children program, it was hoped that the factors would follow the
five modules that make up the program. Factor analyses were
carried out during the pre-test and the test phase. Unfortunately,

none produced clear results. When the Native sample (N=102) was
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combined with the non-Native sample (N=60) for a total sample size
of 162 clearer patterns emerged.

For the most part, each factor fits within one of the
subscales of the CTC. One exception is Factor 1, called Partner’s
Involvement. Items in this factor are found in three subscales,
Communication Skills, Child Development Issues, and Nutrition,
Health and Safety. Items in Factor 2, on the other hand, all fit
in the subscale called Communication Skills. With the exception of
item 47 which fits in the subscale called Nutrition, Health and
Safety, all other items found in Factor 3 called Share Ideas also
fit in the subscale called Communication Skills. The same applies
tec Factor 4, called Impatient, Factor 5, called Activities with
Child, and Factor 6, called Signs of Affection. All items in these
factors are found in the Communication Skills subscale. Items in
Factor 7, called Making Toys and Playing are found in the Teaching
and Learning subscale, and items in Factor 8, called Extended
Family, are all found in the Family Life Skills subscale. Factor
9, called Worry about Development, fits in the Child Development
Issues subscale. There are only three items in Factor 10 called
Involvement with Child, and item 5 is part of Family Life Skills
while the other two are from the Communication Skills subscale.
The next factor, called Diet, fits in the Nutrition, Health, and
Safety subscale, while the Factor called Working Together has one
item from the Child Development Issues subscale and the rest from
the Teaching and Learning subscale. The next two factors called

Health and Safety, and Attention When Sick are both part of the
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Nutrition, Health and Safety subscale. Finally, the last factor
called Ignoring Child fits in the Communication Skills subscale.

The fact that warnings appeared with the results of the factor
analysis should not be surprising. Munro, Visintainer, and Page
(1986) have suggested that at least five respondents per item are
needed for reliable results. With fifty-five items in the
instrument, a sample of two hundred and seventy-five would be
needed. Even with the combined Native and non-Native sample, the
total sample size is only 162. There is also a conceptual problem
in combining the two sample groups. In this study, it was
hypothesized that the two populations are different. Combining the
two for the purposes of increasing the sample size may not be
justifiabl

In looking at the differences in parenting between the Native
and non-Native Parent, a t-test ccmparing these two groups on the
scores of the CTC questionnaire was carried out. The results
presented in Chapter 4 revealed that there was a significant
difference between the two groups on overall score. This seems to
confirm what the literature and practitioners have been saying for
years, that parenting practices are different in Native communities
as compared to mainstream society. It also supports the need for
culturally relevant programs.

The differences in parenting practices between the Native and
non-Native differences become clearer if the subscales of the CTC
are considered. On the Family Skills subscale which looks at the

degree of involvement of elders and the extended family, we find
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that Native parents scored significantly higher than non-Native
parents from the same geographic region. This suggests that, in
spite of years of assimilation, Native parents still have more
contact with and seem to rely more on elders and the extended
family.

Other differences are also quite striking. On the
Communication, Nutrition, Health and Safety, and Teaching and
Learning subscales, non-Native parents scored significantly higher
than Native parents and marginally higher on Child Development.
This indicates that non-Native parents view themselves as using
more of the behaviours identified by the instrument than Native
parents.

The issue of discipline is contained in the Communication
subscale and on this subscale, non-Native parents score higher than
Native parents. These results, seen in the light of the findings of
the qualitative interviews that Native parents do use corporal
punishment, seems to confirm that Native parents are not using
traditional Native disciplining practices.

It must be remembered that the instrument measures the
parent’s perception of his or her own behaviour. 1In trying to
explain the differences in scores between Native and non-Native
parents, two different possibilities come to mind. First, it is
possible that there is a real Qifference in the behaviours between
the two groups. Second, Native parents may be more critical of
their own behaviour in those subscales where they scored lower. In

other words, !ative parents may believe in a certain ideal standard
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and that they see themselves as performing somewhat below that
standard.

Reliability is an important criterion on which to judge the
usefulness of an instrument. The instrument must provide
consistent results each time it is applied (Monette, Sullivan &
DeJong, 1986). 1o establish its reliability, an alpha test
(Cronbach, 1951) was performed during the pre-test. A reliability
coefficient of .89 suggests that the instrument is internally
consistent.

To establish the validity of the instrument, that is, whether
the instrument accurately measures the variable that it is intended
to measure (Monette, Sullivan & DeJong, 1986) it was suggested that
the assessments of the prevention workers could provide a measure
of criterion validity. Since the prevention workers live in the
same communities and see the parents often on a daily basis, it was
felt that these workers would provide a very accurate assessment of
parenting skill.

As a first step, workers were asked to f£fill out the CTC
questionnaire on each parent. A Pearson correlation comparing the
parents scores with those of the workers was carried out. Results
suggested that there 1is no correlation between these sets of
scores.

As a second step, workers were asked instead to provide a
global assessment by assigning a score of one to seven to each
parent, with one being a low score suggesting poor parenting skills

and seven being high representing the ideal parent. Here again, a



84

Pearson correlation was carried out comparing the parents’ scores
and the workers’ assessments. Again the results suggested that
there was no correlation between these sets of scores.

An analysis of the results showed that workers consistently
gave lower scores to parents than parents gave themselves. This
may be the result of a negative halo effect (Kaplan & Saccuzzo,
1982) where workers are overly critical based on limited
experience. It is also possible that parents have a tendency to
present themselves in a favourable light. In any event, it does .
suggest that caution must be used in determining validity.

Criterion validity can be determined by comparing results on
the instrument being developed with a pre-existing and wvalid
instrument. A Pearson correlation comparing results on the CTC
with those on the IPBI was carried out. A correlation of .4650 was
obtained. This is significant at the .01 level suggesting that the
two instruments do measure similar variables. However, as mentioned
earlier, the IPBI was developed for a mainstream population and
caution should be used in using the IPBI as a measure of criterion
validity.

Further analyses were done to shed more 1light on the
differences and similarities between the two instruments. In
comparing each subscale of the CTC with each subscale of the IPBI,
four combinations showed a correlation of .3 or higher. These
combinations were Family Skills with Reasoning and Guidance (.31),

Communication with Free Expression (.33), Nutrition, Health and



85
Safety with Intimacy (.33), and Nutrition, Health and Safety with
Responsiveness (.34).

Discipline on the IPBI is contained in the subscale Limit
Setting. The highest correclation involving Limit Setting was with
Family Skills at .27 which is significant at the .05 level. As
mentioned earlier, discipline on the CTC in contained in the
Communication Subscale but there was no significant correlation
between Communication and Limit Setting.

In looking furthexr at the differences betweeil Native and non-
Native parents, a comparison of scores on the CTC questionnaire and
the IPBI are giving what seems to be contradictory results. What
does this mean? As reported earlier, while important differences
exist, there i1is a 1laxge area of overlap between the two
instruments. This suggest that Native and non-Native parents have
similar childrearing practices in a number of areas. This may be
the result of assimilation.

It may also be because there is a large area of overlap that
spans across cultures. The results also suggests that there are
still some important differences. Scores on the CTC guestionnaire
confirms that Native parents report that they have more contact
with elders and their extended families than non-Native parents.
In at least three of the other subscales, non-Native parents
actually scored higher. As communities begin offering Native
parenting programs, it is predicted that, in subscales such as
Child Development, Nutrition, Health, and Safety, and Teaching and

Learning, Native parents will catch up to non-Native parents, and
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that differences in Family Skills will become more pronounced. In
other words, in areas where parenting overlaps the differences will
diminish and in areas where cultural differences exist, the
differences may increase.

In addition to the quantitative tests carried out in the
development of the instrument, ten qualitative interviews were also
carried out using the CTC questionnaire as an interview schedule.
As mentioned in Chapter 4, the purpose was to find out if parents
understood the questions and also to allow parents to respond more
fully to each item. The results suggested that parents had no
difficulty understanding the questionnaire.

The responses also revealed parenting in Native communities is
going through a transition. While there seems to be widespread use
of physical punishment, at least with young children, there is also
an interest, even a commitment, to returning to traditiomnal
practices. This seems to be especially true of the young adults,
the generation who are now parents. Seen in the context of changes
that are taking place in Native communities all over Canada, this
transition is consistent with an emerging interest in preserving
Native cultural heritage. This suggests that current attitudes in
Native communities about parenting are changing and that results on

instruments measuring parenting skills will also change.
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Limitations of the Study:

Many of the limitations of the study and of the instrument
have already been mentioned. Cextainly, the fact that the factor
analysis could not produce stronger results based on the Native
sample is a significant limitatiocn. Without results that are more
meaningful, it 1is not possible to identify the factors and
therefore the subscales that together make the concept of Native
parenting. The instrument would have to be tested on a much larger
sample to obtain more meaningful results.

The next serious limitation is that the validity has not been
clearly established. The suggestion that results on the CTC would
correlate with worker assessments turned out to be an inaccurate
assumption. Here again, a factor analysis with more meaningful
results may help in determining content validity by identifying the
factors that make up the concept of Native parenting. Possibly the
most useful test of validity would be that, once the instrument is
being used in evaluating parenting programs, scores on the
instrument could be compared to results from trained observers on
improvements in parenting practices of the parents or in the
behaviour of the children.

There is a reasonably strong correlation of the CTC with the
IPBI. As discussed earlier, there is a large area of overlap where
parenting styles of Native and ncn-Native parents resembles each
other. This seems reasonable given the amount of contact between
cultures. However, the fact that the CTC questionnaire has

revealed that there are still significant differences between
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Native and non-Native parenting proctices suggests that caution
must be used in relying on the IPBI to verify the validity of the
CTC.

The third limitation is that Native parenting is changing.
The instrument developed measures an ideal form of parenting. If
parenting practices have changed to a significant degree, the
instrument is a mechanism for assessing the extent to which Native
parenting practices reflect this ideal rather than an assessment of
the extent to which a particular parent is exhibiting modern Native
parenting practices.

It must also be mentioned that the instrument was developed
for and generalizable to Anishnabe or Ojibway people. The
instrument was created based on the lesson plans of the Cherish the
Children program which was designed for Ojibway mothers with young
children.

Finally, the fact that so few men participated is also a
limitation. This is typical of studies of this nature.
Furthermore, the prevention workers had correctly predicted that
few fathers would participate. Nevertheless, because the
instrument was tested on a largely female population, it is

generalizable only to Anishnabe women.
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Chapter 6

Summary and Conclusion

In this final chapter, the key points of the study are
presented. It begins with a brief statement of the problem and the
research questions. This is followed by a summary of the
literature review. Next, the main points of the results are
presented. The chapter ends with the conclusions of the study and

avenues for further reseaxrch.

Statement of the Problem:

The prevalence of child maltreatment in Native Communities
across Canada is very high. 1In a recent study conducted by the
Manotsaywin Nanotoojig Family Services Planning Project (1990), a
survey that included 24 First Nation communities in Northern
Ontario, including the seven communities of the Noxth Shore Tribal
Council, caregivers report that violence occurs in 14% of
households. This is based on reported cases, but based on the
experience of participants in the survey, it is estimated that as
many as half of all families in these communities have experienced
family violence and 80% of respondents experienced violence before
they were 10 years old.

While the authors of the survey do not define violence, it is
a safe assumption that the violence experienced by the respondents

as children is abuse. In Native communities across North America,

there are initiatives currently being taken by Native people to



S0
develop culturally relevant child welfare programs to deal with the
problems of child abuse. However, many are not being planned in a
way that will permit an empirical evaluation Lo be carried out to
deterxmine their effectiveness.

The purpose of this study was to develop a culturally-
sensitive instrument that will measure effective parenting in a
Native family to be used to evaluate Native parenting programs.
The study was also to test the hypothesis that there is a

difference in parenting between Native and Euro-Canadian parents.

Regearch Questions

The basic gquestions of the study were:

1. What is the reliability of the Cherish the Children
Questionnaire?

2. What is the wvalidity of the Cherish the Children
Questionnaire?

3. Does the Cherish the Children Questionnaire show that

there are significant differences in Native and nomn-
Native parenting?
4. If significant differences are found between Native and

non-Native parenting, in what areas are they found?

Literature Review:
Some of the questions presented above were answered through a
review of the literature. There are basic differences in the way

Euro-Canadian and Native Canadian parents raise their children,



91
particularly in the area of discipline. Traditionally, Native
parents used teasing and shunning instead of physical punishment.
Children were taught by example and through stories. Child-rearing
was, and still is, a community responsibility with elders ana
grandparents greatly involved.

Serious problems developed during the last few decades as
Native communities changed from a hunting and gathering society to
one dependant on welfare. The problems manifested themselves in
drug and alcohol abuse, violence, and child abuse.
Disproportionate numbers of Native children were being removed from
their communities and placed in non-Native homes.

Programs like Cherish the Children, a training program
developed by the Minnesota Indian Women'’s Resource Centre (1988) to
teach "parenting skills to Indian mothers with young children,"
have been developed to deal with these problems (Buffalohead,
1988). It was developed by Anishnabe (Ojibway) people and
encourages Anishnabe parents to return to "the old ways" of

parenting.

Results:

The results indicate that the reliability of the Cherish the
Children Questionnaire, using Cronbach’s Alpha test of internal
consistency, is high (.89). The correlation between the IPBI and
the C.T.C., suggests a reasonable validity (.47). Finally, based

on the results of a t-test comparing the scores of Native and non-
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Native parents on the C.T.C. Questionnaire, the instrument does
distinguish between Native and non-Native parents.

A small number of qualitative interviews were also carried out
using the CTC questionnaire as an interview schedule. The results
suggested that parents had no difficulty understanding the
questionnaire. The responses also revealed that there is
widespread use of physical punishment, at least with young
children. There is also an interest in returning to traditional

practices.

Conclusions of the Study:

The main conclusion of the study is that there 1is a
significant difference between the two groups. 1In examining the
subscales of the CTC questionnaire, we find that the differences
exist primarily in the areas of Family Skills with Native parents
relying more on elders and the externded family than non-Native
parents. Non-Native parents, on the other hand, scored higher in
the areas of Communication Skills, Nutrition, Health and Safety
Issues, and Teaching and Learning Issues. The fact that there are
significant differences between the two populations confirms what
the literature and practitioners have been saying for years, that
parenting practices are different in Native communities as compared
to mainstream socciety. It also supports the need for culturally
relevant programs.

The limitations of the study and of the instrument include the

fact that the results of the factor analysis were inconclusive.
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The singtrument will have to be tested on a much larger sample to
obtain more meaningful results. Another limitation is that the
validity has not been clearly established. The third limitation is
that Native parenting is changing. The instrument developed
measures parenting against a traditional ideal. If parenting
practice has changed to a significant degree, the instrument may no
longer be valid as an assessment of how people actually parent.

The instrument will need to be modified to adjust to changing

practices.

Avenues for Further Research:

The instrument developed in this study fills an immediate need
for Nog-Da-Win-Da-min, the agency providing family services to the
North Shore Tribal Council communities to help them evaluate the
Cherish the Children program. For wider application, further
testing with a larger sample will be needed. Also, the instrument
was developed for Anishnabe parents and may not be culturally
relevant for other First Nations. Again, some modifications and
more tests will be needed before it would be relevant for different
aboriginal populations.

The CTC questionnaire was developed to serve as an evaluation
tool for parenting programs like Cherish the Children. Now that
the instrument is ready, the next step will be to use it in an
actual evaluation. Parenting programs are a priority for Nog Da
Win Da Min and the North Shore Tribal Council. There will be many

opportunities to try out the instrument in the near future.
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The items that make up the CTC questionnaire were based on the
Cherish the Children program and this created certain limitations.
To better understand the differences in parenting pratices between
Native and non-Native parents, new subscales could be added. For
instance, a subscale focussing specifically on discipline would be
helpful. While the Cherxish the Children program does not talk
about teasing and shunning as discipline methods, Positive Indian
parenting does. Items asking parents to report on the extent that
these two methods are used could be included.

Another subscale focussing on Native spirituality would also
be helpful. Most Native parents today were raised as either
Protestant or Catholic. However, more and more are returning to
the Medewin religion. Items should be added asking parents about
their involvement in this traditional Native religion.

On the wider question of conducting research in Native
communities, there is a rich source of topics available. In spite
of the obstacles encountered in this study in terms of sampling and
data collection, many First Nation communities are developing very
innovative programs and services. Following the progregs of these
programs and services is something that can benefit all social work
and mental health professionals as well as Native people
themselves.

Some communities are developing interesting new programs. For
instance, the Mississauga First Nation community has started a
school program to deal with the serious problem of school drop-

outs. The goal is to encourage Native youth to complete secondary
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school and go on to college and university. There is also an
initiative to develop Native cultural content for primary school
curricula for both Natives and non-Natives attending Blind River
Public School. I am currently involved with the evaluation of both
of these programs and the results should be out during the coming
year.

Cross-cultural research in Native communities by non-Native
researchers can be a valuable service to Native people provided
that certain principles are followed. Schuyler Webster and Herb
Nabigon, two Native faculty members from Laurentian University,
have outlined eleven principle that researchers should respect:

1) That cultural values and belief systems of the host
community be understood and respected.

2) That clear articulation of informed consent as a
community right be recognized.

3) That development of community consultation process
ensures First Nation participation and validation of the
research design and methodology criteria be established.

4) That traditional leaders be recognized as source of local
expertise.
5) That a training component for First Nations communities

be made available.

6) That confidentiality rights be extended to participating
First Nations communities.

7) That publication and presentation of community research
be under community control.

8) That decisions about public disclosure of premature study
results be under the control of the community.

9) That employment practices related to the research project
reflect Native preference and be under local control.
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10) That ongoing community consultation be maintained in the
development of policy, oxrganizational action steps,
research design, and fiscal support.

11) That the primary document for presentation and
dissemination of research results be made available in
the aboriginal language of the community.

(Webster & Nabigon, 1993, p. 161)
These authoxs add that, in addition to these principles, the
researcher must also take into account the cultural diversity that
exists even among the different First Nations. Research done with

these principles in mind can contribute to a deeper underxstanding

of the Native experience.
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Appendix A

Map Showing Location of the Communities

In the Study
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aAppendix B

VERSION USED IN PRETEST

CHERISH THE CHILDREN
Parent Questionnaire

Code Number

We are interested in learning more about Native parenting. The
following questions look at different ways in which parents deal
with their children. In the space provided to the left of each
statement, write the number which you feel best describes what
happens in your home. There are no right or wrong answers.

As child welfare workers we are obliged to report any suspected
incidences of abuse. While we encourage you to be honest, you are
under no obligation to answer any question that you believe places
you in an uncomfortable situation.

Rating Scale

Nevexr Almost Seldom Sometimes Often Almost Always N/A
never always
{once) (3/4 times) (once a) (twice a) (once a) (daily)
(a year) (a year) (month) (month) (week)

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8.
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Rating Scale

Never Almost Seldom Sometimes Often Almost Always N/A
never always
(once) (3/4 times) (once a) (twice a) (once a) (daily)
(a year; (a year) (month) {(month) (week)
1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8.
Rating
1. How often does your child visit his/hexr grandparents?
2. How often does your child play with his/her cousins?
3. How often does your child help either a grandparent,
aunt, uncle or elder?
4. Do you accept advice from your older relatives on how to
raise your child?
5. How often do you and your child made things togethexr?
6. How often do you tell your child that you love him or
hexr?
7. How often do you praise your child for doing a good job?
8. How often do you yell or scream at your child?
9. How often do you strike your child?
10. How often does your spouse strike your child?
11. How often do you encourage your child to talk about
his/her ideas?
12, How often do you sing to your child?
13. How often do you tell stories to your child?
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Never Almost Seldom Sometimes Often Almost Always N/A
never always
(once) (3/4 times) (once a) (twice a) (once a) (daily)
(a year) (a year) (month) (month) (week)
1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8.
Rating
14. How often do you play and joke with your child?
15. How often does your spouse play and joke with his/her
child?
16. How often are you impatient with your child?
17. BEBow often is your spouse impatient with his/her child?
18. How often do you blame your child for things that you
know is not his/her fault?
19. How often do you spend time reading, drawing, or
colouring with your child?
20. How often do you find yourself comparing your child to
other children?
21. How often do you tell your child that he/she is clumsy?
22. How often do you encourage your child to eat a well
balanced diet?
23. How often do ycu let your child eat too much sugar,
starch, or fat?
24. How often does your child drink too many soft drinks?
25. How often does your child do jobs around the house?
26. How often do you ignore incidents when your child does

not finish a job?



Never Almost
never

1.

Rating

27.

28.

O

29.

30.

31.

P e

32.

—

33.

e s

34.

e

35.

36.

37.

38.

—————

39.

40.

41.

42.

—————

43.

44.

Seldom Sometimes Often  Almost Always N/A
always
3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8.

Does your child avoid spending time with uncles or aunts?

Does your child ignore advice from their community

elders?

Do you involve your child in working with you?

Does your child prefer watching t.v. to working with you?
Do you and your child go berry picking together?

Do you find that you are too busy to do activities with
your child?

Do you prefer preparing meals alone without having your
child around to bother you?

Is your spouse involved in doing things with the family?

Do you and your child follow a basic morning routine that
includes wake-up, dressing, breakfast and teeth brushing?

How often do you find it a bother to hug your child?
Do you kiss your child?

Does your spouse show his affection to his/her child?
Do you encourage your child to pursue his/her ideas?

Does your spouse encourage his/her child to pursue
his/her ideas?

Do you find that unless you stand over your child they
will fail at whatever they are working on?

Do you interrupt your child when he/she is talking?
Do you criticize your child’s ideas?

Does your spouse criticize hi/her child’s ideas?
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Never Almost Seldom  Sometimes Often  Almost Always N/A
never always
1. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8.
Rating
45. Do you share your values and beliefs with your children?
46.. Do you believe children should be seen and not heard?
__47. Do you overreact when your child is not doing something
you think he/she ought to be doing. (Ex. toilet
training)
48. Do you worry about your child developing too slowly?
49. Are you concerned about your child’s sleeping habits?
50 Does your child have regular medical check ups?
51 Do you keep your child’s medical records up to date?
52. Do you give your child special attention when he/she is
sick?
53. Does your spouse give your child special attention when
his/her child is sick?
54 Do you ever leave your baby unattended, for example when
he/she is in the bath?
§5. Do you leave dangerous chemicals within veach of your
chilgd?
56. Do you insist that your child wear a seatbelt while in
the car?
57. Do you ever make the kind of toys for your children that
your parents made for you?
58. Does your spouse ever make the kind of toys that his/her
parents made for him/her?
59. Do you play the kind of games with your children that
your parents played with you?
60. Do you prefer doing the chores yourself rather than

asking your child to do them?
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61. For how long did you breastfeed your baby?
(L = never, 2 = 1 month, 3 = 2 month, 4 + 3 month,
5 = 4-6 month, 6 = 6 month to 1 year, 7 = 1 to 2 years)

——
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Appendix C

Code

IOWA PARENT BEHAVIQUR INVENTORY
(Mother's Form)

Child’s Birthday

We are interested in learning more about how parents and children
interact. The following statements represents a variety of ways
that parents may interact with their children. Before you begin,
have firmly in mind the child you are rating. Please respond to
the statements in the way which you feel best represents your
behaviour towards the child. Base your ratings on your own
experiences with this child over the last month.

Consider each statement separately. There are no "right" or
"wrong" responses. In the space provided to the left of each
statement, place the number (1 to 5) that best describes how you
see your behaviour towards your child. Respond "5" if you think
you always behave as described and "1" if you think you never
behave that way. Use the numbers larger than "3" to show that you
behave that way more than half the time, and the numbers smaller
than "3" to show you behave that way less than half the time. this
means the more you behave as described, the larger the numbers
should be, and the less you behave as described, the smaller the
numbers should be. To the extent you are uncertain you behave that
way, your response should be "3". If an item does not apply to
your particular home situation, place a "3" in the rating column.
Please make use of the full range of the scale.

Rating Scale

I almost I seldom I behave I often I almost

never behave behave this way behave never

this way this way about half this way behave
the time OR this way

I’'m not sure
how often I
behave this way

1 2 3 4 5
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Rating Scale

I almost I seldom I behave I often I almost
never behave behave this way behave never
this way this way about half this way behave
the time OR this way
I'm not sure
how often I
behave this way
1 2 3 4 5
Rating Item
To what extent do you....

1. Excuse yourself from invited guests when your child asks
for help with such things as pasting, sewing, or model
building?

2. Require your child to remain seated in the car while you
are driving?

3. Give your child things he orxr she especially likes when he
or she is ill?

4. Go to your child quickly when you see his or her feelings
are hurt?

5. Find childrens’ books, references books or records that
you and your child can share together?

6. Explain to your child the consequences related to his or
her behaviour?

7. Restrict the times your child can have friends over to
play?

8. Find crafts such as painting, colouring, woodworking, or
needlework you and you child can do together on cold,
rainy days?

9. Listen when your child tells you of a disagreement he or
she has had with another child?

10. Interrupt a telephone conversation to assist you chiid if
he or she can’t find such things as scissors, thread or
paste?

11. Require your child to put away his or her clothes?
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Rating Scale

I almost I seldom I behave I often I almost
nevexr behave behave this way behave never
this way this way about half this way behave
the time OR this way
I'm not sure
how often 1
behave this way
1 2 3 4 5
Rating Item
To what exte:at do you....

12. Enforce your child’s established bedtimes when he or she
ignores them?

13. Restrict the kinds of food your child eats?

14. Listen to your child when he or she is upset even though
you feel he or she has nothing to be upset about?

15. Tell your spouse of your annoyance with a neighbour or
employer while your child is listening?

16. Insist vour child speak politely to you as opposed to
being sassy?

17. Remind your child when he or she forgets to do daily
household chores?

18. Explain to your child, when he or she behaves in an
unacceptable way, your reasons for not approving that
kind of behaviour?

19. Hold, pat or hug your child?

20. Point out to your child the acceptable choices of
behaviour when he or she is misbehaving?

21. Maintain the limits you have set for your child’s
television watching?

22. Change plans to attend a night meeting so you can be with

your child when he or she becomes ill?
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Rating Scale
I almost I seldom I behave I often I almost
never behave behave this way behave never
this way this way about half this way behave
the time OR this way
I'm not sure
how often I
behave this way
1 2 3 4 5
Rating Item
To what extent do you....
23. Go immediately to your child when you see him or hexr hurt
from a fall off a bicyvcle?
24. Disagree with your spouse when your child is present?
25. Ask your child for his or her reasons when he or she
misbehaves?
26. Go to your child quickly when you hear him or her
sobbing?
27. Get out of bed at night to go to your child as soon as
you hear him or her crying?
28. Let your child know that you are afraid during fear
provoking situations such as storms?
_ 29. Meke special efforts to stay with your child when he or
she is il11°?
30. Hug or kiss your spouse in the presence of your child?
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Appendix D

Code

IOWA PARENT BEHAVIOUR INVENTORY
(Father’s Form)

Child’s Birthday

We are interested in learning more about how parents and children
interact. The following statements represents a variety of ways
that parents may interact with their children. Before you begin,
have firmly in mind the child you are rating. Please respond to
the statements in the way which you feel best represents your
behaviour towards the child. Base your ratings on your own
experiences with this child over the last month.

Consider each statement separately. There are no "right" or
"wrong" responses. In the space provided to the left of each
statement, place the number (1 to 5) that best describes how you
see your behaviour towards your child. Respond "5" if you think
you always behave as described and "1" +if you think you never
behave that way. Use the numbers larger than "3" to show that you
behave that way more than half the time, and the numbers smaller
than "3" to show you behave that way less than half the time. this
means the more you behave as described, the larger the numbers
should be, and the less you behave as described, the smaller the
numbers should be. To the extent you are uncertain you behave that
way, your response should be "3". If an item does not apply to
your particular home situation, place a "3" in the rating column.
Please make use of the full range of the scale.

Rating Scale

I almost I seldom I behave I often I almost

never behave behave this way behave never

this way this way about half this way behave
the time OR this way

I'm not sure
how often I
behave this way

1 2 3 4 5
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Rating Scale

I almost I seldom I behave I often I almost
never behave behave this way behave never
this way this way about half this way behave
the time OR this way
I’m not sure
how often I
behave this way
1 2 3 4 5
Rating Item
To what extent do you....
1. Require your child to remain seated in the car while you
are driving?
2. Give your child things he or she especially likes when he
or she is ill?
3. Go to your child quickly when you see his or her feelings
are hurt?
4. Find children’s books, references books or records that
you and your child can share together?
5. Suggest to your child outdoor games that you and he or
she might play together?
6. Explain to your child the consequences related to his or
her behaviour?
7. Help your child select items that interest him or her at
the store?
8. Express your appreciation when your child carries his or
her dishes to the sink?
9. Enforce rules for your child concerning pushing oxr
shoving of other children?
10. Find crafts such as painting, colouring, woodworking, or

needlework you and you child can do together on cold,
rainy days?
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Rating Scale

I almost I seldom I behave I often I almost
never behave behave this way behave never
this way this way about half this way behave
the time OR this way
I'm not suxre
how often I
behave this way
1 2 3 4 5
Rating Item
To what extent do you....

11. Maintain the limits you set for your child’s behaviour in
public places like basketball games, church or grocery
stores?

12, Listen without interrupting when your child tells you
reasons for his oxr her misbehaviour?

13. Require your child to put away his or her clothes?

14. Enforce your child’s established bedtimes when he or she
ignores them?

15. Listen to your child when he or she is upset even though
you feel he or she has nothing to be upset about?

16. Tell your child that you are unhappy when he or she
tracks mud in the house?

17. Participate with your child in storytelling and reading?

18. Insist your child speak politely to you as opposed to
being sassy?

19. Have rules about the places your child can go alone?

20. Remind your child when he or she forgets to do daily
household chores?

21. Hold, pat or hug your child?

22. Point out to your child the acceptable choices of

behaviour when he or she is misbehaving?
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Rating Scale

I almost I seldom I behave I often I almost
never behave behave this way behave never
this way this way about half this way behave
the time OR this way
I'm not sure
how often I
behave this way
1 2 3 4 5
Rating Item
To what extent do you....
21. Maintazn the 1limits you have set for your child’s
television watching?
23. Talk with your child about his or her fears of the dark,
of animals or of school failures?
24. Change plans to attend a night meeting so you can be with
your child when he or she becomes ill?
25. Go immediately to your child when you see him or her hurt
from a fall off a bicycle?
26. Ask your child for his or her reasons when he or she
misbehaves?
27. Go to your child quickly when you hear him or her
sobbing?
28. Ask your child for his or her opinion in family
decisions?
28. Get out of bed at night to go to your child as soon as
you hear him or her crying?
30. Make special efforts to stay with your child when he or
she is 111?
31. Hug or kiss your spouse in the presence of your child?
32. Consider suggestions made by your child?
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Appendix E

Parent Information Questionnaire
Code
Please fill out the following information form.

Age:

Sex: Please circle one: Male Female

Marital Status: Please circle one:

Married, Single, Separated, Divorced, Living with someone.
Religion:

Native Spiritual, Roman Catholic, Protestant, other.

Number of Children:

Ages of Each Child:
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Appendix F
VERSION USED IN TESTING

CEERISH THE CHILDREN
Parent Questionnaire

Code Number

We are interested in learning more about Native parenting. The
following gquestions look at different ways in which parents deal
with their children. In the space provided to the left of each
statement, write the number which you feel best describes what
happens in your home. There are no right or wrong answers.

Rating Scale

Never Almost Seldom Sometimes Often Almost Always N/A
never always
(once) (3/4 times) (once a) (twice a) (once a) (daily)
(a year) (a year) (month) (month) (week)

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8.
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Rating Scale

Never Almost Seldom Sometimes Often  Almost Always N/A
never always
(once) (3/4 times) (once a) (twice a) (once a) (daily)
(a year) (a year) (month) (month) (week)
1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8.
Rating
1. How often does your child visit his/her grandparents?
2. How often does your child play with his/her cousins?
3. How often does your child help either a grandparent,
aunt, uncle, or elder in any way?
4. Do you accept advice from your older relatives on how to
raise your child?
5. How often do you and your child do things together, such
as cooking oxr crafts?
6. How often do you tell your child that you love him or
her?
7. How often do you praise your child for doing a good job?
8. How often do you yell at your child?
9. How often do you encourage your child to talk about
his/her ideas?
10 How often dc you sing to, or with you child?
11 How often do you tell stories to your child?
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Never Almost Seldom Sometimes Often Almost Always N/A
never always
(once) (3/4 times) (once a) (twice a) (once a) (daily)
(a year) (a year) (month) (month) (week)
1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8.
Rating
12. How often do you play and joke with your child?
13. How often does your partner play and joke with your
child?
14. How often are you impatient with your child?
15. How often is your partner impatient with your child?
16. How often do you blame your child fcr things that you
know is not his/her fault?
17. How often do you spend time reading, drawing, or
colouring with your child?
18. How often do find yourself thinking that your child is
not developing as quickly as other children?
19. How often do you tell your child that he/she is clumsy?
20. How often do you encourage your child to eat a well
balanced diet?
21. How often do you let your child eat too much sugar,
starch, or fat?
22. How often does your child drink too many soft drinks?
23. How often does your child do jobs around the house to
help you?
24. How often do you ignore incidents when your child does

not finish a job?



Never
1.

Rating

25.

26.

27.
28,
29.

30.

31.

32,
33,
34,
35,
____ 36.
37,

38,

39.

40,
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Almost Seldom Sometimes Often Almost Always N/A
never always
2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8.

Does your child avoid spending time with uncles or aunts?

Does your child ignore advice from their community
elders?

Do you involve your child in working with you?
Does your child prefer watching t.v. to working with you?
Do you and your child go on nature outings together?

Do you find that you are too busy to do activities with
your child?

Do you prefer preparing meals alone without having your
child around to bother you?

Is your partner involved in doing things with the family?
Do you have your child follow a basic morning routine?
How often do you hug your child?

Do you kiss your child?

Does your partner show his affection to your child?

Do you encourage your child to pursue his/her ideas?

Does your partner encourage your child to pursue his/her
ideas?

Do you find that unless you stand over your child they
will fail at whatever they are working on?

Do you interrupt your child when he/she is talking?



Never

1.

Rating

41.
42.
43.

44 .

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54,

55,
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Almost Seldom  Sometimes Often  Almost Always N/A
never always

3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8.

Do you criticize your child’s ideas?
Does your partner criticize your child'’'s ideas?
Do you share your values and beliefs with your children?

Do you overreact when your child is not doing something
you think he/she ought to be doing. (Ex. toilet
training)

Do you worry about your child developing too slowly?

Are you concerned about your child’s sleeping habits?

Do you keep your child’s medical recoxds up to date?

Do you give your child special attention when he/she is
sick?

Does your partner give your child special attention when
he/she is sick?

Do you insist that your child wear a seatbelt while in
the car?

Do you ever make the kind of toys for your children that
your parents made for you?

Does your partner ever make the kind of toys for your
child that his/her parents made for him/her?

Do you play the kind of games with your children that
your parents played with you?

Do you prefer doing the chores yourself rather than
asking your child to do them?

For how long did you breastfeed your babies?
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Appendix G

LETTER TO THE PARENTS
(pre-test)

Dear Parent,

My name is Adje van de Sande and I am a doctorate of social work
student from Wilfrid Laurier University in Waterloo Ontario, and a
professor at the School of Social Work at Laurentian University.

The prevention workers of the North Shore Tribal Council and I are
conducting research in Native Child Welfare. Specifically, we are
creating a questionnaire which will help us to evaluate parenting
programs such as Cherish the Children which is currently being
offered in some Native communities.

We would 1like your assistance by £illing out the attached
questionnaire which examines different aspects of parenting in
Native families. Your answers are completely confidential. There
is no need to write your name or any other identifying information.

The guestionnaire should take approximately £fifteen minutes to
complete. Once you have finished, we would ask you to remain a few
moments more and participate in discussion about the study. We
would like to hear your reactions.

Your participation is entirely voluntary. You may refuse to answer
any questions or withdraw from participating in the projesct. If
you decide to withdraw from participating in the project, services
to yourself or your family will not be affected.

Sincerely,

Adje van de Sande
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Appendix H

LETTER TO THE PARTICIPANTS IN THE TEST

Dear Participant,

My name is Adje van de Sande and I am a doctorate of social work
student from Wilfrid Laurier University in Waterloo Ontario, and a
professor at the School of Social Work at Laurentian University.

The prevention workers of the Noxth Shore Tribal Council and I are
conducting research in Native Child Welfare. Specifically, we are
creating a questionnaire which will help us to evaluate parenting
programs such as Cherish the Children which is currently being
offered in some Native communities.

We would like your assistance by £illing out the attached
questionnaires. The one entitled Cherish the Children examines
different aspects of parenting in Native families. The Iowa
Questionnaire was developped by other researchers and looks at
parenting in typical North American families. Each should take
about fifteen minutes to complete. The last questionnaire is very
brief and will be used to collect some basic personal information
on the parents participating in the study.

For comparison purposes I am asking the prevention worker to f£ill
out the Cherish the Children questionnaire on each of the parents
participating in the study. For this reason the questionnaires
that you complete have a code number shown on the first page of
each. This is so that I can match your questionnaires with the one
completed by the prevention workexr. Your answers are confidential.
The prevention worker will not see your answers nor should you
write your names on the questionnaires.

Your participation is entirely voluntary. You may refuse to answer
any questions or withdraw from participating in the project. If
you decide to withdraw from participating in the project, services
to yourself or your family will not be affected.

Sincerely,

Adje van de Sande
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Appendix I
Letter to the Non-Native Parents

Dear Parent,

My name is Adje van de Sande and I am a doctorate of social work
student from Wilfrid Laurier University in Waterloo Ontario, and a
professor at the School of Social Work at Laurentian University.

The prevention workers of the North Shore Tribal Council and I are
conducting research in Native Child Welfare. Specifically, we are
creating a questionnaire which will help us to evaluate parenting
programs such as Cherish the Children which is currently being
offered in some Native communities. We would also like to know if
the questionaaire will help to distinguish between a Native and a
non-Native population

We would 1like your assistance by £filling out the attached
questionnaire. It is entitles Cherish the Children and examines
different aspects of Native parenting. The questionnaire shovld
take approximately fifteen minutes to complete.

This project has been approved by the Ethics Review Committee of
Wilfrid Laurier University, an independent group of people whose
job it is to ensure that the interests of the participants are
protected.

Your answers are completely confidential. There is no need to
write your name or any other identifying information.

Your participation is entirely voluntary. If you choose not to
answer the questionnaire, services to yourself or your family will
not be affected.

Sincerely,

Adje van de Sande
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Standard Deviation
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