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~sSTe~c~ 
~ith the recent ~ren~ to,~ards diversionarv ~roJe~ts 

for Juvenile law offenders, various threapeut~c residential a~ 
• outreach models have been &~tzo6ucea. !% uas hypo#.hes&z~-'hh~t there 
a~e family ~har,~cterlstics uhich are rela%.ed %0 h~gh antiheroes of." 
conti,~ued delinque~,.t behavior, and that males from singl~ pm~ent~ 
!ou-income families ~i!l be 4.he mesa lihely to re-enter -hhe j~veniie 
justice system. It ~as further hypothesized tha~ there are ~-hhe~ 
salient variables in divezslonazy s%rstegies %~hlch can ~4~r~ to 
mediate the relationshgp bet~ee~ family characteristics ~nd ' 
recidivisa. Subjectsmere 53 families referred to a ~iversionazy 
project utilizisg a shortoters behavioral family Jr%attention 
approaoh~ D~,ta on femilles %,ez'e collec~ed, almug with recidivlss dat~. 
fro.~ court records, i?ost-evalua+.ion data re~e collected after 
teruiRation of thera@~% Both family and process v~rinbles proved 
important i~ understanding Juvenile recidivism. Bore attention needs 
to be directed to,ard single parent families: s~aller fsnilies tend 
to have higher recidivism rates than larger families: amd family 
counseling tends to be the most effective method of Ic~ering 
recidivism. (&uthor/BH~| 
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" " '. Karen Jenkins, Anne Ka~.ak and Michael. Rosmann , :. . ........ ~ 

, . ( 

" Juvenile delinquency has long been ~dentlfied as a major . , ... :. ;,/_,. 
social problem and has received a substantial amount of ~-eseaEch . ' ~ .... 
atteLhion in recent decades. Antecedents of delinquent behavior . .... .i.-~/- :] 
have been the focus of mest of the psychological and sociological .~ ~.~ 
literature to date. For example~ Glueck and Glueck (1950} !.~ 
comprchensive!y studies a large n%L~ber of family back crround .... *.; 
characteristics and Clowden and Placht (1967) similarly pointed " 
to the important role of family characteristics in describing - :. ,: 

most ~uvenile delinquents are from broken, Io%e-lncoma homez~ 
concurring witl~ Martin, Clom~nger and Guze (1978)~ho pointed .:. ~ 
to the important role of familial tendencies towards crimi~allty 
An understanding delinquency. While these ~d other studies 
.(Cofo Willie, 1967) have revealed family Lackground and 
socioeconomic variables relevant to an ,understanding 0~. youths ~ ~ / : i  
c~'imlnal behaviors, there is a need for a more comprehensive .-:.~ 
approach to delinquency, focusing on how we can best rehabilitate. ~?.!<! 
juveniles who have entezed the criminal justice system° [~ii i 

~ With the recent trend towards diversionary projects-for .~ 
~,=-~=~°~'=°= =- juvenile law offenders, various therapeutic residential and " 

~:~=¢ ~--o,'treach models have been introduced in the treat,~ent of ' I'~i;'~ ~>. o_0 ~ , :  . . . .  I~ I . 
..... ~;zo 5uv~nile delinquents. Evaluations of these progr.~ms have not 

; ,=~:~o kept pace with the swift growth of alternative proje=t~. Th.er~ i.i.~ 
~ ? ~ , = ~  . . . . . .  ~-~ is a pressing need foc program evaluation an~ research w?:Ich % 

| ..... ~-aims to combine our knowledge of etiology of delinquency ~ith '-+'-~ 
= 5( ~= successful ~herapeutlc interventions and post-intervention .~ 
~o~.~adjustment level of program participants. ~-~ 

-o . . . . . . . .  While t J ~ e  outcomes of interventions at the family level 
are often considered to be inconclusive ~Witt,1978;Well, :/[ 
Dilkes & Burckhardt, 1976), it has been sho~ that therapy with .~ 
families of juvenile law offenders has proven to be a succescfui. 
deterrent to continued criminal behavior. Shostak and Rosmann 
(1977) found that a short-term behavioral family therapy approach ~ i! 

• . i I .~; 

"~ ~ i' :'~: 
ipaper presente~ to the meeting of the Eastern Psychological i .~ 

Association, Philadephia, April, 1979. This project was ~upported • ~'~: 
by a grant from the Division of Justice and Crime Prevention of ,~.! 

m the Commonwealth of Virginia. ..~ 

2 2Requests for additional copies of this paper •should be ~.= 
sent to Karen Jenkins, Department of Psychology, Gilmer Hall, .'~ 
University of Virginia~ Charlottesville, Virginia 22901. The ~. 
authors wish to express .their appreciation to the staff of the .! 
Family Counseling Program. for their assistance in gatherinq the -. 

data reported in this paper. "PERMISSION TOREPROOUCF rH'S 
M A T K R I A L  H A S  ~ E E N  C ~ R A N T E O  P.Y 
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was more effective as a treatment foc juvenile dellmquentm ~ •. 
%hen ~as an individual ~nt~rv~n~Ion. Similarly, Alexan~er 
and Parsons (1973) compared th~ effects of short-term 
behavioral family Yxeatment with other types of family therapy 
and with a no-treatment contr~! groupo %~ey found the family 
behavioral intervention to bemost effective, ~esultlng in 
significant changes in both family interaction patterns and 
in reduced rates of recidivism. Klein, Alexander and ~a~sons 
(1977) found that short-termbehaviorally oriented family 
therapy was effective in both primary and se~ndary prevention 
of juvenile delinquency. They found a significant 4ecrea~e ~ 

in the recidivism rates of the identified delinquents (secondary 
prevention} as well as fewer initial =ouzt co~tact~ in th~ 
siblings of the identified delinquents (prZmary prevention}. 
This suqqests that the efficacy of fam.ily therapy is built 
upon long-term behavioral changes ~hich are ~Intalned and 
transmitted through the entire family system. . = 

While fam~ily therapy, particularly short-term behaviorally 
oriented fami].y therapy, has proven to be an effective interven- 
tlon with juvenile delinquents0 ~lere is a need for research 
which utilizes clear and meaningful dependent variables. Sinc~ 
our. ultimate goal is to ke~p Juveniles out of the juvenile 
Justice system, recidivism should be expanded as a dependent 
measure° Intervention may change family inteEactlon patterns 
or ~,~y alter the families ~ orientation toward the problem, 
but if high rates of post-lntervention recidivism continue 
to exist, ~,e interventions hav~ questionable merit in helping 
to decrease the incidences of delinquent behavior. 

Previous research which relied on recidivism as an outcome 
measure has been inconclusive in its ability to predict who 
will or will not re-enter the juvenile justico system. Ganzer 
and Sarason (1975) found that youths who were younger, had 
l~wer verbal IQ~s and sociopathic tendencies ~ere most likely 
to recidivist. Martin, Clominger and Guze (1978) related 
recidivism to a series of factors such as drug use, homosexuality 
and familial c~iminality whilc Cowden and Placht (1967) found 
that both short and ~ong-term post release adjustment was 
related to famill, background characteristics° There has been 
little research done on the recidivism of non-~nstitutionalized 
juvenile offenders and no attempts have been made to systematically 
relate recidivism to aspects of the actual intervention process. 

Recidivism itself is a measure which has been defined 
inconsistently in past research. Reppucci and ClinEempeel (1978} 
outlined several salient criticisms of the existing measures 
of recidivism and made cogent recommendations for future 
research. They suggested that recidivism be operationally 
defined, be supplemented with other measures of adjustment and 
be conceptualized and measured as a continuous rather than a 
dichotomous variable. 
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The present study suggests a mode~ for viewing p~edlctors ' • •:'~ ~'~ 
of recidivism in juvenile delinquents unlike any in t h e  ." :~J/ <~ 
existing literature, it ks hypothesized that there are fa~ly ~ !i~: ~ 

• and background characteristics which are related to high . ,~. ~. ~::~:~ 
incidences of contln~ea delinquent behavior. Xn accordance ' : ~ ' 

with pest research, it is hypothesized that males from single : :" .... ~'~ ili~:~:~ 
parent, low income fami!i~s ~ill be the most likely to re-enter :;!~ [~ 
the juvenile justice system~ External social ~pport systems " . : :  .... ~-~5~ 

are also hypothesized to affe~t rates of recidivism. Xt has ..... :. /:~i 
been shown in previous research on social networks that i- ~ 
structural and functional aspects of social netz~orks are " . : ~ i [ - ~  

" related to adjustment in hospitalized mental patients (Tolsdorf, i ' . ~ . i ' ~ , ~  

1976) and in Juvenile delinquents participating in a dive~sionar~ . i . i i i ~  

project (Kazak, 1978; Garland, 1978). Along with demographic . . '  ~ , ~  

and structural family backgroun~ characterlstlcs~ it is , . . -  . . :  

hypothesized that family interaction variables will be importa~t 
pr~dlctors of recidivism. Juve.~lles of families evidencing 
low cohesiveness and high conflict sheu~d be mo~e likely to - 
recidivise. 

In addition to variables related to the fam/ly and family 
background, it is hypothesized that there are other salient 
variables in diversionary strategies which can serve to mediate 
the relationship between family characteristics and recidivism. 
These variables are related to the process and status of fm~ily 
counseling. Therefore, it is suggested that %21e type of offense 
precipitating the referral, the nature of the terapy term/natlon, 
the percentaje of sessions that the family keeps and the 
therapist's ~ating of family adjustment will be predictors of 
recidivism. These process variables should provide data on the 
efficazy of counseling and additionally should suggest changes 
which can be proposed in therapeutic interventions with juvenile 
o~fenders and their families° While some of the family factors 
can be altered (e.g., family interaction patterns)~ many of the 
family background variables are more difficult to change but 
must be considered in the planning and implementation of diversion- 
ary projects for delinquents. 

METHODOLOGY 

SubSects. Subjects were 53 families referred to the Family 
Co-u~ng Program (FCP), a diversiona3~y project ~tilizinq a 
short-term behavioral family intervention approach, located 
at the University of Virginia. The families were referred to 
the program by local juvenile courts for juvenile offenses such 
as incorrigibility and truancy as well as for criminal offenses. 
The mea: age of the referred adolescents was 14.1 years. . 
(Description of the client populations can be found in Table !). 

Procedure. All families participated in an initial intake 
~-~-~7-d, during which data on all family members were collected. 
Recidivism data were obtained from court records- Post- 
evaluation data were collected from the families after terlnination 
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amoun% o~t.%me s±nce £he famil~ ~ original re.err'l, Ee ' 's~. : :T ?~'~'i~ 
........ ~ -~-'-~; ~-~+~.~ 2 to 17 months, af+e ~_ _ termination, w~th - . .  I ~ +.~'+;~ 

a mean of 6 months,, " " ; .  " " . . -  <+ . . . . . .  " .~ - , :  , .  +:.:'.. +I 

, ° a + u , : o - .  + . . . .  ;+ : . . . .  i .  :" i .: : :  I+i+:+ i 
• " .  • " - .  . + ' + '  : "  " -  I : , ~ ,  +1 

I Famil~ background data. At the intake session the fo=!~;~.ng 
• • __-:~ _ . . ~  ".'. - '++k 

data were obtained° ' -':"" I/'i-:'i'!. 
+,, o ,  ' 

2) sex of-t/qe ado~esceni~ 3) family type (one or two parent + 
families) ; 4) race; 5) income; 6) residence (%~rbanuwithin the 
city o f  C h a r l o t t e s v i l l e  and r u r a l - r e s i d i n g  an AlbemarAe o r  .- : '--.;"~:,-I,:::::. 

friends of fath(-~r~ mo--~?e~ an~Tescent. For each kin and 
friend listed, the family member indicated %~hether or not • . : 
they sought help from that person. Network ~+%lllzation scores .I J 
were obtained by determining t/xe ratio of persons from whom . ~_ 
help was sought to the total number of persons listed. A [~ :::,~ 

each family. These were summed to provide a total network 
utilization score. 

C. Interaction data. The Moon Family Enviror~ent Scale ~/::.i:~p.. -~ 
(1975) wa-s--a+dministered ' to all family members~ providing data ".' 
on five subscales (cohesion, expressiveness, conflict, ° 
organization and control)which reflect family ~nteractlon l:/!"/ii! I -~ 
patterns" "" i:: 

!I. Process Variables. i!i-ilij! 
A. Adjustment. Adjustment of the families was measured 

in two wa~. I) a "rating by the therapist of the families 
overall adjustment which was obtained by defining adjustment 
and asking the therapist to describe t~he family on a 7 point 
Likert type scale; 2)change scores were obtained for a sample :i 
of 25 families which asked the families to report on pre and 
post measures of changes in frequency, disruption and emotional 
reaction to target behaviors. These families also provided 
a self-report of t_heir adjustment. A correlation of .78 :+as 
obtained between the rating of adjustment by the therapist • 
and the families perceptions of their adjustment. Similarly, 
a correlation of .85 was obtained between the therapist 
rating of adjustment and the family's self-report of changes 
in problem behavior. Since these correlations were strong, 
the counselor ratings of adjustment were accepted as measures 
of adjustment in the results to be described. 

B. Other process variables. The type of offense (crimi+.al 
vs. status) was introduced into the analyses az was the type of 
referral (voluntary, probation, court-ordered). A ratio of 
sessions kept to total number of sessions scheduled was 
calculated in order to a.+~sess the family's level of participation ' r ~ 
in the counseling process• Counseling status was an additional +! 
variable, indicating whether the family terminated with or without .J 
therapist appl-oval. 

+ . . " , , ' " - + . + i + , " . 
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• Ill. Dependent Measure. A seven point recidivism index " / - : : 1 : :  . ~ i ~ i : _ ~  

~as constructed0 u~ing up-to-date data from ~he )uveniles :~.: 
records ~t the Juvenile Court. ~n a~temp~ ~as ~ade to 
incorporate ~ome o~ the suggestions offered by l,~eppucci ". ~'~ 
and Clingempeel (1978) in order to develop a mor~ u~eful ' 

measure of ~ecidivism. The seven categories ~e~.e- 
i) no rzcidivism; 2) any offense committed during theuapy 
only; 3) one status offen~e or ona duEin~ counseling and 
one after; 4) t~o status offenses or ene ~riminal offense; . . -  

5) two criminal offenses or 3 offenses of any kind~ 6) ~our 
or more offenses~ and 7) detainment. 

R E S U L T S  ' 

Fam/ly background variables " • • 

Pearson product-moment correlatlons ~eEe ~ompu~ed 
in order to de~erm/ne the interrelatlonships among the 
family backgretmd variables and also to ascertain the 
relationships of each with rec~dlvism (Table 2}. Sex (r~ -°28e 
p <.023) and size (r= -o23, p<o05) were the only family 
background variables ~o correlate significantly with 
recidivism, suggesting that adolescents from 8m~ller familles~ 
particularly males, recidivise more o£teno Although net~-~ork 
utilization did not correlate significantly with recldivisme 
it correlated highly with other family background va~iableso 
Greater network utilization was found ~n rural families 
(r=.336, p< .007), white families (r=.65, p<o001},: families 
~,Ith two parents (r= .44~ p< .001)~ and £~_milies w%th higher 
incomes (r=.532, p~.001). Sex {r=o~30 p <.047) and age 
(r=o26, p< .03) also correlated highly with net~ork 
utilization, suggesting that families of older adolescent 
girls utilize their networks most ful!y. 

Family Type was found to be related to residence (r=.421, 
p~o001), income (r=.419, p~.001)~ race (r=.40, p~o002), 
family size(r=.32~ p .01) and ratio of sessions kept ~ 
appointments made (r=.27, p<o027). Single parent families 
tended to be black, lived in urban areas and had lower 
incomes. Additionally, these families tended to keep fewer 
therapy appointments. 

The subscales of Moos Family Environment Scale (1975) 
were found to be related to recidivism. Adolescents with 
high conflict scores tended to recldivlse more often (r=.28, 
p~.023) and lower scores on the ~other's expressiveness 
scale were found to correlate significantly with recldivi3m 
(r= -.25, p< .04). Higher conflict scores in mcther~ were 
found to be significantly related to lower levels of family 
adjustment (r=.25, p< .05). 
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• " T y p e o f  o f f ense  c o r r e i a t e ~  s i g n : [ ~ I c a n t l y  W i {ch . race  " . ;  !"• ' ;  ::.. [~"~,:;.]!-].~?~ 
, " (~=.29, p < .~7, , Sex. (~= -.41, p < .OOl)- an~-.,referral "' : . : '.::.-. ":: {: :..]i~]~ ~ 
• type (r=.39~ p< ,002),. Criminal offe~ders%.ended. .to . .' ..., .--,,.-" ' .. ?.,.. ,-~: ~.;~ :.._. 

• be whlte males who were court-ordered Into therapy, i .... :"•: " "" ;: "::':~[=~i :'''~ 

A stepwise multiple regression analysis ~as p~formed • '• ....... - ~- ..... ~ . 
with the recidivism Inde~ as ~he dependent variable° '. ....... 

-Of £amily backgro~ind and p_~ocess "variables ~hi~h best • '" 

the results of this analysis° ~he s~ongest pze~xc~or ! . : : "-.:.~I-:! : 

zatlngs), account&ng for 27~ 0£ _the variance o Pa% a~,%ona~. :._ ..]." ,:: I! . ~ ..:i, 
21% O~ the varianc~ ~'as acco~%~o~ ~or oy oz~ense ~ypeo ' ,. :, :'.. I::~::~"~Ii 
~ next most si~ni£icame predictor variable Vas tinily, :. • .::•., ,.:'.:,::.'.i~.~-.~.. 
conflict a s  a,~se~se~ 5~ th& adolescent. O~her slgni£icant .-.i'.' .::•..{,ii:. i~ 
predictors were size ag the family~ counseling s~atus, • -, [i~[ 
sex and ~amily type~ This complete m~del accounted ~or . .,- • ..-, i'... 
63%% o~ the variance in r~-cldlvlsm. Clients ~ho.-~era.mos~ ' "i|i~iiili ~!~ i 
likoly to recidivise had lo~er rates o~ adju~t~nt~ :Jere ..... 
more likely to b~ criminal rather than status o£fend~rs~ ! 
had high scores on the conflict s~J0scale of M~os Pamily " -- ..~..-,~. 
EnvirorJ~ent Scale (!975), ~ere from smaller fam~lles~ 

~ended to be male adolescents from single parent ~amilles. i ' 

DISCUSSION i~ - :~ 

The present investigation proposed and offered support '' 

The measure of recidivism used represented a methodological 
improvement over measures used previously and is one which 
should be utilized in future studies of recidivism. Xt " ':~ 
was found that both family and process variables were ',~i 
important in understanding Juvenile recidivism. Predictors ,~ 
of recidivism included family background variables "" "' '~!~'I 
such as sex, family type, ~ Ire and family conflict as 
assessed by the adolescent°~ Fmmily Environment Score. These 
variables alone, however~ when entered in a ~,Itiple 
regression analysis, accounted for only 32% of the variance° 
When the process variables (therapist rating, counseling 
status and offen.der type) were added to the regression, 
recidivism was predicted with a much greater amount of the 
variance accounted for. This suggests that further studies 
of recidivism in juvenile delinquents should not be limited 
to purely demographic data nor should therapists ratings and I: i 
other characteristics of counseling be utilized exclusively. 
A combination approach is most comprehensive and most powerful l- 
in understanding recidivism. ! ! 



The family background variables which were significant . . . . . .  : - ' - ' - ' - ,  

• in predicting recidivism support the notion that single ..... : ..:.::~ i*~ 
parent families tend to have greater incidences of juvenile 2 
delxnquency, with families of male adolescents and ~ith ' ; ~ : : ' : "  :: ~ 
low incomes being the ones most likely to reappear, in ~ i ~; 
Juvenile court. This indicates that more attention needs .... ;. ~ 
to be directed towards single parent families. ~hese 
families tend to be poorer ~an two parent families 
(r=o42, p< .001) introducing an element of complexity into 
our tunderstanding [of the relationship between family type 
and recidivism. It may be that the most effective 
interventions would be those which could be aimed at 
increasing the economic power of the single parent, a goal 
which can best be achieved at the policy level. . 

Network utilization did not predict recidivism in the 
multiple regression analysis. However, ther~ is a trend 
in our correlational results which suggestE, that greater 
network'utilization is associated wi~ $ural, ~hite, t~ 
parent, higher income families, fami!ie~ who are lsss likely 
to experience recidivism. Fmnilies whose adolescents are 
most likely to recidivise in our sample did not utilize 
their networks highly, suggesting that they ~ere not uslng 
all available resources. Past research (Stack, 1974) has 
suggested that the concept of social networks is a potent 
one and that networks should be critical elements in 
describing ~he overall life situation of families. Future 
research should be directed towards understanding and : 
investigat~.ng salient dimensions of net~works. Tolsdorf(1976) 
has suggested that function and not structure of networks 
is the most impcrtant dimension to consider An predicting 
adjustment. Further reseazch should expand network variables 
and look at dimensions such as perceived helpfulness, 
degree of network overlap and specific uses made of network 
resources. In addition, therapists can help develop ~e 
families' use of network members, thereby guiding the fa,dly 
in a direction more likely to lead to improved adjustment and 
less recidivism. 

, . ' . !. 
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An unexpected finding in our study was that smaller 
families tended to have higher recidivism rates than larger 
families. It may be that the presence of siblings provides 
more role models and supports for adolescents, particularly 
males, when one parent is absent. The fact that [nrger 
families were more successful (recidivised less) also 
relates to the research of Klein et al (1977) who suggested 
that family level intervention has powerful effects on other 
siblings in the system. There may be characteristics of 
the family therapy approach which are most suited to 
larger systems, although this idea has not been explored. 

While background variables are important, the most 
powerful predictor of recidivism was found to be the 
therapists' rating of adjustment. Therapist rating was 
validated in the present investigation by correlating it 
with self-report measures of adjustment. The correlation 
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substantial, indicating 
" predicting was a level of adjdstment which is clearly congruynt ," .•-•~•/:-I~ 
with the family's perceptions of adjustment. The fact the ~ - i :i ~2/~}~ 7 

research but needs further spec " ..... ~'-"~ 

When this next step is taken, the course o~ therapy can be ...: ~ 
understood more clearly. Therapists wou~d have specific i-,i i i~'~;~j 
goals to be working towards if, for example, family communica- . ~*.'~-~.-i ~~ 

. L/V Ji ~ion clarity or cohesion were found to be the most cogent 
dimensions related to therapist rating of adjustment. 

The present study concluded that those youths who 
committed cri~.nal offenses were most likely to r~cldiviseo .~ 
Since many juvenile offenders who are presently con~nittlng 
recurrent crlm/nal offenses initally committed status 
offenses~ programs llke the FCP 3hould direct t~eir efforts 
toward status offenders, as these types of youths are the 
ones we are most likely to serve successfully. 

~he fact that we found that counseling tends to be most 
effective in lowering recidivism when families terminate uith 
the approval of their counselors, suggests that our program 
ha~ been successful with families who remain in counseling. 
We need to further explore ways of engaging families of 
status offenders in family therapy (~(ing: !~78) and combine this 
outreach apprcach with our knowledge of background and family 
variables related to recidivism. 
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-" ' ' " ' Variable .' " "-.~ o f ~  e .... - .... - : , ~  .: . . . . ..... .....: ..~:...., 
. . ,  . . . . . : ~  . . . .  . . . . ; .  

S e X  • ' .  " .  " ' ' "  " "  " . . . . . .  " ' "  " "  ~' . . . .  "" . . . . .  ' " " " : :  

M a l e s  

F e n - , a l e s  

• " . " :  56.6  
43.4 

O~£ender t y p e  

. status 
criminal 

"" t 

Race .~ 
White 
Black • . .  

Res~denc~1 
Urban : 
R u r a l  ... 

75.5 
24.5 

7S 
21 

42. 
58 

I ~ C O ~  

9000 
9 - 1 2 0 0 0  

12000 

53 
23 
24, 

Referral t y p e  

voluntary 70 
probation 13 
court order 17 

Parent type 
! parent 43.4 
2 paren~ 56.6 

Sess£. s kept (%) 
.75 -1.00 50.9 
°50 -.75 26.4 
.25 -.50 7.5  
.00 -°25 15.2 

Couns eli=g status 
terminated with 

approva I 43.3 

dropped out 
3 sessions 26.4 

dropped out 
3 sessions 15.1 

refused 15.2. 
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