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CHAPTER I:
INTRODUCTION

The Purpose of This Study

During the past several decades, there has been a
tendency for investigators in the area of juvenile delin-
quency to gradually move from viewing the delinquent as an
individual with specific traits, to recognizing him as an
individual, interacting and transacting within a broader
context (Glueck, 1950; Glueck & Glueck, 1962). This broader
context has generally been viewed through a systems approach
by broadening the focus to include the delinquent's family,
peers, and social environment (Mays, 1972; Hirsch, 1969).
Many recent investigators have focused on delinquency as a
potential result of family pathology. By identifying certain
patterns of interaction, investigators have been able to dis-
tinguish families of delinquents from 'control' families
(Lewis et. al. 1976; Hetherington, Stowie, and Ridgert, 1971;
Peterson and Becker, 1965).

The purpose of this study is to further explore the
importance of the relationship between delinquents and their
families. The concern is not with the individual, as such,
but with the mechanisms within the family system which may
sustain delinquent behavior. There is not any intention
to claim that family interaction variables account for 100%

of the wvariance in delinquency. However, as the following
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literature review suggests, relationship dynamics within the
family may explain at least a significant portion of that
variance.

The literature review on delinquency within the family
context is presented and organized around two basic dimensiocns
which Olson, Sprenkle, and Russell (1979) identify as family

cohesion and family adaptability. These investigators found

it possible to place most of the concepts which appeared re-
peatedly in the family therapy, family sociology and small
group literature on a continuum of these two dimensions.
In an effort to integrate concepts from these various fields,
the author found that certain family types could be identi-
fied if these two dimensions wefe placed horizontally and
vertically on an orthogonal axis, which formed their "Circumplex
Model of Marital and Family Systems' (Olson, Sprenkle and Russell,
1979). The model was specifically derived from a review of
the literature on cliniec versus non-clinic families and
serves to summarize and organize that literature in a fashion
which highlights salient features of functional and dysfunctional
family styles. Efforts are now being made to empirically
validate this Circumplex Model of Marital and Family Systems.
As the model organized prior findings, new hypotheses, which
have implications for family intervention, are now being sug-
gested,

A description and discussion of this Circumplex Model

and the two dimensions of family cohesion and family adapta-

bility, as well as their respective sub-components, are pre-

sented. This study presents testable hypotheses involving



a group of delinquent adolescent boys and their families and
a comparable control group of non-delinquent adolescent boys
and their families. This study obtains both subjective and
objective data, through the utilization of a self report in-
strument and an observable behavioral task. These efforts
in the empirical testing and validation of this model may
help "bridge the gaps that often exist among theorists, re-

searchers, and practitioners" (Olson, 1976, p. 565).

Review of the Literature on Juvenile Delinquency in

the Family Context

The present trend among many practitioners is to view
delinquency within the family context (Hutzler, 1978; Janeksela,
1979). Efforts have been made to broaden the field of inves-
tigation, with a change of focus from viewing the delinquent
as an isolated entity to a view of the delinquent and his fam-
ily as an integral unit. This family unit is viewed as an
interacting and transacting system (Gruher, 1979). Specific
attention is given to the mechanisms within the family, which
may sustain delinquent behavior (Jones, 1978; Norland, 1979).

Some rather obvious characteristics of delinquents and
their families appear with some regularity thrcughout the
literature. In one short-term longitudinal study, families
of schizophrenics and families of delinquents were compared
with "normal' families (Stabenue, Tupin, Werner, and Pollin,
1965). These investigators studied thirty-five families over

a period of five years. They reported their results, which
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had been obtained through the use of three techniques: The
Revealed Differences Test, The Object Sorting Test, and The
Thematic Apperception Test. From this data, combined with
clinical observations, they were able to define some charac-
teristics which were found to be significant in differenti-
ating among the three groups of families. These investigators
discovered that, in the area of family organization and role
stability, families of delinquents were found to be very un-
stable with shifting competition for the assumption of roles.
Family roles were determined in three basic ways: 1) family
organizational pattern, 2) role stability, and 3) parental
complementarity. There was no accountable leadership by
father and mother, and the family interaction was often char-
acterized by open conflict among its members. Members were
found to be measurably self-centered, thus allowing for mem-
bers to focus more on themselves and less on other family
members. Furthermore, undercontrol within the family organi-
zation and the teasing manipulation by other family members
were also indicative of families with a delinquent member.
Each of these characteristics separated the families of delin-
quents from the schizophrenic and normal families. Rapidly
shifting rules and a lack of leadership suggest a ''chaotic"
family style. The individual self-focus suggests a degree

of disengagement. It seems that Stabenau and his associates
were basically describing the delinquent's families as en-

gaging in a "chaotically disengaged" family style.



The lack of clarity in role-taking by family members
served to allow families of delinquents to continually change
the rules within the family. This rule-shifting has also
been observed by practitioners who work with families of de-
linquents. Johnson (1975) reported similar characteristics
from his experiences in working with hundreds of families as
the Director of the Family Intervention Services in a Juvenile
Court in Pennsylvania. He identified families of delinquents
by the way they were organized. Johnson observed that these
families of delinquents were either unable or uninterested
in setting rules for family members to abide. He contends
that, for these families, '"'The basic rule is that there shall
be no rules." (1975, p. 32). These families were observed
as typically spending time in discussing rules. However, no
rules were ever agreed upon. Any efforts by a practitioner
to impose rules or restrictions set in motion a variety of
mechanisms which served to maintain the chaotic nature of the
household. The article was mnot clear as to how these mechan-
isms manifested themselves. However, it was clearly indicated
that the lack of established rules enhanced conflict between
members and provided inconsistent responses to certain be-
haviors. The only consistency was to be continually inconsis-
tent in regards to the formation of rules. This situation of
inconsistent rule making and enhanced conflict suggests that
these families were utilizing a '"'chaotic' style of family

functioning.



Further investigations of family interaction variables
as related to juvenile delinquency revealed similar findings
(Hetherington, Stowie, Ridberg, 1971). Utilizing the Struc-
tured Family Interaction Task (SFIT) for boys and girls, and
the Stanford Parent Questionnaire (SPQ) for boys and giris,
these investigators found that the mothers and fathers of
non-delinquents assumed a complimentary and consistant role
in child rearing. This role allowed parents to adapt to
unexpected situation with some regularity, thus avoiding an
authoritarian stance and unreasoning obedience to parental
authority. The non-delinquent parents displayed warmth and
enhanced the positive self-concepts of their children. 1In
other words, these parents were close to their children, but
still allowed their adolescents enough autonomy to enhance
their own identities and self-concepts. This was in sharp
contrast to the parents of the delinquents, who were found to
be hostile and rejecting of their children. These parents
were considered very rigid and hostile in disciplining their
children. The rejection and hostility served to keep these
children separate and disengaged from the family as a whole.

Similar conditions of hostility, conflict, and rejection
were found in assessing moral judgement and moral interactions
in delinquent and non-delinquent families. This assessment
was determined by the administration of Kohlberg's structured
moral dilemmas to eight delinquent adolescents and their

mothers (Jurkovic, and Prentice, 1974). Among other results,



it was of interest to note that delinquents experienced al-
most twice the level of conflict and hostility in their homes
and about one-half of the level of encouragement and warmth,
as opposed to the families of non-delinquents. Perceived
feelings of neglect and rejection by delinquents were also
confirmed by the administration of the Parent-Child Relations
questionnaire to 30 delinquent boys and a matched group of
non-delinquents perceived parents as being more protective,
loving, and less demanding. Again, these studies would appear
to place the families of delinquents toward the extreme of the
cohesion dimension toward low family "connectedness".

The extremely high level of separation between family
members in delinquent households is further suggested by a
study in which Kinetic Family Drawings were used to discri-
minate adolescent male delinquents from a non-clinic popula-
tion. The interpretation of drawings from 20 male delinquents
and 20 male non-delinquents revealed that delinquent adoles-
cents tended to omit most, if not all, of their family members
in the drawings. These omissions were interpreted as aliena-
tion, hostility, and low cohesion between the delinquent and
other family members, especially the parents (Sobel and Sobel,
1976) .

In other types of juvenile delinquency, similar family
conditions are noted. TFor example, a study in California
which focused on 31 juveniles charges with homicide or
attempted homocide revealed that the majority of their families

fell into three main catagories (Sorrells, 1977). These



categories were (1) violent, quarrelsome, argumentive,

(2) unstable and chaotic, and (3) no control over the
children. The data reported by Sorrells was '"soft", lacking
systematic and objective measures. DMost of the data col-
lected was obtained through social histories or social
worker's and probation officer's investigations. No control
group was utilized. However, it is interesting that the
terms they chose to describe their findings are indicative

of the terms utilized by the cohesion and adaptability dimen-
sions.

The locus of control and the alienation of delinquents
from their parents was demonstrated by testing a delinquent
population of adolescent females and a matched group of non-
delinquent females (Duke and Fenhagen, 1975). The external
locus of control may not be as imperative as the responses
relating to interpersonal distance, which was assessed with
the Comfortable Interpersonal Distance Scale (CID). Cor-
relations between real life distancing and CID responses
ranged from .60 to .88. Delinquent girls showed greater
distancing of parent figures than non-delinquents at a ratio
of nearly four to one. The data collected by utilizing the
CID may help to substantiate the notion that delinquents, more
specifically delinquent females, maintain a rather consistant level
of interpersonal distance between themselves and their parents.
This distancing or degree cf closeness between these delin-

quent adolescent females and their parents may be looked



upon as an indicator of the level of cohesion between delin-
quent females and their parents.

Similar variables appeared in a study performed some
time ago, which examined parent-child relationships and de-
linquency (Cass, 1952). Dr. Cass isolated several variables
in parent-child relationships, among which were parental
control and parental awareness of their children in specific
areas. The technique devised for measuring these variables
included a Check-List Questionnaire, Control Questionnaire,
and an Imcomplete Sentence Test. Unlike most questionnaire
techniques, the meaning of the data was sought, not in
the responses themselves, but in the degree of similarity
on questionnaires answered by mothers and their adolescent
sons and daughters. These techniques were used with a group
of delinquents and their mothers and a group of non-delinquents
and their mothers, paired individually according to age, sex,
race, and father's occupational level. Among several hypo-
theses, this study contended that low maternal awareness and
high maternal control should be associated with delinquent
behavior, while high awareness and low control should be
associated with better social adjustment. The delinquents
and non-delinquents were clearly differentiated by examining
these variables. Mothers, who showed a high level of aware-
ness towards their son or daughter, tended to utilize less
control. Conflictual spousal relationships, low parental
awareness of child, and high attempts at control were associ-

ated with families of delinquents. While the first two
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criteria clearly place the delinquent group towards the
extreme of low cohesion, the high control finding suggests
low (rigidity) rather that extremely high adaptability
(shaos). It is possible, however, that Cass's self-report
instrument taps attempts at control, without distinguishing
successful from unsuccessful attempts. It is possible

that the control scores were high because a high proportion
of unsuccessful control attempts could be experienced

as chaotic. From the data presented by Cass, it is
impossible to tell if this interpretation should be favored.

Correlational studies, which report on styles of
parental discipline, also seem to be consistent with the Olson,
Sprenkle, and Russell (1979) model. TFor example, a more
recent analysis of a study of 650 juveniles, which has be-
gun in 1937 and terminated in 1945, found that delinquency
was quite uncommon, even among the sons of criminals, as
long as the fathers were consistent in discipline of their
children (McCord, McCord, and Zola, 1959).

In this same study, father and mother types were cata-
gorized by a team of judges which examined information on
each parent's personality. Their findings served as indi-
cators of family cohesion and adaptability in both high and
low offending juveniles. Where fathers are rejecting, cruel,
neglecting, and inconsistent, the chances of delinquency were
very great. The McCords found that 85% of the juveniles that

had been studies in between 1937 and 1945 were reared under
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cruel or neglecting conditions and had been convicted of
at least one crime. Where mothers were deviant, inconsis-
tent and non-loving, the crime rate was nearly as high--
§1% (McCord, McCord, and Zola, 1959).

Variables similar to cohesion and adaptability, have
been explored in an attempt to develop a short and reliable
scale for assessing parental behavior. In a conceptual
model with two orthogonal dimensions of love versus hosti-
lity and autonomy versus control, Schaefer (1965) revealed
several dramatic differences between a delinquent population
and a similar non-delinquent population. Subjects were all
from unbroken homes and were matched in accordance to age,
sex, and occupations of fathers. A ten-item scale was de-
veloped for each of the twenty-six sub-components of warmth
and control. Although the two groups in this study were not
entirely matched on variables which may reveal specific
differences between delinquents and non-delinquents, it ap-
peared that the discriminative power of the scales was in
congruence with the previously discussed literature. For
example, delinquents described both their fathers and mothers
as higher on extreme autonomy (separateness) and lax on
discipline (chaos). Correlations between the perceptions
of mother and father tended to establish that the parental
coalition in the delinquent families was less unified and
weaker. There is indication of chaos within the household

due to lack of coordinated and consistent policy on behalf
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of the parent's behavior with their children. The results
tended to substantiate the notion that delinquents view their
parents as being somewhat rejecting and autonomous, with lax
discipline and a high level of control through guilt. This
is consistant with the literature which found that delin-
quents perceive very little cohesion between family members
and perceive a somewhat chaotic household, based on per-
ceived discipline irregularities and inconsistancies.

Disciplinary attitudes of parents were also found to
relate to the incidence of delinquency in a study reported
by Glueck and Glueck (1950). DNearly twice as many fathers
of delinquents, as compared with non-clinic fathers, were
erratic and lax in their disciplinary attitudes. Three
times as many fathers of delinquent children, as compared
with non-clinie children, were also considered to be over-
strict. This would suggest that families of delinquents may
be found at both extremes of the adaptability dimension
either chaotic or rigid.

The foregoing literature review appears to substantiate
the notion that families of delinquents may be very low on
cohesion. However, one study involving an examination of
adolescents from both urban and rural areas supports the
notion that other variables may account for variance when
locating families on the cohesion dimension. Picou (1976)
found that peer group associations were more stable in rural

areas than in urban areas. In addition, parents in rural
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areas perceived their adolescent sons as being much more
closer to the family, while the adolescent perceived him-
self as being separate from the family. This idea of
cultural wvariations, i.e. rural versus urban, individual
perceptions and role stability may account for radical
shifts on the cohesion dimension.

In regards to the adaptability dimension, it appears
unclear exactly where these family types are located. The
Glueck and Glueck (1950) study is consistent with the dicho-
tomy found in most of the other studies with reference to
the degree of flexibility within these families. It ap-
pears evident that these families are on the extreme of
the adaptability dimension; that they are either very rigid
or very chaotic in their styles of family functioning.

The literature does suggest that one might expect fam-
ilies with a delinquent adolescent member to be disengaged
on the cohesion dimension and either extremely rigid of
chaotic on the adaptability dimension. The objective here
is not to focus on the delinquent as an individual member,
but on the mechanisms of interaction within the family
system which may enhance or sustain delinquent behavior.
This is not to be confused with a linear conception of
causality, but is more akin to the dynamics of circular
causality (Waltzawick, Beavin, and Jackson, 1967; Buckley,

1967) .
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Linear causality assumes that there is a progressive
chain of causality in which one could speak in terms
on the begimming and the end of the causual chain. This
chain of events is really meaningless in a system incorporating
feedback loops, since the behavior of the delinquent effects
and is effected by the behavior of their parents. Their
interaction pattern is actually circular in nature instead
of linear. This concept is referred to as circular causality.
What follows is a description and discussion of the
Circumplex Model of Marital and Family Systems in which
styles of family functioning are described as the primary
processes in the family system along the dimension of
adaptability and éohesion. The potential utility for using
the Circumplex Model to understand families with a delinquent

adolescent will be examined.

Circumplex Model of Marital and Family Systems

Family Cohesion Dimension

Family cohesion is defined as the degree of "emotional
bonding" which members have toward one another and the individual
autonomy that a person has in the family system (Olson,

Sprenkle and Russell, 1979). There are two primary components

to this definition of family cohesion. First, is the degree

of emotional bonding between individual family members; and
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secondly, is the level of autonomy an individual has in

the family system. The extreme of high family cohesion is
characterized by an over-identification with the family

thus facilitating extreme bonding and limiting individual
autonomy. Conversely, very low family cohesion serves to
separate members and thus allows for very high autonomy.

It is suggested that the mid-range area (see Figure I) of
cohesion allows families to most effectively deal with
situational stress and developmental change (0Olson, Sprenkle
and Russell, 1979).

Olson, Sprenkle, and Russell (1979) suggest that there
is a centripetal force which pulls members toward one another
into an intellectual and emotional "oneness'. This tendency
to draw members toward one another is juxtaposed by a
centrifugal force referred to as individual autonomy. These
two opposing forces are represented by the cohesion dimension
which is the horizontal axis of the Circumplex Model (see
Figure I).

The sybolizing of family transactions as centrifugal
versus centripetal forces originated with Helm Stierlin (1974).
Stierlin was primarily interested in the separation process
between parents and adolescents. However, his terms are
helpful in explaining the balancing effect between the two
mechanisms. For example, family members are bound together

either emotionally, physically or both by centripetal mechanisms.
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Figure I: Circumplex Model
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Centrifugal mechanisms serve to pull members apart from one
another, thus enhancing individual autonomy. This balance
between bonding together and indiviaul autonomy is akin to Hess
and Handel's (1959) illustrations of ''separateness' and
"connectedness".

The range of possibilities along the "connectedness' or
cohesion dimension is wide. One pathological extreme on this
deminsion, such as extreme ''connectedness', has been viewed

as one predisposing factor in the development of schizophrenia

L1 ] 1

(e.g., Wynne et. al., 1958). The other extreme of '"separateness’
may be the autistic child (Cohen, Caparulo and Shaywitz, 1976).
It is experience with extreme clinic populations that
initially drew attention to this dimension. Many descriptions

of clinic families suggests that the clinicians were noting
patterns which were very similar to the shared dilusional
experience described in Fleck and Lidz (1958), Bowen's (1966)
description of the "undifferentiated family ego mass", the
extraordinary mutual "involvement' noted by Scott and Askworth
(1967), and Wynn's (1958) description of "pseudomutuality" and
the "rubber fence' which surrounds schizophrenic family members.
Many of these clinically derived concepts lack empirical re-
search to either support or refute. Nevertheless, they are
common concepts used by clinicians in describing certain family
pathologies.

Family pathology and stlyes of family problem-solving
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have been linked together by David Reiss (1971). By using

a card-sort procedure, Reiss was able to distinguish

among three types of families: mnormal, schizophrenic and
delinquent. Normal families in his sample allowed individual
members exploration before coming to a comsensus (''environment-
sensitive families'), whereas schizophrenic families rapidly
came to share a distorted view of the environment, omitting
exploration of alternatives (consensus-sensitive families').
Delinquent families frequently failed to come to a consensus
at all ("interpersonal-distance-sensitive families'). The
unwillingness of these families to come to a consensus may
suggest a high level of isolation and interpersonal distance
in delingquent families.

[}

Nine indicators of the levels of ''separateness' and
"connectedness' within the family cohesion are listed in

Table I. Descriptive conditions for each of the nine indi-
cators are listed under the four headings of either disengaged,

separated, connected of enmeshed families.
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Family Adaptability Dimension

Adaptability is defined as ''the ability of a marital/
family system to change its power structure, role relation-
ships, and relationship rules in response to situational
and developmental stress, (Olson, Sprenkle, and Russell,
1979). It is these authors' assumption that, for a family
to address such situational or developmental change as
death of a family member, adjustment to retirement, the
stress associated with adolescents striving for autonomy,
changing cultural norms, etc.; it is necessary to allow
for some adaptability within the family system. Their
assumption is that an adaptive system requires both positive
and negative feedback. Positive £feedback allows a system
to elaborate, change, innovate, and create. This process
is referred to as morphogenesis (Buckley, 1967). Conversely,
negative feedback has the effect of maintaining the status
quo or system morphostasis (Buckley, 1967). Thus, positive
and negative feedback are conceptulized as mechanisms facili-
tating adaptability.

The extremes on the adaptability dimension are chaos,
at the high end, and rigidity, at the low end (see Figure I).
Chaotic family structures are considered to have an extremely
high level of adaptability (extreme morphostasis).

The stability of a family system is maintained by both

morphogenic (change) and morphostatic (stability) processes
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(Buckley, 1967; Speer, 1970). Morphostatis allows for a
somewhat predictable pattern of rules to govern family
relationships while morphogenesis allows for enough change
to successfully cope with the challenges of stress and
developmental tasks. Therefore, dysfunctional family sys-
tems are expected to fall at either extreme of these
indicators, while functional families are likely to maintain
a balance between the two extremes of morphogenesis and
morphostasis. It is assumed that both too much change
(chaos) and too little change (rigidity) are problematic.

A review of the literature reveals that Tallman (1961)
and Kieren and Tallman (1972) used a conceptualization of
"adaptability' as a framework for evaluating both spousal
and parental competency. They found that, in order to
effectively deal with a problematic situation, changes in
roles and strategies were necessary to cope with new and
modified assessments of the situation. Moderate change
allowed for necessary adjustments while, at the same time,
allowing for some continuity.

The empirical research, relative to the adaptability
dimension, is primarily found in laboratory studies. In
general, these researchers have found clinic families to
maintain interaction patterns more rigidly than non-clinic
families. The "normal" families were more adaptive to
situations, but not so flexible as to be chaotiec. Many

investigations exploring this variable used equal and un-
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equal participation or patterns of participation by family
members as a procedure to measure adaptability. (Haley,
1964; Haley, 1967; Winter and Ferreira, 1967).

The observation of clinicians, though not always
empirically investigated, indicated that, when disturbed
families are forced to change their patterns of relating,
they often change radically. This radical shift in relating
to one another may lead to chaos. Within a short time, the
chaotic pattern becomes intolerable. Thus, the family re-
verts to the past symptomatic behavior. The disturbed
behavior again becomes rigidly maintained. The oscillation
between the extremes of rigidity and chaos may distinguish
the disturbed from the non-disturbed family.

Some specific variables within the adaptability dimen-
sion are provided under three main catagories of this
dimension. Descriptive conditions for each of these vari-
ables are listed under the catagory of either chaotic, flex-
ible, structured, or rigid families (see Table II).

The dimension of adaptability is presented with the
use of four main catagories. Descriptive conditions for
each sub-category is listed under the categories of chaotic,

flexible, structured, and rigid family styles.



234

*S0[n1 padnioy

WALSAS

SL4UDNO) QHLVIAU-YALNI

SNOISNAMIA ALTTIAV.LAVAV ATTHVI

o7qul

‘sdoo| -ua L71305fa3g
aajatsod *safni ‘83701
maj 370 f1duy pad£a ‘Buyaios
tsdooy Mo salni -02123§ | wayqoad aovog -30713s {~dyysaspeo| *sayhag
aantle8aul 31oprdxa Luey| tL3yp18712 | {suoraerlvdan £113a0 uerae} anfssa1d3y e
Altaewiayg] fsayni pydry afoy paijTurty t273e1201NY -13I0yany AATSSE| aiord
*p@2aojua
Af1ensn
sagny  Csani
*sdooTt 1Fo1Tduy
aat1a1sod ueyy 30 -Butaios raaped]
uel]l -Jrdx2 axol| ‘Buiaeys wayqoad poo? ' §20UINDISUCD 219EI3S
uapaeilou ‘galdueyd 2104 suoTieijodau atqulaipaayg Yiim *OATIAASSY
a0y 21N Mo4 awog p2In1onaag fofaeId0WA(] | DFIRIDOWD( L11easuas | qQAANLIMIALS
‘sajox jo
‘pasaojua adueyo
‘sdoof{ wue3ljo sayna pPINTg - salBueyo
saljedau 1721 7dwy| -Juiieys *3uy PINTJ
uey) 210}y pue | -a708 wayqoxd *sasuonbasuod qas
aaj3tsod 'safueyo Bupiyew | pood ‘uorleya a1qeiappaadup urtie] "OATIABSSY L
aioy I[Nl swog o101 -o8au poopy ta13eI00WBQ -11enly ISSLEENED) 191X
"sajnt pIdioy
-ua A[7aexn
-qray "saina
17o11dx2
M34 Cso[ni ‘Huy
~sdoo| arorrdut Luey "833TYs | -atos waiqoad ~dyys ‘so(4as
anfiTsod| *s3JTYS B@Ina 210a | a0oo0g4 ‘uoFavIl *JUITuUI [ Aaop ~a0peal anlssoadldy
ATiraemtay opjeweag| 9y3ewexq | -odau ssaypuy | SaaTe]-SasETL] o pue aayssey | (ydry_£1sp)
DLLIOVIID
ADVHAIHA s sd10i NOTLVILODIN ANTTJIOSIA "TOY.LNOD SSANYALLYASSY



Types of Marital and Familyv Systems

There are sixteen family types identified by Olson,
Sprenkle and Russell (1979) and classified within the
Circumplex Model of Marital and Family Systems (see Figure II).
Each type is labeled to highlight the level of cohesion
and adaptability, while avoiding value-laden terminology.

The focus is on the pattern of interaction, rather than the
clinical label attached to a single family member. There

are two descriptive terms for each type of family and each

of the terms is related to levels of cohesion and adaptability,
respsectively. These terms are intended to describe the

basic and underlying dynamics of a marital of family system.

The eight most common types of families are represented
within the inner and outer circles of the Circumples Model
(see Figure II). The four types within the central circle
reflect balanced levels of both adaptability and cohesion.
These are considered to be the most functional for individual
and family development. These four types within the center
circle are labeled 1) "flexible separateness', 2) '"flexible
connectedness'. 3) '"'structured connectedness" and 4) "structured
separateness'. The terms "flexible" and "structured" refer
to the degree of allowed change on the adaptability dimension

and the terms ''separateness' and 'connectedness' refer to
the degree of balance on the cohesion dimension.

The four types within the outer circle represent the



Figure II1: Circumplex Model with Family Types
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extremes. They reflect very high and very low levels

of adaptability and cohesion and are seen as dysfunctional

to individual and family development. These four extreme

and less functional types are labeled: 1) '"chaotic
disengagement', 2) ''chaotic enmeshment', 3) '"rigid enmeshment"
and &4) '"rigid disengagement'. The terms ''chaotic" and

"rigid" refer to the extremes on the adaptability dimension,
and terms ''disengagement" and "enmeshment" refer to the
extremes on the cohesion dimension (Minuchin, 1974).

The rémaining eight types within the circle between the
inner and outer circles (see Figure II) are further represent-
ations of family types. These additional eight types are
not being utilized in this study. The focus of this study
is on the moderate range within the inner circle and the
extreme range located in the outer circle.

The model is considered to be dynamic in that it provides
for changes in the familv types over time. Changes in
developmental and situational context may demand periodic
shifts in family functioning. For example, the requirements
on behalf of the family to meet the needs of infancy may
vary considerably as their child grows into adolescence.

A "structurally connected" family with an infant may find
it necessary to gradually move toward a more ''flexible
connectedness' or "'structured separateness'" in order to

meet the development demands at a later state in the life cycle.



The model assumes that families may move from one
family type to another in meeting new situations, such as
loss of a family member, birth of a child or changes in the
external environment. However, it is also the author's
contention that over a period of time, a pattern of relating
will emerge into a predominant style. Families whose
predominate style is ''rigid enmeshment', "rigid disengagement",
"choatic enmeshment"' or ''chaotic disengagement' are expected
to be more likely to develop problems which could lead
to a more dysfunctional family style. Traditionally,
these more dysfunctional family styles have been clinically
referred to with labels such as schizophrenia, delinquency,
or depression, etc.

Several empirical investigations have been conducted
which support certain components of the Circumplex Model.
Sprenkle and Olson (1978) performed an empirical study
utilizing clinic and non-clinic couples. By examining the
interaction processes of twenty-five couples receiving
marriage counseling and observing the samé in a comparable
control group, not receiving counseling, they were able to
examine the wvariable of family adaptability. Utilizing the
instrument, SIMFAM, they found a combination of high support
and equalitarian leadership to be especially characteristic
of non-clinic couples. These couples were also found to be

significantly more creative, more supportive, and more



responsive to each other's attempts to influence eaech other
than clinic couples.

In addition, Russell (1979) empirically investigated
the variables of family cohesion, family adaptability and
also the facilitative variables of support and creativity.
Thirty-one Cathelic family triads with daughters ranging in
age from 14 to 17 years of age participated in the study
which utilized SIMFAM and questionnaires designed to measure
crucial variables in relation to the Circumplex Model. A
multi-trait multi-method analysis of the data yielded some

support of the model.



Hypotheses

The preceding literature review on delinquency within
the family context suggests where these types of families
may be located in the matrix created by the two major
axes on the Circumplex Model of Marital and Family Systems.
There is a strong indication from this review that delinquents
share very little identification with the family group
and appear to be striving for a rather separate position
within the family. This would appear to place families of
a delinquent at the extreme of the cohesion dimension to-
wards low family '"connectedness'. However, there was limited
evidence which also indicated that delinquents may '"perceive"
themselves as separate while at the same time the family
tends to perceive them much closer. This may be a question of
an individual's perception. Evidence is relatively clear,
however, that delinquents will fall at either extreme of the
cohesion dimension.

There is less evidence to suggest where these families
should be located in reference to the adaptability dimension.
However, the preceding literature review has documented the
extremes of family '"chaos'" and family "rigiditv'" as being
typical of these delinquent famlies. The preceding literature
review suggests that rigid households may be very ineffective
in regards to discipline and control. It was not clear in the

studies reported as to the ratio of total control attempts to
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successful attempts, which could be experienced as chaotic.
At any rate, the evidence is inconclusive as to where families
of delinquents should be located on the adaptability dimension.
The evidence did indicate, however, that they were more likely
be located toward the extremes of family '"chaos" and family
"rigidity".

The two measures referred in these hypotheses are the
Family Adaptability Cohesion and Evaluation Scale (FACES I)
and the Kveback (KFST) family sculpture task.
Hypotheses I: Families in which there is no delinquency

will be less extreme in family adaptability?

a) Control family's self perceptions will
indicate less extreme family adaptability
as measured by FACES I.
Hypotheses II1: Families in which there is no delinquency

will be less extreme in family cohesion

than the families of delinquents.

a) Control family's self-perceptions will
indicate less extreme family coehsion as
measured by the FACES I.

b) Control families will indicate less
extreme family triad distance as

measured by the KFST.
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Operational Definitions

Several hypotheses have been stated in conceptual terms.
The following provided operational definitions for the
variables within each hypothesis:
Family:
The term family refers to three members; the father,
mother, and adolescent son.
Delinquency:
The term delinquency has twe major components. First,
delinquency refers to the adolescent son who has had
at least three contacts with law enforcement agencies
invelving the violation of a law. Secondly, this same
adolescent must be under supervision of a local court
or similar human service agency.
Family Cohesion (KFST):
This term "family cohesion', in relation to the measure
KFST, shall be determined by the calculation of the
family triad distance scores. The higher the distance
score, the lower the family cohesion. Refer to Appendix
"C" for information regarding the specifics in calculating
this score.
Family Cohesion (FACES I):
The term "family cohesion', in relation to the measure

FACES I shall be determined by the sum of the following
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subscale scores: emotional bonding, independence,

family boundaries, coalitions, time, space, friends,

decision-making, interests, and recreation as cal-

culated by FACES I. Pefer to Appendix "B" for infor-
mation regarding the specifiecs in calculating this
score.

Family Adaptability (FACES I):
The term "family adaptability" in relation to the
measure FACES T shall be determined by the summation
of the scores on the following sub-scales: assertive-

ness, control, discipline, negotiation, roles, rules,

and system feedback. Refer to Appendix "B" for infor-

mation regarding the specifies in calculating this

sCore.
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CHAPTER II:
METHODOLOGY

Instruments

Precise scientific inquiry is made especially difficult
by the very nature and complexity of family interactions.
Problems of a family's willingness to expose information
to an outsider; the tendency to keep the family a closed
system; and the whole area of manifest versus latent content
in messages are among the few obvious problems in family
research (Framo, 1965; Kantor and Lehr, 1975). The almost
overwhelming multiplicity of variables effecting family inter-
actions serve to challenge the whole concept of scientific
inquiry. However, family investigators are equally aware of
distortions that can result from viewing or testing family
members as individuals within a private context (Watzlawick,
Beavin and Jackson, 1967; Nagy and Spart, 1973; Minuchin, 1974).
Individual family members perceptions tend to represent
only a small part of the total family picture. The way in
which members interact with one another may present either
a larger or even an entirely different picture than would
be determined by viewing or testing the individual alone.
The whole is more than the sum of its parts; and the whole
is our focus here.

In order to make the complexity of interaction manage-
able, this invesitgator has chosen to utilize two measures

which will allow for the collection of data on both the sub-
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jective and objective processes operating within a family
(Levinger, 1963).

The utilization of a pencil and paper measure, FACES I
(Olson, Bell and Portner, 1978) allows for the collection
of self-report data, which will serve as an indicator of
the subjective orientation of each individual family mem-
ber. Secondly, the utilization of a direct behavior
measure, which involves the whole family, allows for the ob-
servation of patterns which individual family members may
not be aware of or may not wish to report. The former
provides an insider's perception of the family while the

latter provides an outsider's perspective (Olson, 1978).

Sample Description and Selection Procedure

The sample population for this study was drawn from
two basic groups of families. The Sarpy County Separate
Juvenile Court, located in Papillion, Nebraska, agreed to
participate in this project by allowing the investigotor
access to their 140 families with a juvenile boy on proba-
tion. With the help of probation officers, clinic families
were chosen under the following criteria:

1. The delinquent adolescent must be a male
with both parents married and residing in
the home,

2. The adolescent must have had at least three
contacts with law enforcement agencies in-

volving the violation of a law.



35,

3. This same adolescent must currently be
under supervision by this Separate Juvenile

Court.

The second group of families were procured through the
County Extension Office in Papillion. These non-clinic
families were considered as high functioning families with
both parents married and residing in the home and their son
having had no contacts with the local law enforcement agen-
cies. In addition, these young people were known by at
least two of the County Extension employees as being a high
functioning, non-delinquent youth.

Each family, in both the clinic and non clinic groups,
were contacted by phone and given a brief rational and
description of the study. The researcher requested the fam-
ily's confidential participation in this study (see Appendix
"D"). 1If their response on the phone was affirmative, then
a meeting time was arranged at the family member's home with
the researcher and the father, mother, and adolescent son.

Approximately twenty per cent of the cliniec families
who were contacted volunteered to participate in the study.
That is a rather sharp contrast to the non-clinic group, in
which nearly all those contacted, volunteered to participate.

What follows is a description of each instrument used in
this study, along with a brief explanation of the wvalidity

and reliability associated with each measure.
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Family Adaptability and Cohesion Evaluation Scale (FACES I)

Olson, Bell, and Portner (1978) developed FACES I in an
attempt to find a more adequate and systematic instrument
to assess family cohesion and family adaptability. FACES I
is a self-report scale composed of 111 items in which each
item is answered on a four point scale (see Appendix "A").
It is the developers' contention that FACES I serves as a
tool with which the therapist or researcher can objectively
assess family cohesion and family adaptability. This
assessment enables the clinician to locate a couple or
family in the Circumplex Model. This diagnosis or classi-
fication highlights important patterns of interaction and
helps to establish relevant therapeutic goals. In essence,
this instrument is tailor-made for the two major dimensions
and sub-components central to the Circumplex Model (see
Tables I and II).

The family cohesion dimension is measured in relation
to responses on questions related tonine concepts: emotional

bonding, independence, family boundries, coalitions, time,

space, friends, decision-making, interests, and recreation.

Seven concepts related to family adaptability are also

measured: assertiveness, control, discipline, negotiation,

roles, rules, and system feedback. Each sub-scale has two

items for the high, moderate and low levels of each concept.

There are 54 cohesion items and 42 adaptability items. 1In
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addition to the 96 cohesion and adaptability items, there

is an additional version of the Edmonds Social Desirability
Scale which provides 15 more items, totaling 111 in all.

For information as to the scoring procedure for FACES I, see

Appendix "B".

Validity and Reliability (FACES I)

All of the 111 ;tems on the questionnaire demonstrated
high factor leadings on the expected factors related to the
two basic dimensions of family cohesion and family adapta-
bdlity.

Evidence of content validity was provided by the utili-
zation of 410 students in Family Relationship courses who
answered each item based on their perceptions of their
family of origin. 1In addition, thirty-five marriage and family
counselors were asked to rate each item on a scale ranging
from high, moderate, and low for each dimension. A high
level of agreement was demonstrated by the counselor's rat-
ings in their observation of the student's performance (Olson,
Bell, Portner, 1978).

The evidence available on the reliability of FACES I is
somewhat encouraging. Internal reliability of the adaptability
and cohesion dimensions is .75 and .83 respectively. Olson
(etal. 1979) further report on a split-half relaibility of .49

for the cohesion dimension and .42 for the adaptability dimension.
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Evidence of validity and reliability is presently
being investigated and tested through research at the Uni-
versity of Minnestoa under the direction of David Olscn

(Olson etal. 1979).

Kvebaek Family Sculpture Test

The Kvebaek Family Sculpture Test (KFST) is a behavioral
measure utilizing a small chessboard - like playing surface
and numerous figurines of wvarious shapes and sizes. By
playing the game, family members provide information regard-
ing their relationships by sculpting certain arrangements
on the chessboard using various chosen figurines.

The conceptulization of KFST is based in structural
family therapy. In the past, various family sculpturing
tests asked family members to arrange their bodies in such
a way as to create aphysical representation of their relation-
ships at a given point in time. According to Papp, Silver-
stein and Carter (1973), this is more akin to a therapeutic
art form in which each member symbolized their emotional
relationship to one another. The notion of sculpting as a
therapeutic intervention is relating both historically and
in method to psychodrama and family art therapy. These
two basic techniques has been extended to include "joint
family scrible" (Kwiatkowska, 1967), '"conjoint family
drawing" (Bing, 1970), "joint family mural" (Rubin and
Magnussen, 1974) and ''symbolic drawing of the family life
space" (Geddes and Medway, 1977).
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These concepts are very similar to the KFST. However,
information from these previous sculpturing techniques
proved difficult to record and code for diagnostic or re-
search purposes. The KSFT allowed for information to be
easily recorded and organized into a variety of sub-scores
that may be useful to the researcher or the clinician.

According to Cromwell and Fournier (1978), the KFST

is well grounded in theoretical rationale and in addition,
provides the following:

1) permanent record of both individual and family
perceptions of the structure of their family
relationships.

2) restricts the frame of reference to the test
board itself, thereby reducing the interpersonal
space one has to consider when creating the
sculpture.

3) assesses theoretical concepts and dimensions
relevant to the treatment process, (i.e. family
cohesion and possibly family adaptability).

4) effectively involves clients in the completion
of task

5) 1s relatively non-obtrusive and non-offensive.

6) requires minimal equipment, facilities, cost, and
time to administer.

7) is appropriate to a wide variety of age groups
and social classes and required few or wverbal or

physical skills,
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Validity and Reliability (KFST)

Evidence of convergent validity for family cohesion
has been established between the KFST and The Bowerman and
Bahr Measure by utilizing a multitrait-multimethod analysis
(Russell, 1980). Efforts at establishing convergent wvali-
dity for family adaptability as measured by the KFST and
SIMFAM were less fruitful. The Russell study used, as a
measure of adaptability, the degree to which the joint family
sculpture shifted from the previous individual sculptures.

Test-retest reliability performed on 90% of the original
sample (N=20 families, 60 individuals) found family cchesion
to be reliably measured by the KFST. Test-retest reliability
on control (influence) scores were reported by Russell as
being unstable for the fathers and children that were tested.
The wives, however, did maintain a stable level of influence
over the three month test-retest period. This phenomena
was explained by Russell (1980) as being a function of the
roles assumed by the wives, in relation to the demands

associated with the activities of the different measures.

Testing Procedure for FACES I

Each family member was presented with the Informed Con-
sent Form (see Appendix "D"). Each family member was instructed
to answer each of the questions on the questionnaire. They

were instructed to answer each question without consulting with



one another. If the physical setting permitted, each member
was asked to go to a separate room to answer the questions.
An easily scored answer sheet was provided.

The Informed Consent Form informed each family member
that they could leave out any answer which he or she felt
was too personal. However, the importance of answering all
questions was emphasized.

The questionnaire was delivered to the family by the
investigator. An estimated fifteen minutes was alloted for
them to answer all 111 items. The family was instructed before
hand that during the total testing period, they were to have
no visitors. Those present were asked to leave until completion
of the testing. Following the collection of the questionnaire,

the investigator proceeded to the second measure.

Testing Procedure for KFST

Following the completion of the FACES I questionnaire,
family members were separated in order to complete individual
sculptures. The purpose of separating the family members
was to capture each family member's perception of the relation-
ships in their family, independent of other members perceptions.
To avoid contamination, members separation was assured by
having each member of the family wait in a separate room,

The first task for each family member was to arrange the
figurines on the sculpture board to represent the ''real hear

and now relationship' in their family, as they perceive them.
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The following instructions and procedures apply for the

"real" individual sculpture.

We want you to play a game for us a
couple of different ways. In front of
you, we have different wooden figurines
which are to represent the people in your
family. You are to decide which figur-
ines represent which member of your family
and place each figure on this chessboard.
In placing them on the board, try to de-
scribe your family as it really is. 1In
other words, place the figures on the
squares in such a position as to indicate
the actual relationship of yourself to the
other people in your family. You can only
put one person in each square, but you can
use any of the squares on the board. There
is no right or wrong way to do this, just
try to show us how you see your family.

Do you have any questions?
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CHAPTER III
RESULTS

Demographic Description of the Sample

Thirty-six families agreed to participate in this
studv. Of the thirty-six, sixteen families were in the non-
clinic group. A family was composed of a father, mother,
and adolescent son, all of which resided in the same house.

The father's mean age for both groups was 45.1 years,
with a range from 29 to 58 years. The mother's mean age
for both groups was 42.0 years, with a range from 30 to 54
years. Their adolescent son's mean age was 15.3 years, with
a range from 12 to 17 years.

Hollingshead's (1965) Two Factor Index of Social Position
was used to designate the father's and mother's occupation.
According to his criteria, the father's occupations were as
follows: 8.6% were higher executives or major professionals;
17.1% were business managers in large concerns; l4.37% were
middle income professionals; 20.0% were administrative
personnel or independent business owners; 2.9% were skilled
labor professionals; 5.7% were clerical, sales workers or
owners of small businesses, 2.9% were farmers; 5.7% were
specialized technicians; 5.7% were skilled manual employees;
11.4% were machine operators or semi-skilled employees;

and 5.7% were unskilled employees.
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or

The mother's occupations were as follows: 25.7% were
middle income professional; 20.0% were administrative person-
nel or independent business owners; 25.7% were housewives;
2.9% were skilled labor professionals; 11.47% were clerical,
sales workers or owners of very small businesses; 2.9% were
skilled manual employees; 5.7% were machine operators
and semi-skilled manual employees; and 5.7% were unskilled
employees.

The adolescents who participated in this study were in
the following categories: 85.7% were full-time students in
school; 2.9% wereout of school and working; 5.7% were both
in school and working; and 5.7%were in neither category for
various reasons which were not considered in this study.

0f these parents, 85.7% were married once and 1l4,3%
had been remarried at least one time. The size of their
immediate families were as follows: 3.2% had three members;
25.8% had four members; 32.3% had five members; 16.1% had
six members; 12.9% had seven members; 6.5% had eight members;

and 3.2% had nine members.,
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Data Analysis

In their 1979 research, COlson, Bell and Portner
established cutoff points for both the adaptability and
cohesion dimensions of FACES. Because the Circumplex Model
proports that extremes in either direction on either of
these two dimensions are dysfunctional, the present re-
searcher collapsed Olson, et.al.'s four categories per
dimension into two categories per dimension. On the
adaptability dimension, both '"chaotic" and "rigid" were labeled
under the category of extreme, while '"flexible" and '"structured"
were labeled as comprising a ''middle category'. Similarly,
on the cohesion dimension, both '"disengaged" and "enmeshed"
were labeled as "extreme", while ''separated” and "connected"
were labeled in the '"'middle category'. Because of the
"Curvilinear" nature of the FACES instrument, "extreme"
versus ''middle" relationships were examined bv means of
"transposed scores'. These '"transposed scores" were created
by calculating the mean score of the sample on each dimension.
This mean was then subtracted from the dimension score of
each subject. The absolute value of these different scores
yielded a measurement of the extremity of a score from the
sample mean. These transposed scores could then be used to
determine a subject's degree of extremity from the group mean,
regardless of the direction of that extreme. These scores were
used to determine the the curvilinear hypotheses generated by

the FACES Model. A subsequent examination of the Pearson's
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correlations between the variables led the researcher to
investigate whether the actual dimensions of cohesiveness

and adaptability might be linearly, rather than curvilinearly,
related to delinquency. This linear examination also allowed
the researcher to incorporate the Kveback sculpture task

with both the FACES I cohesion and adaptability scores, upon
which all three scores were computed conjointly.

The analysis of the data was carried out and is presented
in two parts. First, the data were analyzed with the '"middle"
versus ''extreme' computations (curvilinear relationships)
and, secondly, in the linear fashion comparing ''low'" versus

"high" catagories. The data are presented in that order.

Results

The Transposed Means and Standard Deviations of FACES Scores

Means and standard deviations for delinquent and non-
delinquent families were computed, utilizing the transposed
FACES scores (Table III). For the most part, on both
adaptability and cohesion, the mothers in the delinquent
families saw their families as less extreme than the mothers
in the non-delinquent families. For example, the delinquent
families' mothers' estimate of adaptability, as indicated
by the mean score, was 8.55, in comparison to the non-delinquent

mother's estimate of 16.00.
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The delinquent families' fathers' estimate of both
adaptability and cohesion saw their families as somewhat
more extreme than the non-delinquent families. The de-
linquent sons saw themselves less extreme in cohesion, with
a mean score of 15.40, compared with their non-delinquent
counterparts, with their mean score of 16.44.

The standard deviations were lower for mothers from
delinquent families and fathers from non-delinquent families.
Delinquent sons had a very high standard deviation for
adaptability, but a slightly lower standard deviation for

cohesion than did their non-delinquent counterparts.
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Means and Standard Deviations for Delinquent and Non-
Delinquent Families, of Transposed FACES Scores

Estimates Delinquent Families Non-Delinquent Families
Adaptability Cohesion Adaptability Cohesion

Mother's 8.55 12,20 16.00 16.00
(5.28) {8.51) (8.41) Ll 41y

Father's 11..35 14.60 10.31 13.31
(8.74) (13.68) (7.31) (9.75)

Son's 11.85 15.40 11.25 16.44
(13.51) (11.36) (6.94) (11.99)
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T-Tests of the Transposed FACES Scores

In Table IV, T-Tests between delinquent and non-
delinquent families of the transposed FACES scores serves
to check and see if any of the differences found in Table III
are signficant.

This analysis suggests that none of the differences
found in Table III are significant, with the exception of
the mother's view of adaptability, which, as one can see in
examining Table IV, is significant to the .003 level.
Information from Table IV indicates that the delinquent mothers
saw their families as significantly less extreme in adaptability
from Olson' norms than did the mothers from non-delinquent
families.

These findings are not compatible with our predictions,
particularly in these two specific areas. First of all,
there is not much significance in the father's mother's or
son's estimates and, secondly, the mother's estimate of
adaptability is the opposite of what was expected.

This particular phenomena encouraged the investigator
to go back and look at the raw scores, which gave the direction
as to whether the family member's estimate are more or less

adaptable or more or less cohesive.



Table IV

T-Tests, between Delinquent and Non-Delinquent
Families, of Transposed FACES Scores

50 .

Mother's Father's Son's

Estimate Estimate Estimate
Adaptability 3:25 0.38 0.16

p £ .003 p £.706 p £ .873
Cohesion 1.09 0.32 0.27

p £ .283 p£.753 p £L.792
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Means and Standard Deviations of the Raw FACES and KFST Scores

In utilizing the raw scores, this part of the analysis
avoided looking at the "extremes" versus "middle', and allowed
the linear calculations of "low" versus "high" on both
dimensions of adaptability and cohesion. This procedure
also allowed for the incorporation of the Kvebaek sculpture
task, in which the degree of cohesion could be examined in
terms of the designated "distance' scores.

Table V means and standard deviations for delinquent and
non-delinquent families, using FACES I adaptability and cohesion
scores and the Kvebaek (KFST) distance scores, indicated that
the delinquent families' mother's estimate of adaptability
tended to be in the more chaotic end of the adaptability
dimension than the non-delinquent mother's estimate. The
delinquent families' mother's estimate of cohesion indicated
less disengaged family styles than the non-delinquent families'
mother's estimate. In addition, the mothers' of delinquent sons
estimate of distance, as measured by the Kvebaek, indicated
more disengaged family styles than the non-delinquent mothers.

The fathers' estimates in both delinquent and non-delinquent
families were very similar with very slight differences. The
delinquent families' fathers' estimates were very similar to
the mothers' estimate of adaptability (185.85 versus 185.05),
and the non-delinquent father's estimate of cohesion were similar

to the mothers' estimate (260.69 versus 264.38).
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Table V

Means and Standard Deviations, for Delinquent and Non-
Delinquent Families, of Raw FACES I Adaptability and Cohesion
Scores and KFST Distance Scores

Estimates Delinquent Families Non-Delinquent Families
Adaptability Cohesion Distance Adaptability Cohesion Distance

Mother's 185.85 248,40 14.20 167.13 264.38 7.20
(9.81) (15.49) (13.84) (8.66) (14.58) (3.01)
Father's 185.05 254.70 11,10 182.31 260.69 11.07
(14.41) (19.93) (7.24) (12.90) (13.56) (8.03)
Son's 191.05 247.40 15.40 185.13 259.19 8.93
(16.19) (19.11) (14.41) (13.36) (18.99) (5.70)
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The sons' estimates in both delinguent and non-
delinquent families were also very similar to their respective
mothers' estimate, with the exception of the non-delinquent
sons' estimate of adaptability. These non-delinquent sons
perceived their family styles as being far more flexible than
their mothers' perception (185.13 versus 167.13).

The standard deviation for families with a delinquent son
were all higher that the standard deviations with no delinquency
present. The delinquent families' fathers' estimates of

""distance'" was the only exception.

T-Tests of the Raw FACES and KFST Scores

A T-Test was conducted to make a determination as to
which of these differences, found in Table V, were significant.
As Table VI points out, nothing in the fathers' estimates was
significant, nothing in the sons' estimates was significant,
but all three scores of the mothers' estimates were significant.
The mothers' estimate of adaptability, as measured by FACES, was
significant to the .000 level and cohesion, measured by the same
instrument, was significant to the .003 level. The distance
score, as measured by the KFST, was also significant to the
.040 level.

The importance of the mothers' estimate of adaptability,
cohesion, and distance, as measured by these instruments, was

certainly becoming increasingly more evident. However, before
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any interpretations of this data could be extended, the
researcher felt that the effects of social desirability

must be accounted for.



TABLE VI

o5

T-Tests, between Delinquent and Non-Delinquent Families of Raw FACES T
Adaptability and Cohesion Scores and KFST Distance Scores.

Mother's Father's Son's
Estimate Estimate Estimate
Adaptability 5,99 0.59 1.18
pZ .000 p £ .557 P £ .247
Cohesion 3.15 1.03 1.84
p £ .003 p £ .312 p £.074
Distance 2.19 0.01 1.84
P £ .040 p £ .990 P £ 111
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Partial Correlation Coefficients, Partialing

Out the Social Desirability Score

In Table VII, partial correlation coefficients between
delinquent and non-delinquent families, using FACESI adapta-
bility and cohesion scores as well as the Kvebaek (KFST)
distance score were provided, after partialing out the social
desirability score from the FACES I instrument. After examining
Tables III and IV, it became apparent that the comparison of
"extreme' versus '"middle" was not a useful procedure for
this particular investigation. In Tables V and VI, when raw
scores were computed, the differences were more apparent. The
mother's estimate of adaptability and cohesion, as measured by
the FACES instrument, and the distance score, as measured by
the KFST, were all significant.

The analysis presented in Table VII partialied out the
social desirability, as measured by the sub-scale within the FACES I
instrument. This partial correlation table parallels, to a
degree, the analysis presented in‘Table VI. Table VII revealed
that the mother's estimates were still signficant in two of the
three variables, even when controls are incorporated for social
desirability.

The mother's estimate of the family's adaptability, as
measured by FACES I, was significant to the .000 level and their

estimate of cohesion, as measured by FACES I, was significant to
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the .007 level. The distance score, however, as measured by
the KFST behavioral task, was not significant. The effects
of social desirability on the KFST were clearly evident by

this analysis.
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TABLE VII

Partial Correlation Coefficients, between Delinquency and Non-Delinguency
for FACES Adaptability and Cohesion Scores and KFST Distance Scores
after Partialing out the Social Desirability Score from the FACES Instrument

Mother's Father's Son's

Estimate Estimate Estimate
Adaptability ~-.628 -.279 -.353

p £ .000 p £.075 p £.033
Cohesion 458 .204 L334

p £ .007 p £.149 p £ .041
Distance -.180 L224 ~-.358

P £ .179 p £.126 p <.031
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As in the previous analysis, all the fathers' scores
were not significant. Yowever, once the social desirability
was partialled out, all of the son's scores became
significant, following the same pattern of the mothers'
adaptability, cohesion, and distance. Therefore, the
present analysis has indicated that social desirability
was not a significant factor in the father's perceptions
of their families, only a slight factor in the mothers'
perceptions of their families, and was a very significant

factor in the sons' perceptions of their families.

Stepwise Discriminant Analysis

A stepwise discriminant analysis bewteen the classes of
delinquent and non-delinquent families, using FACES I
adaptability and cohesion scores and the KFST Distance
scores as predietors, was performed in an attempot to identify
the most powerful variables. What this investigation re-
vealed was that the most important predictor was the mothers'
estimates of adaptability and the second most important
predictor was the mothers' estimate of cohesion, as deliniated
in Table VIII. Questions directed to the mother relating to
these two dimensions together allowed the investigator to
classify delinquent versus non-delinquent familes 94.4% of the time.

There was a high rate of predictability when using re-
sponses from the FACES I provided by the mother, as long as
direction of the transposed scores were taken into consideration,

as opposed to "extremes versus middle" scores.
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TABLE VIII

A Stepwise Discriminant Analysis between the Classes of
Delinquent and Non-Delinquent Families using transposed FACES
Adaptability and Cohesion Scores and KFST Distance Scores
as Predictors

Variable Wilke's Lamda Significance Percentage of Cases
Mother's Estimate Grouped correctly in
of Adaptability 0.4397 p £ .000 Classes = 947,

Mother's Estimate
of Cohesion 0.2316 p £.000
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CHAPTER 1IV:
DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS and SUMMARY

Discussion

Two basic tenets of this research were that the
dimensions of cohesion and adaptability are useful in-
dicators in assessing optimal family functioning and
secondly that these two dimensions were useful in assessing
families with a delinquent adolescent boy. While the
literature was rather supportive of this notion, support
for the following hypotheses was very limited and not
as predicted.

Hypotheses I - Those families in which there is no

delinquency tended to be more extreme than their delinquent
family counter parts. Contrary to the hypotheses, mothers

in families with no delinquency appeared to be more extreme
towards family rigidity in their estimates of adaptability,
as measured by the FACES. T-tests between delinquent and
non-delinquent families of transposed FACES I scores revealed
that the only significant family members' perceptions was

the mothers' at a .003 level (see Table 1IV).

Fathers' and sons' in non-delinquent families perception

of adapatability, as measured by the FACES I, varied
slightly with no significance, as measured by the T-tests.

Hypotheses II - Families in which there was no delinquency

tended to be more extreme towards family connectedness and



enmeshment in their estimates of cohesion, as measured

by FACES I. Mothers' estimates of cohesion in non-
delinquent families tended to be somewhat more extreme
towards family connectedness and enmeshment. Fathers'

and sons' estimates of cohesion in non-delinquent families
tended to be more extreme towards connectedness and
enmeshment, though very slightly, than their delinquent
counterparts. T-tests revealed that none of these
estimates of cohesion, as measured by the FACES I, were
significant.

The KFST measure of families with no delinquency
indicated that less family triad distance was evident that
in their delinquent counterparts. Fathers' and sons'
estimates of distance were found to be insignificant whereas
the mothers' estimates were all found to be significant
at the 0.04 level or better (see Table VI).

This sub-part of the second hypotheses, in which the
KFST measures were utilized to examine family triad distance
among the family members, was more successful. The lack
of success in confirming the preliminary research hypotheses
did not deter the pursuit of research results. This result
from the KFST encouraged the investigator to examine
whether the actual dimensions of cohesion and adaptability
might be linearly rather than curvilinearly related to

delinquency. Rather than examining "extreme' versus ''middle',
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"low to "high", scores were computed and analyzed.

As a rule, these linear computations revealed that
families with no delinquency tended to be less chaotic in
terms of adaptability and less disengaged in terms of
cohesion. Perhaps the most dramatic result was the focus
upon the importance of the mothers' perceptions of family
style variables and estimated family triad distance. All
three correlations among the mother's perceptions (see
Table VI) were significant at the .05 level or beyond
(adaptability .000, cohesion .003, and distance .04). The
mothers' importance, particularly in the area of family
cohesion, was consistant with Russell's findings in her
multi-trait, multi-method analysis in assessing validity
of four separate measures; The Bowerman and Bahr Identification
Scale, SIMFAM, Moos Family Environment Scale and the
Kvebaek in her examination of cohesion and adaptability
(Russell, 1980). This investigation suggested that the
wife in a family was perceived by the husband and child more
clearly as to her role in the home in terms of cohesion.

The partialing out of the social desirability score
from the FACES I instrument indicated some interesting re-
sults on behalf of the mothers' and sons' estimates. What
this investigator found was the the mothefs’ estimates were
significantly different in the two groups, even when controls

were in place. The significance of the mothers' response
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to social desirability, as measured by the FACES I instrument
for adaptability, was .000 and, for cohesion, was .007.

The mother's estimates of cohesion, as measured by the
family triad distance score on the KFST measure, were found
not to be significant. Basically, this could mean that
social desirability may have had an effect on mothers with

a delinquent adolescent son, to put themselves as perceiving
the family as more distant.

Family members established more distance between
themselves in terms of the KFST, because the KFST is a more
obvious behavioral measure and a graphic expression of
their family. These family members may have felt the necessity
in demonstrating behaviorally that there is more distance.
The effects of social desirability were less dramatic on the
FACES 1 instrument, because it is a more discreet pen and
paper self-report measure. The fathers were less effected
in their response to social desirability.

As far as the sons were concerned, when controls for
social desirability were initiated, several things became
apparent. First of all, adaptability, cohesion and the
distance scores all showed a significant correlation, when
controls for social desirability were used. A logical
explanation one could advance is that the delinquent sons
were faking normality and, therefore, their need for social

desirability was effected by the testing situation. The
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reasons for this phenomenon may be many, but most
obviously, these young delinquent boys may have felt a

need to impress their probation officers, judges, etc.
Social pressure was also very apparent on the non-
delinquent boys, because this population was taken from
referrals recommended by the County Extension Office as
being normal and high functioning teenagers. Therefore,
both groups of sons had social pressures on them to
perform on the measures. This pressure and need for social
desirability tended to pull them into the normal ranges.

As data from this investigation (Table VII) suggests,
fathers and sons simply do not have the acuity of
perspection to make significant distinctions that separate
delinquent from non-delinquent populations in terms of
adaptability, cohesion, and family triad distance, as measured
by the FACES I and KFST.

Mothers seemed to serve as the '"family barometer",
as far as these variables and measures are concerned. This
investigation suggested that mothers were in touch with
their families and social desirability didn't seem to make
much difference, provided the measure was discreet enough.
It is interesting to note that mothers' estimates were in
one direction, not in two, as originally advanced within the
concepts of the Circumplex Model. A unidirectional approach

makes a difference, and that difference was significant.
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When "low'" versus "high" was computed, as opposed
to the "extreme' versus '"'middle" as Olson et. al. suggested,
the two instruments FACES I and KFST were consistant.
That is, delinquent family's styles of functioning were
basically more chaotic and disengaged. The Olson et. al.
model seemed to argue that these families could have also
been enmeshed and rigid. This investigation, as it applies
to delinquent families, suggested that the relationship
was linear not curvilinear as previously thought. These
families were found to be in the direction of the chaotic
disengaged quadrant of the Circumplex Model. The FACES I
and KFST were compatible and consistant in the examination
of cohesion when unidirectionality was examined.

The first hypothesis and the second hypotheses with
its first sub-component failed to be supported. The second
component of the second hypotheses received support. Family
style variables of cohesion and adaptability were linear and
not curvilinear, when delinquency was examined. From the
results of this study, there is no indication that "extremes"
versus ''middle" in the Circumplex Model were relevant to the
assessment of family style and delinquency.

It is important to note that only twenty percent of the
clinic families agreed to participate in this study. The
lack of evidence from this study in finding delinquency in

families on the enmeshed end of the cohesion dimension may be
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related to the considerably low rate of agreement to
participate in the study. Enmeshed families with a
delinquent adolescent may have simply chosen not to
participate. It has been found that enmeshed families
tend to have more pronounced external family boundaries
(Bowen, 1966) (Scott and Askworth, 1967) (Wynn's, 1958).
Enmeshed families may have been reluctant to let an ob-
server (i.e. research investigator) in their home to
collect data.

In addition, the results of this study suggest that
clinic families tended to fall on the extreme of the
cohesion dimension towards disengagement, may be either
a function of disengagement or extreme cohesion. When
the disengagement score is an accurate reflection of the
family's disengaged lifestyle, the results are self-
evident. However, disengagement may also be caused by
an enmeshed family's expulsion of a non-conforming family
member (in this case, the adolescent) (Minuchin, 197%4).

In this circumstance, the family seeks to protect its
integrity and underlying enmeshed nature by acting in a
disengaged manner in order to rid the family of the dis-
ruptive centrifugal force.

The dynamics of delinquency may also play an important
consideration in the discussion of these results. Delinquency

can be a very frustrating and noxious experience for parents.
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A family that is neither disengaged nor enmensed may
appear to be disengaged, because the parents seek to
place distance between themselves and their delinquent
adolescents. Parents may be inclined to disengage them-
selves from the delinquent member, simply because of the
type of behavior and dynamics which accompany delinquency.
Therefore, even a non-extreme family may appear to be and
may define themselves as being disengaged, thereby
contaminating the interpretation of the results.

The Stepwise discriminant analysis between the
classes of delinquent and non-delinquent family (Table VIII)
revealed some rather interesting results. When questions
were directed to the mother, relating to cohesion and
adaptability, and when these FACES I scales were taken
together, they allowed investigators to classify delinquency
and non-delinquency 94.4 of the time.

This investigation indicated that there may be some
merit for predictability, when using responses from the
FACES I provided by the mother, as long as direction is
taken into consideration, as opposed to extremes on the

Circumplex Model.
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Limitations of This Study

Due to the nature of this study, volunteers were
recruited from Separate Juvenile Court files and County
Extension personnel. This is hardly a random sample of
even Omaha families. The guestion arises as to whether
the subjects who volunteered were representative of delinquent
youth and high functioning mnormal youth. The delinquent
youth on probation were a carefully monitored group and this
investigator was introduced to these families from court
personnel. The social desirability effects of this arrangement
could have served as a rather dramatic limitation to this
study.

The small sample size of 36 families could allow for
practically any type of sampling error and could limit
significantly the extent of the research. This research
was also limited by the effects of taking all measurements
at roughly the same point in time. This lack of time
variable made it difficult to impose a casual ordering
upon the variables, without resorting heavily to theoretical
assumptions developed from an examination of the literature.

In addition, the Circumplex Model and FACES T were
validated in Minneapolis. In that area, Olson found that
183 was the mid-point of cohesion. One could advance the

notion that in Omaha, 167 may be the mid-point of cohesion
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and, therefore, the degree of chaos in Omaha families may
contribute to the incidence of delinquency and may not
contribute to delingquency in another area of the county.
The FACES I may lack the versitility allowing for the instru-
ment to be adapted to the indigenous factors of each
separate part of the county. This lack of generalizable
results severly limits the study. For a more accurate
analysis of the data, a larger sample and manipulation

of the cutting points of FACES I scores may be necessary.
The cutoff points on FACES I isan issue which was clearly
delineated by Benigas in his investigation with foster

families (Benigas, 1980).

Practical Applications

The indication that responses from the mother on
FACES I may give significant predictability in assessing
delinquency was very exciting. The use of this concept
to courts, socilal workers, probation officers, and other
human service providers who deal with delinquent youth may
establish a new direction for assessment. The importance
of the mother's perceptions and the notion that delinquency
may be a linear function, within the established criteria

of the Circumplex Model, may allow for a more fundamental

use of the concepts of cohesion and adaptability.
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The evidence in this thesis investigation also in-
dicated that a more subtle and discreet measure for assess-
ment, such as a pen and paper measure like FACES I, may reveal
more accurate information, especially for adolescents,
than a behavioral measure for assessing cohesion. The
need for social desirability may be too much of a confound

for assessing this population accurately.

Sugeestions for Future Research

This study is just a start at empirically examining
the Circumplex Model with delinquent and non-delinquent
families. Both the model and the area of delinquency are
two areas with rather limited investigation. As prevelent
as delinquency is and the need to resolve problems with our
youth and families, the empirical investigation into the
area is startingly scarce.

This study did suggest some rather interesting areas
for future research, such as the persistance of the mother's
perceptions of cohesion and adaptability. This phenomenon
of the mother's role in the family as the most accurate
barometer for assessing family process as it relates to
delinquency makes it desirable for more rigorously designed
research to be conducted. The role of father and the lack
of knowledge of the family style factors and delinquency within

their own home also invite the investigator to possibly examine
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the functions which seem to maintain this situation.

I also find it worthy to note, but a little difficult
to explain, that the mother's correlations which are based
on the self-report pen and paper measure FACES I measure
seem less effected by the need for social desirability.
The behavioral measures were considered by some to be
somewhat less indirect. Comparable reseach into the
effects of behavioral measures may reveal new merits for

the pen and paper measure.

Summary

The results of this study indicate that self-reported
family cohesion and adaptability (as measured by FACES I)
have more significance when "low''and "high' scores are
examined as oppoesed to "extremes' versus '"'middle" scores.
For purposes of this study and the examination of delinquency
and the Circumplex Model, linear analysis was far more
revealing that curvilinear analysis. This may be more of
a function of delinquency and the difficulty of measuring
family functioning, than it is a function of the Circumplex
Model. A family with a delinquent member quite simply may
not be compatible with the "extremes'" versus ''middle"
concepts of the Circumplex Model. This study did clearly

indicate, however, that unidirectionality was more significant
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than bidirectionality.

This study also revealed the startling significance
of the mother's perceptions and accuracy to which they are
capable of assessing delinquency. The adolescent's per-
ceptions are also important, however, the adolescents'
results are confounded by their desire to fake normality.

he role of the father and his "head in the sand"
understanding of his family in terms of cohesion, adapta-
bility and delinquency, the importance of the mother's
perceptions and the adolescent’s sensitivity to social
desirability are all areas that need rigorous investigations
before the family functioning can be analyzed in relation

to delinquency.
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FACES I
4 = true all of the time 2 = true some of the time
3 = true most of the time 1l = true none of the time

Family members are concerned with each other's welfare.
Family members feel free to say what's on their mind.
We don't have spur of the moment guests at mealtime.

It is hard to know who the leader is in our family.

It's difficult for family members to take time away from
the family.

Family members are afraid to tell the truth because of
how harsh the punishment will be.

Most personal friends are not family friends.
Family members talk a lot but nothing ever gets done.

Family members feel guilty if they want to spend some
time alone.

There are times when other family members do things
that make me unhappy.

In our family, we know where all family members are at
all times.

Family members have some say in what is required of them.

The parents in our family stick together.

I have some needs that are not being met by family members.

Family members make the rules together.

It seems like there is never any place to be alone in
our house.

It is difficult to keep track of what other family members

are doing.

Family members do not check with each other when making
decisions.

My family completely understands and sympathizes with
my every mood.

Family ties are more important to us than any friendship
could possibly be.
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true all of the time 2 = true some of the time
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true most of the time
When our family has an argument, family members just
keep to themselves.

Family members often answer questions that were addressed
to another person.

The parents check with the children before making
important decisions in our family.

Family members like to spend some of their free time with
each other.

Punishment is usually pretty fair in our family.

Family members are encouraged to have friends of their
own as well as family friends.

Family members discuss problems and usually feel good
about the solutions.

Family members share almost all interests and hobbies
with each other.

Qur family is not a perfect success.
Family members are extremely independent.

No one in our family seems to be able to keep track of
what their duties are.

Family members feel it's "everyone for themselves".

Every new thing I've learned about my family has pleased
me.

Our family has a rule for almost every possible situation.
We respect each other's privacy.

Once our family has planned to do domething, it's difficult
to change 1it.

In our family, we are on our own when there is a problem
to solve.

I have never regretted being with my family, not even for
a moment.

Family members do not turn to each other when they need
help.
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It is hard to know what other family members are thinking.
Family members make visitors feel at home.
Parents make all the important decisions in our family.

Even when everyone is home, family members spend their
time separately.

Parents and children in our family discuss together the
method of punishment.

Family members have little need for friends because the
family is so close.

We feel good about our ability to solve problems.

Although family members have individual interests, they
still participate in family activities.

My family has all the qualities I've always wanted in
a family.

Family members are totally on their own in developing
their ideas.

Once a task is assigned to a family member, there is no
chance of changing it.

Family members seldom take sides against other members.

There are times when I do not feel a great deal of love
and affection for my family.

When rules are broken, family members are treated fairly.
Family members don't enter each other's areas or activities.

Family members encourage each other's efforts to find
new ways of doing things.

Family members discuss important decisions with each other,
but usually make their own choices.

If T could be a part of any family in the would, I could
not have a better match.

Home is one of the loneliest places to be.

In our family, it's important for everyone to express their
opinion.



60.

61,
62.

63.

64.
65.
66.
67.
65.
69.
70.
7L,

fis

73,

75.

76.
7 5

78.

79.

83.

2
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3 = true most of the time I
Family members find it easier to discuss things with
persons outside the family.

There is no leadership in our family.

We try to plan some things during the week so we can all
be together.

Family members are not punished or reprimanded when they
do something wrong.

In our family, we know each other's close friends.
Our family does not discuss its problems.
Our family doesn't do things together.

If my family has any faults, I am not aware of them.

Family members enjoy doing things alone as well as together.

In our family, everyone shares responsibilities.
Parents agree on how to handle the children.

I don't think anyone could possibly be happier than
my family.

It is unclear what will happen when rules are broken in our

family.

When a bedroom door is shut, family members will knock
before entering.

If one way doesn't work in our family, we try another.

Family members are expected to have the approval of
others before making decisions.

Family members are totally involved in each other's lives.

Family members speak their mind without considering
how it will affect others.

Family members feel comfortable inviting their friends
along on family activities.

Each family member has at least some say in major family
decisions.
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Family members feel pressured to spend most free time
together.

Members of our family can get away with almost anything.
Family members share the same friends.

When trying to solve problems, family members jump from
one attempted solution to another without giving any

of them time to work.

We have difficulty thinking of things to do as a family.
Family members understand each other completely.

It seems as if we agree on everything.

It secems as if males and females never do the same
chores in our family.

Family members know who will agree and who will disagree
with them on most family matters.

My family could be happier than it is.

There is strict punishment for breaking rules in our
family.

Family members seem to avoid contact with each other when
at home.

For no apparent reason, family members seem to change
their minds.

We decide together on family matters and separately on
personal matters.

Our family has a balance of closeness and spearateness.
Family members rarely say what they want.

It seems there are always people around home who are not
members of the family.

Certain family members corder everyone else around.

It seems as if family members can never find time to
be together.

Family members are severely punished for anything they
do wrong.
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We know very little about the friends of other family
members.

Family members feel they have no say in solving problems.
Members of our family share many interests.

Our family is as well adjusted as any family in this world
can be.

Family members are encouraged to do their own thing.
Family members never know how others are going to act.

Certain individuals seem to cause most of our family
problems.

I don't think any family could live together with greater
harmony than my family.

It is hard to know what the rules are in our family
because they always change.

Family members find it hard to get away from each other.
Family members feel that the family will never change.

Family members feel they have to go along with what the
family decides to do.
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Scoring Procedures for FACES I

Computation of scores for FACES I provides total scores
for each family member in three areas or dimensions; (1) the
Edmonds Social Desirability Score, (2) Adaptability Dimension
Score, and (3) Cohesion Dimension Score.

The FACES I answer sheet provides the person scoring the
results with a number for each answer. The answer is then
multiplied by this number to provide weighted scores for
each sub-scale within each dimension. Under family adapta-

bility, the sub-scales are: assertiveness, control, discipline,

negotiation, roles, rules, and systems feedback. Under family

cohesion, the sub-scales are: emotional bonding, independence

family boundaries, coalitions, time, space, friends, decision-

making, interests, and recreation.

According to Olson, Bell, and Portner (1978; p.6), the

breakdown of these scores are as follows:

Family Cohesion: The possible range for this scale is
162 to 303.
(271-303) indicates high cohesion
(231-270) indicates moderage cohesion
(162-230) indicates low cohesion

Family Adaptability: The possible range for this score is
109 to 236.
(199-236) indicates high adaptability
(167-198) indicates moderate adaptability

(109-166) indicates low adaptability
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To determine the total family score on each of these
areas, each individual's score in each area of adaptability,

cohesion, and social desirability is added up and divided

by the number of participating family members. This allows

for families to be compared with other families.
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Scoring Procedure for KFST

This investigator is concerned with the calculation
of the "triad family distance' score in order to perform
this study. According to Cromwell and Fournier (1978, p. 19),
the calculation of scores using the KFST assumes three
conditions; (1) that each square on the sculpture grid con-
tains only one figure; (2) the distance between each adjacent
square is equal to 1; and (3) as distance between figurines
increases, the underlying psycho-social reasons for those
distances become more important (increases).

In order to establish the 'triad family distance"
score, it becomes necessary to first calculate 'individual
distance” scores. This distance is calculated by counting
the number of squares between each figure and squaring that
number. Diagonal distances are calculated by using the law
of the right triangles, h2 = a2 + b2, The squaring of
these distances provides greater variance to explain and
facilitate identification of emergent and reo ccurring pat-
terns of perceived family relationships.

The '"triad family distance score' is the sum of each
of the individual distances. This number divided by the
number of individuals (3) will provide a rough "triad fam-
ily distance score' that can be used to compare with other

families.
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MAMNSAS STATE UMNIVERSITY

Department of Family and Child Development
Justin Hall
Manhattan, Kansas 66506

INFORMED CONSENT

The purpose of this study is to find out more about the
relationship among family members and their teenage sons
and daughters. If you choose to participate, you and mem-
bers of your family will be asked to answer a number of
questions about situations which are of common concern
among families. Also, each family member will be asked

to participate in a short game requiring the arranging of
figurines on a small board similar to a chessboard.

The questionnaire is short, requiring approximately fifteen
minutes to complete. The game, involving figurines, re-
quires an additional fifteen minutes to complete. Past
experience with this game has been fun for family members
to participate. Safeguards have been taken to assure that
all responses on both the questionnaire and the game will
remain completely confidential, and that the identity of
each respondent will remain anonymous. There will be no
names assoclated with answers in any public or private re-
port of the results.

This study is being conducted under the guidelines and
supervision of Dr. Anthony Jurich, Dr. Candyce Russell, and
Dr. Steve Bollman, Kansas State University. You and your
family are free to withdraw from this study at any time you
wish. Should you choose to participate, please sign on

the appropriate line below.

Further questions should be referred to either Dr. Russell
or Dr. Jurich at 913-532-5510, or Frank DeCastro at 913-
539-2451.

Parent Date
Parent Date
Son or Daughter Date

Witness Date
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Abstract

Sixteen families with an adolescent son and twenty fam-
ilies with a delinquent adolescent son were tested with a
self-report measure FACES I and a behavioral sculpture task
called Kvebaek. TheFACES I measured cohesion and adapta-
bility, and the Kvebaek measured cohesion within each family
triad. It was hypothesized that families with a delinquent
son would fall on the "extremes" of cohesion and adapta-
bility, while non-clinic families would fall within "middle"
ranges.

The results of this study indicated that self-reported
family cohesion and adaptability (as measured by FACESI) had
more significance when "low" and "high'" were examined as
opposed to the "extreme' verses '"middle'. This linear
analysis was far more revealing than the anticipated cur-
vilinear approach.

This study also indicated the significance of the mother's
perceptions and accuracy to which they are capable of assessing
delinquency. The adolescents' perceptions were also import-
ant, but were considerably confounded by their need for social
desirability.

Family functioning is complex and the repeated acts of
delinquency by adolescents and the maintenance of such be-
havior is often misunderstood. Future research is necessary
to adequately determine the relationship of family cohesion,

family adaptability, and delinquency.





