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ABSTRACT

It has been argued that early &mily adversity and relationships with parents and peers are 

important variables in the etiology o f  juvenile delinquency. Although several studies point 

to the connection between attachment style and aggressive/antisocial behavior in 

childhood, few empirical studies have explored adolescents’ attachment styles in their 

important relationships and delinquent behavior. This study evaluated 102 yoimg 

offenders’ attachments to mothers, fathers, and peers as potential mediators between early 

adversity and later criminal behavior. The young persons completed an interview 

regarding their parents and peers, self-report instruments concerning attachment style, as 

measured by the Relationship Questionnaire (RQ; Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991) and 

The Important People Questionnaire (IPQ; Hazan & Ziefinan, 1994). In addition, file 

reviews o f  relevant background information and criminal variables were conducted. 

Results indicated that attachment to fathers mediated the relationship between adversity 

and criminal outcomes. A mediational model was also supported when considering 

attachment to other adults in a caregiving role. Thus, these results suggest that a  positive 

relationship with an adult caregiver may be a protective 6cto r in the development o f 

criminal behavior for young people who have experienced prior adversity. Findings are 

discussed in terms o f  implications for measuring attachment with juvenile delinquents, 

conducting therapy with young offenders, and future research.
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1

Attachment Style in Young Offenders: Parents, Peers, & Delinquency

Overview

The purpose o f  this dissertation is to increase our understanding o f the 

psychosocial factors contributing to juvenile delinquency. The focus is on how important 

interpersonal relationships may protect, or jeopardize further, children who have 

experienced early adversity and engage in criminal behavior as adolescents. Specifically, 

this study considers how security o f  attachment to mothers, to fathers, and to peers may 

mediate the association between adverse life circumstances and later criminal behavior. It 

has been argued that the factors influencing criminal behavior in males and females are 

generally similar; therefore, both males and females were invited to participate in a 

multiple-method, cross-sectional study o f 102 high-risk young offenders seen for 

forensic-psychiatric assessments. Due to the far greater preponderance o f males in this 

representative sample o f  juvenile delinquents, a thorough exploration o f gender 

differences could not be undertaken. However, hypotheses concerning the role o f gender 

are raised and considered for ftitiu-e investigations.

General Description o f  Juvenile Delinquency

The term juvenile delinquency has been defined as “a pattern o f illegal behavior 

committed by a minor,” usually referring to persons who have committed crimes after 

their 12th birthday and before their 18th birthday (Shaw, 1983, p. 889). Numbers from 

the Canadian Centre for Justice Statistics show that, in 1996, police charged 117, 738 

minors with criminal code offenses; 16, 977 o f whom were fi-om British Columbia 

(Statistics Canada, 1996). Breaking the law is a relatively common behavior for this 

developmental stage, for example, Aseltine (1995) found that over one-third o f



adolescents report committing at least one criminal act in a year, such as vandalism, drug 

use, assault, or theft. Statistics indicate that many young offenders (individuals between 

the ages o f 12 and 17 who have been convicted o f a criminal offense) do not recidivate. 

Slightly less than one-half (46%) o f adolescents referred to youth court in Canada from 

1990 through 1991 had been charged with a previous criminal offense (Hung & Lipinski, 

1994). Although many adolescents do not continue to break the law after their first 

conviction, for some, particularly those who display childhood versus postpubertal-onset 

delinquent behavior, the course is more chronic and problematic (Moffit et al., 1996).

The effects o f childhood delinquency have been associated with a number o f  negative 

outcomes in adulthood, such as crime, alcohol abuse, general deviance, economic 

dependency, education failure, unemployment, and divorce (Sampson & Laub, 1990).

The last decades have seen considerable growth in our understanding o f juvenile 

delinquency. Important variables related to delinquent behavior have been identified, 

such as, lack of social and assertive skills, low academic performance, lack o f impulse 

control, unstable home environments, and poor peer relations (Becker, Harris & Sales, 

1993; Feldman & Weinberger, 1994). Researchers who have considered gender 

differences in delinquency argue that the factors influencing criminal behavior in males 

and females are similar; however, they vary in intensity such that delinquent females are 

more extreme on those factors than are delinquent males (Denno, 1990; O ’Connor, 1994).

Antisocial behavior is a complex problem with roots in the biological, social, and 

psychological realms. This study does not attempt to explore all o f the multiple causes 

that may underlie delinquent behavior. Instead, the focus is limited to young people’s 

feelings and beliefs about other individuals and about themselves, with respect to
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interpersonal relationships. Important relationships, particularly those with parents and 

peers, have been identified as being especially relevant in accounting for the onset and 

maintenance o f delinquent behavior (Halebsky, 1987; Warr, 1993; Aseltine, 1995). 

Because interpersonal relationships have proven associated with delinquency for both 

males and females (Dembo, Williams, Wothke & Schmeidler, 1994; McGee, 1992;

Novy, Gaa, Frankiewicz, Liberman & Amerikaner, 1992), and because it has been argued 

that the pathway to criminal behavior is similar for both genders (O’Connor, 1994), both 

male and female “delinquents” will participate in this study. Although definitions and 

conceptualizations of “juvenile delinquency” will be considered in more depth as a part 

of the literature review, it should be noted that for the purposes of this study “delinquent” 

refers to individuals who have committed criminal offenses after their 12th and before 

their 18th birthdays.

Parental Influences on Delinquent Behavior

Krohn and colleagues (Krohn, Stem, Thomberry & Jang, 1992) state that “the 

prominent role o f the family in socializing children suggests that it should be a crucial 

factor in understanding the etiology o f  delinquent behavior” (p. 287). Indeed, most 

theories o f delinquency refer to family variables to explain anti-social behavior and much 

of the research exploring youth crime has supported links between family influences and 

delinquent behavior. The relationships among family environment variables and juvenile 

delinquency can be broken into two broad areas: (1) early adversity experienced in the 

home and (2) family relationships.

Early Adversity. A number o f  childhood experiences have been isolated as risk 

factors for delinquent behavior in adolescence. Demographic variables such as parental
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education and income are related to the incidence o f delinquent behavior (Patterson, 

DeBaryshe & Ramsey, 1989). Stressors impacting on the family, such as unemployment, 

family violence, marital discord, and parental absence are also associated with 

delinquency (Mednick, Baker & Carothers, 1990; Rosenbaum, 1989). In particular, 

experiencing or wimessing parental violence has been found to be strongly associated 

with aggressive and assaultive behavior in juvenile delinquents (Ford & Linney, 1995). 

Families with alcohol, other drug and mental health problems, and involvement in crime 

tend to raise children who later develop similar problems (Dembo et al, 1994).

Some research has identified a link between parental divorce and delinquent 

activities in children, particularly for boys. For example, Aro (1988) found that 

delinquent acts were more common among boys fi"om divorced or conflictual families 

than from boys from intact homes. Other research has indicated that divorce followed by 

a stable family constellation is not associated with an increased risk o f criminal behavior 

whereas divorce followed by subsequent instability and changes in family constellation, 

such as continued conflict between parents or subsequent remarriages and separations, 

significantly increases the risk of delinquent activity (Mednick, Baker & Carothers,

1990). Many researchers believe that parents’ marital status is a risk factor that should be 

considered within the broader context o f  family stability and stress (e.g.. Le Blanc, 1992).

In a developmentally oriented review, Greenberg et al. (1993) found that, 

although family stressors such as marital conflict, single parenthood, low income, low 

education, and overcrowding were associated with generally increased rates of childhood 

disorder, cumulative indices o f family adversity were particularly strongly related to 

delinquent behavior. After analyzing a longitudinal data set. Le Blanc (1992) concluded



that stressful family environments can disrupt the bond between adolescents and parents, 

leading the adolescent to be more willing to engage in delinquency. Marshall (1993) 

reviews literature that indicates that disruptive or poor quality attachments between 

parents and children can result from “simple prolonged separation, death o f  a parent, 

adoption or multiple foster-parenting, physical or sexual abuse, or emotional rejection”

(p. 110).

Based on the research findings described, it seems reasonable to speculate that the 

more early adverse experiences children have in their homes, the more difficulties they 

will encounter in forming positive relationships with their parents, and the more likely it 

is that they will engage in delinquent activities. This study focuses primarily on the 

perspectives o f juvenile delinquents on their current relationships with parents, parent 

figures, and peers. The extent to which participants experienced significant adversity in 

their childhood was considered but no one adverse experience was explored in detail. 

Consistent with the arguments o f  Patterson, DeBaryshe and Ramsey (1989), it is assumed 

that the effects o f  family stressors on adolescent delinquent behavior will be mediated by 

family relationships. It is argued that early adverse experiences increase the risk o f 

difficulties in forming healthy family and peer relationships. Such difficulties in 

relationships with family and peers are thought to lead to more general problems with 

empathy, a lack o f  trust in others, a disinclination to worry about the welfare o f others, 

and a lack o f confidence that one is capable o f satisfying one’s needs through 

conventional channels. Early adverse experiences may also offer models o f  criminal or 

violent conduct that young persons may incorporate into their own behavioral repertoire.
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Family Relationships. Parenting practices and family relationships are generally 

considered key variables associated with delinquency (e.g., Lyons-Ruth, 1996; Novy et 

al„ 1992; Patterson et al., 1989). Families o f delinquent adolescents have been found to 

differ from those o f non-offending adolescents in a number o f  ways. Patterson et al. 

(1989) describe four different samples, involving several hundred school-aged boys, 

where the parenting practices and family interactions accounted for 30 to 40% o f the 

variance in antisocial behavior. Those researchers depict the families o f adolescent 

delinquents as being characterized by harsh and inconsistent discipline, little positive 

parental involvement with the adolescent, and poor monitoring and supervision o f the 

adolescent’s activities. Moffit et al. (1996), in a longitudinal study o f  457 males, found 

that childhood-onset delinquent youth (deemed ‘iife-course-persistent”) were more likely 

to report feeling distant from their families than were both non-offending males and 

adolescent-onset delinquent youth (deemed “adolescence-limited”).

O f particular interest to this study are those aspects o f  the family interactions that 

reflect the quality o f the interpersonal relationship that exists between adolescents and 

their parents. The quality o f the parent-child relationship has been described as providing 

“indirect control” (p. 245) over delinquent behavior (Seydlitz, 1993). Such indirect 

controls, which reflect the affection the adolescent feels for parents, are considered to 

inhibit delinquency because the adolescent wants to avoid hurting people for whom he or 

she feels affection. In addition, if  the parent-child bond is strong, the young person will 

strive to internalize parents’ expectations (Le Blanc, 1994). If such indirect controls are 

lacking, the adolescent is more free to deviate from societal norms because of 

insensitivity toward others (Seydlitz, 1991).
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Research has consistently shown that the parents o f  delinquent children are less 

likely to behave affectionately with their children and that their children are not likely to 

feel emotionally bonded to their parents (Kobayashi et al., 1995). Negative parent-child 

relationships and little parental support have been found to be associated with drug use 

(Halebsky, 1987), sexual promiscuity (Walsh, 1995), as well as self-reported and 

officially documented delinquent behavior among adolescents (Krohn et al., 1992).

Based on a study o f 947 students in grade seven and eight, Krohn and colleagues 

conclude that “delinquency is more effectively reduced in families where parents perceive 

a warm emotional bond with their children than in families where parents perceive higher 

levels o f overt forms o f  parental control” (p. 302). Consistent with Krohn et al's 

interpretation. Le Blanc (1994) concludes, from the results o f  a longitudinal study of 1,

611 male adolescents, that parent-child attachment are o f  even greater importance than 

more direct parental controls, such as supervision and discipline. He states, “parental 

monitoring could be a factor in transient delinquency, but family attachment could be 

significant for chronic delinquency” (p. 102). Similarly, based on her review o f the 

literature regarding variables associated with male and female delinquent activities, 

Rosenbaum (1989) concludes that “the parental attachment factor explains delinquency 

better than any other factor.”

Simons, Whitbeck, Conger and Conger (1991) have noted that researchers have 

interpreted the actual measurement o f parental attachments or parent-child bonds in a 

variety o f ways, including indicators o f  affection and love, support and help, lack of 

rejection, and desire for physical closeness. They conclude that, although generally these
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diverse measures are all correlated with delinquency to about the same degree, they may 

reflect different dimensions o f  parental attachment.

A weakness o f research focusing on the parents o f delinquent youth is that 

“parents” are almost always considered as a single factor. This may be misleading, 

particularly because yoimg offenders often come from home where parents are separated 

or divorced and their relationship with each parent might be quite different (Mednick, 

Baker & Carothers, 1990). Kobayashi et al (1995) state that “it might be o f importance to 

examine the differential effects o f  children’s bonding to father as opposed to mother,” (p. 

31) in research regarding juvenile delinquency. In their own research with juvenile sex 

offenders, they found that participants described their relationships with their mothers 

very differently from their relationships with their fathers (such that mothers were 

identified as being more “important” to them). In addition, they found that the 

relationship between adolescents’ bonding to mothers and sexual aggression was 

significant, whereas the relationship between bonding to fathers and adolescents’ sexual 

aggression was not. Fejes-Mendoza et al. (1995) also found that problematic female- 

female relationships, especially weak mother-daughter attachments, was a discriminating 

factor in the histories o f criminal behavior o f female offenders. These findings taken 

together lend support to the contention that the potential effects o f maternal and paternal 

attachment should be differentiated.

Juvenile delinquents are often involved with adults other than their biological 

parents who have taken parental roles, such as foster parents and stepparents. In a study 

o f incarcerated females, Fejes-Mendoza et al. (1995) found that almost one-third of 

delinquent girls did not live with their parents when not in jail. No research could be
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found that considered the relationships between delinquents and non-biological parent

figures.

The relationships o f young persons with their parents are often considered to set 

the stage for interpersonal relationships formed with individuals outside o f  the home. 

Batgos and Leadbeater (1994) argue that attachment styles that are “established in and 

reflective o f ongoing relations with parents influence the quality o f relations with peers in 

adolescence” (p. 155). Relationships with peers constitute another variable that has been 

associated with delinquency.

Peer Influences on Delinquent Behavior

In addition to the significant role parents play, the literature on adolescent 

development points to the strong influence peers have on young people’s behavior. Some 

connections can be made between juvenile delinquents’ relationships with parents and 

with peers. It is well established that family and parenting practices predict peer relations 

(Parke & Ladd, 1992) and that deviant peer associations strongly predict delinquency 

(Feldman & Weinberger, 1994). Warr (1993) suggests that adolescents who are strongly 

attached to their parents may be less prone than others to acquire delinquent friends and, 

hence, may be less motivated to engage in delinquency.

Marcus (1996) states, “no variable is more strongly correlated with delinquency 

than the number of delinquent friends an adolescent has, nor has any correlation been 

more frequently replicated in the delinquency literature” (p. 262). Cross-sectional and 

longitudinal studies of adolescents have consistently pointed to high, positive 

relationships between adolescents’ delinquent behavior and their friends’ involvement in 

such unlawful activities (Agnew, 1991; Dembo et al., 1994; McGee, 1992). Patterson et
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al. (1989) speculate that peers “supply the adolescent with the attitudes, motivations, and 

rationalizations to support antisocial behavior as well as providing opportunities to 

engage in specific delinquent acts” (p. 331). Simons et al. (1991) argue that a reciprocal 

relationship exists in that the deviant youth tends to select deviant friends, and 

involvement with deviant friends serves to escalate participation in deviant behavior. 

Although a clear connection has been observed between association with delinquent peers 

and involvement in criminal activities, further exploration o f  how and why friendships 

develop among delinquent youth is required.

It is sometimes believed that delinquents who receive little support from home 

seek out peers as an alternate source o f  positive relationships. However, research 

indicates that the quality o f relationships among delinquents are often very problematic 

(Marcus, 1996). Marcus reviewed the literature concerning the fnendships o f delinquents 

and non-delinquents and found that greater conflict, poorer attachment quality, more 

instability, and greater aggressive and impulsive behavior characterized the fnendships o f 

delinquents, relative to their non-delinquent peers. Delinquents were less socially 

competent than non-delinquents and, the more serious the offense, the less socially 

competent the delinquent. The preponderance o f studies reviewed referred to male 

delinquents and their friendships and the conclusions drawn pertained primarily to males.

Although much research has been conducted regarding the friendships o f 

delinquent youth, several weaknesses have been identified. Agnew (1991) concludes 

that, in general, the research on delinquent peers has been rather simplistic. He points out 

that, in most studies o f peer influence, the major independent variable usually merely 

reflects the number o f delinquent friends identified by adolescents. Very little work has
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been done that explores the qualities o f  friendships among delinquents or how these 

qualities may impact on their likelihood o f engaging in deviant behavior. Marcus (1996) 

notes that, although a key emotional component for researchers interested in interpersonal 

relationships has been “ felt security,” none o f  the studies he reviewed examined the 

extent to which delinquents felt secure in their friendships. He suggests that standardized 

measures o f attachment need to be employed. He goes on to recommend that male- 

female differences be considered when investigating the friendships of delinquents. 

.A.gne\v (1991) argues that the impact o f  the family on delinquency is conditioned by level 

o f affection and speculates that the impact o f  peers is likely the same. He hypothesizes 

that there may be different types o f delinquent peer groups and that these peer groups 

may have different effects on the various types o f delinquency. Warr (1993) points out 

that, although researchers have long recognized the importance o f family and peers in the 

etiology o f delinquency, these two influences are commonly analyzed in isolation. 

Considering the weaknesses that have been identified, this dissertation attempts to 

explore the security of attachment in delinquent friendships, begins to consider gender 

differences, and strives to integrate our understanding o f parent and peer influences.

The research on delinquency strongly suggests that important relationships in an 

adolescent’s life will influence whether or not he or she engages in delinquent behavior.

A theory that promises insight into the significance o f interpersonal relationships is 

Bowlby’s theory of attachment.

Attachment Theory and its Relevance to Understanding Juvenile Delinquencv

Basic Concepts o f Attachment Theory. Bowlby (1977) describes attachment 

theory as “a way of conceptualizing the propensity o f human beings to make strong
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affectional bonds to particular others” (p. 201). He argues that newborn infants possess 

behavioral systems designed to maintain proximity to caregivers, ensuring protection 

from predators and other dangers. Based on parents’ accessibility, sensitivity, and 

responsiveness, infants leam what to anticipate from others and come to understand their 

own ability to elicit responsive and sensitive interactions. Bowlby referred to these 

learned expectations regarding self and others as “internal working models.” These 

working models serve as templates for future relationships and greatly influence how 

individuals view the self, significant others, and the larger social world. Bowlby suggests 

that problems in attachment lead to later emotional and psychological problems as well as 

to interpersonal difficulties.

Maiy Ainsworth and her colleagues attempted to operationalize the theory o f 

attachment by developing a system o f classifying children according to their behavior 

(.A.insworth, Blehar, Waters & Wall, 1978). They observed children’s behavior in 

"strange situations.” Infants were brought into an unfamiliar laboratory room and their 

reactions to separation from and reunion with their mothers were monitored. Exploratory 

behavior was also elicited by offering children several attractive toys. On the basis o f  

their observations of children’s responses, Ainsworth et al. (1978) described three 

primary patterns o f infant behavior. Most children acted in a way that was characterized 

as “secure.” Securely attached infants used their mothers as a safe base for exploration, 

exhibited protest behavior when separated from their caregivers, and welcomed the return 

of their parents. The mothers of this group o f infants were supportive and responsive to 

their children’s needs. Other children refused to explore, were extremely anxious when 

separated from their caregivers, and alternated between seeking contact with their
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mothers and throwing tantrums when reunited with her. These children were described as 

“anxious/ambivalent.” The mothers o f these children were often inconsistent in how they 

responded to their infants. A final group o f “avoidant” children seemed not to 

acknowledge a need for their mothers’ presence in their behaviors and avoided their 

caregivers upon reunion. Although the avoidant infants appeared to be indifferent to 

separation from their caregivers, later findings suggest they may have actually been 

experiencing distress, as evidenced by measures o f cardiac arousal (Sroufe & Waters, 

1977). .Avoidant children are assumed to have some doubt regarding the availability and 

responsiveness o f the mother and to use avoidance to mask anger (Fagot & Kavanagh,

1990). Mothers o f avoidant infants were characterized by little expressed emotion and 

physical contact with their children.

Ainsworth’s typology has become the basis o f  thinking about individual 

attachment patterns for most researchers. In a review o f  studies conducted in the United 

States with young children, Campos et al. (1983) reported that approximately 62% o f 

infants are secure, 23% are avoidant, and 15% are anxious/ambivalent in their attachment 

to parents.

Studies that have explored the behavior o f children classified according to 

Ainsworth’s typology indicate that these attachment organizations are related in 

important ways to children’s strategies for dealing with others in their interpersonal 

environments. Marshall, Hudson and Hodkinson (1993) describe securely attached 

children as having more fiiends and as being more sociable, empathie and more 

frequently imitated by others than their insecure coimterparts. In contrast, children who 

are classified as avoidantly attached frequently have been found to be at risk for antisocial
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or disruptive behavior (e.g., Renken et al., 1989; Greenberg, Speltz & DeKJyen, 1993). 

This finding is particularly important when considering aggressive behavior in 

adolescence because much continuity has been foimd between childhood aggression and 

later expressions o f interpersonal violence. Olweus (1979), after reviewing over a dozen 

longitudinal studies which followed school-aged children into adulthood, concluded that 

stability coefficients for childhood aggression were similar to those found for childhood 

intelligence (approximately .50). Given that antisocial behavior in childhood often 

predicts antisocial behavior in adolescence and adulthood, it is important for social 

scientists to explore variables, such as attachment style, that contribute to the 

development and maintenance o f aggressive behavior.

Adolescents and Attachment Style. Although traditionally attachment has been 

used to describe the affectional bond established between the infant and the primary 

caregiver, recently there has been a move toward extending the definition o f attachment 

to include all significant relationships across the life span (e.g., Hazan & Shaver, 1987). 

Some researchers argue that attachment theory has particularly important implications for 

adolescence, as one o f the primary developmental tasks for this age group is to leam 

about developing close, supportive, and intimate relationships outside o f the family of 

origin (Preto, 1988). Much o f the work that has focused on expanding attachment theory 

past infancy into adolescence and beyond has centered on the development o f instruments 

appropriate for measuring attachment relationships in adolescents and adults.

Many o f  the measures that have been developed are self-report questionnaires 

where individuals are asked to think about their feelings and behaviors in romantic 

relationships (e.g., Bartholomew, 1990; Hazan & Shaver, 1987; West & Sheldon-Keller,
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1994) For example, Bartholomew (1990) has developed a questionnaire that classifies 

individuals into attachment categories similar to those proposed by Ainsworth (secure, 

avoidant, anxious/ambivalent). However, Bartholomew has expanded Ainsworth’s 

classification of attachment organizations to include a fourth attachment style. Her four 

categories o f attachment are based on Bowlby’s theory and were derived by combining 

two levels o f  model o f  “(one)self’ (positive and negative) and two levels o f  model of 

“others” (positive and negative). Using this four category system, the attachment 

categories are as follows: secure (positive model o f self, positive model o f others), 

preoccupied (negative model of self, positive model of others), fearful-avoidant (negative 

models of self and others), and dismissing-avoidant (positive model o f self, negative 

model o f others). Bartholomew’s category o f preoccupied is comparable to the 

Ainsworth category o f anxious/ambivalent, and the combination o f  her categories o f 

fearful-avoidant and dismissing-avoidant is similar to the Ainsworth category of 

avoidant. A key innovation o f Bartholomew’s classification system is the distinction 

between the two subgroups o f individuals who avoid interpersonal relationships. One 

group, fearful-avoidant, desires close relationships but avoids them because they feel 

unworthy and expect to be hurt or rejected by others. In contrast, the dismissing-avoidant 

group feels emotionally self-sufficient and characteristically downplays the importance of 

interpersonal relationships. While both the fearful and dismissing groups in the 

Bartholomew categorization system have difficulties in becoming close to others, the 

dismissing group (positive model o f self) scores higher on measures o f self-worth than 

does the fearful group (negative view o f self) (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991). 

Bartholomew and Horowitz found figures similar to those reported by Campos et al



16

( 1983) in two studies of the attachment styles o f  university students: 47-57% o f their 

research participants classified themselves as secure, 15-21% as fearful, 18% as 

dismissing, and 10-14% as anxious. That approximately half o f  the general population of 

adults characterize themselves as securely attached was originally identified by Hazan 

and Shaver (1987), with a similar distribution emerging in a study o f the attachment 

styles o f older adolescents in the Victoria commimity (Ehrenberg & Walker, 1996).

Research utilizing measures which consider young people’s attachment styles in 

romantic relationships indicate that young people who classify themselves as securely 

attached report higher relationship satisfaction and better skills at conflict resolution 

(Pistole, 1989), have a healthy balance between work and relationships (Hazan & Shaver, 

1990), and fewer symptoms o f depression (Whisman & Kwon, 1992), relative to their 

insecure peers. Simpson (1990) found that young persons with insecure attachment styles 

were more likely to experience dependence, suspicion, indecisiveness, and discontent in 

their relationships, whereas securely attached persons were more likely to be involved in 

relationships characterized by higher levels o f  interdependence, trust, commitment, and 

satisfaction.

Although most adolescent attachment research to date has focused on predictions 

from overall security in attachment organization, evidence also suggests that specific 

subtypes of insecure attachment may be related to specific types o f emotional and 

behavioral difficulties. For example, Horowitz, Rosenberg and Bartholomew (1993) 

examined the relationship between attachment style and interpersonal problems in a 

sample o f college students, using self- and fnend-reports. The general pattern o f findings 

indicated distinct associations between different attachment styles and different types of
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interpersonal problems. Secure participants had no problem areas with regards to 

interpersonal relationships; preoccupied individuals reported an intrusive orientation to 

personal relationships; fearful participants reported social inhibition and imassertiveness; 

and dismissing individuals exhibited a cold and hostile orientation to other people.

Attachment organizations in adolescence appear to be related to young people’s 

self confidence, emotional health and well-being, and skill and success in interacting with 

peers. Marshall et al. (1993) argue that deficiencies in these areas are critical to the 

development of a criminal lifestyle.

Juvenile Delinquency and Attachment Style. It seems reasonable to expect that 

adolescents who have developed insecure attachments with others are at risk o f engaging 

in problem behaviors. Although very few studies have looked specifically at the 

attachment styles o f juvenile delinquents, several findings drawn from the literature 

regarding general adolescent-parent relationships have emerged to indicate that this is 

indeed the case. For example, Kolvin et al. (1988) found that poor mother-child 

relationships were related to the number o f convictions during adolescence and 

adulthood. Kobayashi et al. (1995) state that research on delinquency has consistently 

found that “parents o f  delinquents are less likely to show affection toward their children, 

and these children are not likely to feel emotional attachment to their parents” (p. 28). 

After reviewing recent studies, Holland et al. (1993) concluded that “the disruption of 

attachment may be an important feature that underlies a wide range o f  symptoms that are 

typically found in youths with conduct disorder” (p. 420). It has also been established 

that antisocial behavior often appears early in life and carries on into adolescence and
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adulthood (Patterson et al., 1989) and that childhood attachment status is associated with 

aggressive behavior (Greenberg, Speltz, & DeKlyen, 1993).

“Attachments” between adolescents and their parents have been discussed in the 

literature on delinquency for several decades. However, the instruments used to measure 

attachment have varied widely and generally reflect individual researchers’ 

interpretations o f this concept. For example, some studies have used single-item 

questions regarding how close adolescents feel to their parents (Kobayashi et al., 1995; 

McGee, 1992), whereas others have explored a variety o f dimensions assumed to relate to 

parent-child attachments, including the amount o f time spent with parent, how well 

adolescents get along with parents, identification with parents, and positive 

communication (Aseltine, 1995; Rankin & Wells, 1990; Warr, 1993). Researchers 

conducting these studies have reached differing conclusions regarding the strength o f the 

relationship between attachment to parents and delinquent behavior, with less 

sophisticated measures often resulting in weaker relationships. A need exists to explore 

the relationship between adolescent’s deviant behavior and their interpersonal 

relationships using measures o f  attachment that have been theoretically derived.

One study that used a theoretically derived measure to consider the attachment 

style o f troubled adolescents, including antisocial youths, was conducted by Rosenstein 

and Horowitz (1996). They used a clinical interview (Adult Attachment Interview; 

George, Kaplan, & Main, 1985) to measure the quality o f  attachment between 60 

adolescents hospitalized in a psychiatric ward and their mothers. They found that male 

adolescents were significantly more likely to have a dismissing attachment organization 

than female adolescents, and that female adolescents were more likely to have a
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preoccupied organization. A dismissing attachment style was strongly related to conduct 

disorder and to substance abuse. Similarly, in a longitudinal analysis which utilized a 

structured clinical attachment interview and followed previously hospitalized adolescents 

into adulthood, Allen, Hauser, and Bormann-Spurrell (1996) found that insecurity in 

attachment organization, specifically dismissing attachment, was associated with self- 

reported criminal behavior and use o f hard drugs in young adulthood. Rosenstein and 

Horowitz ( 1996) argue that a dismissing attachment organization minimizes distressing 

thoughts and affects associated with rejection by others. Thus, antisocial behavior, in 

which overt denial or downplaying o f distress is often accompanied by actions that anger 

or exploit others, is associated with a dismissing attachment style.

Although a couple o f  studies have measured the attachment organization of 

antisocial youth as part o f  larger psychiatric samples, almost none have focused 

specifically on explaining delinquent behavior ft’om an attachment perspective. An 

exception to this general rule is the work o f Marshall and his colleagues (Marshall, 

Hudson & Hodkinson 1993; Marshall, 1993; Ward, Hudson & Marshall, 1996). Marshall 

has developed a model o f sexual offending which incorporates concepts from attachment 

theory, as well as research on intimacy deficits, to explain the deviant behavior o f these 

individuals. He argues that individuals develop a vulnerability for general criminality 

through poor quality attachment bonds with their parents. He states that “poor 

attachments lead to low self-confidence, poor social skills, and lack o f  empathy for 

others. Such deficits make the transition at puberty to peer relationships more difficult 

and make attractive those social messages that objectify others, portray people as 

instruments o f sexual pleasure, emphasize power and control over others, and deny the
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need for social skills and compassion for others” (p. 109). Although Marshall’s model 

has evolved specifically for sexual offenders, he indicates that it offers some insight into 

how delinquent behavior in adolescence might occur more generally, particularly acts

against other people.

Ward and Marshall (1996) evaluated this etiological model o f  sex offending using 

Bartholomew’s measure o f romantic attachment with adult (mean age: 33.8 years) male 

rapists, child molesters, violent non-sex offenders, and non-violent non-sex offenders. 

They found that the majority o f offenders classified themselves as insecurely attached. 

When they explored types o f sexual offenses, they discovered that different types of 

insecure attachment were associated with different types o f  crimes. Child molesters were 

more likely to have a preoccupied or fearful attachment style than were rapists and to be 

less dismissing. Rapists were similar to violent non-sex offenders, in that both groups 

tended to be dismissing, and non-violent non-sex offenders were, relatively speaking, the 

most securely attached.

Although this initial study provides some insight into how various forms of 

insecurity may be expressed in deviant behavior, clearly room for additional exploration 

remains. First, the Ward and Marshall study considered the attachment organizations of 

adult offenders. It would be useful to examine how attachment styles and type of 

criminal behavior are related in other life stages because m any criminals follow a 

developmental course that begins in childhood and continues through adolescence and 

adulthood. Adolescence is probably a good stage to explore as this is an age when 

delinquent behaviors typically come to the attention of the police and identification is
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possible. Knowledge regarding factors related to young persons’ delinquent behavior 

may inform early intervention and prevention.

In addition, the Ward and Marshall study utilized an exclusively male sample. 

Considering the attachment styles o f  both male and female juvenile delinquents is 

important because it is possible that girls may commit deviant acts for different reasons 

and to satisfy different needs than do boys. Fejes-Mendoza, Miller and Eppler (1995) 

interv iewed 70 juvenile female offenders in three American states and found that 60 to 80 

percent o f  them reported having acted with others to commit crime. They speculated that 

females often become involved in delinquent acts through a desire to obtain approval 

from other girlfriends and in a search for close, nurturing relationships. Rosenbaum 

( 1989) speculates that the running away and subsequent anti-social behavior often 

observed in delinquent girls may be “a plea for the love they lacked” (p. 40) while 

growing up in cold and un-nurturing homes. It is possible that females might be more 

likely to develop preoccupied attachment styles than males and that they may be 

committing crimes, in part, to gain acceptance and approval from others.

Finally, the Ward and Marshall study limited their understanding o f attachment 

organizations to romantic relationships. When considering an adolescent sample, it is 

important to consider attachment style with respect to parents and non-romantic peers 

because these relationships have been shown to be strongly related to delinquent 

behavior.

The Current Study

Previous work in the area o f juvenile delinquency and relationships with parents 

and peers has often lacked a conceptual model o f  interpersonal relationships, theoretically



22

derived measures o f attachment, and qualitative understandings o f  these relationships, 

particularly relations with peers. This study attempts to address these gaps. Because 

attachment theory has recently been extended to incorporate important relationships 

throughout the life span and has provided valuable guidance in our quest to understand 

interpersonal relationships, it is used as a framework for this study. The instrument 

developed by Bartholomew (1990) and a newer measure developed by Hazan and 

Zeifrnan (1994) are used to assess attachment. The use of these two measures allows the 

exploration o f attachment organization with mothers, fathers, and peers. By exploring the 

attachment style o f the delinquent with his or her friends, data is also gleaned concerning 

the quality o f this relationship (as opposed to the simple tallies o f  how often friends 

engage in crime frequently used to measure peer influence in the literature). The specific 

outcomes studied are outlined below.

When working with delinquent youth, researchers have considered a number o f 

characteristics of unlawful conduct or “criminal variables” to be important. A 

quantitative measure reflecting the number o f  offenses committed is typically utilized 

(e.g.. Aseltine, 1995). The current study employs a measure o f number o f  crimes 

committed that takes into accoimt the age o f the participant. In addition, most research 

on juvenile delinquency utilizes a qualitative distinction between types o f  criminal 

behavior. DeFrancesco and Taylor (1993) propose that a typology designed to 

discriminate between types o f  offenses and associated underlying conditions would 

include distinguishing among property, violent and status offenses. Based on their 

arguments, this study distinguishes between criminal behavior that is violent in nature 

(e.g., assault, using a weapon, uttering threats) and criminal behavior that is non-violent
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(e.g., property offenses, breeches o f probation).' Status offenses (e.g., running away from 

home, under-age drinking) were not relevant to this research as all o f the participants had 

committed either a property (non-violent) or a violent crime. A measure o f age o f  onset o f 

criminal behavior was also employed because it has been well established that individuals 

starting their criminal behavior in late childhood or early adolescence are at the greatest 

risk of becoming chronic offenders (Moffit et al., 1996; Patterson et al., 1989). A final 

index of severity o f criminal behavior distinguished between adolescents who were 

incarcerated in a youth custody center at the time o f  the study and those who were living 

in the community.

H ypotheses

(1) It is expected that adolescents who commit crimes will be more likely to 

describe overall insecure attachment styles than individuals in the general population, as 

described by attachment researchers, such as, Hazan and Shaver (1987), Bartholomew 

and Horowitz (1991), and Ehrenberg and Walker (1996).

(2) It is expected that adolescents who have experienced more adverse life 

circumstances will be more likely to display serious criminal behaviors than those 

adolescents who describe experiencing less adversity.

(3) It is expected that adolescents who have experienced more adverse life 

circumstances will be more likely to describe less security of attachment than adolescents 

who describe little adversity, specifically with their mothers, fathers, and peers.

'Sexual offenders were not included in this study as they are typically studied as a unique group o f  
delinquents (e.g .. W ard et al, 1996) and too few sexual offenders were located during the data collection 
period to allow  for m eaningful comparisons with other offenders.
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(4) It is expected that security o f attachment to mothers, fathers, and peers will 

each predict differences in criminal behavior for all delinquents, including those who 

describe experiencing little adversity.

(5) Security o f attachment to each o f mothers, fathers, and peers is expected to 

mediate the relationship between adversity and criminal behavior. That is, it is expected 

that the relationships between adversity and criminal behavior will be significantly 

reduced when current attachment style is accounted for.

(6) It is predicted that specific forms of insecure attachment will be associated 

with different aspects o f antisocial behavior. For example, it is expected that individuals 

who engage in violent crimes will be more likely to endorse a dismissing attachment 

pattern.

Method

Research Participants

Participants were 73 male and 29 female young offenders between the ages o f 13 

and 18 (M = 16.0, SD = 1.3) who had been referred to a branch o f Youth Forensic 

Psychiatric Services (YFPS) in British Columbia for predisposition assessments or 

treatment between August 1998 and April 1999. The majority o f participants were 

Caucasian (84%). Non-Caucasian individuals were primarily o f Native Indian descent 

(8% of total sample). Information concerning the socio-economic-status (SES) o f 

participants was not routinely available; however, follow-up inquiries with YFPS social 

workers who conduct family histories indicated that the majority o f adolescents seen 

through YFPS come fi’om relatively low SES backgrounds.
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Procedure

This study was conducted with the prior permission o f  a Clinical Director o f 

Youth Court Services for British Columbia, the Regional Coordinator o f Vancouver 

Island’s Youth Forensic Psychiatric Services, and the University o f Victoria’s Human 

Research Ethics Committee. YFPS provides psychological assessments for adolescents 

who have committed criminal offenses between the ages o f  12 and 17 and who have been 

referred by a judge or a probation officer. Young offenders are referred to YFPS if  they 

are difficult to care for and manage within their communities. YFPS referrals include 

repeat offenders, violent offenders, and young people at risk o f committing future crimes. 

Typically, a young person who has committed a minor offense (e.g., shoplifting) for the 

first time and has no history o f difficulties at home, at school, or in the community would 

not be seen at YFPS. The YFPS assessment includes criminal record reviews, clinical 

interviews by psychologists and psychiatrists, family history interviews with social 

workers, and psychological testing with trained graduate students in clinical psychology.

All youths (n=103) who were referred for psychological assessments to YFPS 

over a nine-month period were invited to participate in this study, with the exception o f 

those who had committed sexual offenses. Only one adolescent referred to YFPS during 

the data collection period declined to participate in the study. That is, 99% o f all young 

offenders seen at YFPS and eligible for this study agreed to participate.

Participants completed the measures on which this study is based (described 

below) in an individual session with a graduate student trained as a psychological 

assistant by the YFPS team, as part o f a pilot test for new assessment materials. That is, 

in search o f a more comprehensive and relationship-relevant evaluation protocal. Youth
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Court Services agreed to incorporate the “attachment” questionnaires used in this research 

into their standard assessment protocol for the data-collection period.

Participants completed questioimaires regarding their sense o f security in 

interpersonal relationships in key relationships. If a participant’s reading ability was 

below a grade 8 level (as measured by academic testing completed as part o f  the larger 

YFPS assessment), the questionnaires were read aloud. In addition to the questionnaires, 

several open-ended questions were also asked as part o f  a short interview in order to 

clarify with whom key relationships exist and the juvenile delinquents’ own 

understandings o f how, and if, their significant relationships have impacted on their 

criminal behavior. Completion o f the interview and attachment questionnaires took 

between 30 and 45 minutes.

The juvenile delinquents who completed these measures were asked to provide 

their consent in writing that the information obtained during the assessment also be used 

for research purposes (see Appendix A). Consent was also obtained from the parents or 

guardians o f the young people who participated in the study (see Appendix B). All o f  the 

parents approached agreed to have the results o f  their child’s YFPS assessment used for 

research purposes. Written consent from parents/guardians was sought during the family 

history interview conducted by the YFPS social worker. The social worker briefly 

described this study and provided the principle investigator’s name and phone number to 

the parent/guardian. It was clearly commimicated to both the young person and 

parents/guardians that the results o f  the YFPS assessment was in no way be affected by 

whether or not consent for the research study was provided. Once consent was obtained, 

following the administration o f the questionnaires and interview, each participant
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received a written debriefing statement (see Appendix C). The debriefing included 

information about the purpose o f  the study and about procedures to follow if  the 

questions asked caused any distress or discomfort. In addition, a researcher was available 

throughout the session and immediately following the testing to respond to any questions 

or concerns. Both yoimg people and their parents/guardians were provided with the 

opportunity to receive written feedback regarding the overall results o f  the study after its 

completion.

Once a young person provided consent that the data obtained during the 

assessment also be used for research purposes, a file review o f  interview information and 

criminal records was then conducted. For the purposes o f  this study, relevant data was 

coded and no names were attached. Information from individuals was analyzed in 

combination with all other participants’ responses so that no individual delinquent could 

be identified in any publication or presentation. All research data is secured in a locked 

filing cabinet in a locked room at the University o f Victoria, and only members o f the 

research team have access to this information.

Measures

Adversity Variables. Information regarding adversity experienced within and 

outside of the home was obtained through a review of family histories and clinical 

interview notes (see Appendix D). The following variables were recorded and coded as

follows:

1. Physical Abuse: 0 = no evidence o f physical abuse
1 = clear evidence found in participant’s file

2. Sexual Abuse: 0 = no evidence o f sexual abuse
1 = clear evidence found in participant’s file
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3. Parental Death: 0 = neither parent died
1 = at least one parent died

4. Parental Divorce:

5. Additional Parental Separations:

6. Parental Conflict’:

0 = parents continuously married
1 = parents separated or divorced

0 = no additional parental marital break-ups
1 = additional parental marital break-ups

0 = no evidence o f parental conflict
1 = clear evidence found in participant’s file

7. Foster Care:

8. Non-normative Separation from
Caregiver*:

0 = participant had never been placed in foster care
1 = participant had been placed in foster care

0 ■ participant was never separated from caregiver
1 = participant was separated from caregiver

9. Parent Mental Illness:

10. Parental Criminal History:

0 = no evidence o f parent mental illness
1 = clear evidence found in participant’s file

0 = neither parent has criminal history
1 = at least one parent has a criminal history

11. Parental Substance Abuse:

12. Other Significant Family 
Adversity'*:

0 = neither parent has substance abuse problems
1 = at least one parent has substance abuse problems

0 = no other significant family adversity
1 = other significant family adversity

'O riginally uvo variables were created: Parental C onflict and Domestic V iolence. H ow ever, these variables 
were highly  intercorrelated (i =  .75) so they were collapsed into one variable reflecting paren ta l conflict in 
order to prevent redundancy.
'W hile review ing participants' YFPS files, it was noted that many o f  the young people had experienced 
significant separations from  one o r both o f  their prim ary caregivers. As prolonged separation from  a 
parent has been shown to be associated with delinquency (e.g., M arshall, 1993), attem pts w ere m ade to 
code this variable. The variable was coded as “ 1” if  a non-norm ative separation from a paren t w as noted in 
the participant's file. Separations were considered non-norm ative if  they were im usually lengthy  (at least 1 
year long) o r if  they were due to unusual circumstances (e.g., parent incarcerated). Separations from 
parents due to short business trips, vacations, or hospitalization for the childbirth o f  sib lings w ere 
considered norm ative separations. The average length o f  non-norm ative separation from  a paren t was 8.8 
years (SO = 4.7 years, range: 1-17 years). O f the participants who experienced a significant non-norm ative 
separation from  their parent(s), 63.8%  were separated from  their fathers, 8.6%  from  their m others, and 
27.6% from  both parents. A list o f  reasons for non-norm ative separation from  parent(s) can  be found in 
.-Appendix H.
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It should be noted that the adversity variables were coded from clinical reports 

which were based on interviews with participants and their caregivers conducted by 

YFPS mental health professionals. Although assurances were made by the YFPS staff 

that information concerning the adversity variables was routinely explored, it is possible 

that the clinical reports did not always reflect a participant’s actual experience (e.g., if  the 

caregiver being interviewed was not forthcoming or if  he/she did not know all o f the 

participant’s history). As a result, the coding (presence/absence) o f the adversity 

variables in this study reflects whether or not the variable was noted in the participant’s 

file. For the purposes o f this initial study o f  the attachment styles o f young offenders, it 

was decided that the information contained in the clinical reports prepared for the British 

Columbia criminal court system would be accurate enough to produce at least 

hypotheses-generating results.

Criminal Behavior. Information regarding criminal activities engaged in by 

participants was obtained through a review o f criminal records and clinical interview 

notes (see Appendix D for file review coding). The following variables were recorded 

and coded as follows:

1. Incarcerated 0 = not currently in custody
I = currently incarcerated

2. Violent Crime 0 = no arrests for violent crimes
1 = at least one arrest associated with violent crime

3. Age at First Arrest Age in years at time o f first arrest

4. Number o f  Criminal Offenses Number o f crimes for which arrested/years could be
a young offender (i.e., current age - 12),

■“Other significant family adversity  identified through clinical interviews was coded. A ppendix  I lists other 
adversity experienced by participants and the proportion o f  participants experiencing each  event listed.
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e.g., participants has committed 5 crimes and is 15 
years old: number o f  criminal offense = 5/(15-12)
= 1.67

Attachment Figures. Participants were asked to describe their relationships with 

their peers, their biological mothers, their biological fathers, and with other individuals 

whom they considered to have played a parental role. The large majority o f the sample 

reported that they had at least one close friend (92.1%) and that they had a current 

relationship with their biological mother (91.2%). O f the nine individuals who did not 

describe a current relationship with their biological mother, four reported that their 

mothers had died, four reported that their mothers had abandoned their families, and one 

reported that he had been apprehended from his mother as an infant. Six o f those nine 

individuals reported that they had a second maternal caregiver who acted as a primary 

caregiver (e.g., foster parent, extended family member, stepmother). The Mother 

attachment rating used in the main analyses reflect participants’ responses concerning 

their primary maternal caregiver (biological or other). Individuals who did not describe a 

relationship with a primary maternal caregiver were not included in those analyses that 

required a Mother attachment rating.

O f the sample, 69.6% described a current relationship with their biological father. 

O f the 31 individuals who did not describe a current relationship with their biological 

fathers, the fathers of 12 had died and another 19 youths reported that the fathers had 

deserted their families. Thirteen (41.9%) o f the participants who did not describe current 

relationships with the biological fathers reported a second paternal figure who served as a 

primary caregiver (mostly stepfathers). The Father attachment ratings used in the main 

analyses reflect participants’ responses concerning their primary paternal caregiver
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(biological or other). Individuals who did not describe a relationship with a primary 

paternal caregiver were not included in those analyses that required a Father attachment

rating.

Analyses were also explored that considered participants’ relationships with other 

(non-primary) adult caregivers. Fourty-four participants (43.1%) described a relationship 

with a second individual who played a “mother-like” role in their lives (Mother!). Of 

these. 35.5% were other family members, 31.1% were foster parents, 26.7% were family 

friends or friends’ mothers, and 6.7% were stepmothers. Fourty-two participants (41.2%) 

described a relationship with a second paternal figure (Father!). O f  these, 48.9% were 

stepfathers, 20% were other family members, 17.8% were foster parents, and 13.3% were 

family friends or friends’ fathers. Only individuals who described a relationship with a 

secondary maternal or paternal caregiver were included in the analyses that required a 

Mother! or Father! attachment rating.

Attachment Style. A widely used measure o f adolescent/adult attachment, the 

Relationship Questionnaire (RQ; Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991) was chosen for this 

study. The RQ (see Appendix E) consists o f  two parts, both o f which involve four short 

paragraphs describing secure, fearful, preoccupied, and dismissing attachment styles. 

Minor semantic changes were made to the RQ paragraphs to make them age-appropriate. 

For example, the paragraph describing dismissing attachment read as follow: “1 am 

comfortable without close relationships. It is very important for m e to feel independent 

and like I can take care o f myself, and I prefer not to count on others or have others count 

on me.” In the first part, participants were asked to select which paragraph most closely 

describes their characteristic style in close relationships. Second, individuals were asked
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to rate on a seven-point scale (1 = “not at all like me” through 7 = “very much like me”) 

the extent to which each o f the four styles corresponds to their feelings regarding close 

relationships/

In this study, participants were asked to complete part two four times: first, with 

respect to their general feelings regarding relationships and, then with respect to their 

mother (and/or other maternal figure, such as stepmother or foster mother), their father 

(and/or paternal figure, such as stepfather or foster father), and their closest friend. Mean 

ratings for the four attachment sty les when considering each o f mothers, fathers, and 

peers are shown in Table 1. Participants were asked about specific relationships, in 

addition to their more general feelings regarding relationships, in order to explore the 

differences and similarities among their key relationships, and to determine whether or 

not a secure relationship has been formed with any attachment figure in their lives.

Drawing on a sample o f 77 undergraduates, Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991) 

compared attachment ratings obtained through semi-structured interviews, self-report and 

friend ratings on the RQ. The three different methods yielded similar results. 

Bartholomew and Horowitz also collected personality and relationship information using 

friend and self-report measures and found that self- and fnend-reports o f  interpersonal 

problems were generally consistent across the four attachment styles and that each style 

was associated with a distinct profile o f  interpersonal issues. Using a non-metric

-Because a researcher was present while each participant com pleted the self-report questionnaires (RQ, & 
IPQ), the am ount o f  missing data was m inim al. I f  one or two items had been m issed on a questionnaire, 
the average score on that item was inserted. T he average score was used to replace m issing data on six 
occasions, for four participants (the om issions w ere distributed fairly evenly across the various measures 
used). I f  a participant failed to complete the m ajority o f  a questionnaire, that participant’s score on that 
m easure was not considered in subsequent data analyses. The IPQ was not com pleted by  the first two
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Table 1

Mean RQ Attachment Stvie Ratings for Mothers. Fathers, and Peers by Gender

(possible range: 1-7)

Secure Fearful Preoccupied Dismissing
females males females males females males females males

M others
M: 4.59 4.91 2.93 2.84 2.83 2.70 4.48 3.04
SD: 2.46 1.86 2.14 2.05 1.98 2.09 2.50 1.97

Fathers
M: 3.89 4.24 3.57 2.90 2.29 2.50 3.50 3.64
SD: 2.23 2.00 2.44 2.09 1.49 1.73 2.20 2.13

Peers
M: 5.11 5.24 2.37 2.58 2.74 2.19 3.00 2.85
SD: 2.12 1.66 1.52 1.70 1.74 1.51 1.86 1.80

participants as a prelim inary version o f  the attachment m easure was being piloted that was subsequently 
significantly changed. The rem aining participants com pleted all o f  the questioim aires.
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multidimensional analysis, Bartholomew and Horowitz found that data from the RQ 

yielded a configuration corresponding to the structure o f Bartholomew’s (1990) two- 

dimensional (self vs. other) model o f attachment.

Attachment Security. A newer measure o f adolescent attachment, the Important 

People Questionnaire (IPQ; Hazan & Ziefinan, 1994) was used to measure security o f 

attachment to mothers (and/or other maternal figures), to fathers (and/or paternal figures), 

and to friends. The IPQ (see Appendix F) is comprised o f 19 items which measure the 

extent to which an individual turns to a relationship partner as a safe haven/secure base, 

and the extent to which the absence o f the partner elicits separation distress. Each item on 

the IPQ was rated on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = “almost never true or never true” through 

5 = “almost always or always true”).

Kobak and Burland (1998) had 149 undergraduate students complete the IPQ for 

their mother, father, and close friend, as well as romantic partner.* After conducting a 

factor analysis o f  the items from the scale, they found a three factor solution with secure 

base and safe haven items loading on separate factors and separation anxiety loading on a 

third. These researchers found that the ratings o f  how secure attachments were varied 

with respect to specific relationships. For example, security o f attachment to mothers 

was moderately correlated with security o f  attachment to fathers; however, parent 

attachment security and security with fnends were relatively independent o f each other.

“Sim ilar to the research conducted by Kobak and Burland (1998), participants in the current study were 
asked to com plete the attachm ent measures used in  the study with regards to their romantic partners, if  they 
described such a relationship. However, because the m ajority o f  the current sample did not describe 
romantic relationships, these evaluations were not used in subsequent analyses.



A factor analysis conducted with item responses on the EPQ completed in this 

study failed to yield a solution comparable to that obtained by Kobak and Btwland. In 

addition, the proposed subscales based on the three factor solution described by Kobak 

and Burland were highly intercorrelated (r = .60 - .83) and all the subscales were related 

to the Bartholomew measure o f attachment in a similar fashion (positively correlated with 

the measure o f security and generally negatively correlated with measures o f insecurity). 

For these reasons a total score on the EPQ was used to reflect overall seciuity of 

attachment. The Cronbach’s alpha for the overall EPQ score for the current sample was 

.93 when responding with reference to their Mothers, .94 when responding with reference 

to their Fathers, and .90 when responding with reference to their Peers.

The interrelationships among the RQ attachment styles and the EPQ measure o f 

attachment security are presented in Table 2. The ratings o f the secure attachment style 

were moderately correlated with the measure o f  attachment security for mothers (r = .58, 

p<.001 ) and fathers (r = .61, p<.001) but not for peers. Only two other significant 

correlations were obtained: a moderately negative correlation between fearful attacEunent 

style and attachment security for fathers (r = -.42, p<.05) and a moderately negative 

correlation between dismissing attachment and attachment security for mothers (r = -.53,

p<-001).

Interview Questions. Participants were asked open-ended questions (see 

Appendix G) about their relationships with their mothers, fathers, and other individuals 

who may act as parental figures (e.g., foster parents or stepparents), as well as their 

relationships with close fnends. These responses were used to clarify with respect to 

whom the RQ and the EPQ should be completed. Following the questionnaire
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Table 2

Correlations Among RQ Attachment Stvle Ratings and fPO Total Scores

Attachment Style (RQ)
Secure Fearful Preoccupied Dismissing

Attachment Security (IPQ)

Mothers (a  = .93) .58"' -.29 .04 53

Fathers (a  = .94) .61'" -.42' -.07 -.29

Peers (a  = .90) .20 -.05 .09 -.21

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p< 001 (after making Bonferroni’s correction)
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administration, the young persons were also asked several open-ended questions 

regarding their own perceptions o f the connections between their interpersonal 

relationships and their criminal activity. These questions are not the focus o f  statistical 

analyses but are designed to allow qualitative responses, which may assist in 

understanding the relationships found among the variables o f interest and generate ideas 

for future research.

Results

Analyses exploring each hypothesis are outlined below. First, the overall 

attachment styles identified by the participants are described and that distribution is 

compared with the distribution found in the general population. Second, relationships 

among the adversity variables, criminal behavior, and security o f Mother/Father/Peer 

attachment are examined using multivariate multiple regressions.' Third, partial set 

correlations are used to evaluate a model that proposes that security o f  attachment 

mediates the relationship between adversity and criminal behavior. In addition, 

relationships among the adversity variables, criminal behavior, and seciuity o f attachment 

to other non-primary parental figures are examined using multivariate multiple 

regressions and set correlations in an exploratory fashion. Fourth, discriminant function 

analyses are used to explore how well criminal behaviors can distinguish participants’ 

self-identified attachment styles.

Hypothesis 1: It is expected that adolescents who commit crimes will be more likely to 

describe overall insecure attachment styles than individuals in the general population.

' B ecause (a) the covariances among variables d id  not vary by gender, gender x set interaction models are 
not included, and because (b) analyses run w ith  gender partialled did not differ from  those in which gender
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as described by attachment researchers, such as, Hazan and Shaver (1987), 

Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991), and Ehrenberg and Walker (1996).

Participants were asked to choose the one attachment style from the four RQ 

paragraphs that they felt most closely described their own feelings in relationships 

generally. In this study, 43.6% categorized themselves as secure, 24.7% as fearful,

15.8% as preoccupied, and 15.8% as dismissing. Contrary to hypothesis I, these 

proportions are similar to those found by previous researchers studying the general 

population. For example, key attachment researchers such as Hazan and Shaver (1987) 

and Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991) found similar patterns o f  approximately 50% of 

participants categorizing themselves as secure and the balance o f  participants dividing 

themselves relatively evenly among the remaining insecure attachment styles. In the 

same fashion, Ehrenberg and Walker (1996) found that, o f  their sample o f first year 

university students from divorced and intact families, 48.2% categorized themselves as 

secure, 26.5% as fearful, 12.43% as preoccupied, and 13.0% as dismissing.

.41 though the sample as a whole was quite similar to the general population in 

attachment style distribution, differences emerged when the distribution was considered 

by gender (see Figure 1). Female participants categorized themselves as follows: 24.1% 

secure, 41.4% fearful, 24.1% preoccupied, and 10.3% dismissing. In contrast, male 

participants categorized themselves in the following distribution: 50.7% secure, 19.2%

was not partialled, the results to be presented are those in which gender was not partialled.
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Figure 1.

Proportion oF Attachment Categories on the RQ. bv Gender, for Relationships Overall
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fearful, 12.3% preoccupied, and 17.8% dismissing. The difference between females and 

males on the RQ distribution was significant, X ' = 9.16, n  =.03.

Although the ways in which male and female adolescents categorized themselves 

into each attachment style were significantly different from one another, the ways in 

which they responded to continuous measures o f attachment were generally similar.

When asked to complete the IPQ and the four RQ items with respect to their fathers, no 

significant differences emerged between genders. Females rated their attachments to 

their mothers as more dismissing than did males (1(98) = -3.06, p = .003) but the genders 

were similar on the other continuous measures of mother attachment. No significant 

differences emerged between m ales’ and females’ attachment ratings with respect to 

peers with one exception. Females’ mean score on the IPQ measure o f  secure attachment 

to peers (M = 81.62, SD = 11.83) was significantly higher than was m ales’ mean score 

(M = 71.5, SD = 11.12,1(90) = -3.77, p  = .001). In other words, females rated themselves 

as more securely attached to their peers on the IPQ than did males.

Hypothesis 2: I t is expected that adolescents who have experienced more adverse life 

circumstances will be more likely to display serious criminal behaviors than those 

adolescents who describe experiencing less adversity.

Almost all o f the young offenders in the study had experienced some adversity in 

their lives. The average number o f  the 12 adversity variables coded for the study 

experienced by the participants was 5.7 (SD = 2.68, range: 0-11). The majority o f 

individuals had experienced parental divorce, parental conflict, placement in a foster 

home, separation from a parent, parental substance abuse, and other family problems.
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Frequency and descriptive information regarding the adversity variables and the criminal 

behaviors are described in Table 3.

In order to investigate the relationship between adversity variables and criminal 

behaviors, a multivariate multiple regression was used with all adversity variables entered 

on one step. The analysis indicated that the adversity variables predicted criminal 

behaviors, F(48, 325.6) = 1.65, p  = .006, adjusted multivariate R~ = .27. That is, 

increased adversity was related to more serious criminal behaviors. Subsequent 

univariate analyses investigating the relationships among each variable in the set of 

adversity variables and each variable in the set o f criminal behaviors were conducted (see 

Table 4). O f the set o f  criminal behaviors, both the age at first arrest and the number of 

crimes committed were significantly and uniquely predicted by the set o f  adversity 

variables (R’ = .27, p = .004 and R‘ = .25, p = .01, respectively).

O f the set o f adversity variables, whether or not participants were in foster care 

and whether or not a parent had a mental illness independently predicted age at first arrest 

(6 = -.35, t = -3.44, p - .001 and Û = .22 ,1 = 2.25, p = .03, respectively). That is, 

individuals who had been placed in foster care and individuals whose parent did not have 

a mental illness were more likely to be arrested for the first time at a younger age. Other 

family adversity (B = .18, î = 1.81, p = .07) and parental conflict (fi = -.21, i = -1.85, p = 

.07) approached significance in uniquely predicting age of first arrest. In other words, 

individuals experiencing other family adversity were somewhat more likely to be arrested 

at older ages and individuals reporting parental conflict were somewhat more likely to be 

arrested at younger ages.
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Table 3

Young Offenders Experiencing each Adversity Variable and Criminal Behaviors
Overall Sample(%) Males(%) Females(%)

Adversitv Variables 
Physical Abuse 45.1 42.5 51.7

Sexual Abuse 343 24.7 58.6*“

Parental Death 14.7 19.2 3.4*

Parental Divorce 68.6 67.1 72.4

Additional Parental 
Separations

37.6 37.0 39.3

Parental Conflict 54.9 53.4 58.6

Foster Care 66.4 61.6 78.6

Separation from 
Caregiver

56.9 57.5 55.2

Parent Mental Illness 27.5 27.4 27.6

Parental Criminal 
History

38.2 38.4 37.9

Parental Substance 
Abuse

76.7 69.9 58.6

Other Significant 
Family Adversity

64.7 69.9 51.7

Criminal Behaviors 
Currently Incarcerated 32.3 39.7 13.8“

Violent Crime 55.9 55.5 51.7

Age of First Arrest M=14.1 (Sn=1.5) M=14.0(SD=1.5) M=14.4 (SD=1.2)

Number o f Criminal 
Offenses

M=3.0 (SD=4.0) M=3.6 (SD=4.5) M=1.5 (SD=1.2)“

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p< 001 indicate significant gender differences using chi-square 
analyses or t-tests
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Table 4

Criminal Behaviors fN = 100)

Criminal Behaviors
Age at 1st Violent Number 
Arrest Crime o f Crimes 

B O G

Incar
ceration

B
Adversity

Parental Death -0.14 0.12 0.06 0.04

Parental Divorce -0.13 0.14 0.04 0.01

Additional Parental 0.02 0.07 0.24* 0.07
Separations

Parental Conflict -0.21' 0.01 -0.21* -0.11

Physical Abuse -0.06 0.15 0.12 -0.20

Sexual Abuse -0.02 -0.13 0.07 -0.04

Foster Care -0.35* -0.06 0.19* 0.03

Separation From Caregiver 0.08 -0.11 0.03 0.05

Parent Mental Illness 0.22* 0.21* -0.19* -0.03

Parental Criminal History -0.09 -0.06 0.15 0.03

Parental Substance Abuse -0.07 -0.08 -0.02 0.14

Other Family Adversity 0.18' 0.06 0.15 0.22*

■p<.08, 'p<.05, “ p<.01, "'p<.001
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When considering number o f crimes committed and the set o f  adversity variables, 

additional parent marital breakups uniquely predicted number o f crimes committed (fi = 

.24, t = 2.15, p = .03). That is, individuals who experienced additional parent marital 

breakups were more likely to commit a higher number o f criminal offenses. Whether or 

not participants were in foster care and whether or not a parent had a mental illness 

approached significance in independently predicting number o f crimes committed (fi =

. 19, t = 1.88, p = .06 and Û = -.19, î = -1.88, p = .06, respectively). That is, individuals 

who had been placed in foster care committed somewhat more crimes and individuals 

whose parent had a mental illness committed somewhat fewer crimes.

Hypothesis 3: It is expected that adolescents who have experienced more adverse life 

circitmstances will be more likely to describe less security o f  attachment than 

adolescents who describe little adversity, specifically with their mothers, fathers, and 

peers.

In order to investigate the relationship between adversity variables and security o f 

attachment, a series o f multivariate multiple regressions were used. A multivariate 

multiple regression was conducted with each o f  the participants’ attachments (to their 

Mothers, Fathers, and Peers)'* as the dependent variable and their scores on the adversity 

variables as predictors (all adversity variables entered on one step). Participants’ total 

score on the IPQ and their score on the Bartholomew measure o f Security were entered as 

an overall measure o f security o f attachment. The adversity variables did not predict 

Mother (see Table 5) or Peer secure attachment (see Table 6); however, they did predict

^Because not all participants had relationships w ith m others, fathers, and peers, analyses w ere run 
separately for each attachm ent relationship in order to m axim ize sample size.
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Table 5

Summary of Multivariate Multiple Regression Analysis for Adversitv Predicting Mother 
Secure Attachment fN = 881

Attachment Security
IPQ Total Barth. Secure

B G
Adversity

Parental Death 0.09 -0.01

Parental Divorce 0.02 0.08

Additional Parental 
Separations

-0.02 -0.22

Parental Conflict 0.10 -0.05

Physical Abuse -0.00 0.20

Sexual Abuse 0.20 -0.04

Foster Care -0.03 -0.05

Separation From Caregiver 0.07 0.07

Parent Mental Illness 0.08 0.22*

Parental Criminal History -0.03 0.02

Parental Substance Abuse 0.13 0.31*

Other Family Adversity -0.01 -0.06

■p<.08, p<.05, ” p<.01, "*p<.001
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Table 6

Secure Attachment (N = 781

Attachment Security
IPQ Total Barth. Secure 

B Q
Adversity

Parental Death 0.15 0.10

Parental Divorce 0.03 0.24

Additional Parental 0.30 0.25
Separations

Parental Conflict -0.13 -0.04

Physical Abuse -0.14 -0.08

Sexual Abuse 0.25 -0.02

Foster Care -O.II -0.34*

Separation From Caregiver -O.IO -0.20

Parent Mental Illness 0.10 0.02

Parental Criminal History -0.21 -0.09

Parental Substance Abuse 0.21 0.02

Other Family Adversity 0.10 0.07

'p < 0 8 , *p<.05, ” p<.Ol, "*p<001
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Father secure attachment, E(24, 128) = 1.87, p  = .01, adjusted multivariate R‘ = .23 (see 

Table 7). In other words, higher levels o f adversity were significantly associated with 

lower ratings o f  secure attachment only with respect to fathers. Subsequent univariate 

analyses investigating the relationships among each variable in the set o f  Father 

attachment measures and each variable in the set o f  adversity measures were conducted. 

O f the set o f  Father attachment variables, the Bartholomew measure o f  Security was 

significantly predicted by the set o f  adversity variables (R ' = .23, p = .03). O f the set o f  

adversity variables, only Foster Care independently predicted the Bartholomew measure 

of Security (B = -.34 ,1 = -2.89, p = .005). That is, individuals who had not been placed in 

foster care endorsed more secure ratings o f attachment to their fathers.

Hypothesis 4: It is expected that security o f  attachment to mothers, fathers, and peers 

will each predict differences in criminal behavior fo r  all delinquents, including those 

who describe experiencing little adversity.

In order to investigate the relationship between security o f attachment and 

criminal behaviors, a series o f  multivariate multiple regressions were used. A 

multivariate multiple regression was conducted with each o f the participants’ attachments 

(to their Mothers, Fathers, and Peers) as predictors and their scores on the criminal 

behaviors as the dependent variable (both attachment variables entered on one step). The 

analyses indicated that all three relationships significantly predicted criminal behaviors.
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Table 7

Summary o f Multivariate Multiple Regression Analysis for Adversity Predicting Peer 
Secure Attachment (N = 92)

Attachment Security
IPQ Total Barth. Secure

B B
.Adversity

Parental Death 0.07 0.00

Parental Divorce 0.18 0.08

.Additional Parental 
Separations

0.24+ 0.25+

Parental Conflict -0.07 -0.07

Physical Abuse -0.04 -0.06

Sexual Abuse 0.13 -0.20

Foster Care 0.06 -0.05

Separation From Caregiver -0.19 -0.18

Parent Mental Illness 0.00 0.07

Parental Criminal History 0.00 0.22+

Parental Substance Abuse -0.03 -0.08

Other Family Adversity 0.04 -0.06

■p<.08, p<.05, p<.01, p<.OOI



49

in that less secure attachments with each o f mothers, fathers, and peers were related to 

more serious criminal behaviors.

The set of secure attachment ratings for Mother significantly predicted the set of 

criminal behaviors, £(8, 160) = 2.76, p  = .007, adjusted multivariate E ' = .15 (see Table

8). Subsequent univariate analyses indicated that, o f  the set o f criminal behaviors, age at 

first arrest was significantly and uniquely related to the set o f  secure attachment ratings 

(R- = .08, {2 = .03). The set o f  secure attachment ratings also approached significance in 

predicting whether or not participants were incarcerated (E" = .06, p  = .07). O f the set o f 

attachment variables, the IPQ total score independently predicted age at first arrest (fi = 

.26, t = 2.01, p = .05). That is, individuals endorsing more secure ratings o f attachment to 

their mothers on the IPQ were more likely to be arrested for the first time at an older age. 

Both the IPQ total score and the Bartholomew measure o f Security were independently 

related to whether or not participants were incarcerated (fi — -.29 ,1 = -2.18, p = .03 and B 

= -.26, t = -1.98, p = .05, respectively). In other words, participants who endorsed higher 

ratings o f mother security on either measures o f attachment were less likely to be 

incarcerated.

The set o f secure attachment ratings for Father significantly predicted the set of 

criminal behaviors, £(8, 140) = 3.23, p = .002, adjusted multivariate E" = .20 (see Table

9). Subsequent univariate analyses indicated that, o f  the set o f  criminal behaviors, only 

age at first arrest was uniquely related to the set o f  secure attachment ratings (E‘ = .15, p 

= .003). Of the set o f attachment variables, the IPQ total score independently predicted 

age at first arrest (fi = .37, t = 2.59, p  = .01). That is, individuals endorsing less secure
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Table 8

Predicting Criminal Behaviors fN = 86)

Criminal Behaviors
Age at 1st Violent Number 
Arrest Crime of Crimes 

B B B

Incar
ceration

B
Mother Secure Attachment

IPQ Total 0.26' 0.12 0.22 -0.29'

Bartholomew Secure 0.04 0.08 0.01 -0.26'

*p<.08, p<.05, "p<.01, "><.001

Table 9

Summarv o f Multivariate Multiole Regression Analvsis for Father Secure Attachment

Predicting Criminal Behaviors fN = 76)

Criminal Behaviors
Age at 1st Violent Number Incar
Arrest Crime of Crimes ceration

B B B B
Father Secure Attachment

IPQ Total 0.37' -0.07 0.22 0.27+

Bartholomew Secure 0.02 0.22 -0.01 -0.10

■p<.08, ‘p<.05, "p<.01, ""p<.001
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ratings o f attachment to their fathers on the EPQ were more likely to have been arrested 

for the first time at an younger age.

Finally, the set o f secure attachment ratings for Peers significantly predicted the 

set o f  criminal behaviors, £(8, 168) = 5.69, p = .000, adjusted multivariate = .32 (see 

Table 10). Subsequent univariate analyses indicated that, o f the set o f  criminal behaviors, 

both age at first arrest and whether or not a violent crime had been committed were 

significantly and independently related to the set o f  secure attachment ratings (R* = .30, p 

= .000 and R' = .12, p = .004, respectively). Of the set o f attachment variables, neither 

the IPQ total score nor the Bartholomew rating o f Security uniquely predicted either age 

at first arrest or violence o f  the crime(s) committed. However, the Bartholomew rating of 

Security approached significance in predicting whether or not a violent crime had been 

committed (B = .22 ,1 = 1.91, p  = .06). That is, individuals endorsing more secure ratings 

o f attachment to their peers on the Bartholomew measure o f Security were somewhat 

more likely to have been charged for a violent offense.

Hypothesis 5: Security o f  attachtnent to each o f  mothers, fathers, and peers is expected 

to mediate the relationship between adversity and criminal behavior. That is, it is 

expected that the relationships between adversity and criminal behavior will be 

significantly reduced when current security o f  attachment is accounted for.

As outlined in Baron and Kermy (1986), mediational models assume that (1) the 

initial variable (adversity) is correlated with the outcome (criminal behavior), and that (2) 

the initial variable is correlated with the mediator (attachment). In this study, attachment 

was correlated with adversity only when considering fathers. For that reason, the 

mediational model was tested using security of attachment with fathers.
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Table 10

Summary o f Multivariate Multiple Regression Analvsis for Peer Secure Attachment 

Predicting Criminal Behaviors fN = 9 0

Criminal Behaviors
Age at 1st Violent Number Incar-
Arrest Crime of Crimes ceration

________________________________________B_________B________ B________ B_________
Peer Secure Attachment

IPQ Total 0.46*** 0.18 0.05 0.16

Bartholomew Secure 0.15 0.22' -0.05 -0.04

p<.08, *p<05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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Partial set correlations (Cohen, 1982) indicated that although father attachment 

remained a significant predictor o f criminal behaviors when adversity was partial led out 

o f both attachment and criminal behaviors (E(8, 116) = 2.75, p  = .008, adjusted 

multivariate R’ -  .19), the relationship between adversity and criminal behaviors became 

non-significant when father attachment was partialled out o f  both adversity and criminal 

behaviors (F(48, 225.5) = 1.14, p = .26, adjusted multivariate R" = .09). Thus, a 

mediational model in which father attachment is imderstood as a mediator between 

adversity and criminal behaviors is indicated, in that higher ratings o f secure attachment 

with fathers were associated with less severe criminal behaviors, regardless o f  the extent 

o f adversity experienced.

Exploration o f  Attachment to Other Parental Figures

Although the sample sizes were small both for individuals who described a 

secondary maternal figure (n=34) and who described a secondary paternal figure (n=38), 

the relationships among security o f attachment to each o f these individuals and the key 

variables of interest to the study were explored. When considering the set o f  secure 

attachment ratings for the secondary maternal figure (Mother2), the adversity variables 

did predict secure attachment, E(24, 40) = 2.01, p = .03, adjusted multivariate R* = .47. 

Subsequent univariate analyses indicated that both the IPQ total score and the 

Bartholomew Secure measure were significantly and uniquely related to the set of 

adversity variables (R‘ = .71, p = .002 and R ' = .65, p = .008, respectively). However, 

none o f the adversity variables independently predicted either o f  the attachment 

measures.



54

M other! secure attachment significantly predicted the set o f criminal behaviors, 

F(8, 56) = 16.03, p  = .000, adjusted multivariate R" = .88. Subsequent univariate analyses 

indicated that all four variables in the set o f  criminal behaviors were significantly and 

uniquely related to the set o f  secure attachment ratings (Age o f  First Arrest: R" = .87, p = 

.000, Violent Crime: R" = .67, p = .000, Number o f Criminal Offenses: R* = .20, p = .03, 

and Incarcerated: R ‘ = .18, p = .04). O f the set o f  attachment variables, the IPQ total 

score independently predicted age at first arrest (fi = .71, i = 3.80, p  = .001 ) and 

incarceration (B = 1.12,1 = 2.39, p  = .02). That is, individuals endorsing less secure 

ratings o f attachment to their secondary maternal figure on the EPQ were more likely to 

be arrested for the first time at an younger age and to not be incarcerated.

Partial set correlations indicated that although Mother! attachment remained a 

significant predictor o f criminal behaviors when adversity was partialled out o f  both 

attachment and criminal behaviors, £(8, 32) = 6.26, p  = .000, adjusted multivariate R‘ = 

.76, the relationship between adversity and criminal behaviors became non-significant 

when M other! attachment was partialled out o f  both adversity and criminal outcome,

E(48, 63.7) = 1.10, p = .36, adjusted multivariate R ’ = .15. Thus, a mediational model in 

which M other! attachment is understood as a mediator between adversity and criminal 

behaviors is indicated.

When considering the set o f secure attachment ratings for the secondary paternal 

figure (Father!), the adversity variables did predict secure attachment, £(24, 48) = 2.04, p 

= .02, adjusted multivariate R ' = .45. Subsequent univariate analyses indicated that both 

the IPQ total score and the Bartholomew Secure measure were uniquely related to the set 

o f  adversity variables (R‘ = .65, p = .002 and R* = .52, p = .04, respectively). O f the set
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of adversity variables, sexual abuse and other family adversity independently predicted 

the IPQ total score (fi = .39, t = 2.62, p  = .01 and Û = .35 ,1 = 2.23, p  = .03, respectively). 

That is, individuals reporting having been sexually abused or experiencing other family 

adversity were more likely to endorse more secure ratings o f attachment to their 

secondary paternal figure. No single adversity variable independently predicted the 

Bartholomew measure o f secure attachment.

Father2 secure attachment significantly predicted the set o f  criminal behaviors, 

£(8, 62) -  8.78, p = .000, adjusted multivariate R ’ = .72. Subsequent univariate analyses 

indicated that, o f the set o f criminal behaviors, age at first arrest and violent crime were 

uniquely related to the set o f  secure attachment ratings (R‘ = .71, p  = .000 and R ' = .51, p 

= .000, respectively). O f the set o f  attachment variables, the IPQ total score 

independently predicted only age at first arrest (fi = .91 ,1 = 5.33, p = .000). In other 

words, individuals endorsing less secure ratings o f attachment to their secondary paternal 

figure on the IPQ were more likely to be arrested for the first time at a younger age. No 

single attachment measure independently predicted violent crime, number o f crimes 

committed, or incarceration.

Partial set correlations indicated that although Father2 attachment remained a 

significant predictor o f criminal behaviors when adversity was partialled out o f  both 

attachment and criminal behaviors, E(8, 38) = 2.99, p  = .01, adjusted multivariate R‘ =

.45, the relationship between adversity and criminal behaviors became non-significant 

when Father2 attachment was partialled out o f both adversity and criminal outcome,

£(48, 75.2) = 1.07, p = .39, adjusted multivariate R’ = .10. Thus, a mediational model in
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which Father! attachment is imderstood as a mediator between adversity and criminal 

behaviors is also indicated.

Hypothesis 6: It is predicted that specific form s o f  insecure attachment will be 

associated with different aspects o f  antisocial behavior. For example, it is expected 

that individuals who engage in violent crimes will be more likely to endorse a 

dismissing attachment pattern.

Discriminant function analyses were used to evaluate how well the four criminal 

outcome variables classified participants into self-identified attachment styles (forced- 

choice RQ category). Unlike the continuous measure o f security o f attachment, no 

relationship was found between the attachment categories and the criminal behaviors. 

Similarly, on a second discriminant function analysis, no relationship was found between 

whether or not participants identified themselves as securely or insecurely attached and 

criminal behaviors.

Relationships between whether or not participants had committed a violent crime 

and dismissing attachment were explored using a chi-square (using presence or absence 

o f selecting dismissing paragraph o f  the RQ) and an ANOVA (using the RQ continuous 

score o f dismissing attachment). Neither analysis was significant, perhaps because the 

sample size was too small.

Discussion

Overview

This chapter is divided into five main sections. The first section describes the 

young people who participated in this study and discusses how they compare both to 

young offenders described in other research and to the general population o f  adolescents.



57

Section two discusses the issue of measuring attachment styles with reference both to the 

current study and to the methodology o f  attachment literature in general. Section three 

discusses findings regarding the central hypotheses that attachment style would mediate 

the relationship between adversity and criminal behaviors. The fourth section describes 

the strengths and limitations o f this study, and the final section outlines the implications 

o f these results for mental health practitioners working with young offenders and future 

research.

The Current Sample o f Young Offenders

Over the last few decades a great deal o f  information has been gathered 

concerning the demographic profile o f young offenders. Consistent with this research, 

the young persons in our study were likely to be male, to have experienced the separation 

or divorce o f their parents, to come from low SES homes, and to have a family member 

with substance abuse problems (Le Blanc, Vallieres, & McDuff, 1992; Ford & Linney, 

1995; Dembo et al., 1994). While there were some similarities between the current 

sample and adolescents who commit crimes in the general population, there are also some 

important differences that must be kept in mind when interpreting the results of this 

study. The current sample was composed o f  adolescents who were deemed at particular 

risk o f re-offending or who were identified as having difficulties at home, at school, or in 

the community (i.e., a sample o f “high-risk” young offenders versus a representative 

sample o f all adolescents who break the law). By the nature o f the referrals, the 

participants in the study were more “antisocial” as a group than the population of young 

offenders in Canada as a whole. On average, the sample had committed three criminal 

offenses for which they had been arrested per year, had been arrested for the first time at
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approximately age 14, and had committed at least one violent offense. Although the age 

at first arrest is similar to other samples o f juvenile delinquents (Moffit et al., 1996), the 

number o f crimes committed and the proportion of offenders who had committed a 

violent crime are strikingly higher than foimd in general indices o f  youth crime. The 

majority of young people who are arrested do not re-offend (Himg & Lipinski, 1994) and 

the majority of youth crimes committed are non-violent. For example, in their sample o f 

juvenile delinquents seen through a county probation office, Novy et al. (1992) identified 

less than 10% as having committed a violent offense.

It is also possible that participants in the current study experienced more adversity 

than the typical juvenile delinquent. Based on their self-reports and interviews by mental 

health professionals, the average participant had been subjected to a total o f  six o f the 12 

adverse personal or family experiences investigated as part o f  this study. Over 50% of 

the sample experienced parental divorce, parental conflict, placement in a foster home, 

separation from a parent, and/or parental substance abuse. Since yoimg people are more 

likely to be referred to YFPS if  questions regarding their residence arise (typically 

whether or not they should remain in the family home or be placed in foster care), it is 

possible that the young offenders who participated in the study were exposed to more 

adversity than those young offenders where YFPS involvement was deemed imwarranted. 

.Although it is necessary to acknowledge that the participants in this study are not 

representative of all adolescents who commit crime, it is also important to recognize that, 

given the close to 100 percent response rate obtained, the participants are highly 

representative o f more “serious” young offenders.
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Considering the high levels o f  adversity experienced and the extent o f  

involvement in criminal offenses, it is particularly surprising that the majority o f the 

young people in the study categorized themselves as securely attached when asked to 

describe their interpersonal style in relationships overall. Based on previous research 

(e.g., Rosenstein & Horowitz, 1996), it was anticipated that the young persons 

participating in this study would classify themselves as insecurely attached more 

frequently than young people in the general population. In actuality this was not found. 

Similar to reports concerning the general population by other attachment researchers 

(e.g., Hazan & Shaver, 1987; Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991), the majority o f the young 

people in this study characterized themselves as securely attached. It is possible that this 

may be due in part to the use o f a face-valid self-report measure. Perhaps the young 

people were reluctant to identify themselves with styles that clearly indicated some 

interpersonal difficulties. Main and her colleagues (e.g.. Main, Kaplan, & Cassidy, 1985) 

describe a group o f individuals who respond to their attachment inter/iew  in a way that 

offers an idealized picture o f parent(s) but, when probed further, describe episodes which 

contradict this picture and which usually imply rejection and a lack o f  closeness. She 

implies that this group o f individuals, whom she labels “detached” (the description o f 

which closely resembles that o f Bartholomew’s dismissing group), will appear secure on 

face-valid self-report measures. A similar observation is put forth by Griffin and 

Bartholomew (1994) who argue that defensive styles may be inherently difficult to assess 

with self-report measures.

It is possible that the group o f  young offenders who categorized themselves as 

securely attached on the forced-choice questionnaire may, in actuality, represent both
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dismissing and secure individuals. This hypothesis appeared to be supported by some 

clinical observations made during the administration o f the measures. It was occasionally 

observed that individuals would report secure relationships with parents despite clear 

evidence o f problems in those relationships. For example, one yoimg man described 

himself as securely attached and emphasized how close and loving his relationships with 

his parents were. However, his further comments and a review o f his social history 

revealed that his father had been largely absent throughout his life and that his mother 

was a drug addict who often vanished for periods o f time and, when she was at home, 

expected her young son to finance her drug habit. This young man had a history o f very 

problematic relationships with others and had been arrested for the murder o f  one o f his 

peers.

This tendency to idealize attachment relationships or themselves may have been 

particularly true for the male adolescents in this study, o f  whom approximately half 

described themselves as securely attached. In contrast, the female participants were more 

likely to describe themselves as fearfully attached, indicating a negative view o f  both self 

and o f others. Although the gender difference found in the distributions o f secure and 

insecure attachment could be the result o f  a gender difference in willingness to disclose 

relationship problems, it could also be the result o f a genuine difference between the 

attachment styles o f male and female yoimg offenders. It has been proposed previously 

that young female offenders have experienced more hardships and difficulties than their 

male counterparts (e.g., Denno, 1990). In this study, females were found to have 

experienced sexual abuse much more frequently than had males, a hardship that is 

associated with less secure and more fearful attachment (Roche, Runtz, & Hunter, 1999).
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The Measurement o f  Attachment Stvle

The finding that the majority o f the young males in this study categorized 

themselves as securely attached overall is likely more determined by the method o f 

measurement than by a true similarity to young people in the general population. As 

discussed above, it is possible that the face valid self-report instrument utilized failed to 

distinguish individuals who idealized problematic relationships from those individuals 

who were genuinely securely attached. Instruments that do not rely exclusively on self- 

report but, rather, utilize both the content and the process o f  individuals’ responses in 

coding attachment styles have been developed (e.g.. Main, Kaplan, & Cassidy, 1985: 

Adult Attachment Interview). However, these instruments are often time-consuming and 

require extensive training before administration competency is achieved. This prevents 

many clinicians and researchers, such as those at YPPS, from utilizing these measures.

Over the past several years, many short and easily administered measures of 

attachment have been developed; however, the majority o f  these rely on self-report and, 

interestingly, not all attachment instruments appear to be measuring the same construct.

In a recent review article regarding various attachment measures and the relationships 

among them (Stein et al., 1998), it was concluded that measures that tap the same 

relationship (e.g., romantic relationships versus relationships with parents or peers), 

conceptualized attachment in the same fashion (e.g., as a style versus a behavioral 

construct), and were methodo 1 igically similar (e.g., questionnaire versus interview) were 

more likely to be highly correlated. Convergence was weakest when both method and 

content differed.
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Two measures o f attachment were used in this study. The first, the RQ, asked 

respondents to categorize themselves into one o f  four attachment categories. This is the 

measure on which the conclusion that the majority o f the sample classified themselves as 

securely attached was drawn. However, although the young persons were reluctant to 

identify themselves as belonging to an insecure attachment category when forced to make 

a choice concerning their overall attachment style, they were willing to appear less than 

ideal when asked to rate each o f the attachment categories with respect to mothers, 

fathers, and peers. Participants rated the secure category the highest on average o f  the 

four categories for all relationships considered but much variability was found and 

relatively high endorsements were also seen on the other attachment categories. It is 

probable that the adolescents who participated in this study were more willing to respond 

in a valid fashion to the continuous measures o f  attachment than they were to the forced 

choice single-item questionnaire.

The participants were asked to complete two continuous measures o f secure 

attachment, the IPQ and the Bartholomew rating o f security. As expected, the two 

measures were moderately correlated when considering mothers and fathers, supporting 

the convergent validity o f the measures. However, they were only slightly correlated 

when considering peers. In fact, all o f  the RQ attachment ratings were essentially 

uncorrelated with the IPQ scores, when considering peer relationships. It is not entirely 

clear why this might be the case. Perhaps some o f the items on the EPQ were not as 

relevant to peers as they would be to parents (e.g., “I expect to have relationship with this 

person for the rest o f  my life”), and a higher mean and less variability was found for the 

IPQ total scores when considering peers then when considering mothers or fathers.
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Based on this finding, it appears that the different attachment instruments may be 

evaluating different variables depending upon the relationship being considered. More 

research is required to explore how the many measures o f  attachment available relate to 

one another and how these relationships may change based on the attachment figure 

under consideration. A need also exists for the development o f a short, easily 

administered measure that will differentiate individuals who respond in a defensive way 

and appear secure from those who are genuinely secure, particularly with populations of 

individuals, such as young offenders, whose self-report may fi-equently be consciously or 

unconsciously misleading.

This study did not explore the cormections among the various insecure attachment 

styles and how and why crimes are committed. This would be worth pursuing in future 

research with a larger sample size as there may be treatment implications for each 

insecure style. For example, interventions may need to be designed differently for 

individuals who are desperately seeking to establish interpersonal connections and 

commit crimes in order to fit in with a group or gain status (preoccupied) than would be 

designed for individuals who commit crimes for more instrumental reasons and downplay 

the importance of interpersonal relationships (dismissing).

Attachment Style as a Mediator Between Adversity and Criminal Behaviors

Adversity and Criminal Behaviors. Support was found for the hypothesis that 

early adversity would be related to later criminal behaviors. This is consistent with 

previous research which has shown that juvenile delinquency is often proceeded by 

adverse life experiences, such as parental conflict, sexual abuse, and limited financial 

resources (Fejes-Mendoza et al., 1995; Mednick et al., 1990; Patterson et al., 1989).
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Young people in the criminal justice system who have experienced more adversity are 

more likely to begin committing crime at young ages and to commit more crime than 

young people who have experienced less adversity (Greenberg et al., 1993). Several o f 

the adversity variables emerged as significant or nearly significant independent predictors 

o f criminal behaviors. These variables included multiple parental marital breakups, foster 

care placement and parental mental illness. Multiple parental marital breakups and foster 

care placement were related to more criminal offenses. Surprisingly, having a parent with 

a mental illness was actually related to a later age o f onset and fewer crimes committed. 

Although this finding differs from previous research that indicates that parental mental 

illness is associated with negative outcomes for children (e.g., Lee & Gotlib, 1991), much 

o f that previous research has considered outcomes such as academic success or emotional 

mental health. Perhaps children who have parents with mental illnesses have more 

household responsibilities or are more depressed/anxious themselves, preventing them 

from engaging in criminal activities at early ages or with much frequency. It may also be 

possible that children who have a parent with a mental illness have more access to outside 

intervention/help via their parent than do children in homes experiencing other hardships. 

For example, a mother who is diagnosed with bipolar disorder may be eligible for 

governmental subsidies for day care services and household help which would improve 

her children’s experience relative to children being raised in homes where substance 

abuse or domestic violence was present and outside assistance was less readily available.

Adversity and Security o f  Attachment. As expected, early adversity was found to 

predict security o f attachment; however, only when considering relationships with 

fathers. Participants who had experienced more adversity were less secure in their
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relationships with their fathers. This is consistent with previous research that has 

indicated that early family circumstances are related to the quality o f the parent-child 

bond that forms (Le Blanc, 1992). It is interesting that participants’ ratings o f seciwe 

attachment with respect to their mothers were not significantly related to criminal 

behaviors. It is possible that the failure to find a significant relationship between 

adversity and attachment to mothers resulted from the sample composition. Although 

significant differences were not found between analyses that took gender into account and 

analyses that did not, given the small number o f females who participated in the study, it 

is difficult to know what relationship would be found between adversity and attachment 

to mother for females using a larger sample o f young women. Perhaps relationships with 

father figures are particularly impacted by adversity for young men.

It is also interesting to consider the variables measured as part o f  the set o f 

adversity indices. M any o f them reflected father behavior much more frequently than 

mother behavior (e.g., non-normative separation from caregiver, parental criminal 

history, parental substance abuse). It is possible that a relationship was found between 

adversity and father attachment but not between adversity and mother attachment because 

of the particular adversity variables considered.

The finding that different results were obtained when considering mothers than 

were found when considering fathers argues against the fi-equently utilized strategy of 

exploring adolescents’ relationships with parents considered together instead o f exploring 

their relationships w ith each parent separately (e.g., Moffit et al., 1996). Particularly with 

the population o f young offenders who typically come from homes where biological 

parents do not live together or live in homes other than where their biological parents
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reside (e.g., foster care), it is important to recognize that their relationships with their 

mothers and with their fathers may be quite different.

Security of Attachment and Criminal Behaviors. The hypothesis that attachment 

style would be related to criminal behaviors was supported for all o f  the relationships 

explored. More serious criminal behaviors were related to the security o f attachment to 

their mothers, their fathers, and their peers. This is consistent with previous research that 

has indicated that both peer and family relationships are important correlates o f  juvenile 

delinquency (Krohn et al., 1992;). Although the causal direction o f  the relationship 

cannot be determined from the multivariate analyses, based on previous research and 

theoretical rationale, it seems probable that security o f attachment predicts criminal 

behaviors. Security o f attachment would usually develop prior to adolescence, the age at 

which most criminal behavior ensues. It also seems likely that greater security of 

attachment to parents would be associated with less serious criminal behaviors. 

Internalizing their parents’ prosocial values and seeking to please them might help 

prevent adolescents from getting into serious trouble with the law. Those adolescents 

with parents who have more antisocial values would likely not be securely attached to 

their parents as they would probably display little concern or availability to their children.

It is harder to hypothesize whether more security or less security o f attachment to 

peers is associated with criminal behavior for this sample o f adolescents. Considering the 

rationale that stronger attachments to peers would be associated with more concern about 

others’ welfare would lead us to speculate that more secure attachments would be related 

to less serious offending. However, many o f the young people described close 

relationships with friends with antisocial attitudes who would encourage them to break
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the law. It is difficult to conclude that these relationships represented “secure peer 

attachment”, regardless o f  the young persons’ self-report. Perhaps the use o f an interview 

based attachment measure in future research would also help clarify this question.

The Mediational Model. All three requirements o f  a mediational model were met 

only when considering relationships with fathers. When the relationship between security 

of attachment to fathers and criminal behaviors is taken into account, the relationship 

between adversity experiences and criminal behaviors becomes significantly less 

important. This suggests that security o f paternal attachment, or the strength of the 

positive bond between child and father, may be a mechanism through which the impact o f 

adversity operates on later criminal behavior. The finding that it is security o f attachment 

to fathers that mediates the relationship between adversity and criminal behaviors is 

particularly important given the fact that child-father relationships are typically ignored 

or minimized in social science research. When father-child relationships have been 

explored, results typically support their importance. Lamb (1997) reviewed much of the 

research conducted on the role o f the father in child development and concluded that boys 

growing up without fathers (as many o f our participants did) have difficulties in several 

areas including, school performance, psychosocial development, and control of 

aggression (variables that have been associated with delinquent behavior). Although 

Silverstein and Auerbach (1999) argue that it is having at least one responsible, 

caretaking adult with whom a child can form a consistent and positive relationship 

(regardless of gender) that is important, they concur that having a father involved can 

increase the likelihood o f this relationship developing. They contend that some fathers, 

such as unmarried teens and divorced fathers, often live in circumstances that discourage
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responsible fathering. The findings o f this research lend credibility to their claim that that 

social policies should be developed to support responsible fathering in many different 

family contexts.

Additional Findings. The mediational model was also explored when considering 

young people’s relationships with other adult figures who they indicated played a 

"parent-like” role. These adults were typically extended family members, foster parents, 

parents o f friends, or step-parents. It should be acknowledged that the sample sizes of 

individuals with a secondary mother figure and/or a secondary father figure were very 

small. However, based on the results o f the current study, close relationships with adults 

other than parents can be very important in predicting whether or not young people will 

get into serious trouble with the law. Security o f attachment to both other maternal and 

other paternal figures was found to mediate the relationship between adversity and 

criminal behaviors. This finding supports the research which indicates that creating 

mentoring relationships for troubled young people can be instrumental in making positive 

changes (e.g., Rhodes, 1994). It also argues for mental health professionals involved in 

finding residential placements for children and adolescents to seek foster parents who are 

nurturing individuals and who will be available long enough that a secure attachment may 

be fostered with the young person.

Strengths and Limitations of the Current Research

Although the current research has some limitations that are outlined below, there 

are also several strengths that enhance the validity and utility o f this work. The use of 

multiple sources o f  information (e.g., self-report, parental interviews, previous records) 

provided much data and assurance in the accuracy o f the histories reviewed. The high
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response rate obtained allows for increased confidence in generalizing the results to other 

groups of “serious” young offenders. The results are particularly pertinent for mental 

health professionals working with these adolescents, such as those foimd at YFPS. The 

opportunity to conduct this study in a clinical setting enhanced the relevance o f  the 

findings and allowed “real life” experience to inform the research. The integration 

between satisfying the needs o f the setting and developing a methodologically sound and 

theoretically based research project ultimately resulted in concrete recommendations for 

the YFPS team, such as advocating for long-term quality foster placements in which 

secure attachments might be fostered or working to strengthen existing relationships with 

parents. The utilization o f questionnaires and an interview allowed the opportimity both 

to compare the participants’ response with other groups o f  young people and to “flesh 

out” the numbers generated with the experiences o f the youths reported in their own 

terms. This method was particularly important when trying to make sense o f the puzzling 

finding that the majority o f participants reported feeling secure in their relationships with 

their parents when most had grown up in family environments that were 

counterproductive to developing healthy relationship bonds.

Several limitations also need to be considered when interpreting the results o f  this 

study. First, the current sample did not consist o f equal numbers o f  male and female 

research participants. Specifically, the total sample consisted o f 30% females and 70% 

males. Several significant differences were found between males and females. Males 

committed more crime on average than females and were more likely to be incarcerated. 

Girls were more likely to have been sexually abused and less likely to have experienced a 

parental death than were boys. Although on the majority o f continuous measures o f
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attachment no significant differences emerged between the genders, several exceptions 

were found. Girls scored higher than boys on the EPQ measure o f secure attachment with 

peers. This is consistent with previous literature exploring the nature o f  adolescent 

friendships which indicates that girls often describe closer relationships with their same 

sex peers than do boys (e.g., Lempers, & Clark-Lempers, 1993). Girls also scored higher 

on a measure o f dismissing attachment than did boys when considering than their 

mothers. Although this has not been foimd previously, it is possible that the female 

offenders in this sample were more dismissing not just o f their mothers but o f  female 

roles generally. Finally, girls were much more likely than boys to categorize themselves 

as insecurely attached, specifically as fearfully attached. This finding has been found 

previously, particularly with samples o f sexually abused women (e.g., Roche, Runtz, & 

Hunter, 1999). It should be noted that over half o f  the yoimg women who participated in 

the current study had a history o f  sexual abuse. Further research is needed, using a more 

equal sample o f males and females so that gender differences and similarities can 

confidently be explored.

This study was limited by its cross-sectional design. While it was possible to 

establish that relationships did exist among adversity, attachment style, and criminal 

behaviors, it is not possible to determine the direction o f this causal relationship. It seems 

likely that experiencing a great deal o f  past adversity, including events that erode trust 

and confidence (e.g., sexual abuse, abandonment), would make one more susceptible to 

becoming insecure in relationships. However, it is also possible that an insecure 

attachment style could bias one’s perceptions so that other relationships are viewed more 

negatively and features like parental conflict become most salient. Similarly, it seems
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sensible that being insecurely attached would place an individual at risk o f engaging in 

antisocial activities. However, perhaps the repercussions o f  being caught for breaking the 

law damage relationships with attachment figures and are reflected in less secure ratings 

o f attachment. Longitudinal research would need to be conducted to provide the answer 

to the question o f  causality. Wliile the question o f causality cannot be answered using a 

cross-sectional design, this study demonstrates a clear linkage among adversity, 

attachment style, and criminal behaviors.

This study is limited in its generalizability, in that the sample was comprised o f a 

select group o f young offenders. Although these most at risk young people were o f 

particular concern to the current study, it would be interesting in future research to 

explore similar variables with a broader range of adolescents. For example, it would be 

of interest to see whether or not the same relationships among adversity, attachment, and 

criminal behaviors were found for all types o f young offenders. Perhaps adversity and 

attachment would be less significant in more “normative” teenage law breaking.

Similarly, it would be interesting to explore the relationships among adversity, security of 

attachment, and criminal behaviors in general population sample, perhaps using self- 

reported measures o f  criminal behavior versus actual patterns o f arrest.

Conclusions and Implications for Practice and Research

Perhaps the most important finding of this work is that relationships with 

attachment figures can mediate the relationship between adversity and criminal 

behaviors. Good relationships with individuals such as fathers or other non-biological 

parental figures were o f great significance to this sample o f  at-risk young offenders. The 

finding that security o f attachment was also important with respect to adults other than
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biological parents is consistent with the argument put forth by Ainsworth (1985) that 

other individuals “may indeed be attachment figures cast in the parental mold, such as 

mentors, priests, pastors and therapists, who in inspiring trust may provide a secure base 

from which the person may gain confidence to explore and reassess his working model o f 

relationships and, equally important, his working model o f  himself.” (p. 799). Troubled 

adolescents would be well served by being provided with opportimities in which to 

develop secure attachments to adult figures, such as consistently reliable foster parents, 

child care workers, or therapists.

It was striking that no relationship was found between adversity and security o f 

attachment to mothers for this sample. Future research with more female participants 

should be conducted to determine whether or not a  gender difference exists in the 

importance o f attachment to maternal versus paternal figures for young offenders. Future 

research could also consider additional adversity variables that might be more associated 

with mother behavior. Although the failure to observe this relationship may be due to the 

gender distribution or to the adversity variables considered, it is clear that fathers are o f 

particular importance to this sample o f mostly young adolescent males. Efforts should be 

made to highlight the importance of father-child relationships in high-risk communities 

where it is offen not unusual for fathers to have limited or no contact with their children. 

The findings o f this work also indicate that problematic relationships with fathers lead to 

further difficulties in terms o f delinquency. In some instances, it may be in the best 

interests of the child to limit the relationship with a father. For example, if  the father is 

abusive and a negative attachment is formed, when decisions regarding placement need to
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be made, the young person may be better served by facilitating relationships with new 

caregivers rather than working to support the father-child relationship.

The results o f  this study argue for broad-based interventions aimed at reducing the 

negative impact o f early adverse experiences by increasing father participation. 

Preventative programs designed to provide stability to children in difficult family or 

personal circumstances might go far in alleviating the development o f unhealthy attitudes 

towards self and others that create a risk for engaging in antisocial behavior. These 

programs might be structured to facilitate healthy relationships between children and their 

caregivers by supporting parents, they may target children directly, or combine these 

approaches. Interventions should also be considered for individuals who may not come 

to the attention o f mental health professionals until adolescence. Although early 

adversity experiences cannot be modified, it is possible to attempt to change attachment 

style, or view o f self and others. The findings o f this research support the idea that 

children benefit from developing stable and long-term relationships with non-parental 

adult figures with whom they can form close bonds. Perhaps creating circumstances 

wherein the young person could have a relationship with a paternal figure or other non

primary adult caregiver that would allow them to experience a new style o f interacting 

might modify implicit expectations about self, others, and relationships that may well 

impact on one’s attachment style and subsequent behavior, such as criminal activities.
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Appendix A: Consent Form for Participants

Y O U TH  FORENSIC PSYCHIATRIC SERVICES DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY
M INISTRY FOR CH ILD REN  AND FAM ILIES UNIVERSITY OF VICTORIA
946 M EARES ST., VICTORIA, B.C. V8V 3J4 P.O . BOX 3050, VICTORIA, B.C. V8W  3P5
TELEPHONE: (250) 387-2830 TELEPH O N E: (250) 721 -8589

ATT.ACHMENT STYLE IN YOUNG OFFENDERS

CONSENT FORM

I understand that this research project is a study o f  young people who com m it crim e and their important 
relationships with other people. In this smdy, information is being collected about young people’s feelings 
and beliefs about o ther people and about themselves, early childhood experiences, and criminal activities.
It is hoped that the results o f  this research project will contribute to our understanding o f  how best to treat 
and prevent adolescent crim inal behavior. This study is being conducted by Tavi W alker, a doctoral 
student at University o f  Victoria, for a graduate degree.

I agree to participate in this study by giving m y permission that the inform ation obtained during the 
assessment conducted by Youth Forensic Psychiatric Services w ith me also be used for the research project 
described above. I understand that, if  I choose not to allow the information obtained from this 
assessm ent to  be used for research purposes, this decision will make no difference either to the results 
of the assessm ent or to the way my family and I are treated by the criminal justice system. That is, I 
understand that m y participation is com pletely voluntary. I also imderstand that I may withdraw my 
permission at any time, w ithout explanation, with no negative consequences. There are no costs or benefits 
to me as a result o f  participating in this study.

1 understand that I am  taking part in an assessment with Y outh Forensic Psychiatric Services at the request 
o f my probation officer or the crim inal court system. As such, I understand that the information obtained 
during the assessm ent will not be kept confidential (private), but may be m ade available to individuals 
working within the crim inal justice system. However, several steps will be taken to ensure that my 
confiden tia lity  and anonymity will be protected in this research project. My name will not be attached 
to any p ap ers  o r  published results based on this research and  no one will be able to identify my 
in fo rm ation  because code num bers will be used instead o f  m y  name. My information will never be 
looked a t by itself, it will only be looked at along with other participants’ information (that is, as a 
group). I understand that, if  I sign this consent form, the consent form will be kept separate from my 
in fo rm ation  so the two caim ot be connected.

Tire results o f  this study will be used for Tavi W alker’s doctoral dissertation. In addition, the findings o f  
this research will be shared w ith Youth Forensic Psychiatric Services and m ay be published in a scholarly 
journal. .Any information collected for this study will be kept in a locked filing cabinet in a locked room. 
Only the researcher, her supervisor (Dr. M. Ehrenberg), and her assistants (Sue Larke, Harpreet Aulakh, 
and Louise Penkman) will have access to the research data. T he data will be destroyed after 7 years, 
according to the guidelines o f  the Canadian Psychological A ssociation.

I understand that I can call Tavi Walker (721-8589) or her supervisor. Dr. Marion Ehrenberg (721-8771) 
if  I have any questions or concerns about the study. By signing below, I  give my permission that the 
information obtained during the Youth Forensic Psychiatric Services assessment may be used fo r the 
Attachment Style in Young Offenders Study.

SIGNATURE: ________________________________________________________________________

DATE:
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Appendix B: C onsent Form for Parents and G uardians

YOUTH FORENSIC PSYCHIATRIC SERVICES DEPARTMENT O F PSYCHOLOGY
M INISTRY FOR C H ILD R EN  AND FAM ILIES UNIV ERSITY O F VICTORIA
946 M EARES ST., VICTORIA, B.C. V8V 3J4 P.O. BO X  3050, VICTORIA, B.C. V8VV 3P5
TELEPHONE: (250) 387-2830 TELEPH O N E: (250) 721-8589

ATTACHMENT STYLE IN YOUNG OFFENDERS STUDY

CONSENT FORM - Parent/Guardian

I understand that this research project is a study o f  young people who com m it crim e and their im portant 
relationships w ith o ther people. In this study, inform ation is being collected about yoimg peop le 's  feelings 
and beliefs about o ther people and about themselves, early childhood experiences, and crim inal activities.
It is hoped that the results o f  this research project w ill contribute to our understanding o f  how best to treat 
and prevent adolescent crim inal behavior. This study is being conducted  by  T avi W alker, a doctoral 
student at University o f  Victoria, for a graduate degree.

I agree that m y child/w ard may participate in this study by giving my perm ission that the inform ation 
obtained during the assessm ent conducted by Y outh Forensic Psychiatric Services also be used for the 
research project described above. I understand that, if  I choose not to allow the information obtained 
from  th is assessment to be used for research purposes, this decision will make no difference either to 
the re su lts  o f  th e  assessment or to the way my family and I are treated by the criminal justice system. 
That is, I understand that m y participation is com pletely voluntary . I also understand that I m ay withdraw  
my perm ission at any time, w ithout explanation, w ith no negative consequences. There are no costs or 
benefits to me as a result o f  participating in this study.

I understand that m y child/w ard is taking part in an  assessm ent w ith Y outh Forensic Psychiatric Services at 
the request o f  their probation officer or the crim inal court system . As such, I imderstand that the 
inform ation obtained during the assessment will not be kept confidential (private), but m ay be m ade 
available to individuals w orking w ithin the crim inal justice  system . H ow ever, several steps will be taken to 
ensure that m y ch ild /w ard 's confidentiality and anonymity will be protected in this research project. My 
c h ild /w a rd 's  name will not be attached to any papers or published results based on this research and 
no one w ill be able to identify my child/ward’s information because code num bers will be used instead 
o f names. My child/ward's information will never be looked at by itself, it will only be looked at 
along with other participants’ information (that is, as a group). I understand that, if  I sign this consent 
form, the  consent form will be kept separate from my child/ward’s information so the two caim ot be 
connected.

The results o f  this study will be used for Tavi W alker’s doctoral dissertation. In addition, the findings o f  
this research will be shared with Y outh Forensic Psychiatric Services and m ay be published in a scholarly 
journal. .Any inform ation collected for this study w ill be kept in a locked filing cabinet in a locked room. 
Only the researcher, her supervisor (Dr. M. Ehrenberg), and her assistants (Sue Larke, Harpreet Aulakh, 
and Louise Penkman) will have access to the data. The data will be destroyed after 7 years, according to 
the guidelines o f  the C anadian Psychological Association.

1 understand that I can call Tavi Walker (721-8589) or her supervisor. Dr. Marion Ehrenberg (721-8771) 
if I have any  questions or concerns about the study. By signing below, I  give my permission that the 
information obtained during the Youth Forensic Psychiatric Services assessment with my child/ward may 
be used fo r  the Attachment Style in Young Offenders Study.

SIGNATURE: ________________________________________________________________________

D.ATE:
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Appendix C: Participant Debriefing

YOUTH FORENSIC PSYCHIATRIC SERVICES DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY
M INISTRY FOR CHILDREN AND FA M ILIES UNIVERSITY OF VICTORIA
946 M EARES ST., VICTORIA, B.C. V 8V  3J4 P.O. BOX 3050, V ICTO RIA , B.C. V8W  3P5
TELEPHONE: (250) 387-2830 TELEPHONE; (250) 721 -8589

Dear Research Participant:

Thank you for agreeing that the inform ation from  your assessment may also be used  for research purposes. 
.As you know, you were asked questions about your views o f  your relationships w ith  your parents and your 
friends. We are trying to learn how young peop le’s relationships impact on their decisions about criminal 
activities. Rather than relying only on our beliefs, we also wanted to learn how Y O U  thought your 
relationships might o r might not be connected to your behaviors.

Please rem em ber what we explained to you before you agreed that we could use yoiu: assessm ent 
inform ation for our research project. Your inform ation is completely ANON Y M O U S. T hat is, the 
inform ation you provided is entered into our com puter data base only as num bers and  w ithout your name 
ever being attached to it. In addition, once the inform ation you shared with us has been  entered into the 
com puter, there will be no way for us to know  w ho said it. O ur goal is to learn as m uch as possible about 
young people 's opinions IN GENERAL. W e think that the best way o f  going about this is by talking to 
young people one at a time.

Som etim es being asked about your family history and your relationships can leave you with questions or 
feelings that you m ay wish to discuss w ith som eone. I f  you wish to speak with som eone about these 
issues, you might consider speaking with a friend or family member, or talking to one o f  the mental health 
workers at Youth Forensics Psychiatric Services. You should also know that you can  telephone the 
V ictoria Needs Crisis and Inform ation Line at any time for further advice, inform ation, and resources that 
may be useful to you (tel. 386-6323).

I f  you have any questions at all regarding the study please feel free to ask the tester o r call the person in 
charge o f  the research, Tavi W alker at 721-8589.

Thank you again for your time and effort!

Tavi W alker, M.A. 
Doctoral Student in 
Clinical Psychology
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Appendix P : Chart Review Coding
ID Code N um ber 

Date o f  Coding 
Coder

Delinquency & Attachment Study - File Coding

Demographies and Basic Background Information

1. Gender: F M

2. Birthdate: / / Age:_____ years____ m onths (round up if  >15 days)
(m onth) (day) (year)

3. Ethnicity: Caucasian Black East Indian Native

Oriental Other (Specify:_________________ )

4. W echsler Intelligence Quotient: Full Scale________  VIQ________  PIQ

5. Father's  occupation:_____________________ _Father 2 occupation'.^

6. M other's  occupation: Mother 2 occupation:

7. Highest level o f  education father completed:_ Father 2 education:

S. Highest level o f  education mother completed:

9. H ighest level o f  education youth completed:__

10. Is youth currently attending school?

N

Mother 2 education:

M ainstream  
A lternative 
C orrespondence 
O ther {specify:__

Family Background

I . W here is young person currently living (or, i f  currently in jail, living before incarcerated?)
___________ With both parents
___________ With mother
___________ With father
___________ With mother and stepfather
___________ With father and stepm other
___________ With other relatives
___________ With foster parents
___________ With friends
___________ In group home
___________ On own
___________ O ther (specify:_________________________)



2. Has either biological parent died?

N
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Y Which parent? M F
How old w as youth w hen parent died?

3. How many brothers and/or sisters does youth have?.
full brothers  half-brothers

half-sistersfull sisters
stepbrothers 
stepsisters__

W here does youth fit in among the children in the family?
the only child   the oldest child  the youngest child
som ewhere in the middle a twm

4. Does the youth have any children o f  their own? 

N

V ----------------------------  H ow  m any?___ In their care? V N  Som e Access O nly

5. W ere biological parents ever m arried? N Y 

Did biological parents ever separate N  Y
{ I f  Yes) How old was youth  at the time?

vears

Did youth spend any time in a single parent family?
No Y e s  Which parent? M F Both

From age:________ to age:_______

Did parents get back together 
Did parents get a divorce 
Did either parent get remarried/' 

live com m on law

N  Y 
N Y 
N  Y

_years
vears

_years (first time)

W hich parent? M F B oth How m any times? m other father
Did youth spend any time liv ing w ith parent and stepparent?
No Yes  From age:________ to age:________  W ho w ith? M & SF F &  SM Both

Did a stepsibling jo in  family 
Did rem arried parents break up

N  Y 
N Y

_years
_years

6. Was there a lot o f  conflict in paren ts’ relationships? {Code "yes " i f  lots o f fighting bern een parents 
noted in file.)

N Y

7. Did youth ever wimess any family violence? {Code "yes " i f  youth ever saw one family member commit 
a physically violent act against another, outside o f  disciplinary spanking o f  a child.)

N Y  W ho was abused? W ho was the perpetrator?
How old was the youth? 
How long did it occur? _
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S. W as youth ever physically abused? (Code "yes” i f  youth was ever excessively or inappropriately 
physically punished or assualted.)

N  Y  W ho was the perpetrator?____________  How old w as the youth?_______
H ow  long did  it occur?_______

9. Was the youth ever sexually abused? (Code "yes" i f  youth was ever forced into unwanted sexual 
contact or engaged in sexual activity with someone more than 3 years their senior.)

N Y  W ho was the perpetrator?____________  How old w as the youth?_______
How long did it occur?_______

10. Was the youth ever placed in foster care?

N Y  At what age ?_________ U ntil w hat age?__________

11. W as the youth ever separated from  prim ary caregiver for m ore than a few  weeks while growing up? 
(Primary caregiver = custodial parent or other individual in who's care the youth was placed in at the 
time.)

N Y  At w hat age?_________
W hy? ______________________________________________________________________

12. D escribe the am ount o f  contact betw een youth and m other;
Before age 5: Before age 10: Before age 15:

Current:
daily  1 1 1 1
several tim es a week 2 2 2 2
once a week 3 3 3 3
at least once a m onth 4 4 4 4
at least once a year 5 5 5 5
no contact 6 6 6 6

13. D escribe the am ount o f  contact betw een youth and father:
Before age 5: Before age 10: Before age 15:

Current:
daily 1 1  1 1
several tim es a week 2 2 2 2
once a week 3 3 3 3
at least once a m onth 4 4 4 4
at least once a year 5 5 5 5
no contact 6 6 6 6

14. Has any parent figure been diagnosed with a m ental illness?

N Y  W ho?_____________  W hat illness?________________________________________
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15. Has any parent figure been arrested on crim inal charges?

N' Y  W ho?______________ WTiat charge?_______________________________________________________

16. Is anything else striking in this file w ith respects to family background or early  childhood experiences? 

N' V  Describe. _________ ________

C rim in a l H istory ;

1. W hat is the current charge related to the referral to \T P S ?_

2. Have any violent crim es been noted in the file?

X Y ------ Describe.___________________________ _______

3. Have any sexual crim es been noted in the file? 

N Y ----- Describe. ___

4. How m any times has the youth been arrested?

5. How old was the youth at first arrest?________



90

Appendix E: Relationship Questionnaire

RQ

Following are descriptions o f  four general relationship styles that people often report. “General
relationship style” sim ply refers to how  you act and feel in your relationships w ith people.

1 ) Please read each description and circle the letter beside the style that
best describes you or is closest to the way you generally are in your close 
relationships. Please read all four descriptions before m aking your choice.

.A) It is easy for me to get close to others. 1 am com fortable trusting o ther people and having
them trust me. 1 don 't worry about being alone or having others not accept me.

B) I am uncomfortable getting close to others. 1 want close relationships, but I find it 
difficult to trust others completely, o r to count on them. I w orry that I will be hurt i f  I 
allow m yself to becom e too close to others.

C) I want to be com pletely close to others, but I often find that others d o n ’t want to get as 
close as 1 would like. I am  uncomfortable being without close relationships, and 1 
sometimes worry that others don't care about me as much as 1 care about them.

D) 1 am comfortable w ithout close relationships. It is im portant to me to feel independent 
and like 1 can take care o f  myself, and I prefer not to coimt on
others or have others count on me.

Please make sure that you have circled one o f  the choices 
above before going on to the next page.
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2) Please rate each o f  the relationship styles according to how much you
think each description m atches your relationship style.

A) It is easy for me to get close to others. I am  com fortable trusting o ther people and having 
them  trust me. I don 't w orry about being alone o r having others not accept me.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
not at all som ew hat very m uch
like me like m e like me

B) 1 am  uncom fortable getting close to others. I w ant close relationships, but 1 find it 
d ifficult to trust others completely, or to count on them. I w orry that 1 will be hurt i f  1 
allow  m yself to becom e too close to others.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
not at all som ew hat very m uch
like me like m e like me

C) 1 w ant to be com pletely close to others, but I o ften  find that others d o n 't want to get as 
c lose as 1 w ould like. I am  uncomfortable being w ithout close relationships, and 1 
som etim es w orry that others don't care about m e as m uch as I care about them.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
not at all som ew hat very m uch
like me like m e like me

D) 1 am  com fortable without close relationships. It is im portant to me to feel independent 
and like 1 can take care o f  myself, and I prefer not to count on
others or have others count on me.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
not at all som ew hat very m uch
like me like m e like me
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3 ) Please think o f  the closest firiend you have right now  (no t including your boyfriend or
girlfriend, if  you have one), and  rate each o f  the relationship styles according to how  m uch each 
o f  the four styles listed below  m atches the way you are in that relationship.

A) It is easy for m e to get close to my friend. I am  com fortable trusting m y friend and 
having m y friend trust me. I don't w orry about being aw ay from  my friend o r having my 
friend not accept me.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
not at all som ew hat very much
like me like m e like me

B) I am uncom fortable getting close to my friend. I want a close friendship, but 1 find it
difficult to trust m y friend completely, or to count on my friend. 1 worry that 1 will be 
hurt if  1 allow m y se lf to become too close to m y friend.

1 2  3 4  5 6 7
not at all som ew hat very much
like me like m e like me

C) 1 want to be com pletely close to my friend, bu t I often find that m y friend d o esn 't want to
get as close as 1 w ould like. 1 am uncom fortable not being close to my friend, and 1 
sometimes w orry that my friend doesn't care about me as m uch as 1 care about my friend.

1 2  3 4  5 6 7
not at all som ew hat very much
like me like m e like me

D) 1 am com fortable w ithout close friendships. It is important to me to feel independent and 
like 1 can take care o f  myself, and 1 prefer not to depend on  m y friend or have m y friend 
depend on me.

1 2  3 4  5 6 7
not at all som ew hat very much
like me like m e like me
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4) Please think o f  your relationship with your father, and rate each o f  the relationship styles
according to how m uch each o f  the four styles matches the way you are in that relationship.

A) It is easy for m e to get close to m y father. I am  comfortable coim ting on  m y father and 
having my father coimting on me. 1 don't w orry about being aw ay from  m y father or 
having my father no t accept me.

1

I

not at all 
like me

3

3
4

4

somewhat 
like me

5

5
6

6

7

7
very m uch 

like me

Father

Father!

B) 1 am uncom fortable getting close to my father. I want to be close to m y father, but 1 find 
it difficult to trust him  com pletely, or to depend on him. I w orry that I will be hurt if  1 
allow m yself to becom e too close to m y father.

1

/

not at all 
like me

3

i
4

4

somewhat 
like me

5

5
6

6

7

7

very m uch 
like me

Father

Father!

C) 1 want to be com pletely close to my father, but I often find that he does not want to get as 
close as 1 w ould like. I am  uncom fortable not being close to him , and I sometimes worry 
that my father doesn’t care about me as m uch as I care about him.

1

/

not at all 
like me

3

3
4

4

somewhat 
like me

5

5
6

6

Father

Father!

very m uch 
like me

D) I am com fortable not being close to my father. It is important to m e to feel independent 
and like 1 can take care o f  myself, and I prefer not to count on m y father or have my 
father count on me.

1

/

not at all
like me

3

3
4

4

somewhat 
like me

5

5

6
6

7

7

very much
like me

Father

Father!
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5) Please th ink  o f  your relationship with your mother, and rate each o f  the relationship styles 
accord ing  to how much each o f  the four styles m atches the way you are in that relationship.

A) It is easy for me to get close to m y m other. I am  com fortable depending on m y m other 
and having m y m other depend on m e. I don 't w orry about being away from  m y m other 
or having my m other not accept me.

1

/

not a t a ll 
like me

2
7

3

3

4

4

somewhat 
like me

5

5

6

6

7

7

very m uch 
like m e

Mother

Mother2

B) I am  uncom fortable getting close to m y m other. I w ant to be close to m y m other, but I 
find it hard to trust my mother com pletely, or to count on  my mother. I w orry that I will 
be hurt if  I allow m yself to become too close to m y mother.

1

/

not at a ll 
like me

2
7

3

3

4

4

somewhat 
like me

6

6

1

7

very m uch 
like me

.Mother

Mother!

C) 1 want to be completely close to m y m other, but 1 often find that she does not want to get 
as close as 1 would like. 1 am uncom fortable not being close to my m other, and 1 
sometimes worry that she doesn't care about me as m uch as 1 care about her.

1

/

not at a ll 
like me

3

3

4

4

somewhat 
like me

5

5

6

6

7

7

very m uch 
like m e

Mother

Mother!

D) 1 am comfortable not being close to m y mother. It is im portant to me to feel independent 
and like 1 can take care o f  myself, and 1 prefer not to count on my m other or have my 
m other count on me.

1

/

not at all
like me

4

4

somewhat 
like me

6

6

7

7

very much
like me

Mother

Mother!
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6) Please th ink o f  your romantic partner and rate each o f  the relationship styles according to how 
much each o f  the four styles matches the way you are in that relationship.

A) It is easy for m e to get close to my partner. I am  com fortable trusting m y partner and 
having my partner trust me. I don't worry about being  aw ay from  m y partner or having 
m y partner not accept me.

1
not at all 
like me

som ew hat 
like me

very much 
like me

B) I am  uncom fortable getting close to my partner. I w ant a  close rom antic relationship, but 
I find it difficult to trust my partner com pletely, o r  to  count on m y paitner. I worry that 1 
w ill be hurt i f  1 allow  m yself to become too close to  m y partner.

1
not at all 
like me

som ew hat 
like me

very much 
like me

C) I w ant to be com pletely close to my partner, but I often  find that my partner doesn’t want 
to get as close as I would like. I am uncom fortable not being close to m y partner, and 1 
som etim es w orry that my partner doesn't care abou t m e as m uch as I care about my 
partner.

1
not a t all 
like me

som ew hat 
like me

7
very much 

like me

D) I am  com fortable w ithout close romantic relationships. It is im portant to me to feel
independent and like 1 can take care o f  myself, and I p refer not to depend on my partner 
or have m y parm er depend on me.

1
not at all
like me

4
som ew hat 

like me
very much

like me
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Appendix F: Important People Questionnaire

Your Relationships with Your Mother & Father. This questionnaire asks about your 
relationships with your Mother and Father. Obviously, there are no right or wrong answers— 
only opinions. Please read each item and then circle the number between 1 and 5 that tells how 
true the statement is for you now, with respects to your biological Mother (Mother), your other 
Mother-like figure {Mother 2), your biological Father (Father), and your other Father-like figure 
{Father 2). If there are no figures in your life, besides your biological parents, who act as 
parents (e.g., foster parents, step-parents), please leave the Mother 2 and Father 2 lines blank.

Almost 
Never or 

Never

Not
Very
Often

Some
times Often

Almost 
Always or 

Always
True True True True

1
True

1
1. 1 can tell this person anything. 1

1
2

1
3

I
4

1
5 Mother

/ 2 3 4 5 Mother 2

1 2 3 4 5 Father

/ 2 3 4 5 Father 2

2. Long separations from this person 1 2 3 4 5 Mother

are distressing to me. I 2 3 4 5 Mother 2

1 2 3 4 5 Father

/ 2 3 4 5 Father 2

3. This person would do almost 1 2 3 4 5 Mother

anything for me. / 2 3 4 5 Mother 2

1 2 3 4 5 Father

/ 2 3 4 5 Father 2

4. 1 can turn to this person for advice. 1 2 3 4 5 Mother

/ 2 3 4 5 Mother 2

1 2 3 4 5 Father

/ 2 3 4 5 Father 2

5. Tm not with this person 1 2 3 4 5 Mother

I long for them. / 2 3 4 5 Mother 2

1 2 3 4 5 Father

/ 2 3 4 5 Father 2
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Almost 
Never or 

Never 
True

I

6. I know I can always count on this 

person to be there for me.

7. I turn to this person for

reassurance when I’m upset.

8. I miss this person when I’m not 

with them.

9. This person's encouragement 

helps me to do my best.

10. I can really be myself around 

this person.

11. I don’t spend time thinking 

about this person when we’re 

apart.

Not
Very
Often
True

1

Some
times
True

1

Almost 
Always or 

Often Always
True

1

True
I

2 3 4 5 .Mother

2 3 4 5 Mother 2

2 3 4 5 Father

2 3 4 5 Father 2

2 3 4 5 Mother
2 3 4 Mother 2

2 3 4 5 Father
2 3 4 J Father 2

2 3 4 5 Mother

2 3 4 5 Mother 2

2 3 4 5 Father
2 3 4 5 Father 2

2 3 4 5 Mother
2 3 4 5 Mother 2

2 3 4 5 Father

2 3 4 5 Father 2

2 3 4 5 Mother
2 3 4 J Mother 2

2 3 4 5 Father
2 3 4 i Father 2

2 3 4 5 Mother
2 3 4 J Mother 2

2 3 4 5 Father

2 3 4 5 Father 2
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Almost 
Never or 

Never 
True

1

12. This person truly has confidence 1

Not
Very
Often
True

1

2

Some
times
True

1

3

Often
True

I

4

Almost 
Always or 

Always 
True

1

5 Mother

in me and my abilities. I 2 3 4 5 Mother 2

1 2 3 4 5 Father

/ 2 3 4 5 Father 2

13. This person has difficulty 1 2 3 4 5 Mother

supporting me when Tm / 2 3 4 5 Mother 2

upset. 1 2 3 4 5 Father

/ 2 3 4 5 Father 2

14. I like to spend time with 1 2 3 4 5 Mother

this person. / 2 3 4 5 Mother 2

1 2 3 4 5 Father

I 2 3 4 5 Father 2

15. This person doesn’t realize 1 2 3 4 5 Mother

if I'm  upset or worried. I 2 3 4 5 Mother 2

1 2 3 4 5 Father

I 2 3 4 5 Father 2

16. I go out o f my way to see 1 2 3 4 5 Mother

this person often. / 2 3 4 5 Mother 2

1 2 3 4 5 Father

I 2 3 4 5 Father 2

17.1 expect to have a relationship 1 2 3 4 5 Mother

with this perons for the rest o f I 2 3 4 J Mother 2

my life. 1 2 3 4 5 Father

/ 2 3 4 5 Father 2
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IS. I am comfortable going long

Almost 
Never or 

Never 
True 

1

1

Not
Very
Often
True

1

2

Some
times
True

1

3

Often
True

1

4

Almost 
Always or 

Always 
True 

1

5 Mother

periods without seeing this I 2 3 4 5 Mother 2

person. 1 2 3 4 5 Father

/ 2 3 4 5 Father 2

19. I find I really do not miss this 1 2 3 4 5 Mother

person when we are apart. / 2 3 4 5 Mother 2

1 2 3 4 5 Father

/ 2 3 4 5 Father 2

20. This person respects my feelings. 1 2 3 4 5 Mother

/ 2 3 4 5 Mother 2

1 2 3 4 5 Father

I 2 3 4 5 Father 2

21.1 wish I had a different parent. 1 2 3 4 5 Mother

/ 2 3 4 5 Mother 2

1 2 3 4 5 Father

/ 2 3 4 5 Father 2

22. This person can tell when Tm 1 2 3 4 5 Mother

upset about something. I 2 3 4 5 Mother 2

1 2 3 4 5 Father

I 2 3 4 5 Father 2

23. Talking over my problems with 1 2 3 4 5 Mother

this person makes me feel 1 2 3 4 5 Mother 2

ashamed or foolish. 1 2 3 4 5 Father

/ 2 3 4 5 Father 2
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Almost 
Never or 

Never

Not
Very
Often

Some
times Often

Almost 
Always or 

Always
True

1
True

1
True

1
True

1
True

1

24. This person has their own 1 2 3 4 5 Mother

problems so I don’t bother them / 2 3 4 5 Mother 2

with mine. 1 2 3 4 5 Father

I 2 i 4 5 Father 2

25. I am angry at this person. 1 2 3 4 5 Mother

/ 2 3 4 5 Mother 2

1 2 3 4 5 Father

I 2 i 4 5 Father 2

26. I don’t get enough attention from 1 2 3 4 5 Mother

this person. / 2 3 4 5 Mother 2

1 2 3 4 5 Father

/ 2 i 4 5 Father 2

27. I trust this person. 1 2 3 4 5 Mother

/ 2 3 4 5 Mother 2

1 2 3 4 5 Father

/ i 4 J Father 2
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Appendix G: Interview

Date:__________
Examiner:_____
Code Number:

Juvenile Delinquency &  Attachment Style - Interview Form

The next few questionnaires that /  will ask you to complete are about some o f  the relationships you have 
with people. Before you get started on the questionnaires. I want to ask you some questions about your 
relationships.

Part 1 : Mother

1. How would you describe your relationship w ith your biological o r birth mother? {If youth is having 
difficulty answering:) W hat do you like about your mom? W hat do you dislike?

2. Is there anyone else in your life that you consider plays a m other-like role with you, like a stepm other, a 
foster mother, or o ther family member? {If yes) W ho is that? {Note relationship to youth vs. name o f
individual. )

Yes No
Specify who:

{If "no " to question 2. go to Father section)

3. What is your relationship like with this person? {Ifyouth is having difficulty answering:) W hat do you 
like about this person? W hat do you dislike?

4. Which mother figure do you think you have the most important relationship with? 

M other Stepmother Foster Mother Other {specij\’:_

Whv?
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Pan 2: Father

1. How w ould you  describe your relationship w ith your biological o r birth father? {Ifyouth is having 
difficulty answering.) W hat do you like about your father? W hat do you dislike?

2. Is there anyone else in your life that you consider plays a father-like role with you, like a stepfather, a 
foster father, o r o ther family m em ber? Who is that? {Note relationship to youth vs. name o f  individual.)

Yes No
Specif' who:

{If "no " to question 2. go to Friends section)

3. What is your relationship like with this person? { If youth is having difficulty ans^vering:) W hat do you 
like about this person? W hat do  you dislike?

4. W hich father figure do you think you have the m ost im portant relationship with?

F a th e r Stepfather Foster Father Other {specif -_________)

Whv?

Pan 3: Friends

1. A bout how m any close friends do you have right now ?

2. UTiat do you m ean when you say a close friend?

3. Do you have a best friend?
Yes No

(If "no " to question 3. go to question 5)
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4. W hat is your relationship like with your best friend? {If youth is having difficulty answering:) W hat do 
you like about this person? W hat do you dislike?

5. Do you have a boyfriend/girlfriend?
Yes No

(If "no " to question 5. go to questionnaires)

6. W hat is your relationship like with your boyfriend/girlfriend? {If youth is having difficulty^ answering:) 
W hat do you like about this person? W hat do you dislike?

Part 4: Perceptions

1. Do you think that your relationships with your parents have influenced, contributed, or changed some o f  
the difficulties you have had w ith the law?

Yes No
How so?

2. Do you think that your relationships with your friends have influenced, contributed, or changed some o f  
the difficulties you have had w ith the law?

Yes No
How so?

3. Have the difficulties y o u ’ve had with the law influenced or changed  your relationships with your 
parents?

Yes No
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How so?

4. Have the difficulties you’ve had  w ith the law influenced or changed your relationships with your
friends?

Yes No
How so?

Part 5: Behavioral Observation

1. Rate the quality  o f  the relationship (rapport) that formed between yourse lf and the young person:

1 2 3 4 5
Very Poor Poor Adequate G ood Very Good

(little or no eye contact. (some eye contact (lots o f  dialogue.
minimal conversation. and conversation) cooperation, and
may be uncooperative) interaction)

Describe in two o r three words the relationship/rapport between yourself and the young person:
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Appendix H: Reasons for Separation from Parentfsl

Percent o f  Sample who Experienced Each
Reason

Parent voluntarily lost contact with 30.4
participant following parental marital
dissolution

Biological parent not custodial parent 12.7
(i.e., participant in foster care or other home)

Parent’s career required lengthy periods 5.9
away from home (e.g.. Navy)

Participant not permitted to see parent 3.9
because of parent’s violence (e.g., family 
on run from father)

Parent in psychiatric hospital 2.0

Participant unable to see custodial parent 2.0
because abducted by other parent
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Appendix f: Additional Adverse Events Concerning Participant and Family

Percent o f  Sample who Experienced Other Adversity

Serious neglect or emotional 19.6
abuse o f participant

Unusual number o f  moves 16.7

Serious illness o f  participant (e.g., head injury) 13.7

Serious physical illness o f  family 10.8
member (e.g., cancer)

Unusual circumstances around birth (e.g., mother 9.8
a teen, birth conceived as rape, told grandmother 
was mother)

Multiple separations and reunions o f parents 7.8

Traumatic/violent death o f family member 5.9
(e.g., father murdered)

Family on run from father or father figure 5.9

Parent committed/attempted suicide 4.9

Death o f sibling 2.9

Abducted by parent 2.0

Mother raped when participant a child 1.0

Both parents allegedly involved in satanic rituals 1.0

Participant never lived with any one family for more 1.0
than a year or two




