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Abstract:

Objectives: To assess family cohesion for juvenile delinquents, assess family cohesion of non
delinquent juvenile, and to identify the difference between juvenile delinquent and non-delinquent,
and find the difference in family cohesion ratio to some specifications demographic of the event
delinquent such as age, education level, place of residence, house ownership, social status, size family,
with who juvenile live.

Methodology: The study carried out on a purposive “non probability” sample of (100) delinquents’
juveniles were selected from a Reformation schools for boys in Baghdad City. And 100 subjects who
were non delinquents juvenile was selected from general population who living in the same area of
residence of cases (from the neighbors of cases). A questionnaire is constructed for the purpose of the
present study which is distributed across 2 main parts. Part one included the demographic
characteristics of juvenile and their parent, and part two included 16 domains of family context. The
family cohesion domain consists of 5 items. The overall items which were included in the
questionnaire of this article are 42 items. Validity and reliability of the questionnaire were determined
through the review of a panel of experts and the pilot study. Data were collected through the period
from September 2nd 2011 to October 2nd 2011. It was analyzed through the descriptive statistics
(frequency, percentage, and mean of score) and inferential statistics.

Results: The results revealed that were no significant difference was found in juvenile delinquents’
family cohesion domain with regard to their demographic characteristics. Also there were highly
significant differences between delinquents and non delinquents with regard to their family cohesion.
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Conclusion: The study concluded that juvenile delinquency is a serious problem facing families of
children. Where family cohesion plays an important role in the community of this problem and put the
juveniles in trouble with the law because of their behavior, as evidenced by this study, that the
instability of the family and family problems play an important role in the occurrence of this problem.

Recommendation: Preparation and implementation of training programs on juvenile deinquency for
primary school teachers and secondary school to enable them to educate their students about the
problem of juvenile delinquency. Dealing with the adolescent as a human being with dignity and
provide a decent life, peace and security and seeking to better living conditions for growth. University
of Baghdad, College of Nursing, Psychiatric and Mental Health Nursing.
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INTRODUCTION:

Families are one of the strongest socializing forces in life. They teach children to
control unacceptable behavior, and to respect the rights of others; conversely,
families can teach children aggressive, antisocial, and violent behavior (Wright and
Wright, 2009). Juvenile delinquency is one of the biggest problems in any society
today, the rising divorce rate, increase in teen pregnancy, and Prevalence of single-
parent households has caused the definition of family to take on several new
meanings, obviously something is going on in today’s society if more and more
children are committing delinquent crimes (Wright and Wright, 2009). The parents
of delinquents either fail to give their sons any supervision at all or tend to
discipline them in a severe, contrary to the usual opinion, children raised under a
regime of strict but inconsistent discipline have the highest incidence of
delinquency, in general; delinquents come from homes that offer them a portrait of
human relationships full of conflict and strife, they learn to view the world with
suspicion and to conceive of other human beings as threatening, punitive, and
aggressive.If the family resides in an area characterized by a delinquent sub-culture,
the child not unnaturally turns to the gang as a cure for his frustrations, peers with
more coercive interpersonal styles tend to become involved with each other, and
this relationship is assumed to increase the likelihood of being involved in
delinquent behavior, thus understanding the nature of relationships within the
family, to include family adaptability, cohesion, and satisfaction, provides more
information for understanding youth (Oltmanns, and Emery, 1998).The
cohesiveness of the family successfully predicted the frequency of delinquent acts
for non-traditional families (Matherne and Adrian, 2001). The present study
attempts to assess family cohesion upon juvenile delinquency. Such an assessment
may provide baseline information about the problem and find out the solutions to
decreases the prevalence of this problem in our society to protect the health, safety,
and quality of life for all, especially children and adolescents.

Objectives. To assess family cohesion for juvenile delinquents, assess family
cohesion of non delinquent juvenile, and to identify the difference between juvenile
delinquent and non-delinquent, and find the difference in family cohesion ratio to
some specifications demographic of the event delinquent such as age, education
level, place of residence, house ownership, social status, size family, with who
juvenile live.

METHODOLOGY:

Design of the study: A case - control study was conducted at (2) Reformatory
schools distributed throughout Baghdad City. One Reformatory school in Al-
Shaljea for juveniles and early adolescents from age 9-15 years old and another
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Reformatory school in Al- Gaiffer for late adolescents from age 16- 18 years old.
Both schools are located in Al- Karkh Sector of Baghdad.

These schools may be the most appropriate setting in which subjects of the study
can be found. A purposive “non probability” sample of (100) delinquents’ juveniles
were selected from a Reformation schools, and 100 of non- delinquents juveniles
who were matched with them from general population who living in the same area
of residence of cases (from the neighbors of cases). A questionnaire is constructed
for the purpose of the present study through:

1. Review of relevant literature and studies.

2. Previous studies scales, which are:

a. Effect of family structure on juvenile delinquency scale (Doggett, 2005).

b. A study of Socio- Economic Background of Juvenile delinquency (Mohammad,
1992).

c. Family functioning subscales (Bloom, 2006).

d. Family assessment device (Epstein et al., 2005).

The overall questionnaire includes two parts, part one the demographic
characteristics which composed of 37 items, and part two the section of family
context which compromised of 16 domain, the family cohesion domain consist of
of (5) positive and negative items, the positive items are: (1, 2, 4) and the negative
items are: (3, 5). which are concerned with the measurement of family cohesion.
Issue rated on 4 levels type likert scale for the positive items, 4 for “strongly
agree”, 3 for “agree”, 2 for “don’t agree”, andl for “strongly don’t agree”. So far
the negative items were scored and rated on the same scale, 4 for “strongly don’t
agree”, 3 for “don’t agree”, 2 for “agree”, and 1 for “strongly agree”. The overall
questionnaire of this article is composed of 42 items.In order to test the validity of
the questionnaires, instruments were forwarded to the panel of experts (20 experts)
in different fields for their opinion and suggestions to investigate the clarity and
adequacy of items, Then the questionnaire was considered valid after taking into
consideration their suggestions and recommendation for modification. A pilot study
was carried out for the period of August 8th 2011 to August 30th 2011 and
conducted on 10 delinquents’ juveniles who were selected from the Reformatory
school in Baghdad City for the purpose of the questionnaire reliability
determination. Estimates of The reliability were determined through the use of split
— half technique. The result revealed that the split- half technique for the section of
family cohesion internal scale was r = 0.88.A semi-structured interview technique
was used for data collection through the period from September 2nd 2011 to
October 2nd 2011.

Data collection:

Data were collected through the use of the constructed questionnaire; delinquents’
juveniles fill the questionnaire as semi- structured interview after receiving the
information and instructions required from the investigator to filling the
questionnaire and the investigator stay with juvenile in the room during process of
data collection.

Data analysis

Data was analyzed through the application of the following statistical data analysis
approaches:1. Descriptive statistical data analysis approach was used for
determining the  following measurements:
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a. Frequencies (F)

b. Percentages (%)

c. Mean of Score (MS)

A mean of score concerning section of family context, greater than 3 was
considered highly significant, from 2 -3 was considered significant, while it was
non-significant when the scores was less than 2.

d. Standards deviations (SD)

e. Statistical table.

2. Inferential statistical data analysis approach:
This approach was performed through the application of the following method:

a) Cronbach alpha correlation co-efficient

Alpha correlation co-efficient was employed for the determination of the
questionnaire’s internal consistency and reliability. The correlation coefficient was
computed through:

b) t- test:Is used to compare between groups in regard age, level of education, place
of residence and comparative between the cases and control group in regarding to
family context domain (Polit and Hangler, 1995).

c) One - way analysis of variance (ANOVA)

Was applied to determine the significant relationship of family cohesion and
delinquent’s demographic characteristic such as (age, educational level, place of
residence, ownership, social status, family size, and with whom juvenile live
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RESULTS:

Table 1. Socio-demographic characteristics of the sample

(case = 100) (control =100)
Variable No. % No. %

Age 12-13 22 22.0 22 22.0
14- 15 51 51.0 52 52.0
16- 17 27 27.0 26 26.0
Education Can’t read and write 14 14.0 14 14.0
Read and write 16 16.0 16 16.0
Primary 59 59.0 59 59.0
Intermediate 11 11.0 11 11.0
Place of Urban 71 71.0 71 71.0
residence Rural 29 29.0 29 29.0
House Private 28 28.0 47 47.0
ownership Renting 58 58.0 32 32.0
Share with another 11 11.0 21 21.0
Illegal 3 3.00 0 0.00
social status Single 92 92.0 100 100.0
Married 3 3.00 0 0.00
Widower 0 0.00 0 0.00
Divorce 2 2.00 0 0.00
Separate 3 3.00 0 0.00
Family size 1-3 7 7.00 17 17.0
4 -6 16 16.0 30 30.0
7-9 40 40.0 23 23.0
10-12 23 23.0 20 20.0
13< 14 14.0 10 10.0
Living with Both parents 38 38.0 41 41.0
Mother 22 22.0 26 26.0
Father 17 17.0 10 10.0
Biological mother and 13 13.0 15 15.0

stepfather
Biological father and 8 8.00 6 6.00

stepmother
Other guardian(s) 2 2.00 2 2.00

No. = number, % percent

The results reveal that nearly half (51%) of case and control were age 14-15 years
old, while (59%) of them have primary school educational level, whereas most of
them (71%) were live in urban area, 58% of their families were renting houses to be
residence for them, (92%) were single, 40% have 7-9 family member, 38% were
live with their two parents together. Regarding to control group, nearly half of them
have private residence and all were single, 30% of them have 4-6 family members

and 41% live with their two parents together.
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Table 2: Family context of juveniles

Case (n=100) Control (n=100)
Family context Mean SD Mean SD
domain
Cohesion 10.67 2.43 16.25 3.00
Expr essiveness 11.12 2.87 16.71 2.48
Conflict 10.59 2.48 16.37 3.09
I ntellectual 10.51 2.51 16.38 3.14
L aissez- Faire 10.70 2.48 16.30 2.98
Recr eational 10.89 2.90 16.27 3.09
Religious 10.54 2.61 16.44 3.24
Organization 10.53 2.26 16.47 3.05
Saociability 10.71 2.31 16.30 3.11
L ocus of Control 10.63 2.91 16.41 3.24
Idealization 10.42 2.43 16.38 3.11
Disengagement 10.84 2.46 16.41 2.94
Democratic 10.86 245 16.37 2.90
Problem Solving 10.75 2.33 16.04 3.16
Authoritarian 10.49 2.63 15.98 3.05
Economic 10.46 2.57 16.16 2.90
Average family 10.67 2.54 16.33 3.53
context

S.D = Standard deviation

Table (2) shows that all means in the controls were consistently much higher about

5 to 6 point in means compared to cases.

Table 3: The difference between cases and controls with regard to their family

cohesion
Variable M ean df (99) Sig. p<0.01
Cohesion / Case 10.6700 - 14.469- H.S
Cohesion / Control 16.2500

df= degree of freedom, Sig = significance

Table (3) reveals that there were highly significant difference between cases and
controls with regard to their family cohesion at p < 0.01.

Table4: Analysis of variance for Juvenile delinquents family cohesion with

regard to their age groups

At Source Sum of df Mean F Sig.p
of squares square <
variance 0.05
Between 5.468 2 2.734
Cohe Groups 0.457 0.635
sion Within 580.642 97 5.986 N.S
Groups

df= degree of freedom, Sig = significance
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Table (4) reveals that there were no significant differences in Juvenile delinquents’
family cohesion with regard to their age groups at p< 0.05.

Table5: Analysis of variance for Juvenile delinquents family cohesion with
regard to their educational level

At Sour ce of Sum of df M ean F Sig.p<
variances square square 0.05
Cohesion Between 17.242 3 5.747 0.970 0.410
Groups N.S
Within 568.868 96 5.926
Groups

df= degree of freedom, Sig = significance

Table (5) show that there were no significant differences in Juvenile delinquents’
family cohesion with regard to their educational level at p< 0.05.

Table 6: Analysis of variance for Juvenile delinquents family cohesion with
regard to their residence

At Sour ce of Sum of df Mean F Sig.
variance square square p<
0.05
Cohesion Between 0.287 1 0.287 0. 0.
Groups 048 827
N.S
Within 585.823 98 5.978
Groups

df= degree of freedom, Sig = significance

Table (6) indicates that there were no significant differences in Juvenile
delinquents’ family cohesion with regard to their residence at p< 0.05.

Table7: Analysisof variance for Juvenile delinquents family cohesion with
regard to their house owner ship

At Source Sum of df Mean F Sig.p<

of square square 0.05

variance

Cohesion Between 30.343 3 10.114
Groups 1.747 0.163
N.S
Within 555.767 96 5.789
Groups

df= degree of freedom, Sig = significance

Table (7) reveals that there were no significant differences in Juvenile delinquents’
family cohesion with regard to their ownership at p< 0.05.
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Table 8: Analysisof variance for Juvenile delinquents family cohesion with

regard to their social status

At Source Sum of df Mean F Sig.
of square square p<
variance 0.05
Cohesion Between 1.965 3 0.655 0.108 0.955
Groups N.S
Within 584.145 96 6.085
Groups

df= degree of freedom, Sig = significance

Table (8) indicates that there were no significant differences in Juvenile

delinquents’ family cohesion with regard to their social status at p< 0.05.

Table9: Analysisof variance for Juvenile delinquents family cohesion with
regard to number of their family members

At Source Sum of Df Mean F Sig.
of square square p<
variance 0.05
Cohesion Between 20.159 4 5.040 0.846 0.500
Groups N.S
Within 565.951 95 5.957
Groups

df= degree of freedom, Sig = significance

Table (9) reveals that there were no significant differences in Juvenile delinquents’
family cohesion with regard to number of their family members at p< 0.05.

Table 10: Analysis of variance for Juvenile delinquents family cohesion with
regard torelativethey areliving with

At Source Sum of Df Mean F Sig.
of square square p<
variance 0.05
Cohesion Between 19.205 5 3.841 0.637 0.672
Groups N.S
Within 566.905 94 6.031
Groups

df= degree of freedom, Sig = significance

Table (10) indicates that there were no significant differences in Juvenile
delinquents’ family cohesion with regard to their relative they are living with at p<
0.05.
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DISCUSSION:

The findings of the present study show that 51% of the cases and 52% of the
controls group was age between 14 — 15 years (table 1). This result comes along
with Mohammed (1992) that the majority 54.4% of the study sample were age
between 14 — 15 years old. Regarding educational levels, the majority of the sample
59% of both case and control group have primary school graduate (table 1). The
study of Sakir et al, (2005) reported that about 51% of the sample was not student
at the time of offence behavior. Also the study of Mohammed (1992) reported that
the majority of study has low level of education which is agreement with the
present findings.

The study results show that the majority of the sample (71%) for both case and
control group living in urban area (table 1). The study of Mohammed (1992) found
the majority of the sample (91%) is living in urban residential area Regarding to the
ownership of residence, the majority of the case (58%) of their families were
renting houses to be residence for them and the control group 47% of their families
were private houses (table 1). This result is supported by the study of Gorman et al.
(2001) which indicated that the majority of the sample has low socio-economic
status of working fathers, high percentage of jobless mothers, homeless or living at
rent home. which is consisted with the present study findings. Regarding to the
ownership of residence, the majority of the case (58%) of their families were
renting houses to be residence for them and the control group 47% of their families
were private houses (table 1). This result is supported by the study of Gorman et al.
(2001) which indicated that the majority of the sample has low socio-economic
status of working fathers, high percentage of jobless mothers, homeless or living at
rent home.

Concerning with social status, the majority of the sample case (92%) are single and
100% of control group were single (table 1) and as the investigator's point of view
this is not strange because as we know this age not suitable for marriage.

Regarding to the number of family member, the findings of present study reveal
that the most of study case (40%) came from big and extend families with 7- 9
members, and 30% of the control group come from families with 4 — 6 members
(table 2). This result supported by the study of Sakir et al (2005) that reported
most of the families were crowded and had rather low economical and educational
levels. Also supported by Mohammed (1992) which revealed that (77.2%) of the
study sample came from big and extend families with 7 or more member.

Regarding with whom juvenile live, the study results show that the majority of the
sample case (38%) and control group (41%) live with both parents, (table 1). This
result supported by study of Stephen and Susan (2004) which revealed that (3.57%)
of the sample live with biological parents.

The more important statement is that all means in the controls were consistently
much higher about 5 to 6 point compared to cases. And as the researcher’s point of
view is that the family atmosphere in juvenile cases was unfavorable compared to
the family context among juvenile controls (table 2)

Concerning the difference between cases and controls, the result of the present
study indicated that there were highly significant difference between cases and
controls with regard to their family contexts (totals and its domains) (table 3). Gary
et al. (1995) agree with the present study, they reported that there was higher
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significant difference between the non-delinquent and delinquent adolescents in all
aspects of family environment

The results of the present study illustrated that there was no significance differences
in juvenile delinquents’ family cohesion regarding their age groups (table 4). And
as the investigators point of view is that all delinquents age less than 18 years may
exposed to the same problem under risk factor.

In regard to the level of education, the finding of the study indicated that there is no
significant difference in juvenile delinquents’ family cohesion regarding their level
of education (table 5). The study of Kudirat et al. (2010) agrees with the present
study, they found that there is no significant correlation between family
environment and student level of education.

Concerning the place of residence, the result of the present study revealed that there
is no significant difference in juvenile delinquents’ family cohesion with regard to
their residence (table 6). The study of Homoud, (2011) agrees with the present
study, he showed that there was no significant difference between urban and rural
adolescents in total delinquency; and as the investigator’s point of view is that all
juveniles in this sample may expose to the same problem in all regional areas.

In regard to the ownership, the finding of the study indicated that there is no
significant difference in juvenile delinquents’ family cohesion with regard to their
ownership (table 7). This result agrees with the study of Witten born (2002) he
reported that delinquent behavior in their children are not related to family
cohesion.

Concerning the social status, the result of the study indicates that there is no
significant difference in juvenile delinquents family cohesion with regard to their
juvenile social status (table 8). The study of Sakir et al, (2005) agrees with the
present study finding, they reported that there is no relationship between marital
status and juvenile delinquency.

Regarding number of family member, the results of the present study illustrated that
there were no significance differences in juvenile delinquents family cohesion with
regard to their number of family member (table 9). The study of ILongo (2009)
reported that about two-thirds of the juvenile delinquents come from homes that
exposed to the risk factor. Concerning with whom juvenile lives, the result of the
study indicates that there were no significant difference in family cohesion with
juvenile delinquency regarding with whom juvenile lives (table 10). This result
agrees with the study of Stephen and Susan (2004) reported that about 3.57% live
with biological parents, 3.28% of the subject live with single mother families, while
4.11% live with single father families, and 2.95% of subject live with mother and
step father, while 3.43% live with father and step mother, delinquency consistently
not significant in which juvenile live with.

CONCLUSION:

The study concluded that juvenile delinquency is a serious problem facing families
of children. Where family cohesion plays an important role in the community of
this problem and put the juveniles in trouble with the law because of their behavior,
as evidenced by this study, that the instability of the family and family problems
play an important role in the occurrence of this problem.
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RECOMMENDATION:

1. Educational programs about juvenile delinquency can be constructed and
implemented to primary and intermediate schoolteachers to be able to educate
their pupils.

2. Human: Works on enhancing children and adolescents’ dignity in searching for a
decent life, peace, security, and safety. It will also seek to provide better living
conditions

3. appropriate for physical, mental, spiritual, morale, and social growth; and
eliminate gender discrimination based on language, ethnicity, religion, and sect.
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