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This report was prepared for the National Institute in.support of thée
program's application for Exemplary Project status. LEAA's Exemplary
Projects Program is a systematic method of identifying outstanding
criminal justice programs throughout the country, verifying their
achievements and publicizing them widely. The goal: to encourage
widespread use of advanced criminal justice practices.

Though the project described here did not receive an exemplary desig-
nation,; it was considered a worthwhile effort that should be brought
to the attention of criminal justice planners and program administra-
tors in other communities. Since the report describes the project at
the time of the validation study, it may not reflect current program
policies, procedures or results.

-
The distribution of selected validation reports is part of the National
Institute's effort to share information on specific program developments
and to highlight important issues in program operation and evaluation.

~
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. Project Summary _ P

;

The Lieberman Family Center (LFC) is a project of the Summit County
{Ohio) Juvenile Court. The project is designed to serve youth whose
anti-social or deviant behavior is determined to-be a function of the
breakdown in family communications and interpersonal relationships.
. LFC is one of three intake services developed by the Juvenile Court
as a means of providing rehabilitative services to yoithful offenders
and minimizing their involvement in the juvenile justice system.

Youth who are referred to LFC participate with their family in a pro-
cess of short-term, goal-specific, conjoint therapy. The strategy

is based on the premise that the youth's behavior is inextiricably
dependent upon the interactions of the family members, and that in
order to treat one, all members must be involved. Attempts are made
te induce specific behavioral changes and through them, to establish
within the family the capacity .to resolve other problems that may
arise in the future. All of this is to be accomplished within a
ninety-day period. -

Determinations of project eligibility and referral to the Center are
made by members of the Intake Probation Office of the Juvenile Court.
Eligibility to participate in the program is governed by a defendant's
"score" when rated against a series of personal and familial criteria
thought to be related to amenability to family therapy. The criteria
are formally spelled out on a code sheet used by the Intake Probation
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Officer who assesses potential participants in terms of seriousness

of offense, duration of the problem leading to the court referral,
prior contact with social and legal agencies, behavior, parental and
family structure, effect demonstrated by family members, socio-economic

level, school performance, and family willingness to engage in con-
joint counseling.

&

‘The severity of a juvenile's problems cérrespchds to the'magnitude

of his score. Hence, juveniles who receive a very low score are
thought not to be in need of services and those with very high scores

‘are thought to have problems beyond the scope of the Lieberman’

capability. Where the score is in the middle ranges, however, the
juvenile is thought to be amenable to the services of the Center,

and the individual and his family may be referred for treatment. In
any given case, the cummulative score is not the exclusive determinant
of project eligibility. Subjective appraisals of individual and family
fitness for conjoint counseling are permitted, and an individual may

be referred to the Center in spite of an irregular score.

”
Furthermore, would-be participants meeting all eligibility require=~
ments but referred to the Court on Fridays and Sundays are ineligible.
This requirement was instituted in an attempt to create a statistically
cbmparable contrel group for evaluation purposes. (Unfortunately, in

‘reviewing the evaluation report it appeared that weekend referrals

might represent a higher-risk clientele. As a result-it is difficult
to draw any fixm conclusions from the experimental design.)

(

The professional staff of the center consist of the Project Supervisor,
a Suéervisor Counselor, and two Family Counselors. The Prcject Super-
visor is responsible for overall coordination of the project, and works
with consultants to develop training and research programs. The Super-—
visor Counselor carries half a regular counseling caseload, assists

the Project Supervisor in coordinating program functions, assigns cases
to the Family Counselors and monitors the course of therapy. The two

. Counselors are each responsible for a caseload that fluctuates between

fifteen and thirty; their functions include scheduling and conduct of
therapy sessions, liaison with shelter homes, and referral to appro-
priate outside service agencies. An extensive and continuing training
program operates to develop and maintain the staff's counselling
capabilities. )
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Major Project Strengths

The project is integrated into the operation of the Juvenile Court.

As one of the three "front door" services, the Lieberman Family
Center complements other court projects which focus on the problems
of the individual apart from his family. By virtue of its place-
ment the project is more responsive to the policies and administra-
tive concerns of the Judiciary and the Court Administrator. At

the same time, the project benefits from this arrangement in that

it can expect cooperation and support from other sections of the

Court.

A spirit of professionalism and commitment to the concepts of

treatment and diversion characterize the Court and the project.

At every level of the Court, the validators found administrators
who manage in accordance with the principles of management by
objective, maintain statistics on their operations, and keep up
to date with developments in the field. Moreover, the administra-
tive staff fully support treatment and diversionary alternatives

" and are quite willing to experiment with projects that promote

these goals. A particularly appealing characteristic of the court
personnel is their interest in objective analysis of their work as
a means to determine weaknesses and to make improvements. The
project supervisor shares these characteristics with his fellow
administrators. '

The trainin rogram is well conceived and executed.
g

Since the inception of the project, the counselling staff has met
weekly with a therapeutic consultant; at less frequent intervals,
workshops featuring nationally prominent family therapists have
been conducted; and twice a year staff have been able to partici-
pate in out-of-state conferences. The result of this continuous,
intensive training has been that staff are well grounded in the
theory and practical applications of counselling. Their techniques
are constantly analyzed and upgraded. In addition to the training
program, the project has developed an extensive library of psycho-
logical material.

‘The project is housed in comfortable quarters located away from

the court facility. .

Much of the project's start up costs have gone toward refurbishing
the Lieberman house and creating comfortable rooms and offices.

The relaxed setting helps put families at ease, thereby contributing
to more effective communications. At the same time, the location
away from the Juvenile Court and the Detention Home is less likely
to lead parents to believe that the result of the session will be
the incarceration of their child. Project staff believe this leaves
the parcents free to concentrate on solutions to ‘family problems.
(See below for reference to intra-court communication problems
caused in part by the residential location of the LFC.)
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Project Wecaknesscs

e Differences 'in the control and project gtoup make it difficult to

accurately assess the effectiveness of the;progect.

Age dlfferences, the possibility of different periods of exposure-
to the risk of arrest, and the ambiguities arising from the possi-
bility that weekend referrals may represent a higher-risk clientele
make it difficult to attribute any project outcome to the effect of
the treatment program.

The relationship between the LFC and the Intake Probation Offlce
is sometimes strained.

/@

Intake Probation Officers indicate that despite the score sheets,
the eligibility requirements are not always clear, the LFC sometimes
closes a case without devoting sufficient attention to it, and
reterrals should be accepted on Fridays and Sundays. At the base
of these complaints seems to be a feeling that the LFC is too remote.
Indeed, the LFC has not conducted training sessions for new Intake
Officers, and the physical location of the Center inhibits communi-
cation. The result. of the tension has been that some Officers have
held back on referrals and have been generally uncooperative in
completing the data sheets for control group members. The Project
Supervisor has begun to meet monthly with the Intake staff, but at
the time of the validation study not all problems has been resolved.
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1.0 Introduction

The Liebocrman Family Center is a project of the Summit County (Ohio)
Juvenile Court, developed in pursuit of the court's goal of providing
rehabilitative services to youthful offenders and minimizing their
involvement in the juvenile Jjustice system. It is designed to serve
all youth whose anti-social or deviant behavior is determined to be

a function of the breakdown in family communications and interpersonal
relationships. Referral to the Center is made through the Intake Pro-
bation Office of the Juvenile Court. Upon referral, the youth and his
family are engaged in a process of short-term, goal-specific, conjoint
family therapy. The strategy is based on the premise that the youth's
behavior is inextricably dependent upon the interactions of the family
members, and that in order to treat one, all members must be involved.
Attempts are made to induce specific behavioral changes and through
them, to establish within the family the capacity to resolve other
problems that may arise in the future. All of this is to be accom-
plished within a ninety-day period.

This is a report on the validation study of the Lieberman Family Center,
conducted by Abt Associates Inc., at the reguest of the National Insti-
tute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice. The study is based on a
review of the project's exemplary project submission, its grant appli-
cations submitted to the Summit County Justice Commission and the Ad-
ministration of Justice Division of the Ohic Department of Economic

and Community Development between 1972 and 1975, a sample of the
project's quarterly reports, and data collected during an on-site

vigsit to Akron, Ohio, on August 13-15, 1975. During the visit, inter-~
views were conducted with the following project principals: James J.
Telegdy, Project Supervisor; Chuck Simonson, Director of the Juvenile
Court; Myron Tarbis, Assistant Director of the Juvenile Court and
Director of Casework Services; James Phillips, Director of Psycholog-
ical Services and Administrative Consultant to the Project; Frank Her-

“nandez, Intake Supervisor; Doug Kulow, Counselor; Derothy Masilon,

Counselor; David Alexander, Assistant to Intake Supervisor; Ronald
D'Antonio, Fiscal Officer; Dr. Wray Pascoe, Case-Western Reserve Uni-
versity; and Thomas Garver, Project Evaluator. The on-site visit was
conducted by a staff member from Abt Associates Inc., and Dr. Keith
Griffiths, Director of Planning and Research of the California Youth
Authority. T

1.1 Background

In Ohio, legal responsibility for juvenile affairs is vested
in the Court of Common Pleas. Although the Court is Constitu-
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tionally created and the definitions of juvenile malfeasance are a
matter of state law, the administration of the Juvenile Court is pri-
marily a local concern. In Summit County, the Juvenile Court is a
separate division of the Common Pleas Court, funded as a separate
entity by County Commissioners and headed by an elected judge. The
judge appoints two Referees to share his caseload and fulfills his

administrative responsibilities through another appointee, the Di-
rector of Court Sexvices.

The Juvenile Court is organized to provide treatment or rehabilita-
tive services to defendants and to minimize their involvement in the
traditional court structure. The manner in which this is accomplished,
and the operation of the Lieberman Family Center as one of the mechan-
isms for accomplishing it, are best understood in the context of the
court. as a whole,

The Summit County Juvenile Court is responsible for hearing four types
of cases: dependency and neglect, juvenile traffic, unruliness, and
delinquency. Dependency and neglect cases necessarily require a ju-

- dicial hearing, and juvenile traffic cases are filed in greater number

than any other. Nevertheless, the court is oriented primarily toward
cases involving charges of unruly behavior and delinquency. Unruly
behavior cases are those involving truancy, incorrigibility, running
away, or other status offenses: delinquency cases involve charged
offenses that would be criminal if committed by an adult. During 1974,
7732 such cases were referred to the Juvenile Court. 27% of them in-
volved charges of unruliness; 73% charged delingquency.

Reférrals to the Juvenile Court may be self initiateq, or may
be the result of action taken by parents, school authorities,

or the police. In most instances the referral entails the ap-
pearance at the Court by the complaining party; police referrals
may be effected through the mail.

The complaint is brought to the Intake section of the Probation
Department. It is here that the Courts express priority for

o
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service delivery and minimal iunvolvement is actively pursued.
Intake Officers interview the defendant and at least one of his

* parents, and, on the basis of charge, previous record, and personal

characteristics, make one of four dispositions. The intake worker
may simply discuss the charge with the youth, warn and release
him. This is an option that is widely followed in the Akron

. court as a result of studies showing that somec 80% of first

referrals never return to the court, no matter what scrvice is given
or denied them. A second option is for the Intake officer to refexr
the youth to one of a number of social services available in the
Akron community. In such instances, the case is closed at the
point of secondary referral and the youth is free to pursue

the referral or not. A third option involves use of one of three
intake services developed by the Juvenile Court itself to serve
specé¢ial needs of its defendants. One service involves assigning a
student community worker to the defendant with the purpose of
helping the defendant solve immediate problems and to so modify

his behavior as to be more effective in his particular environment.
A second intake service, used mainly for younger defendants,

. matches children with community volunteers who attempt to positively

affect the child's behavior through the establishment of a warm
and supportive relationship. The third intake service is family
counseling at the Lieberman Family Center. According to the
assessment of the defendant and his situation, the Intake Officer
may refer to any one of these three intake services. Generally,
defendant involvement does not exceed ninety days in any of these
services. Cases are not closed when referred out from the Intake
Department: supervisors or counselors in each service program
are authorized to close a case if the defendant's progress in the
sexvice program warrants closure. This usually happens, although
occasionally a defendant will be found unsuited to an intake
service and be referred back to the Intake Department for further
disposition. A fourth Intake option is to ‘proceed formally with
the case by filing an affidavit and sending the case before a
Judge or Referee. Under this option, ultimate disposition lies
with the Judge, who may exercise any of the three previous options,

-put over the defendant on probation, or place him in some form

of secure custody.

The nature of the charged offeinse and the particulars of the
defendant's background are important determinants of disposition,
but the choice by the Intake Officer is strongly influenced by
the Court's expressed policy of minimizing institutional invol-
vement, This policy 1is enunciatced montlily by the head of the
Intake staff by means of quantified, disposition objectives




which are published and circulated to Intake staff to govern

" their performance. These objectives require that a certain per-

centage of cases be disposed of at the intake level by means of

‘counseling, a smaller percentage be digposed of by referral to

intake services, and that a much smaller percentage be handled
through the formal mechanism of affidavit and judicial hearing.
Differing percentages are established for cases ipvqlving defen-
dants in juvenile court for the first time, for those in the court
on a.sccond referral, and for those referred for a third offense.

As the number of prior referrals increases, the promulgated objec-
tives become relatively less insistent on diversion, but the overall
goal of minimizing penetration is never forsaken. Even where the
defendant is in court on his third vieclation, the most recent monthly
objectives require that 75% of the cases be screened out of the
formal system through one of the first three options.

Intake Probation Officers are also responsible for making decisions
regarding the placement of defendants who are unable to return home.
It i3 Court policy that a youthful defendant referred to the
Juvenile Court should be returned home, but this may he impossible
in certain instances. Where the defendant is charged with a serious
delinquent offense and his detention is necessary to the security
of the community, the Intake Officer may commit him to the county
Detention Home, a juvenile jail located in the same building as the

. Juvenile Court. In such a situation, Ohio law requires a preliminary

hearing with 48 hours to determine the validity of the placement.
In certain instances the juvenile represents no threat to the com-

munity but is unable tc return home because of family tensions.
When this is the case, the Intake Probation Officer may txy to

. arrange for the youth to stay with relatives. Failing this,

placement may be effected in one of several shelter homes maintained
by the Juvenilie Court; if these arc fully occupied, short term
placement is sought in a foster home. In thosehours when the Intake
Officer is not open, placement decisions are made by staff at the

- Detention Home.

1.2 Project Operation

As the first - of the intake services in the Summit County Juvenile

Court, the Lieberman Family (enter was designed in 1972 to prevent
children charged with"unruly" offenses from being entangled in the
formal workings of the juvenile justice system. It was originally
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envisioned that group thérapy services would be the preferred mode
of trecatment, but this concept was subsequently altered in favor
of an approach that emphasized intensive, short-term, goal-specific,

‘conjoint family therapy. After two months of operation, the project

was again altered, this time to permit acceptance of juveniles
charged with "delincquent" offenses. Since that time, the project
‘has focused its attention on juveniles charged with either "unruly"”
or "delinquent” offenses whose anti-social and deviant behavior is
clearly a function of a breakdown in family communication and. inter-

" personal relationships.

1.2.1 Structure and Staff

The Center itself is located several miles away from the Juvenile
Court in a home donated to the Court . in 1970. The building has been
converted into a series of offices and counseling areas and fur-
nished throughout with comfortable, residential style furniture.

An effort is made to maintain a relaxed, non-institutional ambience
in which to conduct the therapy sessions.

Professional staff consists of the Project Supervisor, a Supervisor
Counselor, and two Family Counselors, The Project Supervisor is
responsible for overall coordination of the project; he supervises
the work of the Supervisor Counselor and the administrative em-
ployees, acts as a lialson with the Intake Probation Staff and other

“programs and administrators in the Juvenile Court, and works with

consultants to develop the training and research programs. He

is also responsible for the development and administration of the
project budget. The Supervisor Counselor carries half a regular
counseling caseload, assists the Project Supervisor in coordinating
program functions, assigns cases to the Family Counselors and moni-
tors the course of therapy. The two Counselors are each responsible
for a caseload that fluctunates between fifteen and thirty; their
functions include scheduling and conduct of therapy vessions, 1liai=-

son with shelter homes, and referral to appropriate wuutside service
agencies.

An extensive training program has been used to develop and maintain

the staff's counseling capabilities. Since the inception of the pro-
ject, wecekly training sessions have been conducted by the therapcutic
consultant, Dr. Wray Pascoe of Case Western Rescrve University. Train-
ing methods have included lectures, role plays, video tapes of coun-
seling sessions, and discussions. In addition to the weekly scssions,
nationally prominent therapists have been flown to Akron to conduct
workshops on the average of four times ey year, and each staff member
has been given several opportunities to travel to out-of-state confer-
ences and workshops.

v




- .

The professional staff is assisted by an administrative staff
consisting of a full and part-time sccretary, a maintenance man, and
a part time bookkeeper. Additionally, the project engages a
training consultant and a researcher to perform specialized
functions. i

J.2.2 Eligibility Criteria

Eligibility to participate in the program is governed by a defen-
dant's "score" when rated against a series of personal and fami-
lial criteria thought to be related to amenability to family
therapy. The criteria are formally spelled out on a code sheet
used by an IPO who assesses potential participants in terms of
seriousness of offense, duration of the problem leading to the
court referral, prior contact with social and legal agencies,
behavior, parental and family structure, effect demonstrated by
family members, socio-economic level, school performance, and family -
willingness to engage in conjoint counseling. The severity of

a juvenile's problems corresponds to the magnitude of his score:
hence, juveniles who receive-a very low score are thought not *

to be in need of services and are denied admission to the project
on that basis. Very high scores are thought to represent problems
beyond the scope of the Lieberman capability and therefore are
used as grounds to deny admissions to the project. Where the score
is in the middle ranges, however, the juvenile is thought to be
amenable to the services of the Center, and the individual and his
family may be referred for treatment. In any given case, the
cunmulative score is not the exclusive determinant of project
eligibility. Subjective appraisals of individual and family
fitness for conjoint counseling are jermitted, and an individual
may be deferred to the Center in spitz of an irregular score.

There is one set of criteria which serve as an absolute bar to -
program participation, however. These have to do with ensuring

the courts jurisdiction over program participants, convenience,

and the maintenance of a control group for evaluative purposes.

For the following reasons, a client will be deemed ineligible

for project participation:

® Residence outside Summit County;

® Child under supervision of the Children's Servicer
Program;

e Child under study by the Court; ’ -
e Child currently on probation;

e Child has been on probation within previous 12 months;
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® Child previously incarcerated in state correctional
institution (stay in Dectention Center is not grounds
for ineligibility here); or

@ Child currently under institutional placement. L

Furthermore, would-be participants who otherwise meegt all eligi-
blllty requirements but who are referred to the Court on Fridays
or Sundays are ineligible. This requirement is also the result
of an attempt to create a statistically comparable control group
for evaluative purposes. :

1.2.3 Screening

Determinations of project eligibility are made by members of the
Intake section of the Probation Department. The Intake Office is
staffed by six full time employees, two volunteers from the federally
sponsored University Year in ACTION program, and six students detailed
on a work practicum from the Criminal Justicé program at Xent State
and Akron Universities. Until recently, assignment to the

Intake staff was not considered particularly prestigiocus, and staff
turnover among the full time probation officers was relatively high.
Half of the Intake staff had six or more years of experience but

. the others were often holding their first job in the Probation

Department. The latter group generally sought different assignments
after a short period of service, and were replaced by more entry
level personnel. Only two of the current Intake staff held their
positions at the time the Lieherman Family Center was instituted.
The turnover rate for the student staff is high, as the term of
participation in the University Year for ACTION is one year and

in thé criminal justice practicum, six months.

When it is determined that a juvenile and his/her family are
eligible to receive treatment from the Lieberman Family Center,
the Intake officer has two tasks. The first is to complete the
scoring shecet used to determine project amenability. In most
cases this should have been accomplished during the screening
process. It is a five minute task involving the preparation

of paperwork used by the Center for diagnostic and evalua-

tion purposes. The second task involves explaining the nature
of the Lieberman project to the defendant's family and con-
vincing them of the desirability of participation. 'This act or




procedﬁreuis sometimes complicated by parents' perception of
the problem as being cxclusively with the youth and by their defen-

" sive reaction to the implicit suggestion that they, the parents,
are a significant part of the problem.

On "project" days, that is Monday through Thursday and Saturday,

‘both of these tasks must be completed prior to referral. On

"control" days there is obviously no need to convince parents of
the desirability of family therapy at the Lieberman Center.
Intake staff are asked to complete the scoring sheet so that the
control group can be identified and its salient characteristics
recorded.

staff from both the Lieberman Fémily Center and the Intake Office
admit that the paperwork is often dispensed with on control days.
Intake s*taff evidently are frustrated by their inability to refer

needy cases simply because the case was brought to court on a

control day and are often unwilling to complete what they see as
unnecessary paperwork. Personnel in the Juvenile Court agree
they have no way of knowing what percentage of control cases are

unrecorded, but estimate the figure to be 25%.

1.2.4 Referral and Rereferral

The score sheet and an accompanying "face sheet" which indicates
the particulars of the current and any prior offenses are set aside
for the Project Supervisor, who picks them up twice a day.

At the Center, cases are assigned to individual family coun-
selors by the Supervisor Counselor. Assignments are made on the
basis of caseload and special expertise which individual counselors
have developed.

If the information sent over by the Intake staff indicates that

the juvenile and his family do not meet proiect guidelines, the
case. is returned to Intake for another form of disposition.

This has rarely happened. More frequent has been the case in which
a family fails to show up for a scheduled session. In this in-
stance, a new arrangement calls for the Lieberman Counsclor to
notify the Intake Probation Officer, and for them to jointly

o=
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decide how to dispose of the case. Occasionally, a family does
show up for the counscling session, but is adjudged by the Coun-
selor to be inappropriate for conjoint family therapy. In this
instance too, the case may be returned to the Intake staff for
another disposition. i

1.2.5 Process at Lieberman Family Centerxr

From the time the Lieberman Family Center begah accepting clients

in Qctober of 1972, a total of 915 referrals have been made to

the project (as of July 31,.1875). The standard method for handling
each case, after assignment to an individual counselor, begins

with a review by the counselor of the papers sent over from the
Intake Probation Staff. Provided that the papers are in order,

the counselor calls the parents of the juvenile and arranges a
counseling session. Contact between the counselor and the parents
is usually effected within two days, and a session is scheduled

at the convenience of the parents and the staff member. As
initially conceived, the Lieberman Center was to provide emergency,
crisis intervention style counseling. Immediate counseling sessions
may be and still are arranged, but project staff have found that

it is generally unnecessary to hold sessions on the same day

that the referral is received from the Intake Probation Office.
Hence, the first counseling session may not be held for three

weeks, though where sessions are held at all, 54% of them are
held'within one. week and 70% are held within twelve days.

The preferred mode of treatment is intensive, goal-specific, con-
joint family therapy. Here the family is viewed as a system, and
the counselor concerns himself with its processes of communication
and interaction. Accordingly, all family members are expected to
participate in counseling sessions, even grandparents, in-laws,

_cousins, or any other relatives living in the home. To promote

maximum participation, the Lieberman Family Center is open from

9 a.m. to 9 p.m. on Monday through Thursday. In emergency situa-
tions, or where scheduling is impossible at other times, counsel-
ing sessions may be held on Friday, Saturday, or Sunday.

If thcAfamily is in a crisis state at the start of therapy, the coun-
scllor's first task is to restore a sense of normalcy and to help
the family operate at a functional level. Then, using the charged
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offense as a basec, the family is engaged in a process of problem
eludication. Communication patterns and methods used by the family
to resolve problems are examined. Specific problem areas are iden-—
tified, and each family member "contracts" with the counselor to
take particular, tangible action as a first step in resolving one
of the problems. Llements of reality therapy and transactional
analysis are occasionally employed in this process, which is ulti-
mately geared toward helping the family solve certain problems
while establishing the capability to resolve others. At subse-
quent sessions the success of family members in fulfilling their
contracts is used as a base for once again engaging in the process
of problem elucidation and the examination of the workings of the
family system. Attempts are made to conclude the therapy within
ninety days and a maximum of six sessions.

Optimally, the case is closed when both the counselor and the family -

agree that the problems are under control and that all therapy
goals have been met. Sessions may also be terminated at the dis-
cretion of the counselor, alone, or the family, or they may be
ended by transferring the case to an outside agency or therapy
program. Other reascns for termination are that the juvenile has
reached his/her eighteenth birthday or the family has moved beyond
the geographical jurisdiction of the Juvenile Court. When the

case is closed in any of these ways, the potential legal proceedings

" against the juvenile are dismissed. A record of court contact and

project participation is maintained in probation records kept
at the Juvenile Court, however. '
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_ that the program has been in operation (since October 17, 1972), the

2.0 Selection Criteria

This section discusses the available evidence on the extent to which
the Lieberman Pamily Center meets the criteria for exemplary project
selection. The discussion is based primarily on data accumulated and
processed by the project's own research and evaluation component, al-
though the interpretations of the data are those of the validation
team.

»

2,1 Goal Achievement

PR 4

The formal goal of the Center is to divert children from further con-
tact with the Summit County Juvenile Justice System and to help them
resolve family problems without formal court involvement. An implicit
subgoal of the Center is to reverse the delinquent behavior of the
youngsters referred to the Lieberman programs.

~

The strategy for change is that of family therapy, whereby both the
designated delinguents and their families are involved in a treatment
process. The strategy is based on the premise that the delinquent
youngsters' behavior is inextricably dependent upon the interactions
of the family membership and that treatment should involve all members
of the family. ‘

Rdmission to the program from court referrals is highly selective. It

is presumed that not all types of cases are appropriate candidates for >
the Lieberman program. In 1974 there were 5,821 referral dispositions

made by the Summit County Intake Department. Of these, 378, or 6.5%,

were referred to the Lieberman Center. This selectivity imposes an

intrinsic limit on the extent to which the program can exert influence

over the juvenile justice system as a whole. It can expand the options

available for processing a few cases, but by itself can only marginally

affect the size of court caseloads.

Lieberman Center Program Objectives

The definition of specific and measurable objectives for the Lieberman
Center Program has proved a difficult matter. Over the period of time -

11
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program objectives have been redefined. The program staff still feel
somewhat uncomfortable with them since many program objectives scem
unmeasurable, or are so long-term that they cannot be explicitly stated.
For example, the family therapy process is seen as producing important,
beneficial changes in the family structure of the treated delinquent
and in the interactions of its membership. However, such changes are
acknowledged to be unmeasurable as the program and its evaluation are
presently constituted,

The Lieberman Family Center program objectives, as currently stated,
are as follows:

l. To demonstrate that children who are diverted to
LFC have fewer referrals back to the Summit County
Juvenile Court than those not diverted.

2. To demonstrate that detention of children whose
problems are primarily family-related can be
avoided through short-term family counseling
and alternative placements that are both tem- )
porary and voluntary. - -

3. To offer crisis-intervention and short-term family
counseling with particular emphasis upon applying
* treatment to all members of the family and striving
~ for termination in six or fewer sessions, or with-
in a 90-day pericd. :

4. To provide a community-based diversion program
based upon family counseling witli the capacity
to counsel from 25-50 families a month. ,

5. To implement an evaluation component that will

identify variables related to successful outcomes of
family counseling provided at LFC.

The evaluation component mentioned in this last objective has collected

~data on an experimental group of 488 participants in the program and

another 116 children designated as a comparison group, who were pro-
cessed by traditional juvenile procedures. Data on subsequent re-
referrals and detention time were collected to measure achievement of
the first two goals. Management statistics on number of cases pro-
cessed per month and number of counseling sessions per case were main-
tained by the ‘project.

12
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The Study Design

The flow of cases into the Lieberman Family Center program is shown
below. The study period, during which cases were accepted, began

October 17, 1972, and continucd through December 31, 1974. As indi-
cated previously, it is estimated that fewer than seven percent of the .
total referrals into the Intake Department were referred to the LFC.

.

Intake‘

|

Program Eligibles

- I
[ 1

Assigned to LFC Assigned to Comparison
(770) ) Group (116)
i < o
Excluded from Study :
Study Group Group )
282 . 488 ' .

Reasons for exclusion: . N

o not closed 5
® nissing data
(in process) 20
e did not meect
criteria 40
® no sessions (did
not show) 8l
e turned 18 136
282

13




Of the 770 children assigned to the LFC, 282 (58 percent) were excluded
from the study group. A total of 81 did not show up for the Center and
consequently had no sessions. The remainder were excluded because of
missing data, wcre*later found to have not met referral criteria to the
Lieberman program, or had become 18 years of age.

Assignment to the experimental and to the comparlcon group was accom-
plished by designating Friday and Sunday as "control" ‘days. On those
two days referrals to the Intake Department which met the LFC assign-
ment criteria were placed in a comparison group. On the other hand,
referrals to the Intake Department on the remaining five days were
potential candidates for the LFC program.,

This procedure was intended to "randomize" assignment to the experi-
mental (LFC) and comparison groups. Unfortunately, it did not accom-
plish its intent. It is predictable that a number of types of re-
ferrals (e.g., those from schools and those arriving in the mail) would

. only come in on weekdays. This implies that proportionately more re-

ferrals from the police would be represented in the control groups, as
potentially half of the members of the control group are from persons
referred on Sundays. Furthermore, the opportunities for delinquency
are probably significantly different on weekends, and there is there-
fore every reason to suppose that there would be significant differ-
ences between the experimental and comparison groups.

A preferable procedure would have been to stagger the days of assign-
ment to the control group so that the Intake referrals on all days
would have had an equal chance to be assigned to the control group.
Even better and fairer would have been individual randomization with-
out reference to day of referral.

Characteristics of the Experimental and Comparison Groups

Table 1 compares several demographic characteristics of the two groups.
The most important differcnce is that the comparison group members are

ol

* Following are criteria for exclusion: (1) residence outside of

Summit County, (2) currently under supervisién of Childrens' Scrvice
Bureau, (3) curreritly under study by Court, (4) currently on pro-
bation, (5) on probation within past 12 months, (6) formerly in
state correctional institution, (7) currently in anv typre of insti-
tutional placement,

14
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approximatcly one year older. The distribution of arrests by age pub-
lished in the most recent FBI uniform crime report (1973 data) shows a
sharp peak at 1G years, with an 11% decline in the next year. (See
Table 2.) This age difference means that participants enterx at a time
of decreasing probability of arrest, while most of the control group
have the l6~year peak still before them. Other demographic character-
istics do not differ significantly between the two groups.

Table 1
Demographic Characteristics

LFC Comparison Group

Female 52% 53%
White 87% 90%
No prior record 63% 68%
Average prior referrals 0.54% 0.48%
Not in school ) % 5%
Mean age 15.7% : 14.9%
Median age 16.1% 15.1%
Table 2
T City Arrests by Age (1973)
Age Total Arrests Percent of All Arrests
15 283,423 5.2
16 ’ 333,329 6.1
17 ' 297,132 . 5.4
18 284,531 ' 5.2

(Source: Crime in the United States, 1973. FBI, 1974. Table 36.)
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The offenses for which the cases were referred were for behavior of
both a delinquent and unruly nature. i -

Table 3
Offenses
) LFC Coméarison
- ‘Offense ' 4 % # %
Delinquency . o
Auto theft/burglary 28 6 10 9
Robbery 10 2 . 2 2
Larceny/shoplifting .62 13 .- 20 - 18
Drugs/alcohol . 20 4 11 10
Other delinquent ’
offenses 17 3 _.9 8
' 137 28 52 46
Unruly behavior > ‘
Runaway  ° ' 179 37 ’ 43 38
Incorrigibility 142 29 13 12
Truancy 15 . 3 - -
Other unruly offenses __ 15 . 3 : 5 4
: 351 72 63 54
Total - 488 100 113 100

As shown below, both gfoups were more likely to have been made up of
referrals for unruly rather than delinquent behavior. However, the
control group was more likely to be assigned delingquent youngsters.,

Table 3
Offenses (Summary)

LFC Comparison
_ - 4 % # %
Delinquent behavior 137 28 . 52 46
Unruly behavior 351 12 _61 54
Total 488 . 100 113 10C
) 16 -

€
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L
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The number of "incorrigible" cases is significantly higher in the
experimental group than in the comparison group. These may be cases
less likely to be re-referred to court. Shoplifting cases are more
prevalent in the comparison group. This, too, may reflect systematic
bias due to increased opportunity on weekends.

Further, the source of ‘referral for the control group was n:h more
likely to be the police than for the LFC group.

Table 4
Source of Referral

‘ LFC Control

Source $# % # %
Police 262 54 96 9l
Child walk-in 15 3 4 4
Parent walk-in ' ‘ 54 11 3 3
" Parent & child walk-in . 84 18 - -
Mail-in 41 9 - -
Another agency 8 2 2 <2
School administrator 16 3 - -
481 100 105 100

~.

In conclusion, it does not seem that the two groups were strictly com-
parable. The LFC group was older, more likely to have been referred
for unruly than delinquent behavior, and less likely to have been re-
ferred by the police.

Attainment of Objectives

1. The first objective of the Lieberman Family Center was to demon-
strate that the children diverted to the LFC would have fewer referrals
back to the Juvenile Court than their controls.

LFC referrals back to Court were recorded both while they were in the
LFC program and after the closing of the case. LFC cases were follow-
ed from the beginning of the program on October 17, 1972, through

June 30, 197%. Consequently, cases assigned to the LFC program could
be followed for a period as long as 33 months and as short as six
months. Control cascs were assigned during the same approximatc time
period. It should be kept in mind that ‘the cases were followed only




up to their 18th birthday since referral to the Juvenile Court would
no longer be possible aftoer the youngster had become' 18 years of age.
Because the experimental group averaged 1C months older thas the com=-
parison group, this meant that the follow-up period (from entry to
age 18) could have been as much as 35% longer for the comparison
group.

» Table 5
Subsequent Referrals to Juvenile Court

No. of referrals after LFC Control
assignment to group # % # %
0 211 43 20 21
1 100 21 36 38
2 66 14 16 17
'3 44 9 ) S <)
4 24 5 6 6
5 19 4 3 3
6 10 -2 3 ¥
7 5 1 5 5
8 ) 6 1 1l 1
9-11 3 1 - -
Total 488 100 96* 100
Mean referrals per client 1.49 1.94
Table 5
{Summary)
No. of referrals after LEC Control
. assignment to group - # 3 # %
0 referrals 211 43 20 21
1 or more ' . 277 57 76 79
Total ' 4n8 100 . 96 100

Although'the Liebarman Center cases clearly had fewer referrals back to
court than did the comparison group, we canhot be confident that this

difference reflcects more than the initial difference bectween the groups.
*

On 20 cases data were not available.
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Records of the actual lengths of follow-up for clients would resolve the
major uncertainty about different exposure to risk of arrest for the

two groups, but there is no possibility of resolving the ambiguity aris-
ing from the possibility that weekend referrals may represent a higher-
risk clientele.

2. The second objective was to demonstrate that detention of chlldren
aSS¢gned to the LFC program would be less than thelr controls.

As is shown in Table 6 below, the LFC cases did no better than their
controls. In fact, this control group had fewer days in detention,
on the average, than did the LFC group. However, detention was used
very sparingly--in only about.20% of the cases in both groups.

Table 6
Detention
LFC Control
# % - # %"

Not detained E 397 82 . 52 80 ",
Detained : - 80 18 61 20
Total - , 477 100 113 100
Mean days detention 4,5 o 3.8

The difficulties in interpreting these results are the same as for the
first cbjective of reduced referrals, except for the fact of no differ-
ences between the two groups. It is difficult to explain why the con-
trols, who were referred back to court more often than LFC cases, were
no more likely to be placed in detention. Additional data would be
required to resolve this question.

3. The third objective was to provide short-term family counseling
which would terminate in six months or less, or within a 90-day period.

As shown in Table 7 below, 90 percent of the cases were terminated

within six sessions. The mean number of sessions was 3.2, and the
median was 2.6. ’ )

19




Téble 7
Number of Sessions

‘No. of sessions held LFC

to close a case " %

1 125 26

2 110 22

3 81 17

4 45 9

5 61 12

6 22 4

© 7 19 4

8 . 12 3

9 4 1l

10 4 1

11-17 4 1.

Total 487 100

Mean = 3.2

Median = 2.6 “

The surface conclusion is that the objective of providing a short-term °
counseling program was achieved. However, termination of a case did

not necessarily mean that family therapy had taken place or had been
successfully completed. Table 8 below shows the reasons for termination
for the 488 cases referred to the LFC program. A total of 264, or 54
percent, were judged to have completed the program. Some 149, or 32
percent, were judged not to have completed the program. The remaining
75, or 14 percent of the cases, could not be classified in either

group. -
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Table 8
Reasons for Termination

LI’C
’ Reason for Termination "% .  No. %
Mutual agrceement and no further
’ . sessions necded - goals reached . 187 39
Held open for family to call if
& ,3‘}. 1 2] 1 1
Judged to help needed Family did n?t
N call and case was closed without
have a sessgion ~ 9 2 264
completad mEa 54%
program Counselor felt it wasn't necessary 4
to continue holding sessions 20 4
FPamily wanted private counseling 4 1
FPamily felt LFC no longer necessary 44 9
‘Family uncooperative - missed .
appointments or didn't come in 70 15
. ~
se not appropriate for LFC --
Judged nof] CASE TIOT APPIOP i . |
terminated 3 1
to have )
completed\ Appeared in Court - not amenable 10 2\ 149
‘ 32%
program Referred back to Court - not amenable 60 13 ‘
Referred to another agency because ‘
not responding to LFC counseling 6 1l
Subject oxr family moved ‘ 23 5
Not . 75
detexrmin- Othex : . 40 14%
able Data missing ) 12
Total 488 100

Accordingly, a more pertinent analysis of the number of sessions
required to successfully terminate a LFC case would concentrate
on the 54 porecent (264 cases) who were judged to have completed
the program. .
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" by the evaluation component.

4, The fourth objective was to counsel between 25-50 cases a month.

During the period from October 17, 1972, to December 31, 1974, a total
of 770 cases were referred to LFC by juvenile intake, for an average
referral rate of 28.5 cases per month. 81 of these cases never appcarcd
for a session, 40 did not meet the criteria for admission, and 73 were
terminated because their cases were not appropriate for LFC or were re-
turned to court as "not amenable." This leaves 576 cases treated during
the first 27 months of program operation, or an average of 21 per month.
As noted, the 770 referrals to LFC were reduced to 488 cases,. which con-
stituted the study group. Of the 488 study cases, some 264 were judged
to have completed the program-- only 34 percent of those referred,

5. The fifth objective was to implement an evaluation component.

Such an evaluation component has been implemented and has provided use-
ful information. For the reasons noted above, however, it is difficult
to draw any firm conclusions from the experimental design implemented

”
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2.2 Replicability

Thig prbjcct addresses the behavior of juveniles, stemming from a break-
down in family communications, which constitutes a violation of "delin-
quencey” or "status" codes. Juvenile delinguency is a major problem in
the United States, and most jurisdictions recognize some variety of
"gstatus" offense. It is not clear what significance the breakdown in
family communications may have as a "cause" of juvenile deviance, es-
pecially in relation to other concurrent factors. Nevertheless, it is
commonly accepted that the youth's relationships to his or her family

is an important determinant of social adjustment.

The LFC has not yet produced any comprehensive description of its struc-
ture and operation. HNevertheless, important aspects of the project have
been documented. Screening sheets used by the Intake Prxobation Officers.
are avallable to demonstrate the considerations used in assessing the
amenability of a juvenile and his family to a program of -therapy. A
videotape library of training and actual counseling sessions has also
been maintained. The collected tapes are invaluable in demonstrating
the techniques of goal-specific, conjoint family therapy. At-present,
the project has obtained permission from selected clients to film ses-
sions and use the results for local training purposes. It may be nec-
essary to obtain subsequent releases before the tapes can be dissemin-
ated further or used for different purposes. Finally, a mass of‘data

on project operation is available as a result of an ambitious data
collection effort pursued since the inception of the project. Highly
detailed information on client background, number and nature of therapy
sessions, and subsequent contact with the Summit County Juvenile Court
has been collected in computer-usable form. Portions of ‘the data have
been analyzed, but the greater part remains in unaggregated form. Both
the results of the analyses and the raw data are available to anyone

who would desire to study the project in greater detail.

within the context of the project's major assumptions, four factors
stand out as contributing most significantly to the LFC's effective-

‘ness. The first of these is the mode of therapy itself. As previous-

ly noted, the LFC relics on intensive, goal-specific therapy, reasoning
that a therapeutic mode which induces changes in the family's behavioral
and communicatilon patterns is just as effective in the long run and pro-
duces more tangible results than most other counseling styles. Dr. Wray
Pagcee, the project's therapeutic consultant, insists that the partlcular
mode of counseling used at the LFC is the only style that makes sense in
the court context. Ho may or may not he correct in this regard, but duce
reapect for the scientific method suggests that other jurisdictions may
wish to oxperiment with different modes of counseling.




A second critical factor is training, for the success of a counseling
program is ultimately dependant on the skill of the counsclors, what-
ever the therapeutic style. The extensive training program.developed
by the Lieberman Center is almost excmplary in itself, but most juris-
dictions considering replication probably need not match the invest-
ment of time and meney, except during a start—-up period when counselors
must be introduced to the therapeutic style. Staff at the LFC agree .
that proficiency in the counseling style can be achieved after a period
of concentrated training. A problem of replication may exist in a com~
munity without access to a university psychology department, a mental
health service, or some other source of instructors. Additicnally,

Dr. Pascoe has suggested that the number of trainers qualified to teach
the counscling style employed at the LFC may be extremely limited in
the near future. The significance of the latter problem is reduced
where other modes of family counseling are used.

A third factor contributing tc project effectiveness is the method used
to identify clients. To aid Intake Officers in this fundamental task,
the LFC has developed scoring sheets which enable a systematic and
hopefully more accurate approach to eligibility determinations. These
sheets also provide a data source which can be analyzed to discover
any correlations between client characteristics and program success.
They can be modified according to the needs and experiences of any
particular jurisdiction.

Relationships between the LFC and various segments of the Juvenile
Court strongly influence the effectiveness of the project as well,
The Lieberman Family Center benefits from the general tenor of its
host court, for the Summit County Juvenile Court is managed in a pro-
fessional style in accordance with an operating philosophy that sup-
ports treatment and diversion projects. Obviously, the support of
the judiciary and the court administrator will be critical in any
replication efforts. The nature of the relationship between the pro-
ject and its source of referrals is also very important., In the case
of the Lieberman Family Center, this relationship has sometimes been
strained. Although the working relationship is aided by the fact
that the Licberman counselors have themselves been Probation Officers
or been affiliated with the Detention Home, rapid turnover in the In-~
take Office has complicated the maintenance of good personal relation-
ships and necessitated a constant retraining of new intake staff.

The retraining has not always been accomplished. Additionally, pro-
ject and intake personnel report that the separate physical facility
of the counseling center is a source of bad relations as it creates

a measurce of jcalousy among intake workers and constitutes an actual
physical barrier to communication. These detriments must be welighed
against the therapcutic bencfits that accrue’to a location outside
the courthousc. '
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A highly visiﬁlc characteristic of the LFC was its operation of two
shelter homes during its first three years of operation. The

homes were provided for juveniles who had entered the counseling
progess with thedry families, yet were unable to return home due to un-
resolved problems.  The expericnce of the project has been that the
homes have been useful and vexy important on occassion, but not to such
an extent that they are a necessary part of an overall program. Juris=
dictions unable to sccure group home facilities need not consider this
an irremediable problem. In those instances where a need for shelter
doas present itself, a foster home or some other part-time arrangement
may be sufficient.

Akron is an oldexr, industrial city with a population of some 550,000.
In contrast, Summit County includes some distinctly rural areas. The
population is black and white and represents a wide range along socio-
economic and educational scales. The Lieberman Family Center has dealt
with clients representing nearly all the major variations in the Akron
and Summit County population. As yet, no analysis has been conducted
to detexmine whethexr any single type of client is most susceptible to
counseling, though experience with other "talking'" therapies in, non-
court environments suggests that positive effect is usually correlated
with education. Othexrwise, the only other limitation on placement of

a comparable project may be the availability of a therapeutic consultant
or trainex.

2.3 Measurability

"An outside consultant has been retained by the Lieberman Family Center

to analyze the large amount of data maintained by project staff.
Exgeptionally detailed information concerning the personal background
of the c¢lient, the nature of his participation in the program, and his
previous and subscquent contact with the Summit County Juvenile Court
has beon collected for all persons referred to the project. 1In addition,
an attenmpt has been made to document characteristics of the client and
his family which are thought to be indicative of client receptivity to
fanily coungeling. Similar data have been compiled in the control
group, but reluctance on the part of the Intake Officers to complete
LFC papoerwork on days when it is impossible to refer children to the
project has resulted in some loss of information.
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The project has been in operation since October, 1972. Information
relating to the project's achievement of its stated goals since that
time is generally available. This includes measures of the number of
cases processcd, the number of counseling sessions and the "duration

of the counseling period, the number of subsequent detentions in
secure facilities, and the number of subsequent contacts with the
Summit County Juvenile Court. No attempt was made to measure contact -
with any other juvenile or adult criminal court.

¢,

Members of the counseling staff expressed the view that some of the
major effects of the project, notably a reduction in the delinquency
of the siblings of the referred client and the effect of treatment

on the structure and interactions of the family, were being overlooked
as a result of the inadequacy of measurement methods.

2.4 Efficiency

Project costs thrcugh December 31, 1974 amounted to $241,241, with a
minimum of some $20,000 accounting for start-up costs. On a per
client basis, the project spent $313.30 for every case referred toc it
by the Intake Probation Office. As noted previously, a considerable
percentage of referred children did not make use of the Center's
services, thus the cost per client for those who actually received some
form of treatment averages $494.35. It is to be noted that these
figures do not account for the costs involved in processing a case
through the Intake Office and that the costs would be higher but for
Dr. Lieberman's donation of the building.

Figures are not available to demonstrate the cost effectiveness of
the program, nor can a comparison of processing costs for the control
group be constructed. Information on the disposition of control cases
is sparse (only 73 of 116 case results are recorded) and the costs
.associated with the documented dispositions are either unknown ox
difficult to isolate. .

2.5 Accessibility

Project staff and affiliated personnel at the Summit County Juvenile
Court were interested and open in explaining tli» operation of the
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Licberman Family Center, were amcnable to publicity and visitation, and
welcomed the possibilities of outside evaluation. The only forseedile
problem iy that new rolecases may have to be negotiated before video
taped films of counseling sessions can be made available for gencral
review. As for continuation, all project costs will be absorbed by
Summit County, commencing on Januaxy 1, 1976.



3.0 Project Strengths and Wcaknesses

3.1 Project Strengths

l. The project is intecgrated into the operation of the Juvenile Court.

As one of the ‘three "front door" services, the Lieberman Family Centexr

complements other court projects which focus on the problems of the in-
dividual apart from his family. By virtue of its placement the project

is more responsive to the policies and administrative concerns of the
Judiciary and the Court Administrator. At the same time, the project
benefits from this arrangement in that it can expect cooperation and
support from other sections of the Court,.

2. A spirit of professionalism and commitment to the concepts of
treatment and diversion characterize the Court and the project.

At every level of the Court, the validators found administrators who
manage in accordance with the principles of management by objective,
maintain statistics on their operations, and keep up to date with de-
velopments in the field. Moreover, the administrative staff fully
support treatment and diversionary alternatives and are quite willing
to experiment with projects that promote these goals. A particularly
appealing characteristic of the court personnel is their interest in
objective analysis of their work as a means to determine weaknesses
and to make improvements. The project supervisor, James Telegdy,
shares these characteristics with his fellow administrators.

3. The training program is well conceived and -exccuted.'

Since the inception of the project, the counseling staff has met

weekly with a therapeutic consultant; at less frequent intervals, work-

shops featuring nationally prominent family therapists have been con-
ducted; and twice a year staff have been able to participate in  out-
of-state conferences. The result of this continuous, intensive train-
ing has been that staff are well grounded in the theory and practical
applications of counseling.” Their techniques are constantly analyzed
and upgraded. In addition to the training program, the project has
developed an extensive library of psychological material.

28

s S

PRl



li!l N =hll I-Il '.llll

¥ -

4.  7The project is housed in comfortable quarters located away from

‘the court facility.

Much of the projoct's start up costs have gone toward refurbishing the
Leiberman house and creating comfortable rooms and offices. The relaxed
setting helps pult families at ease, thercby contributing to more effective
communications. At the same time, the location away from the Juvenile
Court and the Deotention Home is less likely to lcad parents to believe
that. the result of the sesgion will be the incarceration of their child.
Projoct staff believe this leaves the_ parents free to concentrate on
solutions to family problems. (See below for reference to intra-

court communication problems caused in pért by the residential

location of the LFC.)

3.2 Project Weaknesses

1l. Differences in the control and project group make it difficult to
accurately assess the effectiveness of the project.

Age differences, the possibility of different periods of exposure to
the risk of arrxest, and the ambiguities arising from the possibility
that weekend referrals may represent a higher-risk clientele make it
difficult to attribute any project outcome to the effect of the treat-
ment program.

2. The relatibnship between the LFC and the Intake Probation Office
is sometimes strained.

Intake Probation Officers complain that despite the score sheets, the
eligibility requirements are not always clear, the LFC sometimes closes
a case without devoting sufficient attention to it, and referrals
should be accepted on Fridays and Sundays. At the base of these com-
plaints seems to be a feeling that the LFC is too remote. Indeed, the
LFC has not conducted training sessions for new Intake Officers, and
the physical location of the Center inhibits communication. The
result of the tension has been that some Officers have held back on
referrals and have been generally uncooperative in completing :the

data sheets for control group members. The Project Supervisor has
begun to mect monthly with the Intake .staff, but at the time of the
validation study not all problems had been resolved.

29




TN e e

4.0 Conclusions

&

The Lieberman Family Center fills the need of the Summit County Juvenile
Court for a unit capable of delivering therapeutic services to "unruly"
or "delinquent" children and their families. The project is generally
well equippcd, administered, and staffed, and has bencfited from an
elaborate and intensive training program. There are some problems
between the project and its referral source, the Intake Probation
Office. The preferred mode of treatment at the Lieberman Center is
short-term, goal-specific, conjoint family therapy.

The project has been able to meet one process goal of handling a mini-
mum of twenty referrals per month; it is not certain that another, to
terminate treatment within 90 days and six sessions, was achieved. A
significant reduction in the recidivism rate (as measured by referrals
to the Juvenile Court after entrance into the treatment program) and a
slight increase in the average period of subsequent detention has been
reported for project clientele. Unfortunately these results cannot be
attributed to the effect of the LFC, because an ambitiously conceived
evaluation program is flawed by a lack of similarity between control
and project groups. ) '

-
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EXEMPLARY PROJ ECT RECOMMENDATION

l. Project Description .I

I. Name of the Program
LIEBERMAN FAMILY CENTER
2. Type of Program (ROR, bumlary prevention, eic)

(Family Cr1s1s Intervention)

3. Name of Area or Community Served

Summit County - oL L T
(a) Approximate total population of area or c6mmunity served
575,000 | ) T
*(b)" Target subset of this pspulation served by the project (if appropriate)
N/A _ . . o )
No. Served . Period . . . ... . Population
. l ) ~
"4, Administering Agency (give full title and address) e R T
ooz Jummit County Juvenile Court © < T s
--650. Dan Street L LT T

Akron, Ohio 44308

(a) Project Director (name and phone number: address only if dxﬁ'cant xrom 4 |

above.) -

James J. Telegdy, Project Superv1sor
Lieberman Family Center

969 Copley Raod ’_ o
Akron, Ohio 44320 ~ Phone: 1-867-7220

e b -

" (b) Individual responsible for day to day program operations (name and phom. numer)

Same as (a) above

5. Funding Agcncy(s) and Grant Number (agency name and address, staff conmct‘

and phonc number)

Summit County Criminal Justice Comm1ss1on

~ 234 Ohio Building "B" . - : . S
191 South Main Street '

Akron, Ohio 44308 - ’
Robert M. McCann, Corrections Planmer 1-253-4547

6. Project Duration (give diate project began rather than date LEAA funding, if any,
bepin)

October 1972
32
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( 7. Project Operating Costs (Do not include costs of formal evaluation if onc has been
| _ pecformed. Sce ltem 8)
lofl | o
7. ; Breakdown of total operating costs, specify time periad:
' ]972‘ 1973 1974 1975 1976
i B Federal: 69,986 71,560 66,940 44,623 14,874
; : State: 3,719 2,479 826
}. 3o R B . ) )
' § ' Local: - 32,273 61,206 - 3,719 2,479 826
| Private: . © 90,107 93,288
%
-t “Total; 102,259 132,766 74,378 139,591 109,814
o | .
< Of the above total, indicate how much is:
1 o (a) Start-up, one time expenditures:
: ‘ 518,300 :
- ' (b} Annual operating costs:
| a £ $160,000 L .
- = (A comp]etc budget brerxdown should be included with the attachmcms to this form)
e o e 2 20 e .
f ? 8. Evaluatxon Costs (Indicate cost of formal- evaluation if one has bcen perroxmed)
e N/A
Total Cost Time Period Principal Cost Categories
ll .
9. Continuation. Has the projeci been institutionalized or is it still regarded as experi- )
‘ mental in nature? Does its continuation appear reasonably certain with local funding?
| Institutionalized
l Yes -
®
‘I -
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ATTACHMENT A

1. 'PROJECT SUMMARY

o In the past, delinquent youth who came before the court with family-related
problems were .funneled into the reqular juvenile justice system, with little
attention or emphasis placed on the family situation. Through court ex-
perience, howcver, it was found that most of these youth could be dwverted
L from the system and given intensive family-related counseling.

Lieberman Family Center has succeeded in implementing a viable and effective
diversion model, utilizing community based shelter-homes for overnight
and short-tern lodging of boys and girls, instead of detention. The Center
also uses a community-based counseling facility, offering inmediate crisis-
intervention and short-term Family Counseling. Particular emphasis is placed
on the counselors' utilizing system-oriented Family Counseling, i.e., apply-

- ing treatment conjointly to all members of the fam11y, as a family unit inter-
acting at all times.

The primary source of referrals to the Center is the Summit Couhty Juvenile
Court Intake Department. In addition, a small number of "walk-ins"
families seek1ng counseling on thelr own, occur and take part in sess1ons

Lieberman Family Center, as a d1verswon model, is aimed at prov1d1ng the type
of treatment effectiveness that will reduce the rate of serious offenses
committed in Summit County. The Center continues to effect a statistically
significant reduction in the rate of unruly children involved with the
program who later commit serious delinquent acts, compared with the rate

of unruly children handled through regular court procedures who later commit
serious delinquent acts. )

The program has further endeavored to implement an evaluation component of Ii
the Program that will not only determine whether or not a community-based
o ) Diversion strategy offering immediate family crisis-intervention and short-
: term follow-up counseling is an effective alternative to formal Juvenile
Court procedure, but will identify variables related to successful outcomes of
Family Counseling and delineate those characteristics of families and . I
¥

children referred to Juvenile Court who benefit from fam1]y therapy and
those who do not.

®

Family members, together, determine early im their involvement with the

Center, the number and lengzffof counseling sessions needed, &.u 1esired

termination date. Emphasis is placed on immediately negotiating and .

contracting such a decision.
e 2. CRITERTA_ACHIEVENENT

Goal: To provide a community-based family counseling program for children
and families referred to Juvenile Court specifically designed to divert

 them from the Juvenile Justicé System and help them resolve family
problems withoul formal court involvement.

J
Measures: a. 20% reduction in rate of childred involved with Lieberman
Family Center being placed in Detention Home, as compared
to children handled through regular court procedures.

e B e
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L
o

Strive for successful termination of family counseling
within six sessions or 90 days from the start of counseling.

e @..
(@}

Divert a minimum of 20 and maximum of 50 youth and their'
families, each month, from the court system to the Center.

M

@
Q.

. A self-evaluation component of the Program that will
identify variables related to successful outcomes of

* Family Counseling and delineate those characteristics
of families and children referred to Juvenile Court who
benefit from family tnerapy and those who do not.

Outcomes: a. A total of 600 cases have been referred to Lieberman

o © Family Center since October 17, 1972 through May 10,
1974. A control group of 107 children is also used
in this evaluation. The control group consists of
all childred eligible for Center counseling who
vere referred to Juvenile Court and processed through
the Intake Department on Friday and Sunday. These
children were not diverted to Lieberman Family Center
but were handled by standard court procedures.

) @

e

LFC RECIDIVISM RATE

i} "No, of referrals after . No. of Cases % of Cases
closing case , .
' 282 Y
.g 0 referrals 92 20
1 referrals 46 10
2 referrals ‘ ‘ 23 .5
3 referrals ' 10" 2
4 referrals 4 , 1
5 referrals 5
6-8

referrals , 62

In the control sampIy:71 cases have been closed. The recidivism rate for
these cases is 86% as shown in the following tables:

CONTROL_GROUP RECIDIVISM RATE

No, of referrals after

‘ o

closing case No. of Cases , % of Cases
) 0 referrals 10 : 14
a 1 referrals 33 : a7

2 refervals 14 20

3 referrals 7 10

4 roferrals 3 4

§ referrals 2 3

7 referrals 2 3

’ 7




Comparison of thesc two tables clearly shows the effectiveness of LFC.

To determine the effectiveness ot the LFC with children who had pr1or

court contacts, an analysis of recidivism rates by the number of pvwor
court contracts was completed. The results of this analysis are given

in the following table.

Number of prior . Number of referrals after closing case

Offenses ‘
' Recidivism Rate

First offenders 0 1 2 3 4 5-9 | 5
"(n=28%) ' 177 51 33 13 8 2 40%

Second Offendars 64 24 8 4 2 0 39%
(n=102) |

Third Offenders 23 4 3 2 0 3 34%
(n=35) ‘

Fourth offenders 9 3 1 2 0 0 40%
(n=15) . _

Fifth Offenders 2 0 0 0 0 33%
{n=3) :

Seventh Offenders 1 o o 0 o0 o 0%

‘ ™~

»Simi1a9~ana1ysis of the control group will be forthcoming when enough data

becomes available.

As indicated above all have about the same recidivism rate; therefore,
the LFC is just as effective in reducing the number of referrals after

closing a cace for the first offenders as second, third and fourth offenders.

Oudging, then, from data analyzed during the first nineteen months,

Lieberman Family Center has had substantial success as a diversijon model
in providing an alternate to formalized Juvenile Court procedures. A 39%
recidivism rate of the Project group indicates rather clearly that unruly

and delinquent youngsters with family problems can be diverted from the
Juvenile Court without the need for Detention and Court involvement.

b. This objective continues to be strived for. Due to the nature of a family's

participation in the program - i.e., family members determine number of
sessions and duration of involvement with the Center-this objective is
" met in most cases.

c. Evidenced by the Center's most recent quarterty reports (attached), this
is being danc. During Quarter IV, 1974, 59 cases were referred by Juvenile
Court. Between January 1, and March 31, 1975, 78 referrals were received.

In Quarter II, 1975, 60 cases were referred to the Center.
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d. DPlease refer Lo Attaclment A, Action Project Grant, for detailed
explanation of evaluation system.

B, REPLICABILITY

1. A widely veconnized noed existed in Summit County, prior to 1972, to
develop a program to divert unruly, pre-delinquent children from the
Juvenile Justice System. The diversionary strategy stressed the im-
portance of providing a community-based alternative service for
children, desianed to involve the entire family in intensive short-
term erisis intervention and family counseling without need for
detent{on awl formal court adjudication. The second year funding pro-
posal was changed to include the need to divert both unruly and
delinguent. )

The Summit County Juvenile Court has traditionally established priorities
for keeping children out of the Juvenile Justice System. The Center

is 2 specilized family counseling service which is presently being
implemented as a means of still further augmenting the capacity of

the dJuvenile Court to provide increasingly more skillful, early inter-
vention, The problems these children present is generated within

their familics, and solutions to these problems must therefore be
resolved where the problem occurs-in the family.

2. Please see Attachment A

3. See Atlachments.

4. This program would be viable and useful in any type of community.
C. MEASURABILITY

1. The program is entering its fifth year of LEAA funding.

2, Evaluation efforts consist of quarterlies (attached) self-evaluation
(attached) , and monthly summaries by the SCCJC Corrections Planner.

0. EFFICIEHCY ]

1. The benefits derived from the project, -including sticcessful reduction
in recidivism rate, justify expenditures of time, money, and manpower.

2, A more expensive alternative would be the continuation of handling of
these cases by the Juvenile Court, without crisis intervention, counseling
fnvdlving the family, with the accompanying expected increase in
reciiivism rate.

ACCESSIBILITY,

£

1&2.  The project is planned {or continuation, and would welcome any
evaluation, publicity, and visitation.

3. Outstanding features:

37




The staff of SCCJC believes that the Lieberman Family Center has enjoyed
such success for a number of reasons, including the following:

It is felt by Lieberman Family Center staff that more time is needed to
determine whether or not the promising results of evaluation will have
long-term success, and what components of the of the present Diversion
model need changes to insure achievement of its goals and objectives.

DEGREE

Immediate crisis intervention counseling.

Professionally trained staff.

Totally community based.

Program shelters and counsels both boys and girls. .

- Focus is not on guilt or innocence; rather, families solve problems
together, with aid of professional, objective counselors.

Private sessions, at no cost to parties involved.

Unique, ongoing self-evaluation, utilizing a control group.

. WEAKNESSES

OF SUPPORT

The Summit County Juvenile Court administrators recognize the need for

more satisfactory strategies for dealing with status offenders who have
related problems. The belief in the great potential of the
diversion concept coupled with the success the Project has demonstrated thus
far has inspired County Administrators to provide necessary funds the

family

Project will need in the future.

ATTACHMENT B - Endorsements {To be sent under separate cover)
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Evaluation of the

Liebercan Fanily Center Diversion Program

Y

The LTC Diversion Program was put into operation
17, 1972. As indicated on table belowv a total of 730
referred to the Program by the Summit County Juvénile

Staff from October 17, 1972 through October 31, 1974.

on October
children was

Court Intake

Number of Children Referred to LFC by Year, Month, and Sex:

YEAR  MONTH L . MALE

FEMALE
1972. Gectober 17, 1972 7 13
1972 . Novenber . 8 22
1972 December o : i 4 3
1973 January B 10 22
1973 '~ February ' ) T & - ) 18
1973 _ March . = o . 18 22
1973 April ’ 17 . 23
1973 | May : . . 16 16
1973 June . . 16 .7 10
1973 July . » ’ 12 14
1973 August . . ’ . 20 19
1973 September ) o 22 22.
1973 Octotar - 14 ;20
1973 November to - 13 : 14
1973 December C . 15 . 13
1974 - -January . o 23 18
1974 February i . . 15 - . 13 .
1974 March : ' . 1617 3371
1974  April . 2402 3217
1974 cMay ) ' " 605 Fiq
1974 . June ~ 16 q 510
1974 July ‘ 1¢ 17
1974 ‘August 13 19
1974 Septenber 10 : . 7
1974 October 31, 1974 X310t S
TOTAL 352 378

However, the present evaluation is based on data collecected

analyzed on the first 600 children referred to the progran whlch covers

the period from chobcr 17, 1972 through May 20, 1974.

A0

TOTAL

- .20
< 30
7
32
22
.0
40
32
26
26
39
44
34 .
27
28
41
28
29
36
29
*19
33
32
17
19

730

and

o2
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1
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Toe contvol grouy consdsts of all children eligible fonr LYC cou

A vonbrod ergun of 107 cehidtdien g aluo uzed dn this eviluatiod.

*

’

ghm were refoerred 10 Juvenile Couvt aund procosscd through the In

L}
'

DrpuernzL o Friday and Sunday. These childuen vere not divert

nseling

take

cd to

LEC buu ware handled by standard court procedures. The number of chilédren

iﬂLc vieved and JQQHLL ied as control day cases by Intake Staff
OGetober 17, 1972 through Octobexr 31, 1974 is outlinoed below:
Vn“bbr of Conbrol Davs Children by Years, Mouth and Sex:
XEAR  MOUTE I MALE FEMALE TOT AL
19772 October 17, 1972 . .0 0 -0
197% Yavewbayw ’ 1 -2 3
“197Z Decoenber | . 0 2 2
1973 Jenuary ' . "0 .2 2
1973 Fehruarty . 4 1 5
1973 Merch . A 3 , 7
1973 April 6 - L2 ¥
1973 Hay . 4 3 - 7
1973 June ) 3 3 6
1973 . July _ 0 S 1.
1973 August o 4 4
1973 . Septenber , L1 1 2
1973 Qetobex ' : B A 3 7
1973 Tovenber Lo 2 A 6
L1973 Nnecenber .01 + 03 4
19764 - Januvary ‘ S BN | .Y . -2
1974 Fobruacy 11 6 17
1974 Mareh : . 7 8 15
1974 Aprll oo : 0 1 1
1974 May 2 "0 -9
1974 June ~ _ 1 1 2
1874 Ju'ly o o 1 1
1974 August j e o2 : 1 3
1974 Sepbenberw . o " Q 0 - o
1974 Octuber 3L, 1974 0 o o
TOTAL 54 - 53 107
The wajor objeetive of this cvaluation Teport is te compa

group oy expeciucutnl proup uith the control group fo ascertain
noeature ol the Diversion Prograwn's el focpiven was.
In erder to nake valld statistical conparisouns betweoun th

» N '

4l

from
ve the

none

v two

L¥C



‘groups, 38 cesas from the total 600 LFC group were excludoed

consists of 562 cases énd 107 cases for the control

‘time -of counseling ‘and, from court records. Control day

- =

0

v

evaluation. The followiang table delincates the

LFC CASES

.8~ still op=an .

8 ~ court information unavailable .
, 2 - referred by Probation (Did not mect ba
Total

’ .

a
w T - & t 2

Thus, in this evaluation report,

B

Evonm thisn

number avd veasg

group. In

g

i

| g

2 . : LC .c_ru:cma)g
38 ‘ o | : : : | |

' ?

son for

the total sample for thc LFC grourg

additien

to excluding cases, the frequancy dlstrlbutlons in each group are besa

.

by missing data or 1nfornatlon (unanswered questions on the OUQSLlOﬂW

and the total in each group will reflect this discrepancy.

Biographical Data Comparisons Between LFC and Control Group

~

- .

Biographical datq on LFC cases were obtained from the family at the

s ob t..:mang

to de%cxmba

-data

strictly from court records. These data are summarizad nere

and compare th& two samples.

Sex . .
) LFC Control
‘ cases yA cases %
Males C . 260 46 54 . 51
Females .- 302 54 53 49
Total - = 562 . Toral . 107

wa

These tables illustrate that the average case will be about 15 yc—lr.»

0old, white and either sex. The child will be attending school,

.42
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il
g2

i ] LYC coNTROL
Cases 7 Cases . 7
7 1 .2 , 0
'ﬁ 8 1 L2 0
9 4 1 .0
1.0, "4 1 0
a 11 10 2 1 1
12 21 3 3 3
. ,13 [‘3 7 9 . 19
@ 14 - 106 19 17 ' 17
© 15 142 . 26 28 " 29
16 141, 26 22 . 22
E 17 80 14 17 17
18 3 5 1 1 )
® Total 557 8
Race
.B LFC ‘ CONTROL
Cases Z Cases R 4 © -
l White 459 85 94 " 90
Black ._95 © 15 .10 ) 10 :
Total 554 104
~.
l Attcnding School_
o LFC CONTROL . e
1 Cases A ’ Cases Z -
Yes 468 88 65 94 -
l No _61 12 4 6 . -
529 69 - . ) -
o | | - ‘
a and have a 50'percentchance of having becn suspended from school
at least once and have the sawe chance of .having run away from h(;me
J before being referred to LFC. The average ca;;e at LFC is not that °~
l 43




VONOOWNAEWN»O

No. of times ran away from home

e

NoaunswNEO

(o}
L

|®

No. of suspensdions from school

LEC - Control
cases . Cases %
5 2
95 42 ' "' No Data
40 18 ) :
24 11
25
9
11
4
.1 
9
Total 223

. =
S H N’

LFC . Control
cases % A ' Cases %"

i R
.92 oo : No Data
59 . .. .
32 ™~
12
10
5
12

=)
(o)
N
o

Total 223 R R . T

drug orientated, as illustrated in.the following table. However,
cavtion must be taken in interpreting this table since it is made
Ly the parent and not the child.Nevertheless, 40% of the

parents considerxred their children to be involved with some kind of

44
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A IARA

MAN
g

Fathoer
Steplather
Crandfather
Adopted Fathoer
Cuardian

Other

Missing data

.~ =

™

v ™

) No

Hi A O naUntyoll DRl
" S D i e

e M e e

P
o

[
o

SN o L.

Ln

slers not presently living

o
1}

(AN ]

8

N

v

CASES

LS ENTTLY

LIVIEG,

-0 -

Ui SAME_TTOHE,

v

N e '

WOMEN " no.
Mother 428
Steprother 30

Crandmother 2
Adopted Mother 12

<
i)

OF CASFES
76
5
.[’
3
.I’
2
14

Cuardian 2

Other 7

Missing data _81
562

-

family had both a Stepmother and a Stepfather.

Brothers and sl in same Hone.
’ L¥C ) “Control
cases 4 cases
’ ¢ 186 45 _
1. 87 21 No Data
. 2 76 18 -
3 35 8 “
4 16 -4
' ., 5 4 1.
6 6 1
T 7 orx 23 1
nore
) Total 411

¢
3

Thexe .is a 064

pvilov

v

. fivst veloverals

to hoiag relevrod

Lo

S0y

Lo

‘ cases, as the following
I BIRTH ORDER OF THE CHILD
° LEG_
! L eases %
lst 160 32
2 127 25
3 93 18
1' 4 68 13
5 31 6
ll 6 14 3
7 32 2
9chn 2 1
" Total”

Juvenile

The child will be the first orx

pececant chance that the
LT,

Court. 45

[u

second born in 57 percent of the

table illustrates.-

Control

Total —hg

children will have

other woods, nost LVC

~

L/
»

42
20
19
12

0

no raferrals

CRANCL are




‘The following tables delineate the.types of cffenses committed and

3 v -
Numbaor of Sriax

court refar

)

LYC : ONTROT,
‘Cases i Z .. Casecs A

referral : . 130 73 16 15
referrals . - 50
referrals 18
referrals . 6
oY BOTE : . ‘ -
Total 554 Total 2103

|

N~ O
|l S AN

(=]

o

referrals 350 64 ) 77 75 . - l

the referral source. These tables suggest that the offense g

. : : |

: ‘ y . ~ . o

charged with a2t the time of referral and the most se¥rious 'l
" . ! . ’. .o : v "

offenses are similar for .both groups. l |

: i

_ i o

! |
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Orafnos oY Time oI Rpforeal:
Delinguent Biiensss:
¥
Arson
Auto theft
Bl
lobbery
Larceny ) )
Shoplifriag ‘

M.D.0.P.

Agsoult & Davtery

Forcible Rape

Trespassing

Intoxication .

Possession of drugs

Use of drugs

Sale of drugg

Probation Violation

Uncritical Judgment

Ocher delinquarnct offenses
Total )

Unxruly Offenses:

Curfew

Runaway
Incorrigibility
Sex offense.
Truaney (School)

. Protective custody

Cthex unruly offenses
Total

%

LEC %
1 Ly
10 2
21 4
12 2
23 4
43 Y
3 -5
5 A
0 0
2 .
10 2
12 2
1 .2
1 e 2
0 0 -
0. 0 -
224
166
LFC 4
8 1
206 37
146 26
4 .7
22 4
2 .4
4 o7
392 :
47

Totéi

Total

s
e b e

0 0
b 4
6 6
1 1
3 3
15 14
2 2
0, 0
) 0
1 1
2 2
.7 6
0 0
0 0
0 0
.0 0
_6 6
47
CONTROL - 7
5 ., .. 5
34 32
17.. 16
L0 4]
0 0
1 1
1 1
58




. S0y ae o vy Sy ST B
Moat Soyrioon ilunaa
zadith W DVLD

=t iR avery Coraitted Prior to

.

\J

Arson R
"Auto theft
B&E C
Robbery
Larceny

i. Shoplifting
M.D.O.F.(Destruction of Property)

Assault & Battery . )
Forcibhle Raps=
Trespassing

Intoxication

-Posession of Drugs

Use of Drugs

Sale of Drugs

Probation Violation
Uncritical Judgment

Other delinquent offenses
Cu=-few . ’
Runawvay

" Incorrigibility

Sex coffensa.
Truancy (School)
Other unruly. offense
e o Total

48

LFC

2

10
12

5

18
43
10

.12

W N :

N
o
=

Referieal 0ffouse:

% CONTROL A
-1 0 0
5 . 2 5
6 3 7
2 0 0
9 - 0 0
21 6 14
5 3. 7
6 © 1 2
0 0 0
.5 1 2
1 0 0
3 4 10
.5 0 0
Q "0 . 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
10 4 10
1 2 5
17 7 17
6 3 7
o . 0 0.
0 N 10 :
2 0 0

?otal _7RT~

o

.
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Source of roferral te Juvenile Court:
[}
e LEC CONTROL
, Cases pA Cases %
‘polico . ’ 305 55 . 92 96
¢hild walk~in . 16 . '3 ) . 2 2
parent wall-in . 62 11 - 1 1
parent & child walk ian © 90, 16 B ..
wail in : ‘ 48 -9 '
anvbher ageocy o 1.0 2 : 1 1
sehool admiunistrator 21 L4 .

Total 552 Total 96

The average age of the LFC case is 15.1 years. For the control

group the average age is 15.2 years. The police are a larger source

of wreferrals in the control group than the LFC group but their
of fenses are similarx. PEER

The annual, income from the husband and wife and other sosurces

for the LFC cagses is:

Income ’ ‘ . No.of Cases % of cases
$ 0 ~ 2,999 | 19 , - 5 .
3,000 ~ 4,999 ' . 37 , : 10
5,000 - 6,999 37 B R ¢ .
7,000 ~ 9,999 . . 65 - .18 . -
10,000 -14,999 110 | - 30
-15,000 ~and over : - 96 . 26 . .

Total - 364
The average income is between §10,000 - $14,999; however thirty-six
percent ox 127 fanilies said they received outside financial help.

The variables of age, sex, race, school attendancé,nusber of
prior court rveferrals and offense charged with at time of referral
cte. ave statiuvtically similar and for the purpose of data anmalysis

* » -

the two anamples will be considered as having been drawn from the

samng populaviorn. : . v

-t .



‘to schadule them
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vhich the fawily
arc now
closed without a g

the evaluation. 56% of these ca

-

nwalaation of
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v The evaluztion ssrtion

of
hod one or

closed. A

reviey of

ession

1

.
.

.

rore sessions with

the total 562 cases

LYC Propcaw

this .report is bLased upon-

.

and will not be included in this part of

reveals 80 cascs.

ses were uncooperative with atteapts

for sessions. 60% of the 80 families were closed a

by phone. Twenty cases were excluded due to lack of adéquate. LFC i.a'.a.

information.

Reasons for Terminating LFC Family Counseling:

‘

B

No. of cases %
Mutual agreement and no further sessions )
neaded - goals Teachad L . 187 41
) . ) ’ A .‘ / y . " -
. Family uncooperative, — missed appointments or .
didn't want to come in- Counszlor closed 62 14
:IP.(Identified Patient) turned 18 years olad y 1
IP or Family moved P ' i 21 5
Case not appropriate for LFC-counselor terminated 4 S
Appeared in court - not amenable ‘ ‘ : .9 z
‘Referred back to court - not amenable 46 .10
Held open for family to call if further help needed. 7 , ¥
Family did not call and case was closed without =z ‘ .

session.

&

Counseloxr felt it wasn't necessary to continue hold-
ingz sessions -—-counselor closed '

Peferred to another agency because not respoanding

to LYC counseling

Family wvantced private counsal
Yamily fclt LFC no longer nec
Other

50

(SRR

15

16-

N
.

8
3

Ly,

ary

Total

{
cases in

an LFC counselor and

Lt art e e
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The <4 lua ds oporred whon appropriate o use au the Loest

[

E 4
massure of econdtwsd pondeney gince ocwtreme scores tend to distorc the . .

vepresentatlvencss of computed overages.

LE 13
.

.

The median nunber of days from covrt referral (dntake) to the
suasieanment of an L¥C counnelor ds 1.65 days. Eighty cases were closed
vitheout a session, L35 with only one session, 101 with two sessions,

67 with three sessioans, and 157 wvith four or more sessions.

HNo. of sesoions hield

to clove o cages . ) . )
Lxc %2 of Cases
No.of Cases
3 135 . <29
2 102 o 22 :
3 67 . 15 S T
4 : 43 , 9 . '
-5 252 ‘ 11
2 .
7
8
9

-

21 5

19 4

& 2.

’ 6 . ) 1

10 .5 : N §
1L =17 4 1

———A e it

462

3
=]
o
]
j]

»~

-

This represents o wedian of 2.5 sessions to close a case.. Sessions

Yant an average of 1Y% hours.

» .

: One of the goals of the LFC program is inmediate crisis inter-

vention. OFf the 460 cases with one or moxe sessions, 20% met with an LEC

s

counselor on the same day their case was assigoed to L¥FC; 10X met with

an L¥C counselor one day after assignment. Forty-siu percent of cases
met with an LY¥C conuselor boetwveen four and twenty days after assigraznt’
Ky

to LFC, and wore than tweuty days elapsed between assignment and firvst

sgunatan In 167 of Lhe caues,

]
4




to first sessioun: - : LEC |

mee e ane e

no. of cases 7 of casas

N

0 days ) 107
1 . v 43
2 : 24
3 © 16
4 16
5 22
6 25
7 . 24
- . ; 17
9 . ’ 14
10 <11
11 7
12 12

ONNNWDIDUVLNWWWLWY I

.13 or more 143

 Total . 481 a

w

The median number of days from LFC referral to LFC assignment is 1.2

days. - The median numbexr of days between LFC assignment to the f£irst s

'is 6.1 days. ) <L L oo . a

B

.court contact. They attend school and have a history of cutting (flickigy:

‘child will have lived at his current address for an average of seven

Biégéaphical Data Summary N - T o { ‘ - ' S

Based on~Qhe‘biographical data coll.ect:e'c‘l thus fa.r: the .probabilii::,g
a teferral will be female is .54 and'male .LS .46. The data supggests t‘nzﬁ
t:h'e_ .t)jp‘ical reféx;rétl to LFC will bé 15.1 yeats old aAnhd 'oldc;s:: or mext to

the oldest c¢hild in the family. They will be w-hite. avnd h.nve no prior _'

pry

are in the 9th grade and attaining "c¢" level work. They will have been

‘suspended from school at least once for either truancy or-smoking. The

*

ycars. o ’ E
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Hhopredictar analyals has been completed to deternine the

)
3

velat lioanhips betwsen the blographical data and the criteria of

: B
effectivenevuy noauures. The eriteria of clfectiveness npeasures were:

3, vhe number of days spent in detention after the case had closed;

Z. the nunber of referrals after case has been closed, and 3. the

nunther of relerrals durxing LFC counseling. It was inteanded that

»

the resuwlis of Lhis analysis vould be usefel in selecting future
L¥PG diwersion cases, dL.e. referring from court those cases in which
LEC would mazinize its counseling effectiveness. Only those cases that

were closed and had more than one session were used ia this analysis

(i.0. 462 cages).

Predictor analysis was completed by correlation analysis as out~

Tdned below.

" Correlation analysis - Corrxelation is a widely used statistie ’
whieh neasures the extent to which two variables vary together in 2 :
systeuutle fashlon. It. 15 a wmeasure of association betwean two Coe

variablen ov secores. The correlation may be positive or negative and
rappe fronn - 1.00 to 1.00. " )

»

A positive coxrveletion between two variables will be obtained

when subjeets who ayre above the average on one of the variables alse

fond te be abowve the average on othaxy variables, whereas subjects who
,4

-

are below the averape va ong of the variables also tend to be
LGoeloaw the average on the other varviable. A negative correlation, on- cthe

athver hasdly, will he obtelued wvhoew subjucts who arce below the avorape

an e variable tend bto he above the averapge on the other variable, where

as subjeetsn who ave above tho: average on the first variable tend to be

below the aveuare on the svceond vardable. Only sigaificant corvelation
! £

-

are conuidered in ehda evaluation.
. 53



Sigaif{iceean 1du the level of probabllity used as o erviterion fo -
Jdoeldiug vhetoor 2an edservved event or relationship is based upon chs.a;

.
.

AT

In this analysis the probabilicty of any correlation occuring lcﬁz

. i .
than 5 times in 190 is considercd. significant. A ptobability this

Sn‘j‘
insures against drawnm conciusions based upon chance correlations

’

"and thé.t an improbable ox rare correlation has occurred (one which u

was not due to »chankc‘c-tb) J K R k ’ \

| A-corrcletion analys lé of the b:x.o.c'raphlcal variables W'.i.t:_h the E\
criteria of effcctflvérxess was done to determine th.'ose var:i.ab.'les. that \
are related' to‘ success in the LFG DZLV.PI sion progran. o '_ l

|

Correlation of Detention Placement with Biograp;nical VYariables. g\

Significant positive correlations were found between the number of days

spent in Detention aft.c;_'r LFC cvlcsed the case and (1) 'L"‘h‘e nu;nber of . l
months the child was emploved, (2) the famiiy's annual il‘lg::OmEi, (3) ﬁ
’tl_::e‘num‘oef of.'c}ays iﬁ Shelter Hmme; prior to closing case, (4) the ‘

num.ber.of referfals during LFC counseling, (5)' the number of rcferrais‘

after closing case at LTC, (6) the number of days in ‘the De tentilon.

-

Home as a 'courtesty hold, (7) the number of déys in the Detention Home

. -

. . .

during LFC counseling. L ' . : l

Significant negative correlations were found between rthe number of
days spent in Detcntion aftexr LFC closed the case and (1) t:hc. c:hlld'

grade in school, (2) how long the child f\:tits 3.5‘ved in Summit (onnLy,

nunber of days frow L¥C assigament to the fivst session, (35) tha

(3) 'tk;e number of day-s from court referral to LFC referral, - (4) the |

identification number assiguoed in sceyuence as the cases were reler

rRYl

to LFC. - - : .

]

These corrc.l:xt:ions suggest that the c¢hild who would spend fower da

3n Detention after closinpg the case at LFC would be above the ninth

- .

N ‘.
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Ly

preode Ty e el wervhing Jess than Lhreee woobhs, vith o Canily of
s Vit HYu, onU. smavel dncome had to walt over 1.65 days bectween

court refervel aod LFEC velexral and wait over 6 days between LFC

appfpanent and 2he fdrst cessdion, spent less than 4 days in the

] -
Shelter Hewe prisy to c¢loging the case and less than one day during LEC

counseling, spent 0 daye in the Detentlon Home as a courtesy hold less

¥

fhan one day duriag L¥C couaseling. ’ . : ;

+
» -

Theosr anolyosoes sugpest that LFC counseling wmay be less effec

whtile £he child 48 beding held din the sheleter house or detention hoae,

.

pven an o courtesy hold. Children in the uvpper grades spend fawver

duays in detentlon after thelr case is closed . suggesting that with:
reapest Lo redueing detentions, LFC is more effective with those in th=

ninth through 12th grades. Children of families whose annual income is

.

below  $10,000. and who have lived in Stummit County more than ten
Y

years have spent lesys time in detention after closing. ' :

. -

B

One unexpected finding was the number of detentions after LFC

.

closing o case 48 wet depeundent upon a short time betwocun court

ranferral end LFC xeferral, and between LFC assignment and the first

seanton.  In faet those who were delayed longer had fewer-deteations

* -

au the following table Lllustrates:

) _ ‘ No. defentioo=days afrerzEFC
) . o ' 1-6 . 7 or wore
Mool dayy [No. cases No.cases Ho. cases
heryern court 0 156 12 . 27 . '
referral and . ~ .
LUG 1~6 59 3 a3
720 60 . .6 6
213101 100 .5 b
55 ' ‘
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.

LFC ds jusit as vifsctive whon nssigmaent tal

Row place o thi

sanz -day ol court rTeferral as when a delay of wore than 7 days. In
fuct LFC Lfich;vahas does not decrcase as the timce between court

Y . referral and LFC assigument increases. This is the court's process

«nd not a Lieberman Family Center function.

the time to the first. session is

¢

) - thc process of assigning the case to a counselor.

. . .

The following tablc

.

A LFC function that delays i

illustrates how this effects the number of days spant in Detention

"after L¥C closing. ‘ . . A
) . oo No. of detention days after LFC closil
. . <0 1-6
: 4 . : cases -cases
No.of days . . 0 69 ; 7
from LTC assignmant . ; :
g to first session 1-6 33 8 _
. . . 71-20 118 R ‘8
. . ' Coe .21 or 150 : 5 R 4 - ¥
® . . . . more C . * <3t
LFC seems to bc-_' more effective at reducing the number of da)"s in ﬁ
. Degentlon if the delay batveen assigning the case and LFC referral is p
) o . : . T @{
‘ greater than 7 days. , y . )
Correlation of Referrals after LFC counseling witlhh Biographical Vari blae
® .

“ e ow
-
N L]
.

Signficant pos:Lt_lve correla...Lons were found bhetween the nurnber of m

‘referrals after closing the case at LFC and (l) the number of tines the

the tnmxly

B

child was suspended from school, (20 the number of times

moved during the last two years, (3) the number of times the fnmlly
did not show up for counsieling sessions, (4) the number of days held

¢ Detention after LYC closing the case, (6) the 1doncxflcat10n number of

the casce. ‘ .

- in tha dcetention home as a courtesy hold, (5) the number of days in E
56 I
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Bigallo ot srgazive corvelations weve fouud borvern the nuabers of
e Sofearale gfrar ciosing the cazu ab LPC and (L) the ¢hild's grade
g sehowi, (23 fhe siue the child hapg lived ot the curreunt address,

(33 the nuwber ¢f dave from LYC assignment to the Ffirst session with

]

on LYE counuselor. : . . .

Thene covreletions suggest, like the number of days in detention,

* -

sfter cloesivg LYC nay be wmore effective for those above the mint
grade dn sehoo) that LFC counseling cffectiveness may be decreased

'3

with tpendiug over 1/2 days in the detention home as a couxtesy hold.

“hoene with Lless suspengions fxom school have fewer referrals aftex closi:

YOG L mure offoctive at reducing the vumber of referrals for those
fuuilles who bove Jived for more than gix years at their currtent
sddresy or have notemoved in the last two years. As the number of

-
. .

deteatioas, the nunber of referrals after LFC closing i's not depandent

-

upon eriuis counseling, but a reduction in the number of xreferrals

alter eloving should be gained by increasing the nuuber of days from |

LG assicsanent Lo the first gession. Also, the people who had more
» P P

Yo shows' Lor counseling vere more likely to have referrals afterc

L¥GC eleauing. . : .
.- v . .

pil R¥VL ATION OF R IFT“ZE\;(Q};‘SM})_U RING LPC COUNSELILNG WITH BIOGRAPIIC AL
- VARIABLES

Sipuilicant pusicive ,correlations were found between the nudbder

refervals durding LFC counweling and (1) number of times the child cut

selipo) in the last three sonths, (2) the child's grades on his last :

s

seport eard, (1) the hWighest grade in sclhool completed by the father,

{4) the muaher ol days fron flrst secusion to closing the ease, (5) the
wunberr of senstous hwld to ¢loue thye casv, (6) the number of days in

tihiee whelter boune prloc to closing tho case, (7) the number of court .

yeferprals prioy to belug sent to L¥FE,(8) the number of refevrals

altey elastap the cagse at LU0

r g ) ’ . . .
9) the nnbor ot days ia the daveation
%7 .



A

3
. e g -

. wome duviag LYT counsellug, (L0) (hoe auwaber of ‘days in the dctcutixa\‘

R e L 1]
.

[AN

 honzr after LEC clesed tne case, (11) the nuabey of sessions held to ‘
\ R *

closec the reopenzi case, o . l‘

)
. Significaan ative corrclati.ons vere found

¢
’
f2

e, ot
Lo et

hcw_wedn the numm ‘

.

of referrals duriang LFC counseling and (1) the numbe\.r montha to whan ‘

.

-

the child vas la st suspcnd d f£rom school, (7) Lhe nmnber o:C t‘Ime° a‘

. nother has ever been married bcforc, (3) Lha total nunber of brothexrs
and sistexrs that do not live in the household. . “ . ‘
. .Lhesc. correlations suggest that those children thabt have wore l‘

than one referral during LFC counseling have a. history of cutting =~

school (more than twikce), above avexage in school work and a usoevs.&

» &

froo schoel within the last four wonths.

.

.

Their fatherxrs

have AJD).G.’. l
. education (i.e. completed the twelfch grade), txe.u.x; mothers have not

;:ried more than once and thc,y have one ox, 1ess ‘brothers.or smqrer ﬁ

o
™.

s .
.

. living outside xhe hOuse‘hold. Those that have referrals during

couvnseling take over 60 days from their first ses :Lon to cloge(therebl

increasing the probability of referrals) and, take threce or more sessk

Pa

. . .
. . - .

o These children have about 1.5 prior court contacts

b

and have spant sone

M ™
. . . .
. .

« ‘time in the ‘shelter ho‘me, and Detention Yome. : . l

. * . v .
>

CORRELATION DI’ EFFECTIVENES

ERIGN WITH OTHER COUH T“L'I.NG
S

» .

The correlational analysis of the crlterln of effectiveness, was

. . B
. .

extended to the other cowmponenis of ‘the LYC counseling

to deternlnu

» . . ¢
. . - .
N .
»

the effectivensss of cach., Attention was focused on ‘the fol]o\u*\g
counseling couponents: thae number of sessions ncaded to close cneh

.
. . -

canse, the.average length of cach session, the

nunher off dayw Lrowm

) LT¥C iLE'.'.‘-iif,(Uili:nt to the- -first LYC counseling session, and the avevage
rnunber of «In\' between cessions. - C ‘

e No signifilcant corrclation was found botween the thres criterxia

i"* . - . . -

3 LY 4R vl A » e 8 ’ ’e v ' ’

(.L ctfvcetiveness and aay of the 5g 2onents (nC LY C COMMS G LinT, feeann

. .
N .
i} . .

¥



srpe velalnd Lovmperents with rhe venber of yelfescalys daving LEC
St mErXipy. Kot icent positive rvelativaships \u"“ found betuveen
coehe tine betbtween eounzzling gessions and (1) the nmumber of wmonths
3 thie ehild Nies Lived ocutside his present Family group, (2) the number
1
a 0f days LIrom fizse session to closing case,: (3) the nunbek.of hone
viukits wunde by the couns*lor (4) the number of counscling cancellation:
4L o Longes tioe was taken between scssgions for those cases involved with

-

pore than one sesslon. They topk

¥

mmuuw zotive. The nuwbecr of visit

Cehildres who heve Lived outside thedr present famxly and who cancelled

nore time

to close since they were

t that. 2 counselor makes to the

nowse alse lengthens the time between sessions.
‘ Siheniflcant positive coxrelations were found between the muaber’
q of sustslons held to close a case and (L) father's highest grade in’ -

achoal eompletaed, (2)

.

average-len
days £-owm couxt dinte
nunber of veferrals

o .

gth of ‘each session,
ke to placement in

during LFC ccuns

(32) number of

the shelter'hoﬁe, (4) the

eling, (o) “the number of session

. .

*

| : -
! ‘pun@QjIQLJOﬂJ, (6) number of days in the detention home during LrC '
. - : L * A ’ N - -
. counselLng. . . E . o .
Signiflennt nepative correlaticns were found between the number | |

s % .

in school, (3) the nunber

(4)

.

sehool, the number

%9

¥

of counseliug sessions, and (1) the child

of months

.

age, (2) the cﬂild‘s grade

the Chlld was lasL sus

.

p&nd > d f*om

of daya from c0urt rekexral to LFC rcfcrr 1,

(5) the number of days from L¥C referral to L¥C nssignmant, (6). the .
R N : . :
nurbexr of court xeferrs l prior to L¥C. ”hosc casés which took more
sepsulons bo close dnvolved oldexr children in the upper grade at
sehool and viosa Lather was wone cducated (W2th grade oxn more).
. . ) .i ® * : . .
Thant requiving noere segsiong roolt less time to be referrvred to LFC,
¥ . N - Y
L] *
to he assinned te n LYC counscelor, to get to thedyr first soescilon, .
* . . ) .
" had fower prioy couvt rvivr ~als, and wvera wtore likely to have mnorce

*

.



icngth of each se

.last two years. L et . A

vours raicrsals duvyian LEC councoelian. Cﬂildfcn'nmrn Likely to nest
Satae sgsn:oh' wara essizned quichly.ﬂnd cntéxcd théir session guick, ‘
had few priof iog::ICSn:acts and were hcld'in the Betention Home k
dufing L¥C couns=zling. R ,'I . . : . F
: . ' ' . ¥
- > .

Significant

re*
i}

.

ositive corrclations were found betweaen the averags

« . N * . 3
v

O

sion and. (1) the highest grade in school the metherg
and father ccﬁple;cd, (2) the annual income of the family, (3) nuvadery

of counseling sessions held to closing, (4) the number of

nade by the counselor, (5) the number of tiumes the family has noved

in the last two yeaxrs. = - ' .o ) -t . .-

* .

. - St . .

le engt th of eacn COLﬂuellng session and (l)'the'number of times the chi

I .

.. ' ‘. . - ‘.' . .- “ ... i
Significant negative correlations were found betwveen tha avera E

° -
. . .

cut,school in the last,three,ﬁonths (2) the chlld s grades on” his
' ' . «

av . . s .

. . " . |
last report caxrd, (3) the number of_days from LFC assignuent to tha -gx

. -
. - . .ot P
- .- . .

. . . ;
first session. Those cases whica took longgr 1nv03ved children vhe cul

»
. .- . .
‘ . . . N

school less and\vho e parents made more than, $10 OOD and were more

~

a PR . .

educated (completed'the 12th gradé or more). :I.‘hey hac_l be_lam et 1::1/::3.5

grades in school. They had more sesswono and ‘more home vigits, less

"

. .

timz to their first sessiocn and very few changes in address over the !

. .
N

0
. .

= - .
. . - -
.- N .

: ‘TIME ANALYSIS' S T o

. v
.

» .
>
. . N . .
- . iy . N

the two year period covered by'this evaluation, and o determine

' -

.

" To d erane if there wvere, ch;.nge'-- in the LY¥C program over @

«

-y

if thes® changes wvere influencing the effcectiveness of the progran,

. R R

& nunber vas assigned to ecach case. This numdber rQPchgnn”d the - %

'
* .

order ecaclt case wvas assipned to the LFC. The correlationall analysis

s * . v's‘
supgrest that since the program began in October 1¥72 fowoer scssions :

. - . .

are now necusnary to clo ¢ a case, the average length of cach scession ﬂ

, . .
- *

yere

60 . . ‘ .



haos hoeen reduced; howvever, dncreased pevicds of Line vere nolad

between couvrt referral to L¥VC reflerval and from assignweent to L¥FC

conrselor to firsbt session.
The nunber of tiwmes the shelter home has been used aifter LEFC

.gas increased. The number of sessiorn cancellations has gone doun since

s

a . LFC becane operational. This reflects the increased cffc‘ctivena;S of the
®

LY C Diversion program and not the lack of time for the more recently

closed cases to recidivate since the recidivism rate dp to and

including May 1974 is 437 compared to 39% including the last three months.

fip!

There

31

ore, the number of cases in the last three months involves only

42 coses which is small compared to the iotal sample. ) o

COHPARISOﬂ.OF RECIDIVISM RATES BETWEEN LFC A¥D CORTROL GROUPS

As of May 10, 1974, 462 cases have been closed. "The recidivisn rate

~

-

for these cases'is 39% as shown.in the following table: -

Mo. .0f referrals after LFC Group Recidivism Rate

. - closing case - N . )
. . A. . ) . No. of cases - % of cases
C referrals L ., . 282 61 -
1 v e B o 92 _ .20 S
2 A " . N ,. . ) ] 46 . . . : .« . 10 . ‘-b
3 ||~' " ‘ ‘ . ‘, B . 23 . . . 5 N
A " . ‘ L. . 10 " 2
5 " S Lo - o 4 ' .. . 1 V
6--8 111 . . . _~—§- v..
- 462 . _ -

Py

6l




in contrel soaunle TP oenasnn bWaee boon closed, The oreeidivi

s

thess caves is 864 as showa In the following table:

OHTROL GROUP RECIDIVISM RATH ' :

et o e

6]
{2
o

Mo. of referrols after .

closing case : No. of cases .4 of ca

0 refervals . 10 . 14

1l " 33 . 47

2 " 14 oL " 20 :
3 7 10 -

4 L 1] . 3 4 g

5 v . -2 © 3 ‘
7 "o . . ) 2 3 st

7

o

At

Couparison of these two tables clearly shows the effectiveness of LEC.
. . .. e, .. .. ~. .. ' s .
5 . - . . .

- To determine the effectiveness of the LFC with children who had

1 .
E';u. bt

prior court contacts, as analysis of recidivism rates by the number

of prior court contacts was completed. The results of this analysis
. - : ) . . : vt 4 -

are given in the following table. ‘ S K S g
Tunber of prierx Number of referrals after closing case [}

offenses : . .

. : . : o - Recidivisp
First offenders = 0 1 2 3 4 5-9 Rate

(n=295) - 177" 61 33 13 8- 2 . L 40%

’
B
o

::Second offenders 64 - 24 .8 &L 2 O . .. . 39%
. (m=102) , . ' Coe ' .
* Third .offenders - 23 A
(n=35) " . A .
Fourth oifenders 9 3 1. 2- 06 O - LO7
_x (n=15) : ‘ - S :
Fifth oifenders .2 0 0 0 0 1 ) T 33%
S =3) L L
"Seventh offenders 1 0 0. -0 ; 0 0 . OZ.

)
.
.
.-
m'
N

3° 2 -0 3 347

Simiilar analysis of the control group will.bhe foxthconming wvhen cnough'ﬁ
data becones available. - ' :

&=

o

"As dindicated above all have about the same vocidivism rate, therefo

the LFC is. just as ecffective in reducing the number of referrals after
closing a case for the first offenders as second, third and fourch

-oftenders.
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Recidivism rate for c°11nquent

LEC Groye

.

inquent

Unruly
of Cuses’ 7

No. of gasés
231

. 79

8 J .39
3 ; 20
1 , 12
0 .

S

chlldren is

33 per cent and io
bkt mnlliuan oo we FERULCL TR o N BT
-;;;;iy ;ﬁx]dren 1t is 41 pcrcent LIC appedr° to be more effectix
treatlng_ghe delinqdent chilad tﬁan the unruly. hpwever thé
: differcnce isg ‘not large e.'Jgh to rcc&%meqd LFC fr ;Lmént to ov‘y,
. ‘ . 4 . .. v

delinAuent. The recidivism'rat

and closed w1tnou= sessxon vas

e for the e;ghgrcascs refcrreu to L

38 percent Many interpretations 2

IpOQSIblc of this; howaver "the data analy~' at thi tine does
not favor dny i - . T .
¢ : . -
it
N N . v . '
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Toconmeadations = Whae evaluation suggests the folloving recopnzndations
- i
1. Selection o s:tudzats above the ninth grade. . ' .

' 2. Restrict LYC counseling to only those children who havé ,
not.spaent-tina in the DLLanlon Homg or are being held thereos’

3. Develop nrethods. to reduce the numn ober of cancellations. - . . .!

D 4. Selecticns of children from families who have moved very
little in the past five to ten ycars. ‘

5. Selection of those cases that have fewer than

three suspensions
. . from.school. ' - ~
. . 6. Expand counseling. .to those families who make less than $10,000

annually. St L.
7. Do not meglect couunseling in sxtuaLloﬂs that are mot an "imnedi
) : crisis‘.". . . A ' .o

5. Conglnuatqon of con*rol days. . - L e

o . . . : : v "

g, Completion of all biographicalquestionnaire '*tems at..the- - E;
. time of referral to LFC. . L LT R

- M -

® ] © 10. Continuvation of data collection- and program ev 1u1t ion to

validate the fxngﬁp"s of this evaluatiorn and dcvoLop a steable
. criteria. : a - :

. . . . . R . .
* . . «
. . - .. . -

. - 11, Continuation of. statistical zcalysis of the questia

. . -

nnaire :daka.’
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