
• 

• 

• 

• 
..... ! 

0 . :~ .. 

• rlt 
U lJJ " 

.n ~ : 

~ n 
JJ 

~ n 
td 'j 

tf d ~~-~.~~-.~ ....... , .... 

7" \ 4' ,"" ,." 

, ;"':"'1' 
\ ... _.:~/ \._ ..... ~ .... 1 . 

f 
I 

l 
t 
i 

t 
t 
L 
ates 
I 
f 
I 
I 

t 
[ 
f 

'1 

r~..".----:-.-....,..~'1~!.-;";1]-.~..,..,. ~O;'¥'~~,~~~.-' .... "'~ ... --. -. ""f'~~...-~ .. ' .. "'I'\'<'f" '!-'l , , ' - . . 

~ l~>O·; ........ ~;..~ ....... '''-~-·.z:.~'"':....--'~--';·:~:.u.J-·~-~'r 
f ' 

LEI8ERMAN FAMILY CENTER 

Akron, Ohio 

t 
~ 

r 
i 
t 
! . 
!: ,i 
~ , 
i, 
i 

Cambridge, Massachusetts " ." 

If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
~ 
.~ 
~ 
~) 

~~ , 
~\ 

~~ 

LEIBERMAN FAMILV CENTER 
AfVtO tt, () lu...a 

SwnmaJty on a VaLUla.Uon S:tu.dy Conduc.:ted 6 OIl. :the 06n.iee 06 Teehnology 

TJUttt6 6 elL, Na.:t,(ona1. I tt6wu.te 0 n Law EnooJtc.211Ie.Yl.-t and CJUrrU.nal Ju:6:Uee 

Augev...t, 1975 

• I 



•• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

.J 

This report was prepared for the National Institute in . support of th~~ 
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 justic~ 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 distributio'1 of selected validation reports is part of the National 
Institute's effort to share infor.nation on specific program developments 
and to highlight importam::. issues in program operation and evaluation. 
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Pro~ect Title: Leiberman Fam
ily Center 

Projer;t S'cart Date: October, 1972 

Date of On-Site Review': August, 1975 

Approximate Annual 
Operating Costs: $160,000 

!ype of Program: Juvenile Court 
Probation and 
Parole (Juvenile) 

Funding 
~qen~y: 

Grant #. 

Contact: Mr. James J. Telegdy 
969 Copley Road 
Akron, Ohio 44320 

Project Summary 

Summit Co. Criminal Justice 
Commission 

Akron, Ohio 

2505-0S-J3-75 

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 YOlthful offenders 
and minimizing their involvement in the juvenile just~ce system. 

Youth who are referred to LFC participat~ 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 inextricablY 
dependent upon the interactions of the family members, and that in 
order to trea~ one, all members mus't 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 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 amenabilxty 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 po'tential participants in t~rms 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 corresponds to the magnitude 
of his score. Hence, juveniles who receive a very low score are 
thoL',ght 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 ~onjoint 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 
comparable control group for evaluation purposes. (Unfortunately, in 

-reviewing the evaluation report it appe~red that weekend referrals 
might represent a higher-risk clien~ele. As a result'it is difficult 
to draw any firm conclusions from the experimental deGign.) 

f 

The ~rofessional staff 'of the center consist of the Project Supervisor, 
a Supervisor Counselor, and two Family Counselors. The Project 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 fluctuctes b~tween 
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 Frojects 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 ~etermine weaknesses and to make improvements. The 
project supervisor shares these characteristics with his fellow 

• 
administrators. ' 

The training program is well conceived and executed • 

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 the:rapists have 
been conducted; and twice a year staff have'been able to partici
pate in out-of-state ~onferences. The result of this continuous, 
intensive training has been that staff are well grounded in the 
theory and practi~al 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 sta.:t 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 communi~ations. 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 parents free to concentrate on solutions t.o 'family problems. 
(See below for reference to intra-cour.t communication problems 
caused in part by the residential location of the LFC.) 

... 
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Project Weaknesses , 

• 

• 

Differe-ncesin 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 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 b'etween the LFC and the Intake Probation Office 
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 
reierrals should be accepted on Fridays and Sundays. At the base 
of these complaints seems to be a feeling that t.he 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 un800perative 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 Liebcr.mnn 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 justice system. It is designed to serve 
all youth whose anti-social or deviant behavior is detennined to be 
a function of the breakdown in family communications ~nd 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 tha~ 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 acco~
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 request of the National Insti
tute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Jus·tice. 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 Ohio 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 
visit to Akron, Ohio, on August 13-15, 1975. During the visit, inter
views were conducted with the following project principals: James J • 
~elegdy, Project Supervisor; Chuck Simonson, Director of the Juvenile 
Court; Myron Tarbis, AssiDtant 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; Dorothy Masilon, 
Counselor; David Alexander, Assistant to Intake Supervisor; Ronald 
D'Antonio, Fiscal Officer; Dr. '~ray 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 • 

1.1 Background 

In mlio, legal responsibility for juvenilo affairs is vested 
in the Court of Conm~n Pleas. Although the Court is Constitu-
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tionally created and the definitions of juvenile malfeasance are a 
matter 01: state law, the administration of the Juvenile Court is pri
mad,ly 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 Services. 

The Juvenile Court is organized'to provige treatment or rehabilita
tive services to def'endan'ts 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 nlmilier 
than any othero 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 thc.\t would be criminal if committed by an adult. During 1974, 
7732 such cases were referred to the Juvenile Court. 27% of them in- ' 
valved charges of unruliness; 73% charged delinquency. 

Referrals to the Juvenile Court may be self initiated, or may 
b~ 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 expre'ss priority for 
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service delivery and minimal i;lvolvement is actively pursued. 
Intake Officers interview the defendant ond ~t least one of his 
par8nts, and, on the basis of charge, previous record, and personal 
characteristics, make one of four dispositions. The intake ; .. orker 
may simply discuss the charge with the youth, warn and release 
him. 'rhis is an option that is widely followed in the Akron 
court as a result of studies showing that some 80% of first 
referrals never return to the court, no matter wh'at service is given 
or denied them. A second option is for the Intake officer to refe~
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 
special 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 anyone of these three intake services. Gene:cally, 
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 ::1efendant' s progress in the 
service 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 exerci~e any of the three previous options, 

,put over the defendant on probatio~l, or place him in some form 
of secure custody . 

The nature of the charged offense and the particulars of the 
defendant's background are important determinants ot' disposition, 
but the choice by the Intake Officer is strongly influenced by 
the Court's expressed policy of minimizing institutional invol
vement. This policy is enunciCl ted monLlily by the head of the 
Intake staff by means of quantifiecl, disposition objectives 
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which are published and ci~culated to Intake staff to govern 
their performance. 'l'hese objectives require that a certai'f1 per
centage of cases be disposed of at the intake level by means of 
counseling, a smaller percentage be disposed of by referral to 
intake services, and that a much smaller percentage be handled 
through the formal mechanism of affidavit and judicial hearing. 
Ditfering percentages are established for cases involving defen
dants 'in juvenile court for the first. time, for th6~e in the court 
on a.second 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 violation, the most recent monthly 
objectives require that 75% of the cases be sc~eened out of the 
formal system through one of the first three options. 

Intake PLobation Officer~ 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 be impossible 
in certain instances. Where the defendant is charged with a serious 
delinqu(~nt offense and his detention is necessary to the security 
of the Icommunity, the Intake Officer may commit him to the county 
D~tentionHome, a juvenil,-" jail located in the same building as the 
Juvenile Court. In such a situation, Ohio law requ.i.res a preliminary 
hearing with 48 hours to determine tne validity of the placement. 
In certain instances the juvenile represents no threat to the com ..... 
munity but is unable to return home because of family tensions. 
When this is the case, t.he Intake Probation Officer may try to 
arrange for the youth to s·tay with relatives. Failing this, 
placement may be effected in one of several shelter homes maintained 
by the JuveniLe Court; if these arc fully occupied, short term 
placement is sought in a foster home. In those hours when the Intake 
Officer is not open, placement decisions are made by staff at the 
Detention Home. 

1.2 Proiect Operation 

As the first· of \':he intake services in the Summit County Juvenile 
Court, the Lieberman Family Center was designed in 1972 to prevent 
children charged with"unruly" offenses from being entangled in the 
fOrInal workings of the juvenile justice system. It was originally 
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envisioned t;hat group therapy services'would be the preferred mode 
of treatment, 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 agai'1 altered, this time to p'i!rmit acceptance of juveniles 
charged"with "delinquent" offenses. Since that time, the project 
'has foctlsed 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 intcr-

" personal relationships. 

1.2.1 structure and Staff 

The Center itself is located several miles away from the Juvenile 
Court in a horne 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 liaison 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 
counselil1g 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 fluctuates between fifteen and thirty; their 
functions include scheduling and conduct of therapy Fessions, liai
'son with shelter homes, and referral to appropriate (Jutside service 
agencies. 

An extensive training program has been used to develop and maintain 
the staff 's counseling capabili tics. since the inception of the pro
ject, weekly training sessions have been conducted by the therapeutic 
consultant, Dr. Ivrl1Y Pascoe of Case Western Reserve University. Train
ing methods have included lectures, role plays, video tapes of coun
seling sessions, unc1 di"cussions. In add.ition to the weekly sessions, 
nationally prominent therapi<.ts have beeQ flown to Akron to conduct 
workshops on the average of four times "1'(') year, and each staff member 
has been given several opportunities to travel to out-of-state confer
ences cmd workshops. 
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The professional staff is acsisted by an administra~ive staff 
consisting of a full and part-time secretary, a maintenance man, and 
a part time bookkeeper. Additionally, the project engages a 
training consultant and a researcher to perform specialized 
functions. ~ 

~.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 1'<'0 who assesses potential participants in terms of 
seriousness vi offense, duration of the problem leading to the 
court referral, prior contact w~th social and legal agencies, 
behavior, parental and family structure, effect demonstrated by 
family members, socio-economic level, school performance, and f2mily 
willingness to engage in conjoint counselinq. The severity of 
a juvenile's problems corresponds to the magni!ude of his scorej 
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 qcore 
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 
cumUlative score is not the exclusive determinant of project 
eligibility. Subjective appraisals of individual and family 
fitness for conjoint counseling are L,ermitted, and an individual 
may b'e deferred to the Ce!lter in spi t,~ of an irregular' score. 

There is one set of criteria which serve as an absolute bar to 
program participation, hm,'ever. 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 follo,wing reasons, a client will be deemed ineligible 
for project participation: 

• Residence outside summit County; 

• Child under supervision of the Children's Service 
Program~ 

• Child under study by the Court~ 

• Child currently on probation~ 

• Child has been on probation within previous 12 months; 

6 

Q: 
I; 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
B 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



n·"·· l' . . 

11 

• m 

• 
I 
J 
I 

'-I 
I , 

J 
I 

eI 
I , 

• Child previously incarcerated in state correctional 
institution (stay in Detention Center is not grounds 
for ineligibility here); or 

'. Child currently under institutional placement . 

FUl;thermore, would-be participants who otherwise me9-t: elll eligi
bility requirements but who are referred to the Court on Fridays 
or Sundays arc ineligible. This requircmcl~ 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 Proba·tion Department. The Intake Office is 
staffed by six full time employees, two volunteers from the federally 
sponsored University Year in ACTION program, and six student~ detailed 
on a work practicum from the Criminal Justice program at Kent State 
and llkron Universities. Until recently, assignment to the 
Intake staff was not considered particularly prestigious, 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 
alter 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 JJieherman 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 the 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 Inta}~e officer has two tasks. The first is to complete the 
scoring sheet used to determine project amenability. In most 
cases this should have been accomplished during the screening 
process. It is a five minute tClsk involving the preparnt:ion 
of papl1rwork used by the Center for diagnost:ic and eVulua-
tion purposes. The second task involves ex~laining the nature 
of the Lieberman project to the defendant's family and con
vi/wing them of the desirability of participution. 'l'hls act or 
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procedure .. is sometimes complicated by parents' perception of 
the problem as being exclusively 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 }londay through Thursday and Saturday, 
bot}} 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 Family Center and the Intake Office 
admit that the paperwork is often dispensed with on control days. 
Intake s~aff 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 project guidelines, the 
case, is returned to Intake for another form of disposition. 
This has rarely happened. Hare frequ~nt 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 Counselor to 
notify the Intak.e Probation Officer, and for them to jointly 
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decide how to dispose of the case. Occasionally, a family does 
show up for the counseling 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. 

1.2.5 Process at Lieberman Family Center 

From the time the Lieberman Family Center began accepting clients 
in October of 1972, a total 6f 915 referrals have been made to 
the project (as of July 31,.1975). 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 generaliy unnecessary to hold sessions on the same day 
that the r~ferral 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 pl:eferred 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 interacotion. 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 Cf~nter 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 the family is in a crisis state at the start of therapy, the coun
sello:c's first task is to restore a sen[;(~ of normalcy and to help 
the family operate at a functional level. Then, using the charged 
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offense as a base, the ffu~ily is engaged in a process of problem 
eludication. Communication patterns and methods used by the furnily 
to resolve problems are eXilmincd. 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. Elements of reality therapy and transactional 
analysis are occasionally employed in this process, which is ulti
mately geared towilrc1 helping the family solve certain problems 
while establishing the capability to resolve others. At subse
quent sessions the success of family members in fulfilling l:heir 
contracts is used as a base for once again engaging in the process 
of p~obl8m elucidation and the examination of the workings of the 
family system. Attempts are made to conclude the therapy vlithin 
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 reasons 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 th~ 
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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2.0 Selection Criteria 

This section discusses the available evidence on the extent to which 
the Lieberman F'amily Center meets the criteria for exemplary project 
selection. 'l'he discussion is based primarily on data accumulated and 
proc::cssed by tl1e project's own research and evaluation component, al
though the interpretations of the data are those of,the validation 
team. 

2.1 Goal Achievement 

The formal goal of the Center is to divert children from further con
tact with the Swnmit 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 LiebeLnan programs. 

The strategy for change is that of family therapy, whereby both the 
designated delinquents 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 t.he interactions 
of the family membership and that treatment should involve all members 
of the family. 

Admj,ssibn to the program fx-om court referrals is highly selective. It 
is presumed that not all types of cases are appropriate candidates for 
the Lieberman program. In 1974 there we're 5,821 referral dispositions 
made by the Swnmit 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 
that tllC program has been in operation (since October 17, 1972), the 
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program 'objectives have been re defined. The program staff still feel 
somewhat uncomfortable with them since many program objectives seem 
umneasurable, 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 
ackno\"ledged to be unmeasurable as the program and its evaluation are 
presently constituted. 

The Lieberman Family Center program objectives, as currently stat.ed, 
are as follows: 

1. 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 
~reatment to all. members of the family and strivi~g 
for termination in six or fewer sessions, or with
in a 90-day period. 

4. To provide a community-based diversion program 
based upon family couns81ing witll 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 
. du,ta. On anexperimental grotlP 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. 
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~he study Design 

The flow of cases into the Lieberman F'ami1y Center program is sho\'lU 
below. The study period, during which Cilses were accepted, besral1 
October 17, 1972, and continued through December 31, 1974. lis indi
cated previously, it is estimated that [ewer than seven percent of the 
total referrals into the Intake Dep~r·tment \'lere referred to the LFC. 

Intake 

I 
Program Eligibles 

I I 
Assigned to LFC Assigned to C;omparison 

(770) Group (116) 

I 
.-

Excluded from study 
. 

Study Group Group , 

282 488 , 

Reasons for exclusion: 

• not closed 5 

• missing data 
(in process) 20 

• did not meet 
criteria 40 

• no sessions (did 
not show) 81 

• turned 18 136 
282 

13 

, 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Of the 770 children assigned to the LFC, 282 (58 percent) were excluded 
from the study group. lI. total of 8J. did not show up fox: the Center and 
consequently had no sessions. The remainder 'Were excluded DI.;\CaUSe of 
missing data, \'Jcre later found to have not met referral criteria to thc 

. b * 1.1e erman program, o,r had become 18 years of age. 

Assignment to the experimental and to thc-,l comparison 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 corne in on weekdays. This implies that proportionately more re
ferrals from the police '.!lould 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 grc\:"\ps. 

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 m9st important difference is that the comparison group members are 

, 

* Following Rre criteria for exclusion: (1) residence outside of 
Summit County, (2) currently under supervision of Childrens' Service 
Bureau, (3) currently under study by Court, (4) currently on pro
bation, (5) on probation within past 12 months, (6) formerly in 
strtt~ correcti('ln",l institution, (7) currently in an\' t~'re of insti
tutional placement. 
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approximately 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 lG years, with an IPu decline in the next year. (See 
Table 2.) This age difference means that participants ent(~:r. 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. 

Female 
White 
No prior record 

Table 1 
Demographic Characteristics 

LFC 

52% 
87% 
63% 

Average prior referrals 
Not in school 

0.54% 
8% 

Mean age 
Median age 

Age 

15 
16 
17 
18 

15.7% 
16.1% 

Table 2 
City Arrests by Age (1973) 

Total Arrests 

283,423 
333,329 
297,132 
284,,531 

Comparison Group 

53% 
90% 
68% 

0.48% 
5% 

14.9% 
15.1% 

Percent of All Arrests 

5.2 
6.1 
5.4 
5.2 

(Source: Crime in the United States, 1973. FBI, 1974. Table 36.) 
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As sho\\'n below, both groups V.'ere more likely to have been made up of 
referrals for u~ruly rather than delinquent behavior. However, the 
control group was more likely to be assign~d delinquent youngsters. 

Delinquent behavior 
Unruly behavior 

Total 

Table 3 
Offenses (Summary) 

LFC 

. f# % 

137 20 . 
351 72 

488 lOu 

16 . 

Comparison 

11 % 52]] 61 . 54 

ll-=-' 100 
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The numbpr.' of "incorrigible'" cases is significantly higher in the 
experimental group thb.n in the comparison group. 'l'hese may be cases 
less likely to be re-referrcd to court. Shoplifting cases arc 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. 

Source 

Police 
Child walk-in 
Parent walk-in 

Table 4 
Source of Referral 

LFC 
.# 

262 
15 
54 

% 

54 
3 

11 
Parent & child walk-in 84 18 
~ai1-in 41 9 
Another agency 8 2 
School administrator 16 3 

481 100 

'. 

Control 
# % 

96 91 
4 4 
3 3 

2 " 2 

105 100 

In conclusion, it does not seem that the two groups were strictly com
parable. The LFC group wa.s 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 a~ short as six 
months. Control cases were assigned during the same approximate tinlc 
period. It should be kept in mind that 'the cases were, followed only 
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up to their 18th bi:i."thd()y since referral to the Juvenile Court would 
no longer be possible aftur the youngster had become'lS years of age. 
Because the experimental group averaged 10 months older thali the com
parison group, this meant that the follml-up per.iod (fr.om 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 6 6 
4 24 5 6 6 
5 19 4 3 :3 
6 10 2 3 3-
7 5 1 5 5 
8 6 1 1 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 !.FC Contral 
assignment to group # % # % 

o referrals 211 43 20 21 
1 or more 277 57 76 79 

Total 4rJ8 100 96 100 

Although the I>ieb~rman Center cases c12arly had fewer referrals back to 
cour.t than did the compnrison group, we canilOt be confident that this 
difference reflects more than the initial difference between the groups. 

* On 20 cases data ~ere not available. 
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Records of the actual lengths of follo\,l-up for clients would resolve the 
major uncertainty about different exposure to risk of ar.rest for the 
two groups, but there is no possibility of resolving the ambiguity ar.is
ing from the possibility that weekend referrals may represen·t a higher
risk clientele. 

20 The second objective ",'as to demonstrate that detention of children 
assigne& to the LFC program would be less than their controls. 

As is shown in ']'able 6 below, the LFC cases did no better than their 
controls. In fact, this control group had fe\'ler days in detention, 
on. the average, than did the L1:~C group. However, detention was used 
very sparingly--in only about.20% of the cases in both groups . 

Not detained 
Detained 

Total 

Mean days detention 

Table 6 
Detention 

LFC 

# 

0397 
·80 

477 

4.5 

Control 

% # %,-

82. 52 80 " 
18 61 20 

100 113 100 

3.8 

The difficulties in interpreting these results are the same as for the 
first objective of reduced referrals, except fo~ the fact of no differ
ences between the two groups. It is difficul"t 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 resol'Je this questi0l'!. 

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

As shown in Table 7 below, 90 percent of the ca~es were terminated 
within six sessions. The mean munber of sessions was 3.2, and the 
median ..... as 2.6. 
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No. of sessions held 
to close a case 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8. 
9 

10 
11-17 

Total 

Mean = 3.2 
Median = 2.6 

Table 7 
Number of Session's 

# 

LFC 

125 26 
110 22 

81 17 
4S 9 
6+ 12 
22 4 
19 4 
12 3 

4 1 
4 1 
4 1 

487 100 

The ~urface conclusion is that the objective o.f 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 ca~es referred to the LFC program. A total of 264, or 54 
percent, were jud'ged 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 

Reason for Te:r.rnination 

Mutual ag:r.comont and no further 
sessions needed - goals reached 

"eld open for family to call if 
help needed. Family did not 
call and case was closed without 
a session. 

COl..lnselor felt it wasn't necessary 
to continue holding sessions 

Family wanted private counseling 

Family felt LFC no longe~ necessary 

Tamily uncooperative - missed 
appointments or didn't come in 

Case not appropriate for LFC 
Judged not terminated 
to have 
completed Appeared in Court - not amenable 
program Referred back to Court - not amenable 

Referred to another agency because 
not responding to LFC counseling 

No. 

187 

9 

20 

4 

44 

70 

3 

10 

60 

6 

U'C 

39 

2 

4 

1 

9 

15 

1 

2 

13 

1 

264 
54% 

149 
32% 

I 
Subject or family 

Not . Other 
doternll.n-
a1:>10 Data missing 

moved 23 

40 

12 

825~ 75 
) 14% 

Total 488 100 

Accordingly I n mOl.-e pertinent analysis of the number of sessions 
required to successfully t~rminate a LFC case would concentrate 
on the S1 percent (264 casas) who were judged to have completed 
the pl·ogram . 
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4. The fourth 'objective WQS 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 ati average 
referral rate of 28.5 cases per month. 81 of these cases never appeared 
for a session, 40 did not meet the criteria for admission, and 73 were 
terminnted because their cnses were not appropriate for LFC or were re
turned to court as "not nmenable." '1'his leaves 576 cnses treated dm7ing 
the first 27 months of program operation, or an average of 21 per month. 
As noted, the 770 refer.rals 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 3'1 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 
by the evaluation component. ~ 
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2.2 Rcplicability 

This proj cct addrc:::;r.;es the behavior of juveniles, stemming from a break
down in lamily communications, which constitutes a violation of "delin
quency" or i'status ll codes. Juvenile delinquency is a major problem in 
the UniLed States, and most jurisdictions recognize some variety of 
II s tatus" offense. :rt is not clear what significance the breakdmm in 
family communications may have as a "cause" of juvenile deviance, es
pecially in relation to other concurr~nt factors. NevertheJ.ess, it is 
commonly ilcccptcdthat the youth's relationships to 11is or her family 
is an important deterrninant of social adjustment. 

The LFC has not yet produced any comprehensive description of its struc
ture and opcration. Neverthelcss,' important aspects of the project have 
been documented. screening sheets used by the Intake P;-:-obation Officers. 
are av,:tilablc 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 a.nd 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 di$semin
ated further or used for different purposes. Finally, a mass .of·,aa·ta 
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 Sununit County Juvenile Court 
has bOC'f") collected in computer-usable form. Portions of ·the data have 
been Dnalyzed, but the greater part remains in unaggregated form. Both 
the results of the analyses and the raw data are available to anyone 
who \>,Iould 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. '1'11e first of these is the mode of therapy itself. As previous-
ly noted ,the LJ:o~C relics on intensive, goal-specific therapy, reasoning 
thut a thcrap0.utic mode which induces changes in the fnmily's behavioral 
and communication pntterns is just as effective in the long run and pro
duces more tangiblo results than most other counseling styles. Dr. Wray 
Pascoe, the project's therapeutic consultant, insists that the part':"cular 
mode of counseling used at tlle LFC is the only style that makes sense in 
the COUt"t: context~ lie mny or m<:1.Y not be correct in this rcgilnl, hut clue 
respect for tho scientific method suggests that other :'p.lrisdictions may 
wish to Qxpcrimcnt with different modes of counseling. 
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A second critical factor is training, for the success of a counseling 
program is ultimately depenuant on the skill of the counselors, what
ever the therapeutic style. The extensive training program.developed 
by the LiebcrmCln Center is almost exemplClry in itself, but most juris
dictions considering replication probably need not mCltch the invest
ment of time and money, 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 achiev9d 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. Additionally, 
Dr. Pascoe has sugges'ted that the number of trainers qualified to teach 
the counseling style employed at the LFC may be extremely limited in 
the near future. The significance of the iatter problem is reduced 
where other modes of family counseling are used. 

A third factor contributing to 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 betvleen client characteristics and program success. 
They can be mod~fied according to the needs and experiences of any 
particular jurisdiction. 

Relationships between the LFCand 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 EiUP
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 Lieberman counselors have thems~lves been Probation Officers 
or been aff,iliated with the Detention Home, rapid turnover in the In
take Office has complicated the mClintenance of good personal relation
ships and necessitated a c.onstant retraining of ne"'; 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 relatioris as it creates 
a measure of jCCllousy <lmong intuke workers Clnd constituLes an <IctU.:1l 
physicul barrier to communication. These <.lel'.riments must be weighed 
against the therapcutic benefits that accruc')'to a location outside 
the courtl'..0usc. 
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A hj,ghly visible characte.ristic of the LFC was its opera tion of two 
shelter homes cl \)ring its first three years of operation. The 
hOmc!,j IfICn:c ,Providec1 fo.r juveniles who had entered the counseling 
pt'occ::w Wit}1thcir. families, yet were unable to return homO due to un
resolvoc1 problcrrtD. l'he experience of the project has been that the 
homOS hilve been u$oful and very important on occassion, but not to such 
an eYotent that they are a necessary part of an overall prog:tam. Juris'
diot~on~ unable to secure group home facilities need not consider this 
an irrcmcc1inble prohlem. In those instances where a need f(jr shelter 
c10es prewent itself, a foster home or some other part-time clrrangement 
may bo sufficient. 

Akron is an older, industrial city wi'th a population of some 550,000. 
In cont:r.nst, Summit county includes some distinc'.tly rural ar(~as. The 
popUlation is blnck and white and represents a wide range along socio
eCOnOlltl,C and educa tional 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 cO!1ducted 
to determine whether any single type of client is most susceptible to 
counsclinq, though experience with other "talkinq ll therapies in. non
court cnvironrnents suggests that positive effect is usually correlated 
with education. Otherwise, ·the only other limitation on placement of 
a comp<:l.J:Clblc projc;ct may be the availability of a therapeutic consultant 
or trainer. 

2.3 Measurability 

An ol.ltsic.1e cOl'lsultant has been retained by the Lieberman Family Center 
to <:ll1nlyzethe large amount of data maintained by project staff. 
Exceptionally detailed information concerning the pexsonal background 
of t.:he clicl'lt, the nature of his participation in thE) program, and his 
prcv;i.ol.1s nnd subsequent contact with the Summit County Juvenile Court 
has b0Qn collected for all persons referred to the project. In addition, 
an nttcrnpt has boen made to document characteristics of the client and 
his fnmily which arc thought to be indica'tive of client. receptivity to 
family coum,;eling. Similar data have been compiled in the contro~ 
grO\lp, bllt: rl'lluct;:lncc on the part of the Intake Officers to complete 
U~C ptll'orwQrk on d,ws when it is impossible to refer children t.o the 
pJ:'ojeot hns 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 mecsures of the number of 
cases proce.ssed, 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 
Sununi t County Juvenile Court. No attempt was made to measure contact· 
with, any other juvenil~ or adult criminal court. 

Members of the counseling staff expressed the vie",- 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 thrCiugh December 31, 1974 amounted to $241,241" with a 
minimum of some $20,000' accounting for s'cart-up costs. On a per 
client basis, the project spent $313.30 for every case refer:.:~d to 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 hut 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 or 
difficult to isolate. 

2.5 Accessibility 

Project staff and affiliated personnel at the Summit County Juvenile 
Court were interested and open in explaining tL:" operation of the 
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Lieberman F<untly Ccntc.r, were amcnnble to publicity and visitation, clnd 
wclcomc~l the possibilities of outside evaluation. The only forseeCi;..;le 
problem if; thDt new rO),CHses may hnve to be negotiated before video 
taped film'; of; counf;eling sessions can be Illude available for general 
review. Ari for continuution, all project costs will be absorbed by 
Summit County, commond.ng on January 1, 1976. 
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3.0 !'.£si ect Strenqths and Weaknesses 

3.1 Project Strengths 

1. TQC project is integrated into the operation of the Juvenile Court. 

As one of the 'three "front door" services, the Lieberman Family Cente!: 
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 lI.dministrator. 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 wiIling 
to experiment with projects that promote these goals. A particularly 
appealing ch'aracteristic of the court personne,l is their interest in 
objective analysis of their work as a means to determine weaknesses 
and t.o make improvements. The project supervisor, James Telegdy, 
shares these characteristics with his fellow administrators. 

3. The training program is well conceived and ·executed.' 

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 upgraced. In addition to the training program, the project has 
developed an extensive library of psychological material. 
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4. '1'110 projoct ir; housed in comfortable quarters located al~ay from . . 
the court filcLLi. t·V. 

Much of the projnct's start up costs have gone toward refurbishing the 
Lcibcrman house and creating comfortable rooms and offices. The relaxed 
setting helpo lml: families at case, thereby contributing to more effective 
communications. 1\.t the same time, the location away from the Juvenile 
Court and Lho Detention Iloma is less likely to lead parents to believe 
tha~ the result of the session will be the incarceration of their child. 
Project ~taf£ believe this leaves the. parents free ~o concentrate on 
solutions to fa~iJy problems. tSee below for reference to intra-
court communicacion problems caused in part by the residential 
loca tion of the LI?C.) 

3.2 Project Weaknesses 

1. Differences in the contro.Z and project group make it difficul t to 
accur.ately assess the effect"i:\Teness of the project. 

Age differences, the possibility of different periods of expo'sure to 
the risk of arrest, 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 relationship betr~een the LFC and the Intake Probation Office 
is sometimes stJ:ained. 

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
pla:ints seoms to bea 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 comm'JI1ication. The 
result of t.he tC'nsion ha,s boen that some Officers have held back on 
referrals and have been generally uncooperative in completing·the 
data sheots 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 had been resolved. 
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4.0 Conclusions 

t, 

The Lieberman Family Center fills the need of the Sununit County Juvenile 
Court for a unit capable of deliveri~g therapeutic services to "unruly" 
or "uelinquent" children and their families. The project is generally 
\'lell e.quippcd, administered, and staffed, and has benefited from an 
elaborate and intensive training program. There are some problems 
between the project and its referral source, the Intake Proba'tion 
Office. The preferred mode of treatment at the LiebermOl.n 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 bet\veen s:ontrol 
and project groups. 
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Appendices 

• Exemplary Project SUbmission 

o Evaluation by Thomas Garver 

." 
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EXEMPLARY PROJECT RECOMMENDATION 

I. Project Description 

I. Name of the Program 

LIEBERMAN FAMILY CENTER 
2. Type of Program (ROR,.burglary prevention, etc.) 

(Family Crisis Intervention) 
3. Name of Area or Community Served 

Summit County 

(a) Approximate total population of area or community served 

.575,000 

. (b)' Target sllbet of this pt>pulation served by the project (if appropriate) 
N/A 
No. Served Period " Population 

.; . 
4. Administering Agency (give full title and address) :: .. -' ...... :--. :. .. .' . 

Court 

I 

I 
• .. .. :.. .. _.~ ...... _~.-=-_~ __ . Sunnnit County Juvenil e 

;, I ..,. _.: 650~ Dan Street .. --.~-.-"'''''' ........ .. --..... .. .. .... ' 7" ':0-: ....... __ ................... ... .. 

• 

• 

t 
• I. 

• 

• 
. .... --'. - .. 

~ I Akron, Ohio 44308 
;; I 
" 

. (a) Project 
. I i 

Director (name and phone number: address only if different 
above.) 

.. ' ....... . 

James J. Telegdy, Project 
Lieberman Family Center 
969 Copley Raod .. 
Akron, O~io 44320 

Supervisor 

Phone: 1-867-7220 

from 4 

. (b) Individual responsible for day to day program operations (name and phone number) 

Same as (a) above 

s. Funding Agcncy'(s) lind Grant ~umbcr (agency name and address, siaff conine! 
and phone number) 

Summit County Criminal Justice Conmission 
.. 234 Ohio Building ItB!' 

191 South MJin Street 
Akron, Ohio 44308 
Robert M. McCann, Corrections Planner 1-253-4547 

('. Project lJuration (giw date project began rather than date l.EAA fUllding. if any, 
hCl!iln) 

October 1972 
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7. Project Opcrnting Costs (Do not include costs of formal e~n)ua!ion if one has been 

performed. Sec Item 8) 

Breakdown of total operating costs, specify time period: 

1972 1973 1974 
Federal: 69,986 71 ,56-0 6'6,940 

State: 

Local: 32,273 61 ,206 

Private: 

Total: 102,259 132,766 

Of the above total, indicate how much is: 

(a) Start-up, one time expenditures: 

$18,300 

(b) Annucl! operating costs: 

$160,000 

3,719 

3,719 

74,378 

1975 '1976 
44~623 14,874 

2,479 826 

2,479 826 

90,101 93,288 

139,591 109,814 

(A complete budget brer<<:down should be included with the attachments to this form) 

8. Evaluation Costs (Indicate cost of formal evaluation if one has been performed) 

N/A 
Total Cost Time Period Principal Cost Categories 

9. Continuation. Has the project been institutionalized or is it still regarded as experi
mental in nature? Does its continuation appear reasonably certain with local funding? 

Institutionalized 
Yes 

., ....... '.'t,·1'~ •• : ......... '~, .. -"'i·.'-'.·' .... ~.- ... __ ·~· .. _~ ' ......... ., f· ... ' 
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ATTACW·1ENT A 

1. . PROJECT SUl1r1ARY 

In the past, delinquent youth who came before the court with family-related 
problems were .funneled into the regular juvenile justice syst~m, with little 
attention or emphasis placed on the fami1y situation. Through court ex
perience, however, it was found that most of these youth could be diverted 
from the system and given intensive family-related counseling. 

Lieberman Family Center has succeeded in implementing a viable and effective 
diversion model, ~tilizing comnunity based shelter-homes for overnight 
and short-term lodging of boys and girls, in.stead of detent·jon. The Center 
also uses a community-based counseling facility, offering immediate crisis·· 
intervention and short-term Family Counseling. Particular emphasis ;s placed 
on the counselors' utilizing system-oriented ~amily Counseling, i.e., apply
ing treatment conjointly to all members of the family, as a family unit ;nter~ 
acting at all times. 

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

Lieberman Family Center, as a diversion model, is aimed at providi·ng the type 
of treatment effectiveness' that will reduce the rate of serious offenses 
committed in Summit County. The Center continues to effect a sta.tistically 
significant reduction in the rate of unruly children involv~d with the 
program \'Iho later commit serious delinquent acts, compared \\Iith 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 
the Program that will not only determine whether or not a co~nunity-based 
Diversion strategy offering immediate family crisis-intervention and short
term follow-up counseling ~s 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 
children referred to Juvenile Court who benefit from family therapy and 
those 0ho do not. 

Family members, together, determine early iA their involvement ~ith the 
Center, the number and leng-1ffof counseling sessions needed, Q.ilJ iesired 
termination date. EmphClsis is placed on i!llmediately negotiating and, 
contracting such a decision. 

2. CRITERIA ACHIEVEMENT 

GOill: To pro'lide a community-based family counseling progrum for chi'ldren 
and families referred to Juvenile Court specit:ically designed to divert 
them from the .Juvenile Justice System and help them resolve family 
problems \·,ithout formal COUt't involvement. , 

,J 
~'easures= n. 20% reduction ill rate of childred involved with Lieberl11<ln 
--- Family Center being placed in DetontionHollle, as comrared 

to children handled through regular court procedures. 
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b. StY"iva for succc!ssful termination of fmllily couns'21 ing 
~/ithin six sessions or 90 days from the start of counseling. 

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

d. A self-evaluation component of the Progfam that will 
identify variables related to successful outcomeS of 
Family Coun5eling and delineate those characteristics 
of families and children referred to Juvenile Court who 
benefit from family therapy and those who do not. 

a. A total of 600 cases have been referred to Lieberman 
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 childrcd eligible fol" Center counseling who 
were refel"red to Juvenile Court and processed through 
the Intake Department on Frid~y and Sunday. These 
children were not diverted to Lieberman Family Center 
but were handled by standard court procedures . 

LFC RECIDIVISM RATE 

, No. of rerfcH'ral s after No. of Cases' % of Cas'es 
'"'='~'".sJ£§I~urase-~-

o rcfetrals 
1 refcrl"81 s 
2 refCI'ra 1 s 
3 referrals 
4 re'fcl'r81 s 
5 rcfcrl'als 

6 ... 8 referrals 

282 
92 
46 
23 
10 . 

4 
5 

462 

61 
20 
10 

5 
2 
1 

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

o rcf(n'i'a 1 s 
1 rcfQrru 1 s 
2 i'cfcrrals 
3 refen'« 1 s 
4 rafol'rills 
5 )'CfCrNl s 
7 rCfC\'l'il 1 s 

CONTROL GROUP RECIDIVISM RATE 

No. of Cases 

10 
33 
14 
7 
3 
2 
2 

iT 
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% of Cases 

14 
47 
20 
10 
4 
3 
3 
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Comparison Of these hlo tables clearly sho~JS the effectiveness of LFC. 

To determi ne the e,ffect i veness of the LFC '\'Iith chil ell'en \."ho had pri or . 
COUt't contacts; an analysis of recidivism rJtes by the number of prior 
court contracts was completed. The results of this analysis are given 
in the following table. 

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 case for the first offenders. as second, third and fourth offenders. 

Judging, then, from daia analyzed during the first nineteen months, 
Lieberman Family Center has had substantial success as a diversion 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 probl~ms 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 quarterly reports (Jttached), this 
is bei ng done. Ouri ng Quarter TV, 1974, 59 cases \1~\'e t'eferrcd by \Juveni 1 c 
Court. Beb-teen January 1, and~lt\rch 31,1975,78 refcrrills \;lCre receivnd. 
I n Quarter I I, 1975, 60 cases were referred to the Centel'. 
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d, P1/Jt)SU f0fcr 1:0 Attac.ilwt2nt f\, Actiun Project Grallt, for d(~tuned 
explilontion of (!vnluntion system. 

1. A widely rr~~~nized oped existed in Summit County, prior to 1972, to 
devalop Q pr0~ram to divert unruly, pre-delinquent children from the 
Juvcni1v J!J~t .. icc SY!:itcrn. The divers';onary stro.tcgy stressed the im
portdl1CC of providing il community-bused alterniltive sel'vicc for 
cld1dren 1 d(!~iqned to involve the entire family in intensive short
term crisi5 intervention and family counseling without need for 
datention allrl formal COlwt adjudication. The second year funcl-ing pro
posa1 v/ilS cf1ilrl~JI.:;d to include the need to divert both unl'uly and 
dol inqlJc:nt. . 

The Summit County Juvenile Court has tradi ti ani), 11 y estab 1 i shed pri oriti es 
for keep; 11C] clli 1 drcm out of the Juveni 1 e Jus ti ce System. The Center 
is n spccilil(;d family counseling se'rvice wl1ich ;s presently being 
implemented as a menns of still further augmenting the capacity of 
the Juvenile Court to provide increasingly more skillful, early inter
vcntion. Th~ problems these children present is generated within 
their families, and solutions to these pl'oblems must therefore be 
resolved where the problem Occul's-in the family, 

2. Plcdse see Attachment A 

3. Sec Attachments. 

~. This program \'lOuld be viable and useful in any type of community, 

c. ~S::As!Jr~~~JJJJ1. 

, , Tho ptogrilnJ is enter; n9 its fifth yea Y' of L EAA fu nd i n9 . 

2. £vulUdtiol) efforts consist of qual'terlies (attached) self-evaluation 
(attticlwd) ) unci monthly summaries by the SCCJC Corre~tions Planner. 

1. The bCl1Gfits dedvcd f)'om the pl'oject, -including silccessful reduction 
in recidivism t'nte, justify expenditures of time~ money, and manpowel'. 

2. f\ 1Il00~C c>:p(}I1sive altel'nntive would be the continui1tion of handling of 
theso cnscs by tho Juveni 1 e COlll't I \-I'i thout cti si s ; nt.ervcnti on, cO~lnse 1 i ng 
involving the family, with the accompanying expected increase in 
t'QcHivism ra tn. 

1&2. The rll'oJccL is pli.lnncd fal" continuntion, and \-/ould \-Ielcomc any 
OVuluution, ptlblicity, and visitation . 

• 1 3. Outstnndinu fc,}tul'cs:' 

I 
-a 
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5. 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

The staff of SCCJC believes that the Lieberman Falnily Center ha~ enjoyed 
such success for a number of reasons, including tile following: 

- Immediate c'risis intervention counseling. 
- Professionally trained staff. 
- Totally co~nunity based. 
- Program shelters and counsels both boys and girls . 

. ' 

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

- Private sessions, at no cost to parties involved. 
Unique, ongoing self-evaluation, utilizing a control group. 

~JEAI(NESSES 

It is felt by Lieberman Family Cente)~ staff that more t'ime is needed to 
determine \'/hether 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 it~ goals and objectives. 

DEGREE OF SUPPORT 

The Summit County Juvenile Court administrators recognize the need for 
more satisfactory strategies for dealing with status offenders who have 
family 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 
Project will need in the future. 

ATTACHMENT B - Endorsements (To be sent under separate cover) 
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Ev~luntion of the 
Lieb~rDRn FamilY Center Diversion Pro~~nm 

The'LFC Diversion Proera~ was put into operation on October 

17, 1972. As indicated on table below a total of 730 children was 

referred to the Program by the ,Suo!Jlit County Juvenile Court Intake 

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

Number of Children Referred to LFC by Year', Honth, and Se.x: 
, , 

YEAR N00rTH NALE FENALE T07AL 

1972. October 17, 1972 ,7 13 :20 
1972 November 8 22 '" . , 30 
1972 December 4 3 7 
1973 January 10 22 32 
1973 ' February 4 18 ,22 
1973 Narch 18 22 t;o 
1973 April 17 23 I; 0 
1973 .Hay 16 16 32 
1973 June 16 .' 10 26 
1973' July 12 14 26 
1973 August 20 19 39 
1973 SepteI!lber 22 22' . 1~4 

1973 Oct.ober II, 20 34' 
1973 November 13 14 27 
1973 December 15 13 28 
1974 .' -.J anua ry 23 18 t.1 
197/. February 15 .13 28 
197/. Ma.reh .urI 7 ~/3-. 29 
1974 April ~ 

.'J:.Ir..2~ :H:- 1/ 36 
1971. ~r·tlay ;JkJ~ J..a- 1 4 29 
197/. June .Ur tt --9-10 '19 
1971. July 16 17 33 

. 197!, August 13 19 32 
197/. Scptcubcr 10 7 17 
197/, October 31, 197/. J:'Slf . A( ~ 1:2. 

TOTAL 352 378 730 

n ~" 
U' 

U, ., \ 
.\ 

!. 
'. 

ml 

\ u- ~ 

to 
D 

·n 
,0 

i 
U 
g . 

I 

n n a 1 }' 4! cd 0 nth c f :t r & t GOO chi 1 d r e n r ~ fer red tot: he pro g r a l:l \I hIe h C 0 v (~ r ~~ 

I 
a 

tilt: per i 0 d fro mOe to b c r 17, 197?:' t h r 0 Ill'. h H Cl Y J.ll, 1 <.n I •. 

010 I 



~a 
I 

·0· 
B , 
I I. 

: I 
I 

I~ 
[I . 

\1 
el-
I , 
I 
• I 
J 
I 
~ 

" 

I , 

• 
(:()nt~t'(Jl g'':Ot~:J (;Qn~d,F:tr: of ':Ill dd .. lth:.cn .cl:Lr;·i.blr: fen: 1.l'C (;ou'n~;clin~ 

:1. n t (n: 1/ ~ w.n' rl n n d. :r. d (! n t i :f i €! cJ. a S con t r old aye 2. S C s b yIn t a k eSt a f f fro In 

October 17) 1912 throu~h October 31) 1974 is outlined below: 
. 

)ht~. :tH' J:' n f C () n t: T 0 1. i) n. y n Chi 1. ,h:- c~ rt b)' Y (! a r. s. H 0 nth an cl S €! x : 
_';lW,\',",,/"'-. ,10,,,,. .. ..:_,'" _.~~,,;_-,,. """"'",_ ...... -...,"'." .... ___ ... ___ _ 

).972 
1972 

. ).97l 
19"1 :3 
197:3 
1973 
J, 91:l 
:U)7 :~ 
1~73 
lP/3 
19"/ :} 
191:, 
).973 
19'/ :3 
1~7 :~ 
19'/l., 
1971i 
l.91tj 
1.971! 
1!>7 /, 
).97/1 

.l.9'l1. 
197t, 
197 tl 

1!J70 

OctolJ(1);' 17, J972 
H t1 v c~ J.1 b :.'?: t" 

1) L:t e c~:J.b (~'t 
~r ;" t1\w. :t; Y 
}"!~J run. ry 
He'J:(:lt 
April 
Hay 
,)un(" 
July 
Al"q~u~, t. 
S c· II t.: n n. ben: 
October. 
~rov(·'i.1bEr 
))(\C'~ttber 

JUl\n(l roy 
}'cb'):u;:~"Cy 

Hued1 
Apr: r 1 
lila y 
J'un(~ 

.,Ju'Lr 
All~;I.W t 
SC"P t\:·nbc>'r 
OctU~0~ 3~) 1974 

. . 
'f 

NALE F Et·lAL E 

0 0 
l' . 

2 
0 2 
0 2 
I. 1 
4 3 
6 2 
4 3 
3 3 
0 . '1 
0 I. 

1 1 
. I. 3 
'2 4 
1 .' 3 
1 1 

11 6 
.7 8 
0 1. 
2 0 
1 l' 
0 1 
2 1 
0 0 
~, 0 
51. 53 

TOT :3.; 

0 
3 

.2 
2 
5 
7 

", .. , , . 8 . 
·7 
6 
I, 
I. 

2 
7 
6 

" 2 
.17 
15 

1 
'2 
2 
1 
3 
O· . 
~ 

101 

. . 

~. 

. . . 

• 
'.i.' 1'1 r.~ 1i'; n:i O"C 0 b j c' c t i v C (\ J: t h :i. s c val u n t ion '(' cpo'c t :i ~ tee 0 m p n 'C c the T~ F C 
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I 
the c>:clu!;ion: 

1,PC CASf~S 

still open ·8'
S -

22 -
38 

court information unavailable '" I 
ref err e d by Pro bat ion' (D:i. dna t t:l C c t bas:t c c r i t e r"£ ~) ~ 

Total 
.. 

Tb~:. :~ this ev.lua t ion repor t. the to tal ">;"plo for the LFC &~.u, r 
consists of 562 cases and 107 cases for the control group. In add~t~~n m I 
to, excluding cases, ~he frequency distributions in eech group are b~set 

by m.issing data or informat'ion (u.nai1s~.Jered 'questions on the quest:ioil.tl,al,t.Qsl 

and the total in each group will reflect this discrepancy. 

, B i 0 ?,"!':' B,p hie a I D <'t t a Com par i son's Bet ~., e en L F Can d Con t r 0 1 G r a u E. 

B~ographical d~ta on LFC cases were obtained froe the family at. 

u 
81 

the ' , 

• time 'of ~o unseling 'and; from ~our t records. 'Can trol day" da ta was ob tL:i'nectl 

• 

.' 

• 

• 

", 

stri~tly from court records. These data ar'c sUID1,1arizecJ her e. to desc:dibe 

I.' and CO!!!:p are the tHO sc!!!!plcs. 

Se:-: " ",:1 . 
LFC Control 
cases % cases % 

'Hales 260 46 54 51 I' 
Females ,302 54 53 11 9 

I' f 

Total ' 562 Total 107 

These tables illus tra te t ha t the average case will. be a bou t 15 y-;arsl 

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

42 
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In .u 
I 

:,·a 
I 

·1 
I 
• 
I 
J' 
I. 

.1 , 
I 
•• I 
!) 

I 
-I 
I , 

" 

!:\ ~~ (.)~ 

7 
8 
9 

).0, 
11 
12' 

.13 
ll •. 
15 
16 
17 
18 

To t: <lJ., 

Rac~ 

Hhite 

Blnck 
'1'0 tal 

"" 

I 't' (' .- ~ ----eRs.;::; 

1 
1 
I. 
I. 

10 
21 
1.3 

106 
:1l12 
141 , 

80 
3 

557 

LFC 
Cases 

1 
1 
2 
3 
7 

19 
26 
26 
1 I, 

Atteriding School 

Yes 

No 

LFC 
Cases 

468 

61 ---529 

CON,.!WL --_._ ... _-z Cn S l!:; 7-

.2 0 
• 2 ' 0 

.0 
0 
1 1 
3 3 
9 ,,~ ,9 

17 17 
'28 29 
22 22 
17 '17 

. 5 -.1. 1 
98 

CONTROL 
% Cases h 

85 94 90 

15 , 1-L. 10 : 

104 
. 

CONTROL 
% Cas~s Z' 

',. 
88 65 94 

12 -L 6 
69 

and have a 50' lH!rcent ~chnnce of having heen suspended from scb'o'ol 

at least once nnd have the some chance of having run away fro~ home 

be.fore bEdnr. rcfcl.-red to LFC. 'fhe elv,crane cnse ~It LFC i,!O not th:l,t 
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- !;-

No. of ;, tt s r P. n s.i 0 n ~; from school 

J.JFC' Control 
ca~;es \ Cases % 

Q' 5 2 
1 95 42 No Data 
2: 40 18 
3 24 'II 
4 25 11 . ' 
5 9 4 
6 11 5 
7' 4 2', 

8 ,I 1 
9 9 4 --Total 223 

No. of times ran away from home 

LFC Control 
cases % Cases !Ii' 

0 :'1 
1 92 No Data 
2 59 
3 32 --.., 
4 12 
5 10 
6 5 
7 or 12 
more 

Total 223 

drug orientated, as illustrated in. the following table. However, 

caution must be taken in interpreting this table since it is made 

by the parent an~ not the child.Nevertheless. 40% of the' 

I 
\ 

I 
,I 
.1 
I 
I 
I 
'I 
I 
'; 
I 
I 
I, 

I 

91

: 

! 

parents consiuercd their children to be involved \~ith some kind of aJs 
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I 

eO " 

I' .' I,; 

J" 
I .. 
tI 
I., 

" I 
• I 
J 
I 
I' 

I 
I 

Hi>~,) ()/ ::t)~':i'::',:r;r,:) ~l~U:Sr-:::'('(.'{ I./VT.i,;r:.: UJ ~iAHE 110:-"': ...... "'-.: .... ~. __ .. ~ ... ~_ ........ *""'~ .. _ .. _ ~""'a.-.. _"_.'" ."' .......... , ____ "' ....... _ ... _.-.... __ .-.... - •.••. ~- _ ... ____ ........ ~ ••• 

H,t:\N ~O. 0? CASES i. HmHm HO. OF CASES ., 
" -"J"'""''>''-

F a. t: l'w r 283 50 Hothcr . 1.28 76 
S tc.pJ:'<t t. Jl 0)':' 58 10 S t ('. P [,10 t: her 30 5 
Cr~ndf'nt:h'!:r: 2 • l~ Cr~ndmother 2 • I. 

Adopted fa t:lw r ),L; . 3 Adopted HothcT 12 3 
Cuo.rdLm 1 2 Cll<L reI ian 2 • I. 

Othc:c 6 2 Other 7 2 
H:I.!3Di.ng data -l2L " '35 Hiss:i.ne da t.l -~ 14 

562 562 

No farailY had both a Stepmother and a Stepfather. 

I,Fe .'Control ---cases % cases % 

CI 186 1.5 
1 87 21 No Data 
2 76 18 
3 35 ' S 

, I. 
: 

I~ J.6 
5 II 1, 
6 6 1 
7 0).- 3 1 

more 
Total /111 

'£ h e c h ).1 cl \1 i 11 b!:l 1: h e fir s tor sec 0 n d b 0 r n in 5 7 per c en t 0 f . the 

cases, as the following table illustrates.' 

nlRTH ORDER OF THG CHILD 
----"".--~--'--..;.;....---"-..;;..;..;..:....;...;;--

I.Fe 
( -,- ~ont..!..~ . cases % cases % 

Is t ],60 32 36 42 
Z 127 25 17 20 
3 93 18 16 19 
Il 68 13 10 12 
5 31 6 I. 5 
6 1/. 3 0 (l 

"I ). :'. 2 (lO 0 
9th 2 1 .. ~-,~ '. " 

'1' () t t,l . 5 ()', " 2 
'fotal ft'S 

l' h c'( c • i s :\ (, I, P f.' ( C C n t c h :1 nee t h n t t h r.~ chi 1 d r. en"" :l11 h:\ V n n () t' n f c t- :: " 15 
,-

IH'tO'!.' t'o 1Il·.i.nt', 't·I\r~'l."l:~:~t te.l r.'F'l:. (\I nU ... :r Wl'l.'lh:. fW!.t 'Ll"C l~':!~:(~:; al',~ 
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I ~ur.lh_~:..~ () f ~;:" :!:.~E_ 
(! CI tiT t: r '-~ f,~ ': -: ;','1.:.. - ----.~-----

'··7-

, , 

1'.EL 
'Cases 

CONT~ 

o refcrrnls 
1 referral 
2 refer-:-als 
3 referrals 
I. referrals 

or more 
Total 

350 
130 

50 
18 

6 

% 

6/. 
73 
~ ., 
.3 
1 

Cases % 

77 75 
16 15 
10 10 

0 0 
0 '0 

--Tot.al ,~_lO3 

The following tables delineate the types of offenses committed 

the referrn1 source. These tables suggest that the offense 

charged with at the time of referral and the most 

offennes are similar' .for ,both groups. 

. ' 

.. 

serious 

. . 

I 
I 

I 
I 

-I 
I. 
I 
I 
I 
I: 
. I 

I 

I 
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jZC 
B 

'-I 
I , 
I 
• I 
J~ 
I 
.a 
,I 
I 

" 

I I" 
I), 

'J 
I 
I 
I 
I 

. . 

At:[;on 
Au t; (.) 1:. h, eft 
DlJH 
Hobber:y 
Lnrc(:.t'ty 
Shopl:i.ftj,ng 
H.)).O~P. 

Aszault & Dactcry 
For.ciblc Ra.pe 
l'r e!> p :.u:q,. in ~ 
In to)'(icr:. t:i.()n 
rossassLon of drugs 
llse or drugs 

. Sale of drugs 
Probation Violation 
Uncritical Judgoent 
Oth a:1; dclinq Ui"::n t 0 £ £ en s e.s 

Total 

yu:c f c'tJ 

Run;;.qny 
Incorrigibility 
Sex offense. 
Truancy (School) 
Protective custody 
Other unruly offenses 

Total 

,I 

l.re Z 
---.~-,.. . 
'1 • 2' 

10 2 
21, 4 
12 2 
23 /. 
1.3 .l) 

3 .5 
5 I' 
0 0 
2 • I. 

10 2 
12 2 

1 .2 
1 . • 7-
0 ,0 . 
o . 0 

2·2 I~ ----166 

LFC % 
0 1 v 

206 37 
146 '26 

I. . 7 
'22 /1 

2 • L. 

'. " 7 
392 

47 

fQN'£~O·l. 1. 
0 0 
I. I. .. , 

6 6 
1 1 
3 3 

15 It. 
2 2 
O. 0 
0 0 
1 1 
2 2 

.7 6 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

.0 0 
6 6 

Total 47 

CONTROL % 
--~ 5 ;.- 5 

311 32 
17 .. 16 

0 0 
0 0 
1 1 
1 1 

Total 58 
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• 

e' 

• 
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• 

.l\l:~on 

. Aut 0 t h (! £ t 
BfcE 
RobLery 
Larceny 
Shoplifting 
H.D.O.P.(Destruction of Property) 
Assault & Battery 
Forcible Rnpe 
Trespassing 
In to:"ica tion 

.Posession of Drugs 
Use of Drugs 
Sale of Drugs 
Probation Violation 
Uncritical Judgment 
Other delinquent offenses 
eu:: fei., 
Runa~.;ay 

Incorrigibility 
S~X offense, 
Truancy (School) 
Other unruly, offense 

2 
10 
12 

5 
18 
43 
10 
12 
o 
1 
3 
6 
I' 
o 
o 
o 

20 
2 

35 
13 
o 
0' 
3 

Tot,a1 201 

.-
40 

1 
5 
6 
2 
9 

21 
5 
6' 
o 
• 5 
1 
3 
• 5 
o 
o 
o 

10 
1 

17 
6 
o 

'0 
2 

'rotal 

. , 

,-

o 
2 
3 
o 
o 
6 
3 
1 
o 
1 
o 
II 

o 
'0 
o 
o 
l. 

2 
7 
3 
o 

, 'I 
'0 ---
1~0 

0 
5 
7 
0 
0 

II, 
7 
2 
0 
2 
0 

10 
0 
0 
0 
0 

10 
5 

17 
7 
0, 

l;.0 ,: 
0 

I, . , i , 

I 
D 

D 
·0 
D 
0' 
n 
I 
0 
I 
I 
I 

-0 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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·0 

.n 
I 

I , 
I .. 
I • 
I 
J 
I 
t 
'." -

Sou~cc c£ rnt~rrol to Juvenile Court: 

,{,o11(HJ. 

f!ldld "rulk-it\ 
pat'cJnt; Y/~.ll':"l.t1. 

parrot & child wnlk in 
mu:Ll in 
'UHl t it c' C n f~ C~ n c y 
Dchoal admiulDcrutor 

Total 

LFC . 
Cases 

305 
16 
62 
90 
48 
10 
21 

552 

The DVC~Qga age of the BFC case is 

··,1.0-

" 

COWtJWL ----% Cases Z 
55 92 96 
'3 2' 2 

'11 1 1 
l~ 

9 
2 .1 1 
4 

Total 96 

15.1 years. For the 

croup the nvcrnga age is 15.2 years. The police ure a larg~r sour 
" 

of referrals in ehe control group than the LFC group but their 

;' 

The annuaJ. inco!J1€! from the husband and. '\-life and other sourc.es 

£ 0 r 'r he t 1:' C en 1:: e s :L $ : 

,,!..!l. C 0 111 e. No.of Cnses % oLs~ 

$ () .~ 2,999 19 5 
3)000 11 ,999 37 10 
5,000 - 6,999 ,37 10 
J,OOO - ~)')999 65 18 

10,000 -1/. > 999 110 30 
lS~OOO .Mancl over 96 26 

Total 3611 

. , 

the: ,'\v(t'r.'o.gc income i,,8 bcttJ'een $lO~OOO - $1 1/,999;' ho\"ever thiI'.ty-s 
'fH:'~l:Cl:'nt: or. 12"1 fnoil:l('£; said they received outside financial help~ .. 

Th~ vnrinblas of nBC, sex, r n c' e, sell 0 0 1 a t ten dan c e , n U::l b.c r a f . .... . 

pr;tor CO\,lrt l,~o£crrnl~; n.nd offense chur[';(~d with nt tio~ of re.ferral 

of data analysis l 

, . 

" 

.... 

. ' 

r 
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:~ '; :! 1 ',t.! t ,i. till (l [ J,1.: CPr (' t', r. ;! t;! I 

In I ' " 
The cV\l.lu~i:.:'o:1 ?~!'tion of 

" 
this "rc,por.t b<lscd upon~ 

'",'hiclt the .f '::11:1'i1:,' h.:l.:i one 

a. r c no H c los e d. :\ rev i e \/ 

or. More se~sionR with n~ LPC counselor. an~1 

of the total ~62 cases reveals 80 cn~cs. I 
I 

closed ,·1ithout 2. session and viill not' be included in this pn('t of 1.1 
the evaluation. 56% of these cas'es were uncooperative with atteopts 

to schedule them for sessions. 60%0£ the 80 families were closed I 
by phone. Twenty cases were excluded due to lack of adequate Lye 

inforeation . 

JZeasons 'for Te'cIitinating LFC Family Coun~el:i:.n&...:.. 

. " 

Mutual agreement and no further sessions 
needed - goals reached 

Family uncooperative.- missed appointments or 
didn't want to cone in- Counselor closed 

IP.(Identified Patient) turned 18 years old 

IP or Family moved 

Case not appropriate for LFG-counselor terminated 

Appeared in ~ourt - not amenable 
. ' 

Referred back to court .- no,t amenable 

No. of cases 

187 

62 

I 

21 

4 

,9 

46 

Held open for family tQ call if further'help ne~ded.~~ 
FamilY did nof call and case was closed without a 
session. 15 

C6unselor jelt it. wasn't necessary to continue hold-
ing sessions '-counselor closed 16' 

Referred 'to :lnother ar,cncy because not rc~;pondinr. 
to L'FC COlln~;el'lnr, S 

F Cl. nil y \oJ n n t l~ cl P r i. V;1 t c! C () II (\ !j c~ 1 i. 1 q', 

family felt Lye no lonaer necesDary 

Other 

50 

''rotal 
38 

I~ 5 6 

::~ "I' 
.1 

h -I 
. 4~1 

14 . 

. 1' 

,10 

·:.1 :,'t 

31 
~'31 

211 
! 

10 I 
8 



;f 
rl 
.g 
I , 
I 
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I 
J 
I 

I , 
I 
• I 
.J 
I 

I 
1 

cl.:l.y;, frau cell:!;' t 
( 

(intnkc) t.o the 

"lit.:lu:n,l,{;o. .fHwc;t(m, 135 vitil only on'~ ~;e3sion, 101 witll tHO sessions, 

6i vith t'h);,M.! 'H~{l!;lon.5. n ltd 157 v5.th four 01: XiLOre sessions. 

J. 
Z 
3 
I, ' 

.$ 
6 

,1 
8 
9 

10 
11 -J.7 

'1'01:<:11 

1.'J:'C 
!iQ,.,:J!I~ C'D...E.~ ,; 

135 
).02 

67 . 
113 

~:.5 2 
21 
19 

8 
G 
5 

lnat un nvcrage of 1~ hours. 

% of Cases 

29 
22 
15 

9 
11 

5 

'. 
2. 

.; 

1 
1 
1 

. 
One of the nonla of the LFC prograu is immediate 

. 
SE:SSiO~5 

crisis inter-

v (; rt t: ;l', \)11. 0 f the Ij G 0 C <.1. S C fi ~..ri t: h 0 n e. 01;' m 0 res £:. s ~; ion s J 2 0 % net '" i t han L F C 

. . 
(;~Qlm{mlor ot\. th(~ s::l..me. dny their case HUS assigued to LFC; 10.;~ I:!et 1<:Iith 

. 
an LFC counuBlor ann clo.y £fccr nss1cnQent. Forty-six percent of case~ 

to LFC, nnd mor~ Chon tW~ULY doya cln~~e~ between assignment and first 

!>l 
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:: \). 0 of day:: :~ ~ ':' :~1 ~~!;:; i i~:1 ::! ~ t1 t 
to first RcnsLo~: 

o days 
1 
2 
3 
i. 
5 
6 
7 

. 8' 

9 
10 

.11 
12 
,13 or mo;re 

no. 

Total 

-- .I,.J" 

U.'C 

of cases 

107 
/,3 
211 
16 
16 
22 
25 
2/. 
17 
14 . 
11 

7 
12 

11.3 
1 .. 81 

I. of C,,"S0.S I 
2·2 

9 
5 I 
3 
'3 
.s 
5 
5 
/1 

3 
2 
2 
2 

30 

The median num~er'of days from LFC referral to LFC assignment is 1.2 

.1 
I

U 

I 
I 
I 

days.· The median number of days between LFC assignnent to the first ses 

is 6.1. days. ,I 
Biographical Data Summnry 

. 
Based on'~he biographical data collected thus far., the. prObt!bili~J 

a refe.rral Hil'l be female is .54 

the t~pical referral to LYC will 

the oldesi child in the family . 

and male is .46. The data suggest's thl 
be l5~1 years old and oldest: or' next 'to 

TheY'will be white and have no prior 'I 
court contact. They 'attend school and have a histor:y 9f .cllt,tins (£U_c:::il~ 

are in the 9 t h g r a c1 ~ a n ~1 a t t a i n i n g "c II 1. eve]. W 0 r k . l' hey l-li 11 h il V e bee n 

• 'suspended from school at l~a~t ~nce for either tFua~cy or-smokin~. ~he g 

years • 

• 

• 

• 

at h~s current address for an average of s~ven 
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l" tiH:' 'tlUn.1H':t: (.If d.lYO nr,H!nt: in detention (lftertllC! case had close.d; 

. 
.2 .. t 1t n n t.H;lh ('1: of: r (~ r e r 'nil u af t c:c caS c h (1 S bee n c 1 0 [; e d ~ and 3. the 

It ~as in~ended that 

t,;lw n-f:.ul t.n of Lhir.: n.n"tly~::i~ Hould be. use.ful in zelectd:ng future! 

1. r (! d! v '0 t !;;i, () It C [l£j en; J :L e . ref err :i. n Z r r 0 In C 0 U r t tho see a s e sin w hie h 

1.:t' C; 11(1 it 1 rl tJ'J .d, tI hn,l it [J. co u(t ::H~ 1 i 11[} 'c f fcc t i. v c n e s s. 0 n 1 y tho sec a s est hat. 

\J(~fl~ t;~·~o!Jf:d nail had more thilrl one. oession were. used in this annJysis. 

.Predictor nnalysiG was comple.ted by correlation analysis as Dut-

Correlation is a ~-1ideJ.y used s tatis tic 

\'7h'teh n(·\.I~HU:·(~B thu CAt(:ml; to \-Thien Lvo variables va):y together in or 

.. .; ~ 

\lnt'Jp,hll·:.:' ,or .Geore.H.- Th(' co:t:relntion, may be pos1ttivD or negative and. 

)~ u n3 c- f 'L (I n .,. 1. a 0 t: 0 l. 00 . 

A P () Hie i v t" ('.0 :t: t' C 1 tt t: ~ 0 nbc t: w Co en t: I" 0 Va r. J. a b 1 (! S \J :i.ll b e 0 b t :1 i ned 

1-1IH'tt t.tl! b j \' CO t: G tib () <J.t" C n b 0 vet 11 e a v c 1:' :::. g eon 0 n e 0 £ the v a ria b 1. e sal S (II 
. ~ . . . 

t.'1'l1t1 ttl 11\,. ~1)()v(~ th(~ nv('r.nge on ot.hal: v<n:iahlcs. 'Whereas' ~llbjects wbo 
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or an actuol c~r=elation. 

In ti~:is a[liJ.l;-5i~; the probnbility of any c(ly,J.'e.lot:lon occurlnc f~l: 
I 

S'I than 5 ti'r.H:!S in 100 is considercu, sir;ni.fican t. tI.. prou<1biliey this 

. " 

insures ~gainst drawing concluoions based upon chance corrnlations 

'and th~t an improbable or rare correlation has occurred (one ~.,hich I 
'Was no t due t oc 'h iJ. n c £:~) .... 

A'correlc::tioo'analysis of the biographical yariables \fith the I 
~riteria 6f effectiveness was done to determine t~ose variables that I 
are related to success in the LPG Diversion program. 

'. 
C 0 r reI a t ion 0 f De ten t ion P lac e !.i1 en t \~ i t h B i 0 g rap hie a 1 if::t ria bIt:! S • I \ 

Significant positive correlations were found bet~.,een the' number of days 

spent in Detention after LFG closed the case and (1) fhe number of I 
months th'e child Has employed, (2) the family's a1.1nual :ll~come, (3) ., 
·the nunber of. days in Shelter Hf.)me prior to closing c.::l.se) (tt) the 

number of referrals d,uring LFG counseling, (5), the numb e r .o~, ~c ferraisl 

after closing case at LFC, (6) the number of days in the De~ention. . 

the number of dayS' in the Detent:i,on H~m'el ,Homa as a'courtcsty hold, en 
during LPG counselin~. I 

S~gni~icant negative correlations were found between the numb~r' of 

cloys spent in Detention after LfC closed the ease and (1) the child';. 
. . ! 

trade in school, (2) hON lon·g the child has lived in Sumr.11t: C()I.l~ty, 

(3) 'the BUDDer of. days from court referral to LPC' referral, . (II) the 

" I 
number of day,!; 'from L7C ao!.d~nment to ch<! fi1:!'it scst:lon, (5) tl:(~ I 
to Lye. . ' 

The ~ c corr e la t ion s S ulj!;CS t tll.- t: t h'c . child, w11 () WI) u·J. c1 ~; t' end 

i n D c t e fl t 1 0 n aft e 1,- C los i n (~ the cas cat 1. r c. v {\ \I 1 d 11 e :1 b (I v (~ t II ~ ~ 
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(,:ourwel tnt;) ;;PIHl C 0 dayo j,n the D~tcn Llon Horue as Cl cour tesy hold less 

~rldlr~ th(~ dt:lld :10 h(~ing hl!ld :i,rl the ~helt:er hou.c::e or detention. hou~, 

p v P H .1 n (Ie (} u t' t: (w y h 0 ). t1 • C I d 1 ch: c n :i.n the u p per g r a des s pen d f Q 1." e r: 

d It Y tJ ;f t). d f' tf~ n 1: 1. 0 II ~! f tal. 'C the 1:c C 1l S d! is c 1 0 $ e d . S II g g est in g t hat ,J i t h . 

nlndt thr.ot.q~h J.2th gr1lclcs. Chil,dxcn of families whose annual income is 

lwlutl t.nOJClOCL ancl vho hnve lived in S{lUlrilit County morctha'u ten 

y{<rLf'!i hnv{~ upe.nt: l{~~w t5.1:tC In detention after closing . 

Onn un(~:rqH~~t:(~d !:tnding was the TIU1!lber of detentions after LJ:'C 

. 
!l.('nrd..tit,\'. In .ffJ.e.t~ t:.1100(~ '''he "rcre dela),e.d longe.r had fc'toJer.· clete'\) tions 

If(j~ot day!) 
b~{:tJC't'tI C'O\n','!; 0 
r.l~! l' 1: f,.11 n n tl 
l.n,: l-o 

7··20 

-

o 
No. cases 

{ 1.56 

~9 

GO 

100 

55 

No. dereutioo~da~s ~f~er~EFC 
1-6 7 or ~or~ 

No.cases Ho. cases 
12 27 

3 

6 

5 

13 

6 
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p'l 11 (. \,~ Oil 

:;:!.;!.:!·d~y . 
iuct Ll?C (~ f: fcc t ::.. V ~ ;~ '3 S doc s not d (-~ c r c n 1:> cas the t :i. me h e t \-I e (! n c CJ u r t 

refCrl"lll This is the court's process 

~nd not a Liebcrc~n Family Center function. 

A LFC f unc t ion tha t . delays the time to the f i.rs t, s e.s sion is 

I 
I 

the process of assigning the crise to a counse~or. The followinL~ table 

illustrates bow this effects 
.. 

in Detention the number of days spent 

'after LFC closing. 
No • of detention days 

. 0 1~6 

cases -cases cases' 

No.of days 0 69 7 
" D 13 

from LFC assignment 
to first session 1-6 33 8 

,..., 

7-20 118 7 

26 

I '8 
. 

21 or 150 5 
more 

4 D 
" 

LFC scems to be more effective at reducing the nucber of days in 

Detention if the, ~e1ay betHeen assigning the case. and'LPC referral is 

creat,er tll'an 7 days. 

Co'rrclat:Lon of I~efeT.ra~s nf~er LFC counseling with Biograohical 

Signficant positive ~orrelitions were found between the numbe~~! U 
referrals after closing t~e case at LFC and (1) the number of tines the 

chillI \>1 ass 1I S p c n d e d from s c 11 0 01. ( 2 0 the numb e r ' of time s the i a (.:11 y 

moved during thc last tHO ycnrr., (3) the f\llmbl?T of ·timcs tho fiJlilily 

in tho:! detc:nt:iol1 II01:IC as n cCJUl:tCGY hold, (5) the nllr:lber. of d~\Yfi in 

D~tcntl()n nftcl" LFC closing the C<lSC, (6) the idcntlflFation nll:7lher of 

t lac c;~ s c • .- ' 
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L I' C <i Ii cl (1) t. It c <: II i.l d '~; cc a d c 

to th(!'fin;t session \Vith 

Th~~~ co~rcl~~ion~ GUGCDGt, like che number of days in detention, 

v$l'h tll'{'Hdlttf~ QV(!l' J /2 clnyr. :Ln the dct:c.ntion hOr:le as a COLlT.tesy hold. 

1,n: ;Lt. l~JOr(' pLfC'(~tlvf'! a.t: l:cducing the! l1umbe1: of refcrrnls for those 

ftH,i.ll.teo HItt) lwv{": J $vHd for. Clore th;;Ltl .\:lix: years at their current 

As the numbeL' of 

nft !,,'t;' rlo,.fn[~ ,;]wuld bl! g.nincd by increasing t11C nuober of. days froa 

1.n: lw~;i :~lItwnt Lel L he f l.l"S t 'Jess ion. Also, the p eo ple to/h 0 had more 

" . 

rn'rf~at~ durln~ LFe ccunuelfng and (1) number of times th~ child cut 

1\l't:l',J ("}tlt;.t\q~ tIb" (~it~H', tit T.l''' (9) the.' nu"b.::-r olt (t,1Y!, 1\\ thn ,l.:' .. :ntt(,\\ 
~7 

• I 
I 

" : 
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''''''~ ~"d:1:; ,-',:: C0,,,,,,,,l:.:>i', (J.l» (h" "n,.d,er (It ·,l~y:; ~n tne (\"t~ntl'D,1 
h o::!';:· ... r t C 1: L? G c:;' C .;; f! d t. h ~ C:l n e , ( 1 J. ) t h (! 11 :u ,it b l~ r; 0 f ~; C G ~. i () n s h c.l d t: (I 1 

.1<1 
c:lo~:c tile rc:op<::\'.,:~::: ~~S<:!. I 

Sir,nificant ,:'\~i;:J.tivc corrclat:i.ons \-Terc. fO~lnd lH~t\-Jeen. tIle n~lt1b~~ll 

of referr[!l~ during LFC co~nse1il\g ... nc1 (1) the nULi1b~r raonth~~ to \-1h~\I. 1 

the c 11:L 1 d vas 1 a ~ t ~ u s pen d e d fro In n c h 0 01 '. (2) the n \\TU be r 0 f' t:i.. ~ est I· 1 

oother has eve>:: b'2.en Inarriccl before, (3), the. tot,al nu~~e.~ 0,£ ~:other~1 

~mcl s:i..s Cern te1.a t do no t live in the household. "I 
These corre12tions suggest that those chiJ.dren that have ",ore- .• ,1 

than one referrv.l 'du1:ing LFC.' ~oi.lhsel:i.ng have. a· h:i.story. of cuttiog " 

school '(more tban twi'ce), above average in school work. ~H"ld a susP~~S;li 
t • 

fran school wi thin the las~ fo.u~ l\l0~ ths, Their fa ther,~ ha""'7 :ruox:e. __ :',1 
education (i.e. comple~cd the t~elfth grade), the~; mothers, have not 

~~rr~ed more than once and they'have one 0; ~es~ broth~rs.~r si~t~r "," 
t' • .. 

living outs:Lic ~;e house'hold. Those that have referrals durine 

coc.u'seling t,~ke 'over 60 days' from the~r' f~rs 'tses~:Lon t~ ~l~S e (t~e~ebJ 
. ' 

iuc~casing the p:r;obability of refe1:rals) and. t.ake three or mo:r.e sess~'I 

• These cbil~ren have about 1.5 prior COD1:t'contacts ~nd ha~e spent some 

I. 
i 

• 

• 

• 

", , " 

~tine iu the shelter.ho~e~ and Detention Home. 

C01'tR.:SL!\ 'lION or E'FF EC'Z'I'ijE~T ES S C RITEr.ro.~HITH OTHER' COUll SEt 'IN (; 
COHPO~(r:.~iTS 

. The correlational analysis of the critel.ia of "effectiveness, Has 

extended to the other c'ompon~nts of the LYC' c()unselinp, CQ oete).'l.1ine , ~ 

: .... 
tha effectiveness of cacho Attcntion was ~ocusecl.on 'the £ollo\ .. .i.rq~ 

. 
. Uo" r.:tgn:if:tc;!n.t c6rr(~lnl:iol\ \/~!; [ound h(:ttH! .. nl 

...... '" . ... . 
t h ,,~ t: h l.' (H~ C r J. t t! r;i.:l 

I 
·1 
I 

I 
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J 
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I 

case,' (3) the numbe~ of ho~e 

vJ.td,t!G u .. ~dt~ by the c.ou:~sC!loJ.. (If) the nuclbe.r of counccling cancellatior-. 

I i, lU: 11 ~1. ~} t;n1-~an be!;(.rec.n sct;sions for those case::; involved \.;ith . . .. 
Gldl(l1;'t~I'! VltCl 'htwc J.l""'c~d out:z;i.dc: t.heir present f.aL'lily an.u lIho c<t.ncel1ed 

, 

l~ elf f' t: 11 :~ 1t () It ~~ ~, e £; ~:l. () n. • 'X he)' t: 0 p k 1:\ 0 r. c t i l!H! toe J. 0 S e sin c c the Y H e ~ e . 

counselor nakes to the 

S:Lgcl.'i,fJ.c.ut}t: 1)!;Js±t.ivc cor'J.-clations He.re. found be.tH'een 
~ . . .. . the 'nuL:lber: 

. . . . 
!;Jf n~>,~;,td.()n.,r; held to close a case and (l) fa,ther t s. highest grade in 

. . ~ , 
number of .. . . 

daytJ ~C - om c our t in t o.i:"c. to pJ .. nc.eC1en t in' the s h c: 1 t'er . lwrne ) (I,) the 

j.. .. • 

n\l~.,~hc·:c o£ )':cf:crrn.l.[; d,-!-"Ci.nC l ... FC co~nscling, (5) ,t11e. number of session 

(~ H Tl C (' 1. 1.<.1. t; J (Hi!, , ( (j ) n u n\ b !.:', r 0 .f day s 5. n t: h e d c ~ en t ion h 0 n led u r. in g L Fe. 
, '. 

" 

S1guiflcnnc nCBnc~va correlat1ons were found b~tween·the number . .' 
-

( 7..)' t: h e (: 'h i 1 d '~: g T a c1 e 
.' 

it\, r. c.hl'J OJ., • c:n the nUi:ll.H.:'C of t,lO'~ths the c.hild vas rast St'sp£:nc1<'!d 'f,:rom . . .. , , 

(II) the.: ·lH.\Citb('r of'days f:rom court reJ:erra). 'to' I .. FC rcfcrrJtl, 
'. . 

(:;» U\(,~ n\ll:!lH~l: o.e (Iny~ ft'oC'l l~1:'C rcfcrr~l t~ L1/e C\~.>~ignr.l~;n t) (G). the: 

. ... . 
Hilnlnl'l;- o;C (,',()n'l:t: l:c.,e(\rr~lls p'l:".i.or tc.') l .. l"C. Those ca.scs \/hic.:h took li10r~ . ... ... 
~,p{Hllt.n.o to ~~lo!;(~,;tnv()1\'(;"(1 olut:.t' c.hlJcl)~cn in tll(~ upper (~r.,tdc at 

t • 't- '" 

• • 
'J'hCtt,t,' )7('\lui.:t'.t!l.£~ /\(1'1:0 !':.ut;s.i.on~: I:O()z: l(~!:$ tihH! to lbt: rt~£erl"cd to 1.1:'C, . . . 

. 
httd fc-'.I("i" In'i,,>),' <;0\\\'(: 'rc'fn)"Cllt!, alld \l\~'r..~ I\Or:'(, ltkl.-:ty to 1I.1\.'i'! l.l11::-(! 

, 
• 
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:-, :,1 ::- ~: .;..~: ~ td,O ; ~ =.~ '':';::: .:: <! r; ;.; :. ~~ n C! cl q II :i. C', :: 1 \' C\ n cl (! n t c J.': c: cl t h (l i 1: S (: S ~:.,;. Q n q \I i c k. l 

t It C:~ U <.~ t: c n t i () n H 0 r:l'':: t 
, , 

h ... r.l fe''': pl'io~ CO'.l.4:'L: 'c~n::C1cts and' Here hl~ld in 

. I 
Signific~nt p~sitive c01.-rc.lationc 'H~re fO,\ind b8t~"'ecn the <lvc:ri:!.;;'::' 

" 

'lcnetl1 of f!ach se.ssion and, (1) the highest r;rade in school the t.~:0::ht!I:1 
, . , " 

ani f~ther CD~pl.~cd, (2) the aaftual income of tha f.mily, (3) nu~~.rl 

of co~nse~inE sessions held id c1osing 7 (4) the number of home visits 

nade'by the counselor, (5 ) 
. 

ehe number of times the family he~ naved 

i.n 

" 
Signif ican t: nega ti v~ corre1a tion S 1.;ere f ouu(1 be tue en tlla 

'l • • 

length'of each .. cou,nseling of tip.es ~h~' .chii: 
~ .... ......... 

g r ad e son' h~:i!.!;; 

session .(lnd (1) the'number 

cut school in the l';st ,threemonths~, <~) 'the, 'child' s 

last report card, ,I 
, " , ' . .~ . 

fi~5t session. Those cases HhiC:':l ,took longer ~l~Y()lVe~ .C11i~.:l!.-C~ '\11:0' ~Uil 

$10)000 and were more 
. - ,- .. 

s c h q 0 1 1 e s san d' ,;11 0 .S e p n. :x; ,e n t s , I!l. a c1 e l!1 0 r e, t han, . .~ . . . 
ed~cated (completed'the 12th grad~ or more). Th' ey . h~ <t ~ ell:'" .~, G Ii lC'/eJ. ,I 

. . . ... . 
g~ac1es in s~ho?l. They hid more 

, 

sess~ons and 'more horne visits> less 

tim~ to their first session and very feu changes' in address ovex the 

,la'st two years. 
" 'I' 

: TINE AN:\l.YS IS . 
" 

ther~ 
.. . I' To deteroine if Here, changes' in the L:f'C proBr'am over 

. . '... , ..... . 
t:hc t..,o year period covered by 'this ev~lu<ltio.n~ anu CO cl\~tcrr.d:n:<:! . 

. . 
th(~' 1)r.Or;-=ao p 

I 
I 

, , 

orc1<:r e~C:!1 c;tse V:1S ~!'sign~cl to t:he I.Fe. The corJ;{~l':ltjon:ll ;;tIHll)'!'is 

. 
l1rc. nell'" n(:c(l!~~;.lr.1 to. clo!.:c n C<l~.(~, the aVl:r;tce lcn£;th cd: C'\lch. !,:cs:n .. or:..g 

•• 0. 
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Llf\l"~ \:,,::(~ ilCl/.'(:d 

beL~a~n ~ouTt referral to LFC referral and fro~ af"lGignHlent: to LFC 
" 

C (I ',I r: [.; c .1 0 r t (l fir ~:: t: ~: c: !:: ~:; ;. 0 n • 

The n L1 .~ b (! r 0 f t j, m·::: oS the site 1 t e r 11 0 ril (! has bee II \t 5 ~ U ,:-, f t {! r 1. F C 

, g;\~; inc rea sed . The numLe'! of session cancellations has gone dot.;n s inc.e 

LFC bccane opcratioTIdl. This reflects the increased effectiveness of the 

LFe D~~crsion program and not the lack of time for the more recently 

closed cases ~o recidivate since fhe recidivism rate tip to arid 

inc 1 uding Hay 1971, is 43/; COElP n.red' to 39 % inc Iud ing the I a s t thre E! Donths. 

Theref Ol;e.., the. r.umbe r of cas es in' the las t three man ths i nva 1 ves only 

, ' 

1.2 c2se? which is small compar'ed to the total sal.aple. 
j 

COMPARISON ,OF RECIDIVISM RATES BETWEEN LFC AND CONTROL GROUPS 

As of Hay 10, 1974, 462,c<188s' have b~'en cl'osed. 'The recidivisn rate 

for these cases'is 39% 

closin~!. case 

o referrals 
1 
2 
3 
I. 

5 
6--8 

II 

., 

n 

II 

" ' 

as 

--,~. 

the fol1ouing 't~b1e:: 

Gl 

" 

L r C 'G r 0 \l pRe c i d i vis r::J' 

No. of CClses 
282 

92 
46 
23 
10 
,4 

5 
462 

R?te 

% of 

, , 

61 
20 
10 

5 
2 
1 

CClses 

-.,' 

-----,------
.r 
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li n. 

.;., 8 ' "I 1 . t . I:, 'l . ... .., ,cu. a 5 ,:\ ~ (I t,~ n .l n 1\ \:! .I. 0 ,~.. 0 ~.JJ. n [~ 

of r~ferrnls after 
clo:.;:i.n.~ case 

0 ref ~r rnl~; 
1 " 
2 " 
,3 " 
4 " 
5 " 
7 .. 

No. of ca!'>e,s 

10 
33 
II. 
7 
3 
2, 
2 

71 

% of 

II; 
1.7 
20 
10 

II 

3 
3 

cases 

[ 

[ 

( 

.' .[ 
Conpar ison 0 f these tHO tab les cle.a rly the effectiveness of LEe. 

.,'" • • •• • "I, ~ ... ,. .. . ~ 
, To ceteruine th~ c f f e c t i v e n ~! s S 0 f the L F CHi ~ h chi 1 d r, en' "r 11-0 had 

I', 
prior court ,contacts, as analysis of recidivism rates by the num.ber "1 . " 

of prior court contacts ,.;as cOi!lpleted. The results of .this an~d.ysis 
,.-f 

I f oJ.I'o,dng 
. 

:arc given in the table. 

UU!!1Der of ,priQr lhlBber of'rcf,errals after closing case 0 ., 
.' offenses -

Recidiviso 
First offenders 0 1 2 3 II 5-9 Rate :1, (n=295) 177 6i 33 13 8 . 2 1.0,; 

:,',Second offenders 6l. 21. 8 I;. 2 O· 39% ,I 
(n=102) 

. 
. 

Third.offenders 23 4' 3' 2 0' , 3 3/.% ' . . . 
(n=35) I: Fourth offenders 9 3 1, 2' 0 0 1;0% 

(n=15) ; 

}'if th offenders 2 0 0 0 0 '1 33% 

iJ (n==3) 
Seventh offenders 1 0 O. 0 0 0 0% 

~im:ilar nnaiy!:~is of the con trol grOl!p ,d,ll· he forthcolflinz Hhcn en~tlgh' g 
dat~ bCCOQCD available. 

. A~; i II II i cat c d .1 b u v cal 1 h a v (! aunut 
. I 

rat('~, thc:T£'to;::c 

t .. ~ L f' C i~:· j l\ ~ taG Co f fcc t .i. v (! i nrc' d 1I l:, t n r. tile n U In ~ e r 0 f r e £ C! r r a 1 .'; aft c r (l 
c 1 0 !d II g n c a ~; c for the fir s t 0 f fen d ~ r :> n~' sec 0 11 ct, t 11 i r dan d fOI,l l' C h 

o f e l~ 1 HI (: r I:; • 
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I 
I' 
I 
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II 
I·, 
I 
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I 
J' 
I' 

I 
• 
I 
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Rt:f.l~rr;.',ls i!..:t·:!= • ' ~I • 

D ~ 1 in '1 U l! n t 
Unrllly 

Cl oz :tne c :.1.!; c 
Ho. of: 

0 
1 III 

2 31 
3 .111 

I. 5 
2 !' 

-' 

6 0 

7 1 
B 0 

9' 1 
0 

165 

, , 

........ . _... " "--- --Recidivis~ rate for delinquent .. ~.. .. .. 
• : ---:.. - 0·. :.:.:!. :.-_ ." . .... ' . 

Ca~ef; 7. No. of ces£:s 

67 231 
19 19 

B .39 
3 , 20 
1 ,12 
0 I; , 

,'.6 
I· 0 1 • l? 1 . 

, 0 
-.l:. 
390 

- .... -".- ~: :-:.., ... ~ : :."- .. ,.: .. 
children is 33 per cent' c:md £0 

,unruly children it is ,'.1 percent'., L}'C, appears to be r.!ore effe::ti "" : .0: 0_ .. 

4 \. _. .. 

treatlnZ,the delinquent child than the unruly~ however the 

, , difference is.not large etiaugb to reco •• end LFG tre.t~.nt to o~ly 
, " - '- " , 

The recidivisra'ratc f.or the ,cighf:..I cases referred.to L 
dcl:Lnf'l uen t. 

, '- and c los e. d l" i tho u t s e s s ion ~" a s 3 8 per c e n t • 

~ " 

.. possible of th:~s; 110";01 ever 'the data analysis at'this tii:1e does 

Manj interpretations a 

. 
not favor any. 

" 

" 

, Co 
" 

. , 

It ... , ... \ . 

.... 
!.-..o' 

63 
, ' 



, " 

• 

• 

.' 
• 

. ' 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

'J , 
.r .1 

2. Restr:Lct LrG cO'.lrtsf!ling to only thot.;e children ·'t"ho h.J.ve 

, 
~ 

, 
!!~. s p (: n t.. t i ~ e i 11: t 11. f:! II \:! t C :l t ion H 0 i;lC! 0 r arc h c in r; h C:! 1 d t 11 t! r c : .. 

3. Develop nethods. to reduce:. the nlli:lUer of canc.ellations •. 
.' 

f;. S~lec'tion s o'f (',hild ren froD families Hho have noved very 
little in the past five to t~n years. 

. , 

, I 

5. Selection of tho.se cases that h2.ve fCHcl;' than 
fror.1·school • 

three suspensions 

6. Expand counseling .. to 
annually~ 

those far.J.ilie.s 

7. Do not neglect, tounselin~ in situations 
cris:i,s ' .. II, 

. -," 

8. Continuation 6f con tr,ol days. 

mal:.£: 

that 

", 

leps than $10,000 
, > 

are not an 

.. : . 

( 
"i mUlediz. t e 

.' .[, 
, , ' . , 

. ' .. ~.. . 
" . 9. Co~pletion of all biographical questionnaire 'i"terns at.,.the-. 

, " I 

" 

time of referral to LFC. 

10. Continuation of data col1ection·an~ program evaluation to . "I~ 
.' validate the findings of this evaluation' and develop', a stahle " 

c"riteria.. ..-: 

t h 'e Cj..ue-.s~t'~'(ln.n.a·i.r c ':tl,n~,! :' .. 1 
'. 

11. ContinuD.tion of.. st2.tisticCJ.l 
.. ' 

.. , .. , . ' 

-.' . '. ' 
, " 

; . . .:. 

.' 

" 

.. , 
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