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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A study was undertaken by the Ministry of Attorney General,

Research Unit, to evaluate the effectiveness of a juvenile crime

prevention program that has been operating in the community of

Langley, B.C. for three and a half years. The program, Langley Youth

and Family Services, is unique in that it works closely with the RCMP

in Langley and provides short-term family counselling for pre-

delinquent and first~time delinquent offenders. The primary objective

of the program is to resolve underlying youth and family problems that

may be predisposing or Precipitating a youth's involvement in delin-~

quent activities.

The study was designed as a process analysis, requiring descrip-

tion and analysis of program goals and objectives, the program

operating procedures, the types of services provided, the needs and

characteristics of the referred population, the needs of the community

(particularly of the police, schools and agencies) and the amount of

client and community self-reported satisfaction with the program.,
Data was collected on all 725 clients referred to the program.

This included biographical information on the clients' source of

referral, reason for referral, type of action taken on referral, known

recidivisms (missing data was undeterminable) and length of treat-

ment. A random sample of sixteen former clients were surveyed as to

their perception of problems prior to referral, resolution of problemsg

following treatment and their self-reported satisfaction with the

program.




Results from the evaluation can be summarized as follows: (1) the
program 1is operating successfully according to its conceptual plan,
(2) there is a high degree of satisfaction from the police, schools
and social service agencies that the program is meeting the needs of
the community, and (3) while parents of delinquent and behaviour-
problem youth (sample size = 16) did not feel that all their problems
were being resolved, nevertheless, most of them felt highly satisfied
with the program and most felt they were coping better with their
problems.

A number of issues are briefly discussed in the report: (1) the
inappropriateness of using recidivism rates as a measure of program
effectiveness, (2) the difficulties of selecting an appropriate
criterion of program success relevant to clients, staff, police,
schools and the social service community, and (3) the face validity of
attuching a family counselling program for pre-delinquent and minor
delinquents with the police rather than placing it under the auspices

of a community board or agency.
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PREFACE

Increases 1in juvenile crime rates and the fallure of most
juvenile delinquency prevention programs to reduce or eliminate
Juvenile crime has prompted those in the juvenile justice field to
focus more effort on early identification of the potentially delin-
quent youth and to provide direct corrective services to these youths
to inhibit or reduce involvement in delinquent activities.

One such program that has received considerable attention in the
Vancouver Lower Mainland as a juvenile crime prevention program is the
Langley Youth and Family Servicés Program. According to a report
prepared by the Consultation Centre, Solicitor-Gemeral of Canada
(Clark, 1978), Langley Youth and Family Services is described as a
"family counselling (program) ... to prevent future delinquent
behaviour by 1mproving communication among family members and by
intervention at Qn early age" (1978, p. 1), The report goes on to say

that the program has a "97 percent success rate in relationship to

recidivism” (1978, p. i). )

On the basis of this‘report, Langley Youth and Family Services
was initially selected by members of the Ministry of the Attorney
General's Committee on Juvenile Crime Prevention to represent a model

for a juvenile crime prevention program to be implemented or at least

promoted throughout the province of British Columbia.
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However, a number of questions were ralsed concerning this
unequivocal belief in the successfulness of Langley Youth and Family
Services program. First, a 97% success rate 18 spuriously high
considering the difficulties of modifying human behaviour. Second,
little was really known about the program in terms of its specific
objectives, the type of activities, the characteristics of the client
population, the impact of the program on the clients and the commu-
nity, and the critical elements for program success. Third, although
the program may be highly successful in the Langley area, there was no
assurance that success could be attributed to the type of services
provided and not just due to the personalities of the program counsel-
lors or the particular climate of that community. Similar type
programs may not be successful when implemented in other communities
with different staff and a different environment. And finally, there
was the consideration that many other types of delinquency prevention
programs exist that needed to be reviewed before any one program was
accepted and promoted as an effective approach for dealing with
juvenilé problems and crime.

These issues prompted the Ministry of Attorney General, Research
Unit, to request a morel comprehensive 'evaluation' of the Langley
Youth and Family Services Program to learﬁ more about its operation
and determine its effectiveness in reducing or preventing youths from
becoming 1involved in delinquent activities. Two other youth and
family service programs had arisen 1n the past year, one In Burnaby,

‘'B.C. and the other in Kelowna, B.C. It was felt that a comparison of

-vi_

the three programs would yield useful information concerning the
implementation and success of this type of service in other communi-
ties. The Research Unit was also concerned with examining the evalua-
tion studies of many other types of delinquency prevention programs
to determine the effectiveness of different approaches to the problem
and to identify critical features of early prevention programs that
are necessary for success.

The decision to 'evaluate' Langley Youth and Family Services
presented immediate problems concerning the role of 'evaluation' in
human service programs that have been operating for a number of
years. These issues are discussed in another report, "The Evaluation
of Operational Human Service Programs: An Examination of Juvenile
Delinquency Prevention Programs” (Rowe, 1981). These issues played a
significant role in the design of the evaluation of Langley Youth and
Family Services. The Langley report will attempt not only to present
relevant data on the effectiveness of the program but also will
attempt to deal briefly with these issues concerning the evaluation of
'operational' juvenile delinquency prevention programs. These issuesg
shaped the design of the study and because of these 1ssues the type of
questions that could be answered by a short-term evaluation study were
limited. Methods to deal with these limitations or inadequacies
through further research or careful planning in the development of
other delinquency programs are discussed in the "Recommendations”

section of the report.
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Chapter I of this report will present general background informa-
tion on the effectiveness of juvenile delinquency prevention
programs. In particular, programs that provide direct services to
youths to remediate or treat problems that may be precipitating the
youths' involvement in delinquent activities are examined to determine
critical features or services necessary for success.

Chapter II will attempt to present all of the relevant 1issues
that 1nfluenced the design of the evaluation study. This 1avolved
understanding the philosophica’ basis of the program, determining who
its funders were and how the program was administratively structured,
and identifying the evaluative 1information needs of the program
managers, the funders and those requesting the evaluation (the
Ministry of Attorney General). Thus, all factors and evaluation
issues that limited or shaped the design of the study are outlined.
The evaluation of Langley Youth and Family Services was designed
primarily as a process analysis of program goals, objectives,
activities and target characteristics. Subjective analysis of the
impact of the program on clients and the community was also included
in the design of the study.

Chapter III 1lists the specific research objectives that were
identified taking into consideration the socio-political context of
the evaluation, and information needs of the program manager, funders
and the evaluators.

Chapter IV describes the procedures adopted to address each of

the research objectives., The type of procedures employed reflect the

various program conditions and evaluation issues raised in Chapter II,
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In Chapter V the resQlts from the 'process analysis' of Langley

Youth and Family Services and the results of the impact assessment of

the service on clients and the community are presented. A tentative

conclusion concerning the 'effectiveness' of the program is offered.

In Chapter VI, The Langley Youth and Family Services Program is
compared with the Kelowna Youth and Family Services Program and with

the Burnaby Youth Services Program. Similarities and differences are

stressed to emphasize the fact that a program reflects the needs and

characteristics 6f the community in which it operates. The implica-

tions of these factors for the development and implementation of other

youth and family services are considered.

Chapter VII presents recommendations for the development and

evaluation of juvenile delinquency programs in general and for further

research in the field of juvenile crime prevention.



CHAPTER I: BACKGROUND: EFFECTIVE JUVENILE DELINQUENCY
INTERVENTION STRATEGIES?

A. INTRODUCTION

Many systems of intervention have been employed to prevent or
reduce juvenile crime. Lejins (1967) describes these intervention
methods in terms of being 'punitive', 'corrective' or 'mechanical'.
In punitive intervention, a threat of punishment 1s used as a method
to inhibit further delinquent activity. Fines, restitution, and
probation are such measures. The diversion of juvenile offenders from
formal processing through the justice system can be considered as an
absence of punitive intervention. Mechanical intervention refers to
the placiag of obstacles in the way of the potential offenders that
make it difficult or impossible for them to commit an offence.
Examples of this would be curfew laws, gun laws, burglary alarm
systems, unbreakable glass 1in school buildings, etc. Corrective
intervention 1s based on the assumption that delinquent behaviour is
symptomatic of certaln underlying causes. Services or treatment
strategles such as counselling, recreational experlences, vocational
skill training, etc. are provided directly to youths to eliminate
those underlying problems that are precipitating the delinquent beha-
viour. Elimination of the underlying causes 1s expected to result in
an elimination or reduction in the delinquent behaviour. These three
systems of intervention can be combined in any manner. Thus, youths

on probation are frequently provided with varlous direct services.




Youths diverted from the Justice system may or may not receive indivi-
dual counselling or some other service.

The application of these sophisticated intervention and treatment
strategies to the hard-core juvenile offenders produced discouraging
results. The recidivism rates of youth on probation range between
25-50% (Romig, 1978). Providing direct services to youth on probation
does not seem to have much of an effect on these figures (Romig,
1978). Most direct service treatment approaches attempting to resolve
underlying precipitating causes do not seem to be effectively preven-
ting further delinquency 1in the multiple offence juveniles (Romig,
1978).

Despite these discouraging results many program developers and
researchers have continued their efforts to discover more effective
intervention techniques for remediating the hard-core Juvenile offen-
ders. In recent years, however, increasing emphasis has been placed
on attempting to intervene earlier in the life of a delinquent youth,
It is assumed that the youth's deviant or delinquent behaviour is less
firmly established and thus may be more likely to change as a result
of punitive intervention or corrective treatment strategy.

Reflecting this new emphasis on early intervention and prevention
strategies, Brantingham & Faust (1976) have developed a classification
system for describing intervention strategles and programs according
to the temporal entry point in the delinquency history of a youth. 1In
this system Brantingham and Faust have described three levels of

prevention: 'primary', 'secondary’' and 'tertiary’'.

Primary crime prevention 1s concerned with identifying the physi-
cal and social environmental conditions that provide opportunities for
or precipitate delinquent behaviour, and with changing these condi-
tions so that juvenile crime 1is not spawned. Examples of primary
prevention are 'mechanical' strategies (e.g., security precautions,
police patrols, and Neighborhood Watch), and also direct service
corrective strategies (e.g. school-community public relations
programs, community recreational programs, poverty programs, child
abuse programs, educational programs, etc.).

Secondary prevention aims at the early identification of problem
youth that may be potential delinquent offenders, and seeks to inter-
vene in their lives in such a way as to prevent the occurrence of
delinquent behaviour. School counselling programs, therapeutic
recreational programs, job training programs, etc. for pre—~delinquent
youths are examples of secondary prevention programs.

Tertiary prevention involves the application of punitive and
corrective services to actual delinquent offenders. Usually this
involves the use of probation, fines, or reformatory jail sentencing
in combination with limited direct services offered to hard-core
delinquent offenders. Direct service programs for first-time delin-
quent offenders who have been diverted from the juvenile justice
system, however, are generally classified as 'secondary' level preven-
tion, rather than tertiary level intervention.

While juvenile justice researchers and program developers have

developed comprehensive classificatory systems to describe juvenile

delinquency intervention and treatment strategies, they still do not




know clearly what type of intervention strategies are the most effec-
tive in reducing juvenile crime. There are a number of reasons why it
is so difficult to answer this question. Evaluation studies testing
the effectiveness of these 1intervention strategies are generally
negative or inconclusive. The recidivism rates of delinquent and
pre-delinquent youths who have been treated are just as high as rates
for delinquent youths who receive no direct services (Romig, 1978;
Dixon, 1978).

The reasons underlying these evaluation results are generally not
clear. One cannot simply conclude that the particular program or
intervention strategy being evaluated 1is an ineffective method to

reduce or eliminate youth involvement in delinquerit activity, and that

.all one has to do 1s find a more effective intervention strategy. It

may be that no human service program can be expected to have an impact
on reducing or preventing juvenile crime as reflected in recidivism
rates or overall crime rates. But it may be that the pcogram is very
effective in resolving interpersonal youth problems, or improving
vocational skills or reducing the amount of time the police have to
spend dealing with juvenile crime, or improving family communication
patterns, etc. An evaluation of these programs may indicate that the
program fails to reduce or prevent the 1involvement of juveniles in

delinquent activities but only because of the inadequacy of the

conceptual model 1linking program socilal services to a reduction 1in

juvenile crime rates or because expectations are too high. There are

many factors that operate in interaction that influence or precipitate

a8 youth's involvement in delinquent activities. To expect that treat-

ment of one or two of these factors in 1solation will have a decisive

effect on a global behaviour, such as delinquency conduct, may be

premature. However, the program may be very effective 1in resolving

the one or two factors treated in isolation.

Another reason that makes evaluations difficult to conduct and
makes it difficult to determine the effectiveness of one type of
service over another is the fact that typically a number of different

services in combination are provided to a youth, For example, a

Jjuvenile offender on probation may also require individual coun-
selling, vocational skill training and therapeutic recreational.oppor-
tunities, 1In addition, there may be vast differences between differ-
ent programs although they may all be conducting the same general type
of intervention approach such as family counselling. Two counsellors

may have significantly different counselling styles. Thig may be an

important factor in whether a youth continues his involvement {in

juvenile crime.

A third reason why 1t is difficult to determine the most effec-

tive intervention strategies is implementation failure (Selke, 1977;

Lewis & Davidson, 1977). Simply stated, this means that the program

has not been implemented (i.e., put into operation) as it was inten-

ded. Implementation failure can occur if the political and social

environment in which the program is operating is not supportive and
cooperative Iin the task of identifying and servicing delinquent and
pre-delinquent youths, Implementation failure can occur 1f the

administrative and funding structure of the program i1s unstable.
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Implementation failure can occur if the on-line workers are incompe-
tent or attitudinally unsupportive of the goals of the program. If a
program 1s not operating as 1t should be, the evaluation of the
program is essentially meaningless.

A fourth reason affecting the assessment of effective interven-
tion strategies is the fact that most intervention strategies are not
first experimentally tested and then evaluated. By using quasi-
experimental techniques, one can control for the effects of extraneous
variables and for spontaneous change or delinquency reduction without
treatment. Typically, wmost programs are evaluated (if at all) in
terms of how satisflied clients are with the services they have
received. Most clients of soclal service programs, however, tend to
report that they are highly satisfied with the services, although
this 1s not likely to be correlated with any objective measures of
behavioural change. In addition, clients' objectives for attending
the program may not coincide with the program objectives expressed by
the counsellors or the program manager. A parent may be quite
unconcerned with whether her child engages in 'shoplifting' offences,
although she might be concerned that her child 1s obedient in the home
environment. Thus, subjective measures of client satisfaction are not
a sufficient baslis for judging program success.

Proper evaluations of the successfulness of a program in meeting
its program objectives are rare. In addition, few evaluations of
Juvenile delinquency programs are conducted to determine whether the
program 1s operating as planned, in terms of the target popula-

tion, type of services delivered, and in terms of administrative

S

procedures. This situation makes it difficult to Judge what type of
intervention or corrective services would be the most effective
approaches for juvenile crime reductlion. Despite these problems in
determining what are the most effective approaches for delinquency
prevention, and the problems i1in conducting evaluation studies, a
number of quasi-experimental evaluation studies have been completed
(primarily in the United States}. Based on these evaluations tentative
statements have been made about the successfulness of delinquency
prevention programs, particularly about what type of intervention and
therapeutic approaches do not work.

According to extensive reviews conducted by Dixon & Wright (1978)
and Romig (1978) the type of intervention and treatment approaches
that have shown evidence of not being effective include juvenile
probation, community residential treatment, diversion, soclal case-
work, recreational programs, individual psychotherapy, group coun-
selling, detached worker/gang worker projects, and therapeutic
camping. Evidence exists that suggests other types of programs or
specific elements of these programs might be successful. Thesge
include community treatment approaches, the wuse of volunteers,
behaviour modification programs that focus on specific objectives, and
family counselling that focuses on problem—solving and communication.

These approaches to delinquency prevention will be more fully
described and analyzed in the following section of this report. The
implications of this analysis for judging the potential of the Langley

Youth and Family Services Program will then be considered.



B. SOCIAL CASEWORK PROGRAMS

Romlg (1978) attempts to analyze why certain types of services
fail and why other types of services have more promising results. In
his review of social casework programs, Romlg points out that social
casework programs which emphasize only diagnosis and recommendations
will automatically fail. He goes on to say that even programs that
provide direct services will fail unless there is follow—up provided
which gives the individual the skills to work on his or her own prob-
lems. Most social casework provides no direct services to the youth
and certainly no follow-up and skill-training to make sure the indivi-
dual is continuing to functlon adequately on his or her own.

c. BEHAVIOCUR MODIFICATION PROGRAMS

In analyzing behaviour modification programs, Romlg states that
behaviour modification does seem to be effective in changing specific
behaviour of the delinquents such as school attendance, test scores,
classroom behaviour, etc., but that it has no effect on global 1ssues
such as delinquency or arrest rates. In addition, he states that
behaviour modification may change the behaviour of delinquents in an
institutional setting but the results do not generalize to improved
functioning back in the community. He goes on-to conclude that beha-
viour modification will work only when the behaviour to be changed is
specific and behaviourally simple. In his final recommendations,
Romlg states "behaviour modification should not be offered as a treat-
ment modality for juvenile delinquency reduction...differential rein-
forcement and contingency contracting [can however] be utilized to

help motivate the youth to change” (1978, p. 21).

D. ACADEMIC EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Rehabilitation or prevention programs for juvenile delinquents

that emphasize academic education appear to be successful only under

certain conditions. In his analysis of educational programs that seem

to work and those that did not, Romig isolates the following composite

program ingredients that are necessary for effective correctional

education:

1) understanding teacher

2) individualized diaguosis

3) specific learning goal

4) individualized program

5) basic academic skillg

6) multi-sensory teaching

7) high-interest material

8) sequential material

9) rewarding attention and persistence, initially

10) differential -
(1978, p. 37).a re-inforcement of learning performance

Romig concludes that classroom education which includes at least

four of these composite program ingredients should succeed. A posi-

tive emotional relationship provided by the teacher will, in and of

itself, not be sufficient. Rehabilitative programs that focus only

upon the teaching of academic skills will likewise not be successful
in reducing recidivism or preventing delinquency.

E. VOCATIONAL TRAINING PROGRAMS

It has long been believed that the reason a youth engages in acts
of delinquency is that he doesn't have enough to do to constructively

occupy his time; that a job is all he needs. However, after reviewing

twelve studies involving over 3300 youths, Romig concludes that for

the most part job placement, vocational training, occupational
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orientation, field trips and work programs did not positively affect
juvenile delinquency. But, some programs did work. According to
Romig, the key factor for success was that "the youths were provided
job opportunities where elther advancement was possible or they were
given supportive educational skills and diplomas that made advancement
likely” (1978, p. 5). 1In particular, effective programs were ones ,
that provided follow-up help, problem solving skill training and
systematic job selection skill training. Romig specifically
recommends that vocational programs for delinquents should include the
following program components: "“(1) educational programs that support
career goals, (2) systematic career decision making, (3) ijob
advancement skills, (4) career advancement plans and (55 follow-up
help after job placement” (1978, p. 53). Generally, he recommends
that rehabilitative programs should bé developed around a plan that
shows youths specifically how they will improve and systematically
moves them toward their highest goals.

F. GROUP & INDIVIDUAL COUNSELLING PROGRAMS

The most frequently used methods for rehabilitation of juvenile
delinquents or pre—-delinquents involves individual counselling, group
counselling, group therapy, and group discussion. The reviews of
studies using this method, however, have found that generally group
and individual counselling did not result in significant behaviour
changes (Romig, 1978; Wright & Dixon, 1977).

Romig states that at best, group and individual counselling
allowed for the verbal ventilation of negative feelings of institu-

tionalized individuals -~ a 'catharsis effect'. In trying to analyze
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why group counselling fails, Romlg suggests that it 1s because group
counselling encourages youths to understand their problems but this
information is then not utilized to make objective diagnoses. In
addition this information is not utilized for the development of a
program plan, and there 1s no follow-up provided to the youths to help
in transferring the learning from the group experience to their normal
lives.

Romig finally suggests that rehabilitation or effective interven-
tion should be based on "specificity”. "There should be the acquisi-
tion of specific input, the development of a specific and objective
diagnosis, the planning of a specific program, the provision of speci-
fic intervention, and the provision of the specific follow-up and
transition applications back to the community” (1978,p.744). Programs
that do not specifically and directly tie intervention to an
objectively diagnoséd problem, such as group counselling, will not

succeed.

G. RECREATIONAL PROGRAMS

Recreational programs and, in particular, 'therapeutic camping'
programs such as OQutward Bound, were another very popular approach
adopted to deal with the juvenile delinquent. Romig, however, feels
that while the recreational experience may be very beneficial to a
youth, these 'skills in the woods' do not transfer to the home envir-
omment., The youth therefore finds it painful to leave the good
memories of the recreational experlence behind and return to the home
environment where he is just as ill-equipped as before to handle the

complexities of his social environment.
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H. STREET-CORNER WORKER PROGRAMS

Street-corner worker programs developed partly as an answer to
the failure of the recreational projects. The strategy of street-—
corner workers was to make contact with juvenile gangs, gain their
confidence and then direct their disruptive energies into positive
channels. However, not only have the traditional street—corner
programs falled to prove effective in reducing delinquent behaviour
but also there is some evidence that they may increase the cohesive-
ness of the gang and thereby indirectly influence the gang to increase
their involvement in delinquent activities (Klein, 1969).

I. FAMILY COUNSELLING PROGRAMS

Family counselling programs are another approach to the treatment
of juvenile delinquents. Like most of the other types of programs
that have been reviewed, some of these programs work and others do
not. Romig observes that focusing upon family treatment per se does
not facilitate improved communication or improved behaviour by the
youths. Family treatment that specifically focuses upon improving the
communication skills of the family members does result 1in improved
communication and improved behaviour (Alexander & Parson, 1973). 1In
addition, Alexander and Parson found that families that had acquired
better communication skills over a six week training course, had a
lower recidivism rate for their delinquent child than families with
non—improved communication patterns. Youths participating in the
Alexander and Parson's family treatment study were those referred to
the local probation department for such delinquent offences as truancy

and repeated running away from home. Similar type programs that
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indicate effectiveness are the Sacramento 601 Diversion Project (Baron
& Feeney, 1976), the San Diego County Parent-Aide Program (1973), the
San Fernando Family Crisis Intervention Counselling Progran (Stratton,
1975), and the Homebuilders (Kinney, 1976). These programs are all
similar in that they provide immediate family ecrisis intervention and
provide short~term family counselling focusing on the family communi~
cation patterns. Youths participating in these programs were gener-—
ally referred for truancy, running away, or unmanageability. Some of
these programs also provide parent effectiveness training to focus on
improving the disciplinary and decision-making skills of the parents
as well as improving communication.

Other family counselling programs, however, have not had such
favourable results (Romig, 1978; Famiglietti, 1980; English & Janvier,
1980). Romig suggests that family therapy is effective for youthsg
who are clearly experiencing family difficulty as indicated by their
truancy or running away behaviour; but that {1t may not be relevant
treatment to deal with the juvenile criminal offender. He goes on to
say that one cannot conclude that the family is the root cause of all
delinquency. Therefore, in order to maximize the effectiveness of
family counselling techniques, it {is important to diagnose the family
in a setting where theilr communication, discipline and problem—~solving
behaviour can be observed. If diagnosis reveals that the family is
not the problem, then family counselling can be avoided and, instead,
an individualized program can be developed to deal with the youth'sg

specific problems or skill deficiencies.
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J.  PROBATION

Typically, a youth who has committed a delinquent offence is
referred to the local juvenile court and after found gullty of the
alleged offence, he or she is placed on probation for a specific
length of time. Under a probation system, a youth may be required to
report once a week to his or her probation officer. The probation
officer may carry a caseload of 30-50 youths. Recidivism rates for
youths on probation tend to be very high, ranging betwaén 20 and 30
percent (Scarpitti & Stephenson, 1968). In some cases, recidivism
rates may even be as high as 50 percent. In attempts to improve the
poor record of the probation systems, numerous variations have been
attempted. These include reducing the probatlion worker's caseload
{(presumably so that he can provide more individual counselling and
surveillance), providing intensive educational, recreational and coun-
selling services to youths on probation, matching the youth and the
probation officer on personality and sex characteristics, providing
differential treatment on the basis of a personality-delinquency
typing of the youth (Jesness, 1971), and utilizing an informal or
voluntary probation system (similar to diversion by the court).
According to Romig's analysis of the probation approach to delinquency
prevention, these variations in the probation system did not signifi-
cantly reduce the recidivism of these youths compared with youth under
regular probation. In fact, a couple of studies found that closing a
case without any interventlon was as effective as probation super-
vision (Venezia, 1972; San Diego County, 1971). For first—time offen~—

ders, only the use of monetary fines In relation to the severity of
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the offences, was found to be more effective than regular probation

(Kraus, 1974).

K. DIVERSION PROGRAMS

The principle component of diversion programs involves diverting
juvenile offenders from being processed through the juvenile justice
system. This act of diversion can be 1nitiated at the police
officer's discretion when he is Investigating the case or it can be
initiated by Crown Counsel. Typlcally, a youth diverted from the
justice system 1s then provided with individual or family counselling,
referral to an outside agency, or work or recreational experilences,
etc.

There are two basic issues in evaluating the benefits of diver-
ting Jjuvenile offendefs as opposed to processing them through the
justice system. First of all, when diversion 1s initiated by the
police officer investigating the case 1t may be that police officer is
simply diverting those juveniles to the diversion programs that he
would normally (in the pre-diversion time) have just warned and
released without any further adjudication. These juvenlles would be
the young pre-adolescent boys and girls apprehended for their first or
second offence. The probability of these juveniles committing further
offences 1Is much lower than for multiple offenders. If this occurs,
then one has a built-in success rate for pre-delinquent and first-time
delinquent diversion programs. In addition, the juvenlles who in past
times were being processed through the juvenile justice system and
generally given probation or a jall sentence may be the ones contin-

uing to be adjudicated rather than being diverted. The recidivism
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rates of these youths would likely remain the same. If this occurs
then there i1s no way of accurately assessing whether diversion is an
effective system for reducing a youth's involvement in juvenile
crime.

The second issue concerning the effectiveness of diversion is
that diversion 1s nearly always coupled with some sort of direct
service and 1s only as effective as the type of direct services
provided to the youth and family as a part of the diversion effort.
Romig observed in his analysis of several diversion programs that had
produced negative effects that they had provided individual counsell-
ing, work experlences or referral services. These types of direct
services have been shown to be ineffective strategles for reducing a
youth's involvement in delinquent activitles. Thus, he points out
that 1t is likely that diverting a youth and providing thése direct
services would be no more effective than for youths who were found
gullty of their offences and then assigned to a treatment program
offering these services (Romig, 1978).

Although diversion cannot claim to be a more effective system for
reducing juvenile crime, there is some evidence that there are many
youths being diverted who would otherwise have been processed through
the judicial system (California Youth Authority, 1980). Although this
might not reduce recidivism rates, this could have substantial
benefits in terms of reducing the load and operating costs of juvenile
courts and reducing the amount of time spent by a police officer in
processing the juvenile through court. 1In addition, it 1is apparent

that diversion and direct services are no less effective than
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probation and direct services, at least for certain types of juvenile

offenders.

L. COMMUNITY RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS

The experimental evaluation studies of community vresidential
programs, such as group homes, halfway houses, foster homes or
residential centers are also negative (Romig, 1978; Empey & Lubeck,
1971; Palmer, 1972). Empey and Lubeck (1971) found residential treat-
ment programs to be no better than institutionalization. In some
cases, group homes were not even superior to the youths' own homes.
Recidivism rates continue to remain high for youths placed in commu-
nity residential programs. Again, Romig points out in his analysis of
this type of intervention system that these approaches fail because
the main treatment components, individual counselling, group counsel-
ling, behaviour modification, etc., are not effective. He felt that
only one residential program he examined, Collingwood's Rehabilitation
Center Program (Collingwood, 1972), had potential because the direct
service component of the program involved systematic skill development
in the physical, emotional and intellectual areas.

Romig goes on to say that in most cases youths placed with their
own families did as well or better than similar youths placed in resi-
dential settings. He predicts that the greater the positive involve—
ment of the families in the rehabilitation programs, the greater the
likelihood of success. This involvement of the families should be
along the lines of tralning in improved problem—solving, communication
and discipline techniques. In his final analysis, however, Romig

argues that residential programs can be useful when used to provide
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temporary care for youths receiving intensive training, for youths
whose delinquent behaviour is too severe to be handled in the home but
which does not warrant the custody of a training school and for youths
in transition from a training school back to their community. But, he
stresses an effective direct service treatment strategy must be
developed beyond that inherent in the setting.

M. YOUTH SERVICE BUREAUS

A major systematic effort to deal more effectively with juvenile
delinquency problems has been through Youth Service Bureaus (YSB). 1In
1967, the United States Government encouraged the development of
community-based "youth service bureaus” that would operate indepen-—
dently of the judicial system. Fundamental to the concept of the YSB
was the belief that most minor juvenile delinquency is the product of
personal problems, family disorganization, school difficulties, lack
of opportunities for youths to engage in legitimate social activities
and lack of jobs and job skills.

Since 1t was felt that services were available or could be made
available in most communities to address these needs in youths, the
¥YSB were conceived to primarily act as “service brokers”, to bridge
the gap between available services and yéuths in need, as "resource
developers” to encourage the community to develop additional resources
or services, and as "systems modifiers” to modify attitudes and
practices in institutions discriminating against troublesome youth
(Norman, 1972).

Hundreds of YSB have been set up all over the United States and

several extensive and systematic evaluations have been conducted

objectives and specific services,

and in Michigan (Selk, 1977; Lewis & Davidson, 1977;
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(Haapanen & Rudisill, 1980; Schuchter §& Poek, 1977; Elliot, 1974,
H]

Lewis & Davidon, 1977; Selke, 1977) These findings will be briefly

reviewed,

Evaluation researchers discovered that the YSB varied consider-

abl a
¥y and were not restricted to 'service brokerage', 'resource

development' and 'system modification'. Most provided some direct

services to pre-delinquent and minor delinquent youth as well as mod-

ifying other community resources. The typical YSB is described as a

»s.private, nonprofit, youth-servin agenc

covers a single community and ope;itei <nf g&igz
from federal, state or local government... It is
formally independent of the justice system, the
schools, mental health and other governééntal
agencies.,.. The typical YSB uses a fairly wide-
ranging approach to clients...most referrals come
from justice system agencies, schools, other
social or service agencies, parents. These
clients tend not to be severely maladjusted or
criminal, and are not treated as such. Rather
they are treated as young people 1in need of
guidance, support, help with school, or help with
finding a job. YSB staff try to give the youths
the specific services they need, although the main
emphasis is on providing short-term nonintensive
counselling to youths and  their families"”
(Haapanen & Rudisill, 1980; p. 4).

Since the YSB vary considerably in terms of specific operational

large scale evaluation of all the

YSB in a state have typically concentrated on assessing the effective-
ness of YSB in (1) preventing or reducing delinquent behaviour among

YSB clients and (2) in diverting youth from the criminal justice

system.

Evaluation of the YSB in California (Haapanen & Rudisill, 1980)

Renolds, Blyth,
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Bush & Vincent, 1977) have been disappointing. The YSB in these
evaluations were found to have no appreciable effect on delinquency
rates as compared with comparison groups. However, the YSB appear to
have been quite successfull 1in diverting youth from the criminal
justice system, 1in filling a need for short-term nonintensive
counselling and guidance to youths, and in increasing social,
educational and vocational opportunities for youths in the community.

Many explanations have been generated to account for the failure
of the YSB to have a significant impact on juvenile delinquency
rates. Haapanen & Rudisill (1980) contend that nonlntensive
counselling and other direct services provided by the YSB should place
increased emphasis on direct services and that significant impact
should be expected at the individual level, not in terms of the level
of overall community delinquency rates. He also emphasizes that the
YSB fail because of lack of local community support and inadequate
resources, and because of poor attention to the theoretical goals and
objectives of the program. The programs are just not implemented
according to a clearly defined conceptual model.
N. CONCLUSIONS

It is difficult to make definitive statements regarding the
effectiveness of'juvenile delinquency prevention programs. Certainly
most of the direct corrective and therapeutic services provided to
youths have proven to be ineffective in preventing or reducing
juvenile delinquency. !swever, Romig suggests that by examining the
few successful programs and their counstituent services, crucial

elements for program success can be isolated. He argues that
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therapeutic programs based on these elements can be successful as a

method to reduce juvenile crime recidivism. In summary, Romig

recommends that a sucessful delinquency prevention program should

focus upon the following set of principles:
(1) get the youth's attention

(2) obtain Input using staff who have emphathy
(3) objectively diagnose

(4) set behavioural goal
(5)

teach youths new behaviors using effective teaching methods

(a) individualized diagnosis

(b) specific learning goal

(¢) individualized program based
material

(d) teach basic academic skills

(e) multi sensory techniques

(f) sequential presentation,
simple steps

(g) initially rewarding youth'

(h) differential reinforcement

on  personally relevant

breaking, complex steps into

s attention and persistence
of learning performance

(6) teach skills in the following areas
(a) communication skills

(b) daily living and survival skills

(e) educational advancement and study skills that result in
a diploma or certificate that supports career goals

(d) career skills such as career decislion making aund career
advancement

(7) practice skills in problem setting

(8) differentially reinforce

(9) family training in communication,

bl
disciplining skills proviem  solving  and

(10) follow-up skill training and reinforcement”

(Romig, 1978; p. 109),
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Direct services based on these principles can be instituted at
any stage of intervention. Romig goes on to recommend that at the
point of a youth's initial contact with law enforcement agencies, the
youth should be diverted, diagnosed and, if appropriate, provided with
services based on his “principles”. Romig also feels that such
programs should be closely allied with, 1if not under the direct super-
vision of, police departments. Keve, Buchwalter and Kirkpatrick
(1973) reviewed a variety of diversion programs and Youth Service
Bureaus in Illinois. They concluded that the police should be
involved in delinquency 1intervention because of the potential for a
more efficient referral and follow-up system. The police officer is
already engaged in a considerable amount of family and youth crisis
intervention counselling. Therefore 1t would be convenient and
appropriate to extend this involvement.

According to Romig, youths that continue to become involved in
delinquent activities, despite diversion and initial treatment, could
be dealt with at a higher level of system intervention, probation,
residential treatmemt, and, finally, institutionalzation. Treatment
at each of these levels, however, should continue to be based on
Romig's principles if success is ever to be hoped for. The effective-
ness of direct service approaches to delinquency has thus yet to be
determined. In additlon, the effectiveness of the YSBs in the
capacity of ‘'service brokers', 'resource developers' and ‘'system
modifiers' has also to be fully explored. It may yet be that this is
also a viable strategy for dealing with the problems of juvenile

delinquency.
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According to this analysis of existing Jjuvenile delinquency
intervention and treatment strategies the prognosis for Langley Youth
and Family Services (LYFS) is excellent. Certainly at a superficial
level, LYFS contains many of the elements and principles for program
success stressed by Romig. LYFS is a family counselling program
focused on improving family communication patterns. LYFS attempts to
intervene as early as possible in the delinquency path of a youth,
accepting as referrals.pre-delinquent and first-time delinquent offen-
ders. As a result of being attached tc the local police department,
the counsellors particularly encourage involvement from the police
officers in diverting delinquent offenders and in ident1ifying and
referring pre-delinquent youths. The following evaluation of the LYFS
program will attempt to describe and analyze these components of the
program's activities to assess whether the program is a successful
intervention strategy to resolve youth and family problems that may

underly the youth's involvement in delinquent activities.
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CHAPTER II: RELEVANT ISSUES INFLUENCING THE DESIGN OF

' THE EVALUATION STUDY

A, DESCRIPTION OF THE LYFS PROGRAM

1. Type of Social Service and Philosohical Basis

Langley Youth and Family Services 1s a short—-term family counsel-
ling program located in the community of Langley, B.C. (pop. 50,000)
and is attached to the Langley RCMP. The Langley Program provides
counselling for families with youths who are committing delinquent
acts or are exhibiting problem behaviour in the home, school or commu-
nity. LYFS also acts as a referral and social services coordination
agency for youths having problems.

LYFS is considered to be a juvenile crime prevention program. It
is assumed that juvenile crime can be prevented or reduced by identi-
fying and treating children and youths who are displaying problematic
behaviour that is indicative of continuing or future involvement in
delinquent activity. The treatment approach 1s based on the
philosophy that soclally problematic or delinquent behaviour in youths
1s symptomatic of wunderlying disturbances, usually in the home
environment. The program is based on the premise that early identifi-
cation and early intervention in the form of family counselling are
the keys for preventing juvenile crime.

2. Historical Background

Langley Youth and Family Services has been operating for over
three years (since March 1977). The concept of "youth services" was
brought to Langley from Burnaby by two counsellors who had been opera-

ting the Burnaby program and by a Burnaby RCMP officer (this RCMP
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officer became the officer-in-charge at the Langley detachment).The
previous Burnaby program had placed particular emphasis on shop~
lifting, curfew violation and runaways and had operated under the
auspices of a Youth Advisory Committee made up of representatives from
Human Resources, Probation, the Burnaby RCMP, the Special Services
Branch of the Burnaby School Board, and Mental Health Services. The
program was funded by Human Resources but operated in close alliance
with the Burnaby RCMP. It operated from March 1, 1974 until Spring
1977, when it was terminated for ministerial reallocation and
budgeting reasons.

The role of 'youth services' as a means for preventing or
reducing juvenile crime was more firmly establiéhed in Langley. The
program is funded by the Langley City and Township Councils and is
considered to be a division of the Langley RCMP, Crime Prevention
Unit. Program staff are directly accountable to the of ficer-in-charge
(0IC) of the Langley RCMP. In 1978, the OIC who initially promoted
the development of the program stepped down. The new officer-~
in-charge, however, continued to be supportive of the program.

According to the program director and the assistant director,
Langley Youth and Family Services was well received by the police, the
community and social agencies in Langley. By working with the
families of problem youths under seventeen years of age and pre-~
delinquent and delinquent youths under twelve years of age, LYFS was
perceived by police, Probation, MHR and schools to be filling a gap in

services for troubled youths.
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The primary focus of the program was placed on identifying pre-
delinquent and delinquent youths (target average.age = 12 years), and
providing short-term family counselling. However, additional services
such as marital counselling, family crisis, child care counselling and
recreational programming were also provided. While the core of LYFS
consisted of two social worker counsellors (who are the program
director and assistant director) and one clerical person, a psychia-
trist, child care worker and psychologist were available on a part-
time or consultation basis. Referrals were solicited and accepted
directly from schools, police, probation, all soclal service agencies,
community agencies, and from parents themselves (at the recommendation
of an agency).

The philosopical basis and operational focus of LYFS in its
first eighteen months of operation from Marcﬁ, 1977 - August, 1978 was
represented in contractual form in the "Director's Contract”., The
terms of this contract are listed below:

a) he will establish and implement a juvenile diversionary
process providing solutions for youth related problems
occurring within the boundaries of the Municipality and the
City (hereinafter called the Community), by attempting to
minimize the entry of such youths into the criminal justice
system; .

b) he shall be responsible for the development of a system where-
by to prevent juvenile crime by the co-ordination of effort
between the Police, Social Services Agencies and Schools with-

in the Commuhity;

TSI
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c) he shall be responsibie for providing education and counsel-
ling to children in potential or actual conflict with the law
and their parents, with the aim of enabling the parents to
gailn control of the delinquent behavior of thelr children;

d) he shall be responsible for providing in—~service training to
the R.C.M. Police with the goal of improving police effective~-
ness 1in dealing with juvenile and family problems;

e) he shall be responsible for assisting the Corporation and/or
City in developing required social and communlty agencies that
would facilitate Qrime prevention;

£) he shall initiate a program with the School Board of the
Community in an effort to facilitate the early identification
of pre-delinquent behaviour in youth and juveniles and

instituting remedial action towards the prevention of future
criminal activity;

g) he shall assess and analyze his findings and, when required,
produce a comprehensive report of hisg findings and his
suggestions of ways in which the goals of this Project can be
best achieved;

h) he shall Ssupervise and direct any staff allocated to him by
the City and the Corporation.” (Quoted from a Langley
In-house Report, October, 1978.)

In a Langley R.C.M.P. P.0.G. report (December, 1979) outlining
program goals and objectives the focus on Langley Youth and Family

Services was conceptualized in the following manner.
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Policy: To identify, diagnose, treat and/or refer indigenous youth
problems and family related youth problems, to reduce
recidivism and subsequently possible entry to the criminal

justice system.

Objectives: "To continue to develop and maintain the co-ordination of
efforts between the police, social service agencies and
schools within the community.

To continue to enable parents to gain control of the
delinquent and/or maladaptive behaviors of their children
in potential or actual conflict with the law.

To improve police effectiveness in dealing with juvenile
and family problems.

To assist in the development of crime prevention service.

To continue to facilitate early identification of pre-
delinquent, delinquent and maladaptive behaviour.

To facilitate earliest identity of pre-delinquent, delin-
quent and maladaptive behaviour and family disorder.”
(Quoted from Langley R.C.M.P. P.0.G. report, December
1979.)

For additional information on the historical development of
Langley Youth and Family Services, see the Consultation CGCenter's
report for the Ministry of the Solicitor-Genmeral (1978) and an In-
House Report prepared by LYFS for the Langley City and Township
Councils (1978).

Information pertaining to the administrative activities and
procedural objectlives for delivering services to cli;nts in Langley
will be presented In later sections of this report. Program proce-
dures were subject to ongoing assessment and modification. Therefore,
it is impossible to identify a stable operational system that existed
in the first year of operation that would be distinct from the current

operating procedures. Current procedures will be discussed in later

sections of the report.
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3. Program Cost

Langley Youth and Family Services is principally funded in a

cost-sharing arrangement between the Langley City Council and the
Township Council. For the first ten months of operation (March 1,
1977 - December 31, 1977) the LYFS budget was approximately $55,000.
From January 1, 1978 - December 31, 1978, the program budget was
raised to $74,000. For 1980, the program budget was set at
approximately $84,000. Thus, over the perliod March 1, 1977 - June 30,
1980 the LYFS has operated at a total cost of $236,000. (Since there
have been 725 referrals to the program over this period, the cost per
client has been approximately §$325.00.) Most of the funds from the
Langley City and Township Councils are derived from the Langley
Community tax-base. The Ministry of Attorney General, however, has
provided supplementary funds to the Langley Community to cover program
costs. In 1978, this amount was $7,000. In 1980, $28,000 in
supplementary funds were provided to Langley to cover some of the
program's costs. Salaries for the two counsellors and the clerical
worker account for most of the program costs. The salary for the

child care worker is covered by separate funds from the Ministry of

Human Resources to Langley Community Services. The psychiatrist,

psychologist and the marital counsellor provide their services free of

charge or by means of private arrangement with clients.

4, Accountability and Funding Structure:

The organizational structure of Langley Youth and Family Services

in terms of 1its funding and accountability relationships are

represented in Figure 1.



-30-

Figure l. Organizational and Accountability Structure of Langley
Youth and Family Services.
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5. Case Management and Client Records

There are five basic record-keeping systems maintaining informa-
tion on the clients and their status in the program. First of all,
there 1is a client file that contains personal information on the
client and the family. The program secretary or the counsellor syste-
matically collects the following information: referral source, reason
for referral, date of referral, name, addresses and phone numbers,
previous problems, and the names of other agencies involved with the
youth or family. When necessary other information on the social and
educational history of tﬁe child and family is obtained. If other
agencies have been involved with the family then information is
solicited from the agency and is included in the client's file. An
up~to—date record is also kept by the counsellor of the treatment
objectives for a client and any progress obtained during counselling.
This information is not recorded in any systematic format.

An inactive and active card system (each organized alphabet-
ically) indicates the name and file number of all active cases. On
each card 1s listed the client's name, file number, address, and
telephone number. This system provides a means of reviewing the
present status of the clients.

A case management records system provides a means of keeping
track of and updating the counselling status of the referred client.
The case management form consists of columns with the following
headings: (1) name, (2) reason for referral, (3) source of referral,
(4) intake, (5) assessment, (6) still under investigation (SUI),

(7) referred elsewhere, and (8) concluded. On this form, the name,
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reason for referral and source of referral for each client is also
recorded for all clients referred during a particular month. As the
client's status 1in the program progresses through each stage; i.e.
from intake,then each step of progression 1is noted with the next
consecutive number. Once a week a list is made up of all active
clients with their present program status and the name of the
counsellor. Following this, each case on this list is reviewed by the
counsellors, and the status is updated. If counselling is concluded
or a client is referred elswhere, then the client's card moves into
the inactive card file. Recently the counselling category has been
further subdivided into four categories, assessment, short-term
intensive, long term counselling and sustaining.

Two statistics records are kept. One 1is a monthly record of the
number of referrals by each referral source by type of reason for
referral for each month of operation. For each of these categories,
the number of cases still under 1nvestigation, referred elswhere,
actively receiving counselling, counselling concluded, and no action
taken, would be indicated for each month. Grand totals of the number
of total cases referred, the total number of these cases concluded, no
action taken, referred elsewhere or still receiving counselling would
then be tabulated.

Another statistics record keeps selected information on each
client referred to LYFS under the following categories: (1) client
file number, (2) sex of client, (3) residence of the youth (city or
municipality), (4) the birthdate of the client, (5) the area in which

the problem occurred (city or municipality), (6) the nature of the

B
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problem (behaviour problem or type of.delinquent offence), (7) recidi-
vism (whether a youth referred to LYFS for a delinquency offence has
recidivated and been referred again to LYFS), and (8) stability of the
family (status of parents in home - divorced, separated, single,
widowed, remarried, alcoholic, frequently absent, foster parents or
adoptive parents). Most of this information {is systematically collec-—
ted, except for birthdate, recidi;ism and family stability. Not all
youths who have committed other delinquent offenses after leaving LYFS
are referred back to LYFS. No procedure exists by which the police
can systematicaly inform LYFS about each and every one of these juven-
iles. However, when LYFS does become aware that a youth has recidi-
vated, then this statistic on the client is updated.

B. EVALUATION GOALS AND PURPOSE

As previously discussed the evaluation of Langley ,Youth and
Family Services was initiated at the request of the Ministry of
Attorney General, Research Unit. 1In order to determine policy for the
development of juvenile delinquency prevention progfams, the Ministry
of Attorney General required information on the functioning,
efficiency and effectiveness of Juvenile delinquency prevention
programs presently operating in the Vancouver Lower Mainland. In
particular, the Ministry of Attorney General was concerned about the
effectiveness of the Langley Youth and Family Services Program.
Subjective claims were circulating in the juvenile justice field that
LYFS is an extremely effective program for preventing juvenile delin-
quency.  Subsequently, statements were being made that this type of

youth service and family counselling intervention model should be
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promoted throughout the province of British Columbia as the most
effective and efficient method for dealing with the pre-delinquent and
delinquent youth.

The Ministry of Attorney General, Research Unit, thus, proposed
that LYFS be evaluated: (1) to test and validate subjective claims
about its effectiveness, (2) to acquire additional information about
its operational structure and procedures in order to assist communi-
ties in the planning and development of similar type programs, and (3)
to acquire information that would aid decision-makers in the Ministry
to formulate official government policy concerning the development and
implementation of juvenile crime prevention programs.

In order to accomplish these goals, the Research Unit suggested
that similar type programs operating in the communities of Burnaby and
Kelowna also be examined. It was expected that a comparison of the
three programs would yield valuable information about the implementa-
tion of this type of service in different types of communities.

While the LYFS program director was not instrumental in the
initial decision to conduct an evaluation of the program, he was
instrumental in formulating the scope and purpose for the evaluation.

The program director and assistant director were concerned that
LYFS had not been adequately represented by the Consultation Centre's
report completed for the Ministry of the Solicitor General. The
program director and assistant director therefore requested that the
evaluation of LYFS (1) provide information on program objectives,
activities and procedures to supplement and correct erroneous informa-

tion presented in this report, (2) provide feedbgck on how well the
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program 1s operating according to staff expectations in order to make
improvements, (3) provide general feedback on how effectively the
program is achieving its objectives, and most importantly, (4) identi-
fy critical features about the program's operation and 1ts socilo-
political environment that are essential for program effectiveness.

In order to avoilid disruption in their operation, program staff
also expressed concern that the study be completed within ‘approxi-
mately three months.

The RCMP and the Langley City and Township Councils were Kkept
informed about the evaluation study but they were not involved in
planning the scope and purpose for the evaluation, nor in the imple-
mentation of the research design.

C. THE SOCIO-POLITICAL CLIMATE OF THE EVALUATION

The program director and the assistant director were adamant

that no intrusive research procedures be Iimplemented to accomplish

these evaluation goals. The director and assistant director were
highly skeptical of the Attorney-General's primary motive for
requesting the evaluation. They, therefors«, requested that they be
iavolved in every planning phase of the study (1) to help direct its
activities, (2) to ensure that all confidential client information be
safeguarded, and (3) to correct any erroneous information or impres-
sions obtained about the program.

Since the Ministry of Attorney General is neither a direct nor a
principal funder of the LYFS program, questions were raised as to
whether the Ministry was entitled to "demand"” an evaluation of the

program. The program staff recognized that the Ministry was entitled

S
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to ask for an evaluation of the prégram in light of the substantial
funds allocated for the program in 1980, The program staff, the
Langley RCMP and the Langley City and Township Councils also
recognized that they would receive substantlial benefits from the
completion of the study.

The Ministry of Attorney General researcher approached the
program director directly, rather than negotiating with the RCMP or
the Langley Councils, in order to request informally their voluntary
cooperation and participation in an evaluation study of their
program. This procedure was followed in order to expedite the initia-
tion and completion of the study. Since funds for the evaluation
project were limited to three months, the Attorney General researcher
was also concermed that the study be completed as quickly as possible.

These 1ssues were eventually resolved to the satisfaction of the
program director, assistant director, Attorney General researcher, and
the Officer—-in-Charge of the Langley RCMP and expressed in a "terms of
research” agreement. The terms of the research agreement served to

outline the purpose and goals of the research, the research objectives

" and procedures, and conditions for the gathering and disseminating of

the research findings. (See Appendix A.)

D. THE GENERAL EVALUATION DESIGN

It was apparent that it was 1nappropriate and not feasible to
conduct a standard quasi experimental retrospective evaluation of the
effectiveness of Langley Youth and Famlly Services nor a single-case
evaluation study of the 'impact' of the program on client behaviour

and problems. First of all, the objectives of the program were not
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all reports that LYFS had been implemented to identify pre—delinquent
children and to provide counselling to the families in order to
prevent youths from committing delinquent activities. But it was
apparent that LYFS had no global program to identify all pre-
delinquent children 1in Langley. Rather, LYFS merely accepted refer-
rals, from schools, agencies and the police, that had been identified
by these individuals as pre-delinquent or first-time delinquent

offenders., In addition, family counselling could not be considered a

client objective of the program. Instead, it was a service provided

in order to meet specified client objectives. And finally, the
program staff were unable to define what were their criteria for
reducing or preventing delinquency . They were also hesitant to claim
that the program's success should be evaluated in terms of whether it
is preventing youths from getting further involved in juvenile crime,
They felt that a more reasonable objective for the program would be to
improve family functioning or increase the family's awareness of their
problems. Howszver, even for these immediate client objectives,
program staff were unsure as to what would constitute improved family
functioning,

Since the program services were not delivered to clients to meet
certain specified progranm objectives, it is no wonder that there was
no systematic objective measurements taken of the clients' needs or
problems prior to counselling nor of the status of thelr needs or

problems when counselling was terminated. 1In addition, no systematic

record was kept of the number of previous delinquency offences by a

youth nor whether the youth became involved in new or additional
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delinquent activities following counselling. Thus, it is impossible
to calculate accurately recidivism rates (this 1s the standard criter-
ion of program effectiveness in reducing juvenile delinquency). The
only (easily available) systematic information kept on clients was
biographical data and the reasons for and source of referral. While
there was additional information in the client files that might have
been useful for estimating pre-post program changes, this would have
required violating the confidentiality of client records or extensive
involvement from program staff to analyze and categorize this
information. The staff were neither willing to do this nor was there
sufficient time available. The lack of records on clients' needs or
problems prior to and following counselling made it impossible to
conduct even a single-case pre—post program evaluation study of the
impact of the program on clients.

Another element necessary for a quasi experimental evaluation of
the effectiveness of a program is a control group of juvenile delin-
quents who receive mo treatment or counseliing. By using a control
group one can determine whether these juveniles in treatment improve
or have lower recidivism rates than those juveniles recelving no
treatment (the control group). This is a necessary condition to
determine program effectiveness. An examination of the LYFS program
revealed that there was no group of juveniles that could be used as a
control group. All pre-delinquent or first-time delinquent juveniles
were being referred to the program and no waiting list of similar

juveniles existed. Although it would have been possible to select a
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comparison group of juvenileé from another community and then examine
police files to determine the recidivism rates of these youths, it
would have been difficult to complete this data collection in three
months (the time limit for the project). Since it 1is impossible to
determine the pre-delinquent and first delinquent behaviour of these
comparison juveniles (they have been selected after the fact), it
would be unclear whether these youths are indeed similar to the type
of youths referred to LYFS. There would be a strong bias for the
youths in the comparison group to be representative of the smaller
precentage of behaviour problem children who do get into Ffurther
trouble with the police. When police, social workers and even
teachers are asked to select a sample of predelinquent énd delinquent
offenders, they will generally recall and select only those youths
that have been brought to their attention frequently for disruptive or
delinquent behaviour. Even with treatment, the average recidivism
rates for these juveniles would be much higher than for a more general
group of behaviour problem and first-time delinquent juveniles (such
as were being referred to LYFS).

One way to overcome the lack of program records on clients' pre
and post program behaviour and the problem of finding a representative
comparison group 1Is to conduct a prospective study. In a prospective
evaluation study new clients referred to the program would be
objectively measured in terms of thelr problems and behavioural
patterns and then reassessed following counselling. A control group

would then be randomly  selected from among these juveniles
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(experimental study) or selected from another community (quasi-
experimental study). The control group would be measured twice on the
same behavioural indices as the experimental group. The time between
each assessment would match the average treatment duration of the
experimental group. The delinquency rate and recidivism rates of both
groups could then be monitored for a year or two followlng treatment
of the experimental group.

While the three-month time limitation of the LYFS evaluation
project forestalls any consideration of this evaluation design, even
if there were more time avallable it would still not be appropriate.
The program is a well established, firmly entrenched program in the
community. To impose new data collection procedures on the program
staff and to attempt to create a control group would be highly intru-
sive and likely to lead to considerable conflict and confusion. Even
1f it were possible to complete such a study successfully the results
would not provide much useful information for program staff on how to
modify the programs' operation in order to make it more effective.

A discussion of these 1ssues and of the difficulties of conduc-
ting 'single-case', experimental, and quasi-experimental evaluations
of the effectiveness of 'operational programs' will be available iIn a
Ministry of Attorney General report "Evaluation of Operational Human
Service Programs: An Examination of Juvenile Delinquency Prevention
Programs” (Rowe, 1981).

A  final problem hindering the implementation of quasi-
experimental or single-case impact evaluation of the program concerned

program staff attitudes. The program staff demonstrated extreme
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reluctance to subject their clients and their counselling strategies

to pre and post pProgram objective measurements of client behavioural

changes. The program staff were also reluctant to indicate specific

measurable objectives by which the program could be judged a success

or a failure, as they were unsure as to what criterion would

constitute success in this type of program.

Considering these problems and issues, and considering the

evaluability need of the funders, the program staff and the Ministry

of Attorney General, it was decided that the most feasible and useful
method for evaluating LYFS was to conduct an analysis of the pProcess

by which LYFS operates and an analysis of client and community satis-

faction with the program.

A "process evaluation" of the LYFS program would involve a

description and analysis of program activities, the characteristics of

the client population, and expected side-effects of the program. A
description and analysis of the conceptual adequacy of the relation-

ship of program objectives to program procedures, of program proce-

dures to program activities and of program activities to the needs and
characteristics of the client population would also be in order. An

attempt would be made to describe and analyze the significance of all

environmental, community and program resources that support and main-

tain the pProgram, and to determine whether there is adequate support

for successful operation. By conducting a process analysis, one can

determine whether the program is operating as it should be and provide
information on how the program can be modified (if necessary). Such
information is a necessary,lalthOugh not a sufficient, component for

judging program success.
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In addition to conducting a process analysis of the program, it
was felt that a tentative assessment of the impact or effectiveness of
the program could be conducted by two means: (1) through client's
gself-report statements of satlisfaction and their perception of beha—
viourial changes attributable to the program, and (2) through comments
from the directors of social service agencies in the community and
school principals about their satisfaction with the program and the
ability of LYFS to meet their needs. In no way are these two measures
of program impact to be construed as sufficient or objectively valid
and rTeliable indicators of the degree to which the program Is
effectively attaining its objectives. They merely provide one measure
of community and client feelings of satisfaction and well-being. One
should not take these measures to be the sole criteria of program
success of the degree to which the program attalns its specified
objectives. Measures of client and community satisfaction should be

considered only one of the relevant criterla to be used to judge

program success.
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CHAPTER TII: THE SPECIFIC RESEARCH QUESTIONS

In light of the general research design for evaluating LYFS
(described in Chapter II) specific research objectives for a process
evaluation of Langley Youth and Family Services were formulated.
These objectives (listed as follows) elaborate on the research objec-
tives expressed in the 'terms of research agreement’':

1. Determine the theoretical goals and objectives for the Langley
Youth and Familly Services program in terms of their measura-
bility. Determine which objectives are procedural or process
objectives, which are immediate outcome objectives for dealing
with each client and which are long-term outcome objectives, that
is, objectives dependent upon the attainment of the immediate
objectives.

2, Describe all services or activities provided in the program
theoretically designed to meet each objective.

3. Describe the total client population in terms of the following
characteristics: age, sex, referral source, reason for referral,
length of treatment, the famlly arrangement, whether the case has
been closed, reopened, or is still ongoing and whether the ;jouth
has committed another or new delinquent offence following coun-
selling at LYFS. Determine any significant relationships between
these characteristics. |

4, Describe the case management procedures — the procedures for
identification, referral, intake, assessment, dlagnosis, for
determining counselling strategies and counselling objectives,

for determining termination, and for conducting case follow-up.
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Describe the funding , staff and administrative structure of the
program and describe management procedures for operating LYFS.
Identify critical elements that may influence or directly affect
program efficilency and effectiveness.

Describe and assess (1) the amount of agency, school, and commu-
nity awareness of the program, (2) the nature and intensity of
the interorganizational relations between the program and the
police, schools, and social service agencies, (3) the flow or
network of information between the program and its referral
sources, and (4) the degree to which the school, police and
social service agencles are satisfied with Langley Youth, and
Family Services. Identify critical issues or elements about the
program's relationships in the community that may influence or
affect program efficiency and effectiveness.

Describe and assess the degree to which a small sample of
previous clients of Langley Youth and Family Services are satis-—
fied with the services they received. Assess the degree to
which they perceived their relationship with theilr counsellor to
be comfortablc and conducive to counselling. Through clients'
retrospective self-reports, describe the type of problems parents
and youths were experiencing prior to referral, whether these
problems were solved or alleviated by the counselling and whether
parents are now coping better with their children. Eiicit any
additional criticisms or praises from parents about Langley Youth

and Family Services.
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Make tentatlive assessments about program efficiency and effec-

tiveness through the following types of analysis:

(a) assess the clarity of program goals and objec-
tives;

(b) determine which objectives are presently being
measured and what objectives need to be measured
to assess program effectiveness;

(c) determine whether there are services being pro-
vided to meet each objective;

(d) determine whether the characteristics of the
client population are aligned with characteristics
of the target population (as specified in the pro-
gram objectives);

(e) determine whether case management procedures are
being systematically and objectively followed;

(f) assess the degree to which clients perceive the
effectiveness of the program as evidenced by over-
all satisfaction, improvement of problems, and
improvement in ability to cope with the problems;

(g) assess the degree to which police, schools and
other soclal service agencies perceive the effec-—
tiveness of the program as evidenced by the abil-
ity of LYFS to fill a service gap in the community
and to get along well with the community;

(h) identify other side-effects and indirect benefits
of the program that are not specific objectives of
the program.

Research Objectives 1 to 5 will be considered part of the Process

Analysis of Langley Youth and Family Services. Research Objectives 6

to 8 will be considered part of the Impact or Effectiveness Analysis

of Langley Youth and Family Services.
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CHAPTER IV - RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

The procedures for addressing each of the research objectives

previously outlined will be precisely described. Extensive interviews

were conducted with the program director and assistant director of
LYFS to obtain information on the following research objectives

(described in Chapter III, pages 43-45):

Objective 1: Determining the theoretical goals and objectives
of LYFS.
Objective 2: Describing the services and program activities

provided to meet each objective.

Objective 4: Describing the case management procedures.

Objective 5: Describing the funding, staff and administrative

structure of the program.

In order to meet Objective 3 (to describe the characteristics of
the total client population, see page 43) information on the age, sex,
referral source, reason for referral, type of action taken, length of
treatment, the family arrangement, status of case, number of
recidivisms (if any), opening and termination date for each client was
obtained from the monitoring files of Langley Youth and Family
Services. This information was categorized and coded for computer
analysis. This task involved collecting information on fifteen
variables for 725 clients. There was no access to or examination of
individual client files.

A seml-structured questionnaire was designed to obtain informa-
tion on Objective 6 (assessing coﬁmunity awareness and satisfaction

with the work of LYFS, see page 44). The questionnaire and a covering
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letter e#plaining the evaluation study were sent to the principals of
twenty elementary and four junior secondary schools in the Langley
District.

Questionnaires were also sent to the director or supervisor of
all major social service or justice system agencies operating in the
Langley District. This included (1) the Director of the Langley
School Boards Special Services Departﬁent, (2) the Officer-In-Charge
of the Langley RCMP Detachment, (3) The Director of Probation & Family
Services (Langley), (4) The District.Supervisor, Ministry of Human
Resources, (5) the Executive Director of the Langley Family Services
Assoclation, (6) the Director of the Central Fraser Valley Health
Unit, and (7) the Director of Langley Community Services,

The questionnaire consisted of a number of open~ended questions
oriented around ten primary issues or areas. These are as follows.

Issue 1: Do you deal with or encounter potentially delinquent or
delinquent youths?

Issue 2: Are you aware of Langley Youth and Family Services?
Issue 3: Have you made referrals to LYFS?
Issue 4: How successful were these referrals to LYFS?

Issue 5: Have you wanted to make more referrals to LYFS? 1If so,
what has prevented you from making more referrals?

Issue 6: Is there contact with LYFS after a referral is made?
Issue 7: How 1s this contact established, and how is information
exchanged?

Issue 8§: How satisfied are you with the LYFS program?
Issue 9: Do you have any complaints about LYFS?

Issue 10: What do you feel are the particular strengths of LYFS?
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A highly structured client satisfaction questionnaire (see appen-
dix B) was designed to address Objective 7 (assessment of client
satisfaction and perception of program effects, see page &4).
Initially a sample of 91 LYFS clients were randomly selected from the

total mumber of clients who were referred in 1979 and terminated prior

to June 1980. Sixteen were dropped from the list because mno action

had been taken with the family or the family had been referred
elsewhere. Another 45 clients could not be reached because the phone
was out of service, there was no answer or they had moved. Thirty
clients were finally contacted by telephone and their satisfaction
questionnaire was malled to them to be completed and mailed back to
the researcher. There were no refusals during the initial contact.
The questionnaire asked the respondents (1) to describe family
characteristics, (2) to identify the reason for referral, (3) to
indicate which members of the family received counselling, (4) to
identify the source of referral, (5) to indicate who was their
counsellor, (6) to fill out a nine~item rating scale on the climate of
the relationship between counsellor and client, (7) to fill out a
5-item rating scale on the comfort of the counselling relationship,
(8) to check off the type of services they received, (9) to check off
the type of problems they were experiencing prior to referral, whether
these problems had improved and whether they were coping better with
their child, (10) to indicate the reason for termination, (11) to
indicate who terminated counselling, and (12) to fill out an 8-item

rating scale on their degree of overall satisfaction with LYFS. An
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open—ended question at the zad provided each client with the
opportunity to make additional comments about LYFS.

To address Objective 8 (to tentatively assess program efficiency
and effectiveness, see page 45) information gathered to address
research objectives 1 to 7 was re-examined and analyzed. Sources of
problems_ or inadequacies 1In the conceptual program model were
identified and their significance analyzed. The impact of the program
on the sampled clients was summarized and interpreted. The degree of
community cooperation and satisfaction with LYFS was taken into
consideration. The environmental and administrative conditions in
which LYFS operates were analyzed in terms of their: positive or
negative effect on the successfulness and operational efficiency of
the program. This information was used as a basis to make a tentative
or qualified statement about the efficiency and possible effectiveness

of the program.
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CHAPTER V - RESULTS

A. PROCESS ANALYSIS

1. General Program Process Model

Information obtained about the 'process'

by which Langley Youth

and Family Services operates will be presented and analyzed in terms

of the model depicted in Figure 1. A description of the program model

as 1t is conceived by program staff will be

presented.

An analysis of

the adequacy or existence of this conceptual model will be presented

later.
Figure 2: General Program Process Model:
Interrelationship of Inputs, Activities,
Procedures and Objectives.
Environment
& Inputs Activities

- Program Objectives

1] 1

Financial Resources
& Facllities
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The first step in describing the program model is to present the
counsellors' perception of the outcome objectives for the program. In
some cases the outcome objectives will be hierarchically separated

into those which are immediate client objectives and those which are

long-term objectives. The attainment of these long-term objectives

are integrally related and necessary for the attainment of specified

outcome objectives.

In order to achleve outcome objectives, the program has certain

procedural or process objectives that must be obtained. Specific
procedural objectives are also integrally related and necessary for

the attainment of specified outcome objectives.

In addition, the attainment of procedural objectives and program

outcome objectives is dependent on the dalivery of specified program

activities or services. Likewise, the delivery of program services 1s

affected or dictated by environmental and administrative conditions,

such as the characteristics of the client population, the qualifica-

tions and attitudes of the staff, the financial resources available,

other community resources, the facilities or support systems avail-

able, etc. These environmental and administrative conditions or
inputs will be described and eXamined in terms of their effect on

program activities, procedures and objectives.,

2, LY"S Program Outcome Objectives or Goals

According to the conceptions of the program director and assis-

tant director, there are three major global objectives or goals for

their program. These are as follows:

o



59—

(1) to resolve family and youth interpersonal problems that may
be countributing or predisposing youths toward juvenile
delinquency.

(2) to maintain effective communication and cooperation with
other community agencies in the delivery of services to
families and youths referred to LYFS.

(3) to assist police to become more knowledgeable about family
dysfunction (in regard to families they have referred). To
teach the police to become better able to recognize poten-
tially delinquent youths and to deal more efficiently and
effectively with the family and youths they might encounter.

The first objective, to resolve family and youth interpersonal

problems, 1s considered to be the primary focus of the program. This
is a global long—term goal. In working with youths and families

referred to the program, program staff emphasize the attaloment of

more specific or immediate objectives.

The most I1mportant of these specific objectives are listed as
follows (in no way should this be considered an exhaustive or neces-
sary list of objectives for each youth or family):

a) to increase family communication;

b) to promote good positive self-esteem for all members of the
family involved in counselling;

¢) to increase parent sensitivity, nurturance and acceptance of
appropriate behaviour in their child; to 1like their child
and see him/her as an individual;

d) to teach parents how to better control and monitor their
child's behaviour;

e) to eliminate or reduce the child's behaviour problem;

£) to provide families with methods for coping with problems or
crises in the family;

g) to provide youths with methods or solutions for coping with
any interpersonal problems;
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h) to enable the family to understand the underlying problems
in their family and to be willing to work on them;

i) to establish a therapeutic supportive relationship between
family and counsellor.

3. Procedural or Process Objectives

Particular to each outcome or program objective there are speci-~
fic program procedures considered crucial to the attainment of the
program objective, and thereby crucial for overall program effective-
ness. These procedures will be designated as procedural or process
objectives, and their attainment can be assessed as a measure of
program effectiveness. Program procedures that are considered to be
simply a part of the program's operation but not critical for program
effectiveness are not designated as 'objectives'.

The director and assistant director of LYFS have listed a number
of procedural objectives which they believe are critical to the task
of resolving family and youth interpersonal problems. Some of these
procedures are conditions for receiving treatment at LYFS. LYFS could
not be expected'to be an effective program if it attempted to treat
inappropriate cases. Case management procedures are also listed as
process objectives if both the assistant director and director believe
these procedures are important for effective counselling. The most
important program procedures are:

(1) to provide an immediate response (within 2 days) to a youth
or family who has expressed a need or where a crisis exlsts;

(2) to divert from the juvenile justice system youths under 13
years of age who have committed a delinquent act;

(3) to persuade the youth and all relevant members of his family
to attend LYFS;



(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)
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to determine why each member of the family thinks he or she
has attended LYFS, and what kind of help each person feels
is needed;

to assess whether there are underlying family problems that
may be contributing or predisposing the youth toward problem
behaviour. If family counselling is considered appropriate,
then counselling at LYFS {is provided. If problem behaviour
exhibited by the referred youth 1s not related at all to
family conditions, then the youth 1s referred elsewhere;

to provide family counselling to families who have a child
under 17 years with a behavior problem and/or have a child
under 13 years who has committed a delinquent act. Typical
reasons for referring a youth are truancy, other school
misconduct, unmanageability in the home, runaway, drugs and
alcohol abuse, and shoplifting;

to refer the following types of families elsewhere: (a)
families with children who have been abused or neglected,
(b) children who have chronic psychiatric or medical
problems, (c) children who have physical or mental handi-~
caps, and (d) when the child's school problems are only due
to academic difficulties and not to family disturbances;

to accept all those clients who have been referred by the
police for committing an act of delinquency and to accept
clients from other social service agencies in the community
considered appropriate to receive family and youth
counselling;

to provide three months of 1intensive family counselling to
each family but provide counselling for longer periods of
time only in exceptional circumstances;

to follow structured case management procedures. These can
be briefly summarized as follows: (Relevant forms used are
presented in Appendix C.)

(a) 1intake procedures:

(i) enter child's name 1into the system and obtain
information on age, school, address and phone,
referral source, nature of problem, mother and
father's occupation and names (Form A),

(11) contact parents by letter to inform them of the
referral, and to make an appointment for an
interview (Form B(a) and B(b)),

(111) make an appointment and conduct an interview
(within a week) to assess the problem (Form C),

In order to achieve the second prngram objective, that is,

agencies,

b
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(1iv) have parents sign a consent form to release any
information possessed by other agencies (Form D),

(v) obtain any information on the youth and family
from other agencies,

(vi) contact the referral source by letter informing
them that the referral was received and what type
of action was taken (Form E).

(b) conduct an informal non-structured assessment of the

problem behaviour of the youth and of the underlying
family problems (Form F);

(¢c) obtain a diagnosis as to what type of service or
treatment is necessary (Forms G, and H, are used
occasionally to assist in the diagnosis);

(d) establish and conduct counselling;
(e) when intensive counselling is no longer necessary,

provide a support or sustaining system to the family
whenever they need assistance;

(f) close the file when counselling or sustaining support
is no longer necessary or wanted;

(8) contact the referral source advising that the case has
been terminated (Form I);

(h) conduct a follow~up assessment of the client after
counselling has been terminated.

maintain continyed communication and cooperation with other cbmmunity

LYFS staff have formulated a number of procedures and

activities that must be carried out:

ensure that all personnel in the Langley RCMP detachment,
all probation workers, public health nurses, all principals
of elementary and junior secondary schools, Langley medical

doctors, all Langley store security officers and all
directors and social workers in social service agencies in

(1) are aware of Langley Youth and Family Services,

(é;) are aware of the appropriate population referral to
FS,



(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)
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(111) will provide information upon request from LYFS about a

client whom they may have dealt with in the past,

(1v) will meet regularly with LYFS to discuss optimum inter-
vention for family.

provide information, guidance and consultation to any
agency, institution or individual in the community attemp-
ting to deal with problem youths and their family.

provide written feedback to the referral source with regard
to the action taken by LYFS on the referral; whether the

client has been accepted for counselling or referred
elsewhere.

provide written feedback to the referral source when

counselling has been terminated, describing the status of
the case.

act as liaison between another agency and a family, between
two or more agencies working with a family, or between
police and other agencies, in order to expedite referral and
remediation of the youths' or the families' problems.

To achieve the third objective, that is, to increase police know~

ledge and ability to cope with family dysfunctioning and juvenile

delinquency, the LYFS staff have stipulated that they will:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

provide feedback on the family (of nonconfidential infor-
mation) to the RCMP officer who made the referral,

provide orientation courses on the LYFS program to new
officers of the Langley RCMP detachment,

conduct workshops or seminars on juvenile delinquency,

family counselling and how to identify and refer the poten-
tially delinquent youth,

provide information, consultation or guldance to any RCMP

officer, upon request, on how to deal with a family or youth
problem.

Table 1 presents a summary of the program and procedural objectives of

Langley Youth and Family Services.




7.
8.

9.

10.

Table 1.

OBJECTIVES OF LANGLEY YOUTH AND FAMILY SERVICE?4J

Resolve family and youth problems
contributing to juvenile delinquency

Immediate Objectives

increase family communication

promote good positive self-esteem

increase parents' sensitivity and understanding
toward child

teach parents how to control their child's negative
behaviour

child's problem behavior

provide family with problem coping mechanisms
provide youth with persomal coping skills

enable families to understand problems

establish Eounsellor—client therapeutic relatioanship

Procedural Objectives

provide im&ediate response to family

divert youths under 13 from juvenile justice system
persuade youth and family to accept LYFS
counselling

determine why each family member is coming to

LYFS

assess underlying family problems; refer elsewhere
if family conselling is not appropriate

provide family counselling to youths under 17 yrs.
refer inappropriate clients elsewhere

accept all referrals from police and referrals other
agencies are unable to accept

provide 3 months of intensive family counselling
follow structured case management procedureg

2., Maintain effective communication

with all community agencies

Procedural Objectives 2.

ensure that police, schools, public

health, store security, and social 4.
service agencies are aware of LYFS

and will give and receive information

upon request

provide information consultation to parents,
schools, police and soclal service agencies
upon request

provide written feedback to the referral source
when the referral is received

provide written feedback to the referral source
when the case 1s terminated

act as liaison between police and community

3.

Increase police knowledge & ability
to cope with family dysfunctioning
and juvenile delinquency

Procedural Objectives

provide feedback to RCMP

conduct an orientation course for new

officers

conduct workshops on juvenile
delinquency

provide information and consultation
to RCMP on any family or youth
problem



4. Program Activities and Services

Numerous services are provided and many activities are carried
out in order to achieve process and program outcome objectives. These
will be described in relation to the three primary program objectives
(1isted in Chapter IIL).

Objective 1l: Resolve family and youth interpersonal problems.

Services or Activitiles

(1) family and individual counselling,
(2} home visits,

(3) 24 hour on-call response to crises (beepers and car tele-
phones are used to facilitate this response),

(4) marital counselling (consulting marital counsellor is
available 1 day a week),

(5) one-on-one child care counselling with child (child care
worker able to work with children),

(6) behaviour modification planning for youth (if warranted).

Objective 2: Maintain effective communication and cooperation with
other social service agencies, the schools, and police.

Services or Activities

(1) letters are sent to the individual making the referral to
acknowledge the referral and to inform him/her when the case
has been closed,

(2) information 1s provided upon request to any community
institution or agency or family,

(3) information is frequently requested from community ianstitu-
tlons or agencies,

(4) representatives wiil attend general meetings of all
communlty agencies, institutions and professional groups in
the communlty to introduce LYFS (attempt to do this once a
year),
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(5) representatives will meet regularly with school principals
and counsellors about youths referred to LYFS by the
schools (at least once for every case),

(6) LYFS will request comments and criticisms from community

agencles and 1institutions and then meet to immediately
resolve these problems.

Objective 3: Increase police knowledge about family dysfunctioning and
juvenile delinquency.

Services or Activites

(1) representatives will meet with any new members of the
Langley RCMP and introduce the concept of LYFS to them,

(2) representatives will attend zone meetings regularly (twice a
year),

(3) LYFS will conduct annual workshops on juvenlile delinquency,
on family dysfunctioning, on how to identify the potentially
delinquent youth, and how to cope with family and youth
problems.

5. Environmental and Administrative Conditions and Inputs

A =zo0clal service program can severely diminish its effectiveness
when a) there is a lack of financial resources, b) there 1is an inept
or conflicting administrative operation, c) the professional skills
of the counsellors are ilnadequate, d) there is an unsupportive commun-
ity and lack of community resources, and e) the needs and characteris-
tics of the referred population are not being addressed by the objec-
tives of the program. Each of these factors will be examined briefly.

a) Financial Resources

Langley Youth and Family Services has adequate financial security
over the next four years in order to operate the program under its
present structure. this budget provides for the salaries of two

counsellors and one clerical worker, and for general operating costs.

e



A contract has been directly negotiated with the Langley City Council
and the Langley Township Council for LYFS to provide family counsel-
ling services to the community during the years 1980-1984. It is
unlikely that LYFS would expand its operation or attempt to provide
more services to more clients under the present budget and financial
arrangement.

b) Administrative Structure

LYFS 4is directly accountable to Langley City and Township
Councils through the officer-in-charge of the Langley RCMP detach-
ment. This is stipulated by means of a unique formal contract. LYFS
is exempt from regulations or standards set for Langley municipal
workers., LYFS is also exempt from regulations or mandates set for
other social service agencies in the community or province.

The contract stipulates the terms by which the program director
and assistant director must provide a famlly counselling service for
four years. This establishes and guarantees LYFS's relationship with
the City and Township Councils. However, LYFS is highly dependent
upon its relationship with the Langley RCMP and, in particular, the
officer-in-charge. Not only does LYFS recelve a sizeable proportion
of its referrals from the police, it depends heavily upon the police
to promote and maintain their credibility. Changes in command at the
Langley RCMP detachment could have serious repercussions for LYFS if a
new OIC was not favorable to the program,

At present, however, LYFS relationship with the officer-in-charge
at the Langley RCMP 1s extremely positive and supportive. The

inspector allows the program staff maximum flexibility and freedom to
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provide services and operate their program in any mui.nner they
consider necessary.

c. Staff Qualifications and Skills

The director of Langley Youth and Family Services has a
bachelor's degree 1in physical education. He 1s a registered social
worker and has had 15 years of experience in youth couunselling in the
recreational field and in sccial service agencies. The assistant
director has a bachelor's degree in sociology, and 1is a registered
social worker. He has had 10 years of experience in youth counsel-
ling, as a behavioural modification therapist with the Children's
Foundation and as a youth counsellor in the Ministry of Human
Resources. Both counsellors have been working together for over four
years providing family counselling in the community in liaison with
the police. -

d) Community Characteristics and Resources

Langley is a community of approximately 50,000 people, situated
in the Lower Mainland area of British Columbla, adjacent to several
municipalities. {t 1s 50 kilometers south-east of the City of
Vancouver, whose estimated population 1s 500,000. Because of Iits
geographic location it has access to financial, recreational, juétice,
health and social services of Vancouver, as well as to provincial
resources servicing the entire Lower Mainland,

Langley Youth and Family Services makes frequent use of the
health and social service resources in 1its community as well as in
Vancouver, by encouraging and accepting referrals from these agencies

or departments, by making referrals of inapproporiate LYFS cases to
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these agencles, and by working in Jjoint cooperation with these
agencles and individuals to service the needs of the youth or family.

Léﬁgley Community Services is one agency that works closely with
LYFS. Langley Community Services (LCS) is a non-profit agency (funded
by MHR) which supervises and assigns child care workers to youths and
families in fhe Langley community. LCS will often refer families
directly to LYFS for counselling and then have no other involvement.
At other times, LYFS and LCS will work in cooperation with a family; a
child care worker from Langley Community Service provides intencive
counselling and recreational opportunities for the youth while LYFS
counsellors work with the family and youth to solve dysfunctioning
interaction patterns.

LYFS works 1in close cooperation with the provincial probation
office for the Langley District. The probation office acts as a
referral source and provides information on the delingucncy history of
any youths referred to LYFS. They will assist LYFS when restitution
is a necessary action to be taken for a youth who has committed a
delinquent act. The probation office may also assist LYFS by placing
cases, by court order, under the supervision of the director of LYFS
so that LYFS can continue to provide counselling to the family and
youth.

LYFS also makes use of Langley Family Services, accepting refer-
rals from them and referring thelr own clients to them for lay coun-
selling and for parent effectlveness training courses. LYFS has this
type of two-way communication and cooperation with the physicians in

Langley, with the public health nurses and with mental healith
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agencies. LYFY will accept referrals from physiclans and in return

will contact the physicians in order to make a referral to a psychia-'

trist, to provide medical consultation on a case and to obtain medical
information on a youth. Public health nurses are a good referral
source as they will provide assistance to LYFS counsellors whenever
requested. LYFS involve the public health nurses in providing dietary
counselling to LYFS clients, in providing prenatal counselling and
guidance to LYFS clients and in helping glve school talks (particu~
larly with regard to sex education).

LYFS tries to make use of the lay counsellors from the Big
Brother Organization in Langley (although their waiting list 1is long)
and from Trinity Western College. Trinity Western College will
provide tutors for youths experiencing acadewic problems at school.

LYFS will refer youths to the Vancouver and Burnaby Children's
Foundation for residential tieatment, and to the Vancouver General
Hospital Diagnostic Center for extensive assessment.

As an integral part of their family counselling, LYFS frequently
consult with and use a marital counsellor for assessment and counsel-
ling, make occasional use of a psychlatrist in Langley and another
psychiatrist in Vancouver, and occasionally make use of a Burnaby
psychologist.

LYFS 1s also attempting to involve Parks and Recreation 1in
setting up additional recreational facilities in high juvenile crime
areas (such as Fort Langley).

The Lower Mainland Emergency Services in Coquitlam are utilized

to respond to any child abuse emergency. A1l other child abuse ¢ases
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are referred to the Ministry of Human Resources. In addition, LYFS
makes use of the emergency ward at Langley Memorial Hospital when they
are called in on an emergency basis by the police to deal with a youth
who is 'high' on drugs.

6. Characteristics of the Client Population

a) Nunber of Referred and Counselled Clients

From its opening days in March 1977 until June 30, 1980, Langley
Youth and Family Services recelved 725 referrals. Of these referrals,
16 (2.2%) were referred elsewhere, 107 (14.8%) were concluded
'naturally' (family failed to contact program, moved or refused
service), 510 (70%) have terminated counselling and 92 (13%) are still
receiving counselling. A total of 83 percent of the referrals
recelved counselling at LYFS.

b) Duration of Treatment

It is apparent that LYFS provided counselling to most youths and
families referred to its program. The duration of counselling ranges
from only one or two sessions (one or two weeks) to as long as two and
three years. However, the average duration of treatment for those
clients who required intensive counselling 1is 4.6 months. (Most
clients requiring intensive counselling are seen once & week.)

Taking into consideration all clients who were referred to LYFS,
60 percent were dealt with in less than three months, and another 18
percent within three to six months, 9 percent of the clients required
counselling for over one year. Thus, although LYFS provided long-term
and sustalning counselling to a few clients, it is priﬁarily a

short-term, three-to-six month counselling service.
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c) Age and Sex of Clients

The average age of the juvenile referred to LYFS was 1l.2 years.
They ranged in age from 3 to 17 years (85 cases, age unknown). Four-
teen clients referred to LYFS were adults over 18 years of age. Table
1 presents the number of clients by age and sex. It can be seen that
aoproximately 12 percent of the children referred are nine years of
age and younger, 25 percent are between ten and twelve years of age,
and 63 percent are between thirteen and seventeen years of age.

Most juvenile delinquency programs provide services for adoles-~
cent youths between ages thirteen and seventeen. A truly preventive
service needs to assess the delinquent and potentially delinquent
youth at a much younger age than this for it to be considered an early
intervention and prevention program. Langley Youth and Family
Services seems to be achleving its objective of intervening early
during the pre-delinquent phase, as evidenced by the fact that over a
third of the LYFS clients were twelve years and under (with a sizeable

proportion under ten years of age).



-67-
-66—
Table 2 - Number of Clients by Age and Sex It can be seen from Table 2 that approximately two-thirds (64%)
Number of Clients of the clients referred to LYFS were boys. An examination of the ages
AGES MALE FEMALE TOTAL of the boys and girls referred to LYFS (Table 3) reveals that the
Age Groups younger children (12 years and younger) were predominantly boys.
-9 years 3 0 1 1
5 2 0 2 o Youths between the ages of thirteen and seventeen were almost equally
6 7 1 8 ;
7 ) 5 10 ; divided between boys and girls.
8 25 3 28
9 20 7 27
SUB TOTAL 59 17 76 Table 3 - Age Categories by Sex of Clients (Juveniles Only in Which
Age Groups Both Age and Sex 1s Known)
10-12 years 10 37 9 46 ;
11 33 11 44 MALE  FEMALE TOTALS
12 44 23 67
12 years
SUE TOTAL 114 43 157 . & under 173 60 233
Age Groups 13-17
13-17 years 13 71 41 112 years 220 173 393
14 56 58 114
15 50 32 82 totals |393 (63%)[233 (37%)| 626%
16 33 35 68
17 10 7 17
SUB TOTAL 220 173 393 *age is unknown for another 85 juveniles (68 boys and 27 girls)
TOTAL 393 233 626
ADULTS 11 3 14 d) Reason for Referral
MISSING 58 7 85 Table 4 lists all the reasons for which youths and families were
TOTALS 462 (64%)1263 (36%) 725 referred to LYFS. In cases where a child was referred for both an act

of delinquency and a behavioural problem, the act of delinquency was

; ' taken as the primary reason for referral (since it was considered to

be the more serious offence).
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Table 4 -~ Reasons for Referral

School Problems 8 (1%)
Runaway 46 (6.3%)
Child Abuse 15 (2.1%)
Family Problems 18 (2.5%)
Other Behaviour Problems 301 (41.5%)
(not specified above)

Total Behaviour 388 (53.5%)
Theft Under $200 171 (23.6%)
Breaking and Entry 39 (5.4%>
Drugs and Alcohol 39 (5.4%)
Theft and Stolen Property 18 (2.5%)
Arson and Vandalism 38 (5.2%)
Other Delinquent 32 (4.4%)
Total Delinquent 337 (46 5%)
Totals 725 (100%)

All reasons for referral pertaining to behavioral problems in the

youth or the home can be grouped together as distinct from specific

acts of delinquency committed by a youth, Thus, behaviour problem

youths included those youths who had run away from home, were

unmanageable in the home or school, were frequently truant from

school, were frequently out late at night without supervision, etec.,

but had not committed any criminal offence. Delinquent youths

included all youths referred to LYFS for committing a criminal

offence. This included shop lifting (theft under $200), breaking and

entry, drug and alcohol use, arson, vandalism, atc. Table 4 indicates
that approximately half of the clients (53.5%) had been referred for 4
behavioural type problem and the remaining 46.5 percent of the youths

were referred for an act of delinquency. Approximately half of the
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delinquent offences were for theft under $200. In most cases the
theft under $200 involved shoplifting.

Table 5 presents the sex and age of youths referred for a beha-
vioural problem and for those referred for an act of delinquency. It
can be seen that of all children 12 years and under, a slightly higher
proportion were referred for acts of delinquency than for behavioural
problems (587 vs. 42%) respectively. In contrast, of all youths 13 -
17 years of age, a slightly higher proportion (57%) were referred for
behavioural problems than for acts of delinquency. It can be seen
from Table 5 that of all the youths referred for committing a delin-
quent offence more than two-thirds (68%) were boys. Of all youths

referred for behavioural problems, only slightly more than half (59%)

were boys.
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Table 5 - Age Category by Sex by Reason for Referral (for juveniles

only).
MALE FEMALE

12 Total 12 Total |lTotal

years &| 13-17}|of all |{years&||[13-17 }of all || juve-

under | years|| males ||under ||years |females||niles

Behaviour

Problem 81 103 |} 221(3)|| 18 115 | 153¢Py|| 374

Delinquency | 92 117 || 230¢%)y|]| 42 58 | 107(dy .
Totals 173 220 451 60 173 260 711%

Total Juveniles = 711
Total Clients = 725

(a) Age is unknown for 37 boys referred for a behaviour problem.
(b) Age is unknown for 20 girls referred for a behaviour problem,
(¢) Age is unknown for 21 boys referred for a delinquency offence.
(d) Age is unknown for 7 girls referred for a delinquency offence.

* Total number of clien;s = 725,

e) Source of Referrals

The number of clients referred for different reasons, whether a
behavioural problem or an act of delinquency, are related to the
sources of referral. Table 6 lists the different sources of referral
to LYFS and the number of clients by referral reason category

(behaviour or delinquency).
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Table 6 -~ Number (percentages) of Clients by Source of Referral by
Referral Reason Category (Behaviour or Delinquency)

Number of Clients

Source of Referral | Problem Behaviour Act of Total
Reason Delinquency
Police 112 223 335 (46.2)
Probation 4 20 24 (3.3)
Schools 93 18 111 (15.3)
Stores 0 55 55 (7.6)
Human Resources 11 4 15 (2.1)
Mental Health 1 1 2 (0.3)
Family Services 8 0 8 (1.1)
Public Health 12 0 12 {(1.7)
Doctor 16 3 19 (2.6)
Community (neighbors) 3 0 3 (0.4)
Parents 103 11 114 (15.7)
Self 15 2 17 (2.3)
Other 10 0 i0 (1.4)
Totals 388 (54%) 337 (46%) 725 (100%)

Approximately 46 percent of the referrals to LYFS came from the
police. Schools contributed 15 percent and another 16.7 percent of
the referrals came from parents themselves. In most cases parents
referred themselves upon the advice of school principals and counsel-
lors. This places the percentage of referrals from the schools,
elther directly or indirectly at over 30 percent. The only other
significant source of referral is the stores. As can be seen in Table
6, security officers in stores seem to be directly referring youths
they have apprehended for actual or suspected shoplifting rather than
calling in the police.

As would be expected most of the referrals for delinquency
offences come from the police. Interestingly enough, however, the

police are also referring 29 percent of the youths displaying beha-
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vioural problems. Parents and schools are the primary source of
referral for most youths exﬁibiting behavioural problens.

£) Family Arrangement

Contrary to popular thinking that most youths who get into
trouble with the law come from broken homes, the majority of youths
referred to LYFS come from stable two parent families. Fifty-eight
percent (n=420) of the youths live in a stable setting with both
natural parents. Another 22 percent of the youths live with a single
parent (either separated, divorced or wido&ed) and only 8 percent of
the youths were classified as living in highly unstable households,
due to, for example, alcoholism or prolonged parental absences.

7. Post—Counselling Reoccurrences of Problem or Delinquent Behaviour

No systematic and accurate record was kept on whether a youth
referred to LYFS later exhibited problematic or delinquent behaviour,
Only a portion of the youth who displayed problem or delinquent
behaviour were likely to come to the attention of LYFS. Youths under
twelve who had committed a new act of delinquency were likely to be
re-referred by police to LYFS but older children who had recidivated
were more likely to be dealt with by probation. Since there was no
systematic LYFS follow-up conducted, youths and families could
continue to experience new or reoccurring problems without this coming
to the attention of LYFS. The family themselves would have to
approach LYFS for help agaln or a new referral would have to be made
by the police, schools or social service agencies.

What we have therefore 1s a "tip-of-the-iceberg" phencmenon with

no way of accurately determining the total number of youths still

ey
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exhibiting problem or delinquent behéviour even though they have
received counselling at Langley Youth and Family Services. As a
minimum estimate, however, there were 72 cases (10%) that needed to be
re-opened for further counselling. Forty of these cases were youths
referred for a behavioural problem and 32 of these cases were youths
referred for a delinquent offence. 0f all cases reopened, 27
(approximately 4% ¢f the total population) involved youths who had
committed a new act of delinquency and were referred by police.
Twenty of the "post LYFS" delinquent offenders were youths who had
been referred for an Initial delinquent offence. Thus, the 'known'
recidivism rate for all delinquent referrals was six percent, Only
seven youths originally referred to LYFS for a behavioural problem
(1.8% of all behavioural referrals) committed a delinquent offence
following counselling at LYFS. The proportion of behavioural versus
delinquent referrals that were reopened followiﬁg initial counselling
was approximately the same (10%). But a greater proportion of
delinquent referrals (6%) versus behaviour referrals (1.8%) were
reopened because the youths had committed a delinquent offence. The
remaining delinquent referrals (approximately 4%) and behaviour
referrals (approximately 8%) were reopened because of behavioural
problems.

It 1is impossible to estimate the total number of youths and
families experlencing new or reoccurring non-delinquent behavioural
problems foliowing LYFS intervention, since no follow-up is conducted
and parents may be reluctant to re-refer themselves, But it is

possible to logically infer that the number of youths apprehended for
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committing delinquent acts is not likely to be much higher than the 4%
brought to the attention of LYFS. Since the LYFS counsellors have a
very close working relationship with the police and probation, it is
likely that the LYFS cnunsellors are informally notified about most of
these youths. If delinquency offences among former LYFS clients were
very high (e.g., 30-~50%), then police and probation would likely bring
this to the attention of LYFS. Therefore, it 1is probably safe to
assume that the 4% delinquency occurrence rate is not grossly
underestimating the total number of former LYFS juveniles apprehended
for a delinquency cffence.

However, it must be pointed out that the number of youths appre-
hended by the polize for a delinquent offence is also an under-
estimation of the total number of youths committing delinquent
activities, There is uo way of inferring or estimating the total
aumber of youths committing delinquent activities who go undetected.
The youths may become smarter at not getting caught, or the police may
become less diligent about the investigation and apprehension of
Juveniles.

Another issue that must be re-emphasized 1is that although the
delinquency occurrence rate of former LYFS clients may be quite low,
this may not be an appropriate criterion to be using to evaluate the
effectiveness of the program. The LYFS program is primarily a family
counselling program to deal with the individual and family problems of
behavioural problem youths and first-time delinquent offenders. Even
without any kind of intervention most of these youths will never

commit a first-time or second delinquent offence. But it is very
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likely that without intervention or treatment, most of these youths
will continue to display behaviour problems or experience family
problems.,

Therefore, it must be reiterated that 4{f one wants to truly
evaluate the successfulness of thig type of social service program for
this type of youth, then it is very important to conduct follow-ups
and keep systematic records of any recurring problems or acts of
delingquency.

8. Changes in Client Characteristics by Year (1977-1980)

Social service programs tend to undergo considerable change over
each year of operation. Knowledge about what kind of changes occur
can assist other program directors in the development of their own
programs. An analysis of the characteristics of LYFS clients was
conducted for each of its years of operation.

(a) Number of Clients:

In 1977, LYFS received 235 referrals in the first 10 months of
operation. In 1978 they received 227. In 1979, the number of
referrals dropped drastically to 161. In the first six months of
1980, however, they have received 102 referrals. The average number
of referrals per month for each consecutive year of operatién from
1977 to 1980 is 23.5, 18.9, 13.4 and 17, consecutively. Thus, the
number of referrals seems to have dropped steadily over the first
three years of operation but in the fourth year the number of
referrals increased. Since LYFS carries a number of referrals over
into the next year, the number of clients they can counsel is likely

to drop slightly over each year of operation. Termination of clientsg




-76=-

who have been counselled since the early years of LYFS' existence may,
however, account for the increase of referrals accepted for
counselling in 1980.

(b) Ages of Clients

Approximately the same proportion of each of the age categories
(less than 9, 10-12, 13-17) were referred to LYFS each year.
Approximately twice as many thirteen to seventeen year-olds were
referred compared with children twelve years of age and younger. In
1979, however, there was a slight proportional increase in the number
of younger children. This may have reflected a conscious effort on
the part of the staff to reach potentially delinquent youths as early
as possible.

(c) Sex of Client

The proportion of males to females (60 to 40 percent
respectively) remained fairly constant throughout each year of
operation.

(d) Reason for Referral

While in 1977 and 1978, referrals were about equally divided
between youth behaviour problem and delinquency offences, this has
shifted drastically in 1979 and 1980. By 1979, only 40 percent of the
referrals were for delinquency offences and in 1980, only 28 percent
of the referrals were for delinquency offences.

(e) Source of Referral

Although the reason for referral is shifting over the years from
acts of delinquency to non-delinquent behavioural problems, there is

no change in the proportionate number of referrals from the police.

-77-

However, there does seem to be a slight increase over the years in
referrals from parents and from schools.

(f) Action Taken on Referral and Duration of Counselling

There has been no real change in the percentage of referred
clients (82, 78, 89, and 86 percent, respectively for each consecutive
year of operation) to which LYFS was able to provide counselling. 1In
addition there was mno change over the years in the proportionate
number of clients requiring short-term (less than 3 months) treatment
(50~60 % for each year) versus long-term treatment (4-9 months).

(g) Family Arrangement

While for each year from 1977 to 1979 the proportion of single
parent and unstable homes was about 30 percent, the proportion of
single parents and unstable families dropped to only 15 percent in
1980. The proportion of two—parent natural families has increased
each year to a high of 7% percent of the referrals received in 1980.
Possibly this change would account for the lower proportion of
delinquency offences and the higher proportion of behavioural problems
as the reason for referral.

(h) Recidivism

Although information on whether a youth has committed further
acts of delinquencies was not systematically recorded, it 1is
interesting to note that the recidivism rate was highest for youths
referred in 1977, It could be that youths referred in 1977 were
qualitatively different from youth referred in later years. Or, it

could be that the program has been refined in subsequent years so that

it is more effective than in the first year of operation. It is more
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likely the case, however, that for some youths the program has a

short-term effect (maybe a few months to a year) but with time the
youths and family resume thelr earlier patterns of behaviour. Thus,
with time there 1is iIncreasing likeliness that some youths will again
become involved in delinquent activities.

9. Analysis of the Adequacy of the Conceptual LYFS Model

Based on this analysis of LYFS objectives, goals, program activi-
ties and the characteristics of the referred client population, it is
concluded that the LYFS program 1s a reasonably well-defined and
conceptually sound program. There 1is clear indication that the type
of services provided and the amount of resources available through
LYFS or in the community address the needs of youths and families,
There is concrete evidence that, in fact, mo3t families (847%) referred
to LYFS are provided with family counselling, for a three-to~six month
period of time. Thus, LYFS seems to be fulfilling its goal of being a
short~term family counselling program. Possibly one criticism would
be that the 9 percent of clients who have received more than one year
of counselling should have been referred elsewhere for long-term
intensive counéelling. . LYFS is also meeting its objective to reach
the younger pre-adolescent youth who is expibiting problem or delin-
quent behaviour. The average age of LYFS clients is slightly less
than the target population (age 12).

One LYFS goal 1is to resolve family and youth 1interpersonal
problems that may predispose a youth to delinquent behaviour. The
program is based philosophically on the premise that youths exhibiting

these kinds of behaviour problems are of high risk to later becoming

e
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involved in delinquent activities. It is assumed that treatment of
this group (through family counselling) to resolve these underlying
behaviour problems will reduce or prevent later delinquency. Data
indicates that LYFS is providing counselling to youths who are exhibi-
ting problematic behaviour in the home, school or community prior to
their becoming involved in more serious delinquent offences; this
group constitutes 56 percent of the referral population.
Conceptually, therefore, LYFS seems to be addressing 1its goal to
resolve family and youth problems with a non-delinquent behavior
problem population. But there i1s no empirical support that by
resolving these problems they are preventing future involvement in
delinquent activities.

Another objective LYFS seems to be meeting 1s that of educating
the Langley RCMP on how to identify the predelinquent adolescent. It
is highly significant that a third of the referrals from the RCMP
consisted of youths exhibiting problem behaviour which could lead to
later involvement in delinquent activities.

The examination of environmental and administrative conditions
and inputs affecting or influencing the efficlency and effectiveness
of LYFS is also highly favorable. There appear to be no problems
associated with the administrative organization of the program. The
director and assistant director of LYFS are able to operate autono-
mously, and at any time are able to deal directly with the funders of
the program (the Langley City and Township Councils) to discuss the
community's needs.

The program's relationship with the Langley RCMP, specifically

the offlcer-in-charge, could be a potential problem source, but in
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this case the relationship appears to be favorable for the program.
Because of their direct connection with the program, Langley RCMP
officers are highly receptive to advice and training provided by the
LYFS staff. The RCMP and, particularly, the officer-in-charge, also
act as advocates to legitimize LYFS to the community and to families
whose children have committed delinquent offences. The level of
cooperation between LYFS staff and the police is therefore favorable
and supportive.

LYFS also has a supportive and cooperative relationship with
other social service agencies in the community. Since LYFS's rela-
tionship with these agencies 1s mnot dictated by funding or adminis-
trative arrangements, cooperation and communication can only be’
maintained by informal agreements and reciprocal sharing of advice and
{nformatfon. This informal communication arrangement certainly could
break down, but it does not appear to have done so in this community.
This issue will be discussed later in the analysis of the client
impact questionnaire.

Adequate and stable financial resources are available. Staff are
highly motivated and reasonably well qualified in terms of education
and experience for providing family counselling therapy to youths and
families. The high level of commitment felt by LYFS staff toward
their program and toward their clients is definitely a significant
factor influencing the effectiveness of the program. ‘

Further analysis of the Langley Youth and Family Services'
conceptual model and the interrelationships of all elements and

structures of its operations will be provided in the final summary and

estimate of the overall efficiency and effectlveness of the program.
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B. IMPACT ANALYSIS

1. Client Satisfaction Survey

The client satisfaction questionnaire (Appendix D) was sent to
thirty families. These families had been contacted first by phone and
had agreed to partlcipate in the study.

However, only sixteen

questionnaires (53%) were returned. The following analysis is based

on responses from these sixteen families.

All of the surveyed families had been referred to Langley Youth

and Family Services in 1979. Thirteen had terminated counselling.

Three were still receiving "sustaining counselling” after 16 -18

months. The average duration of counselling of those clients who had

terminated counselling was 4.4 months. This figure is similar to the

average duration of treatment receilved by the total population of
clients. Nine of these families involved a referral of a male youth.
The proportion of males to females in the sample (60% to 40%) is
almost the same as that in the total population (63% to 37%Z). The
average age of the youth from the sampled families was 11.3 years
which is also similar to the average age for the total client popula- -’
tion. Ten of these youths were referred for behavioural type problens
rather than specific acts of delinquency. This is a slightly higher
proportion (62% vs 53%) than in the total client population. Eight

(50%) of the referrals in the sampled group were referred from schools

and only three (19%) from the police. In the total client populaticn

police referred a much higher proportion of youth and schools much
less. In terms of family arrangement, only five (31%) of the surveyed

families were composed of two natural parents as opposed to 58 percent
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in the total client population. However, the proportion of single
parent families is approximately the same (20%-25%) in both the sample
group and the total client population.

In summary, it appears that the surveyed clients can be described
in terms of the same pattern and percentage of characteristics as was
descriptive of the total population. The surveyed clients and the
total population are very similar in terms of the average age of youth
referred, the proportion of males to females, the proportion of a
behavioural versus a delinquency reason for referral, the length of
treatment, and the proportion of single family households. Since
these two groups are characteristically similar on these factors, it
can be assumed that the general attitudes and feelings of these two
groups will also be similar. Based on this premise it will be addi-
tionally assumed that the responses from the sixteen clients surveyed
are representative of the attitudes of the total population. The
author, however, does not rule out the possibility that the sixteen
clients who responded to the questionnaire may have quite different
attitudes from the additional fourteen clients who were mailed the
questionnaire but did not complete it. These non-responders may have
been particularly satisfied with the problem and felt no need to
respond to the questionnaire or the reverse could hold, that these
clients felt particularly negative about the program and felt 1o
desire to inform LYFS of this fact in order to make the program

better.
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(a) Type of Services Provided

Table 7 pfésents a list of the type of services clients felt they
had received at LYFS and the number and proportion of clients
receiving these services. In the survey, clients were asked to list
all the serviéeé 'they fglt they. had received. The proportion of

clients receiving each type of service could then be calculated.

Table 7: Clients' Perception of Services Recelved at LYFS

# of clients
TYPE OF SERVICE recelving service

: ‘ (total n=16)
Marital counselling . . 3 (18%)
Parent guidance to cope with child 9 (56%)
Behavior modification plan for child 7 (447%)
. How to improve parent child communication 8 (50%)
Youth job counselling 1 (6%)
Youth individual counselling 13 (81%)
Advice in dealing with school behaviour problems 9 (56%)
Advice in dedling with academic problems 4 (25%)
Someone to talk to 6 (37%)
Referral to a better service 1 (67)
Provide information and consultation 4 (25%)

As @an be seen in»Tgble 7, most of the families (817%) indicated
that - their child had received individual counselling at LYFS. In
additiqﬁ, about half of'the families felt they had received guidance
in how to cobé and Aiscipline their child, how to improve parent-child
communication patterns, advice on how to deal with their child's
behaviour pfdblems at school and help in setting up a behaviour modi-
fication plan for their child in order to reduce or eliminate hisg

problem behavibur. Marital counselling, youth job counselling and
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counselling for youth academic problems were services required by only
a few families.

(b) List of Family and Youth Problems

The surveyed families were asked to list all the problems they
were experiencing prior to referral to LYFS. FEach listed an average
number of three to four problems. Table 8 lists the types of youth

and family problems that the surveyed clients felt had precipitated

their referral to LYFS.

Table 8: The Number (percentages) of Clients Experilencing Various
Types of Problems Prior to Referral %o LYFS.

# (%Z) of clients
TYPES OF PROBLEMS experiencing prob-
lems (total N=16)
1. frequent marital conflict 4  (25%)
2. frequent parent/child conflict 12 (75%)
3. youth behaviour problems at home 9 (58%)
4. youth problems at school 7 (447)
5. youth problems with police 3 (19%)
6. poor grades at school 9 (88%)
7. truancy from school 2 (12%)
8.'bad' peer group for youth 4 (25%)
9. youth frequently out late at night 4 (25%)
10. youth runaway 4 (25%)
l1. youth alcohol and drug abuse 2 (12%)
Total # of Problems for all Families 60

It 1s apparent from Table 8, that most of the families described
their problems as being centered arouqd the home and the school. They
made reference to frequent parent-child conflict and problem behaviour
with their child at home and at school. 1In particular, they seemed
more concerned about the poor academic performance of their child

than with truancy or delinquent behaviour. Only four families (25%)
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stated that there was frequent marital conflict. Problems with
runaway behaviour, drug and alcohol abuse, late hours and 'bad' peer
groups were also listed by only one-fourth of the sampled group.

(¢) Improvement of Family and Youth Problems

Table 9 presents data on parents' perception of whether problems
had improved or remained the same following counselling received at
LYFS. Out of the 60 problems listed by all families together, 32
problems improved and 28 problems remained the same. The proportion
of problems that had improved (53%) is thus not much higher than the
number of problems that remained the same. In one instance the prob-
lem became worse. More specifically, youth behaviour problems at
home,.parent—child conflicts, poor grades at school, and 'hanging out'
with 'bad' friends were listed as the areas of least improvement.
Problems that were listed as having improved the most were marital
conflicts, delinquency behaviour or youth problems with police,

truancy from school, and runaway behaviour.
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the Same Following Counselling and Whether Parents Were Coping
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Better With the Problem.

# of Families # of
Where Problem Families
TYPE OF PROBLEM Not
‘ Remained|Coping| Coping
Improved Same (Better| Better
1. frequent marital conflict 3 1 4 0
2. frequent parent/child
conflict 7 5 11 1
3. youth behavior problems at

school * 3 6 9 0

4, youth problems at school 5 2 5 2
5. youth problems with police 2 1 3 0
6. poor grades at school 3 6 3 6
7. truancy from school 2 0 2 0
8. 'bad' peer group 1 3 1 3

9. youth frequently out late at

night 2 2 2 2

10. youth runaway 3 1 2 2
11. youth alcohol and drug abuse 1 1 1 1
Total # of Problems 32 28 43 17

* One parent listed the child's behaviour as worse after counselling.
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(d) Parents Coping Better with Problems

Although parents did not feel there had been great improvement in
the problems which their child experienced or exhibited in the home
and school, most did seem to feel that they were coping better with
their problems as a result of receiving counselling at LYFS (see Table
9). Parents felt they were coping better on 72% of all listed prob~-
lems. Of those parents who indicated they were not handling the
situation well, most problems related to their child's poor academic
performance. Two parents out of four also felt they were not
adequately handling their child's runaway behaviour, staying out late
at night and 'hanging about' with bad friends. Many parents seemed to
be particularly pleased that they were dealing with the parent-child
conflict and with their child's problem behaviour at home even though
there may have been no actual change in their child's behaviour or in

the family situation.

(e) Climate of Relationship Between Counsellor and Client

A nine-item questionnaire asked clients to rate their counsellor
on a five polnt scale in terms of whether they trusted him, whether he
was cold and distant, whether he was patient, genuinely interested in
them, whether he accepted the client as an individwal and treated the
problems seriously, whether the counsellor insisted on being right or
considered himself better than the client and, finally, whether the
counsellor simply acted like 'he had a job to do'. (A perfect score
is 45.) Eight of the clients who rated their rounsellor gave him a
perfect score.

Fourteen out of the sgixteen scored between 41-45,

expressing little complaint absut their coumnsellor and the counselling
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relationship. Only two parents gave medium level ratings to the
counselling relationship (scores of 37 and 24). One parent flatly
stated she did not trust the counsellor 'at all'., Another parent
stated she trusted the counsellor only 'sometimes'. Both these
parents felt that the counsellor considered himself betsgr than the
client and frequently insisted on being 'right'. 1In faéét‘six out of
the sixteen respondents felt their counsellor occaslonally insisted on
being 'right'.

It appears, however, that most of the clients were extremely
happy in their relationship with their counsellor. There seems to
have been excellent support and trust established between the counsel-

lors and most of the clients.

(f) Comfort During Counselling Sessions

In a five-item questionnaire clients were asked to rate on a five
point scale the comfortableness of the counselling atmosphere, whether
the counsellor was relaxed and at ease, or uncertain, restless and
awkward during the iInterview. (A perfect score is 25.)

All of the sixteen clients rated the comfortableness of the coun-
selling atmosphere between 23-25, It is apparent that all clients
felt completely relaxed and at ease with their counsellor.

(g) Client Satisfaction Questions

Responses to the eight questions in this section are shown in
Table 10. When responses were scored on a four polint scale, (total
score = 32) eighf of the clients gave perfect or near perfect scores.
Six of the respondents' scores were below 24 and the average score was

25.7. Some of these clients did not appear to be completely satisfied
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with the services they recelved at LYFS. An examination of the
responses 1in Table 10 reveals that at least one-third of the clients
felt they did not adequately receive the kind of services they peeded
or wanted, that either none or only a few of their needs had been met,
and that they were not satisfied with the overall amount of help they
received. These results are consistent with the finding that only
half of the problems experienced by these clients had improved, and
that for one fourth of these problems the mother was not coping well,
Considering this, it 1s likely that some of the mothers woulé feel
dissatisfied and that they would feel that some of their needs had not
been met. Although the mothers may have felt dissatisfied and felt
that they or their child was still having some problems, this is not
to say that they were dissatisfied with thelr relationship with the
counsellor or that they blamed him for the fact theilr needs had not
been met.

While many of the clients' problems had not all been resolved and
many clients wanted more help or services, it is interesting to note
that most of the clients (817%) still felt that the services they had
received had helped them deal more effectively with thelr problems.
(Only one person noted that things were worse.) All of the clients
thought they would recommend the program to a friend who needed help
and fifteen (94%) thought they would go back to the program if they

needed additional help.
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Table 10: Number of Clients by Type of Response to Each 'Client Satisfaction

Question.
1. How would you rate the excellent good fair poor
quality of the service
you received? 9 3 3 1
t no
definitely |no, not yes, yes,
not really generally definitely
2. Did you get the kind of
service you wanted? 0 5 5 6

almost all
of ‘my needs

most of my

a few of my

none of my

have been needs have needs have needs have
met been met been met been met
3. To what extent has the
program met your needs? 4 7 2 3
no, no, 1
definitely don't think lyes, I yes,
not so 50 think so definitely
4, If a friend were in need
of similar help, would 0 0 5 11
you recommend the pro-
gram to him/her?
quite indifferent,
dis-~ mildy dis- mostly very
satisfied satisfied satisfied satisfied
5. How satisfied are you
with the amount of help 2 3 4 7

you received?

~91-
yes, they yes, they no, they seemed to
helpeddmel helped me really make things
reat dea s !
6. Have the services you g omewhat didn't help| worse.
received helped you deal 9 4 2 1
more effectively with your
problems?
| very mostly mildly
satis- satis— satig— disap-
7. In an overall general fied fied fied pointed
sense, how satisfied are
you with the services 8 4 3 1
you received?
no, no,
definitely | I don't yes, I yes,
not think so think so definitely
8. If you were to seek help
again, would you come back 0 1 4 11

to this program?
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h) Additional Comments by Parents

Comments from the parents were varied and most of them were
positive. One respondent felt that there had been excellent coopera-
tion between the school and the LYFS counsellor in trying to deal with

her grandaughter. Another parent indicated appreciation for the fact

that a family could get immediate help from LYFS instead of waiting

several months. Another parent commented that the fact counsellors
were willing to work at nights was extremely helpful to working
parents. One parent s.ited that she thought LYFS was an excellent
service but thought it was too bad she hadn't know about it until her
son got into trouble with the police. She commented "people should be
able to seek help .. before things get really out of hand".

Negative comments about LYFS were fairly consistent. One mother
commented that the counselling sessions had not been regular enough in
order to affect any change Iin her son's behaviour. Two other mothers
commented that after counselling was terminated they had encountered
new or recurring problems and would have liked more counselling. They
both stressed that a check—up from the counsellors would have helped
them. One youth had been referred to an alternate school program
which hadn't worked out. The parents now wished they had received
direct counselling from LYFS. The other pérent commented that her
son's problems at school had intensified after counselling had been

terminated. "It was then that they really needed help"”, she commen-

ted.
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2, Community Satisfaction Questionnaire

The community satisfaction questionnaire was sent to the princi-
pals of twenty-three elementary schools, four Jjunior secondary
schools, the Supervisor of Special Services, Langley School District
and the directors or supervisors of six social service community
agencies. Responses were obtained from seventeen of the elementary
schools, two of the Jjunior secondary schools, the Supervisor of
Special Services and four community agencles (Ministry of Health,
Preventive WNursing Service; Langley Probation & Famlily Services;
Langley Cémmunity Services and The Ministry of Human Resources,
Langley office). The responses from school principals and the Super-
visor of Special Services were summarized and evaluated in terms of

ten issues. These responses are presented below.

Issue l: Do the schools have a juvenile delinquency problem?

Both of the junior secondary schools and thirteen (76%) of the
elementary schools stated that they frequently had to cope with
juvenile delinquency and general problem behaviour at school. Four
(247%) elementary schools indicated they had no problem. The Super-
visor of Special Services stated that they frequently have behavioural
problem children referred to thelr department for psychological asses-
sment. When long-term counselling and famlly intervention 1Is reques-
ted, they refer the child to outside agencies. This 1s required for

20 to 30 students per year.

Issue 2: Are the schools aware of Langley Youth and Family Services?

Both, of the junior secondary schools and nine (53%) of the

elementary schools said they were fully informed about LYFS, its goals
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and activities. Eight (41%) elementary schools indicated they were
aware of the program, primarily as a result of a presentation given by
the director of LYFS at one of the annual principal's meetings. The
Supervisor of Special Services stated that she was fully aware of the
LYFS emphasis on delinquent, and pre-delinquent behaviour, and its
emphasis on family counselling as a method of delinquency
intervention.

Issue 3: Do the schools make any referrals to LYFS?

One junior secondary school and eight (47%) of the elementary
schools said they frequently make referrals to LYFS. Another seven
(41%) elementary schools and the other junlor secondary school said
they made referrals occasionally. Two elementary schools stated that
they had never made any referrals to Langley Youth and Family
Services. The Supervisor of Special Services stated that they refer
approximately two students per month through their department. She
stated that school principals refer additional students directly.
Issue 4: How successful are the referrals?

Seven (41%) of the schools that had made referrals to LYFS felt
that each case referred had been dealt with successfully. Six schools
felt that all the cases they had referred had been handled with
moderate success, The remalning schools felt that intervention had
been unsuccessful in the occasional case but that most of the other
cases had been successful or were as yet unresolved. The Supervisor
of Special Serviceés commented that LYFS assisted greatly in developing
behavioural controls for the child in the classroom and that it was

useful o involve the family.

-95-

Issue 5: Do the schools want to make more referrals to LYFS? If yes,
what are the reasons preventing more referrals?

Five of the elementary schools and one of the junior secondary
schools explicitly stated they had frequently wished to make more
referrals to LYFS, The junior secondary schodl was prohibited from
referring all the cases they wanted, usually because the youth was too
old. The elementary schools complained that they were unable to make
more referrals because the parents were unwilling. Several elementary
schcol principals also commented that they often limited their refer-
rals because the LYFS staff were already too busy. The Sdpérvisor of
Special Services stated that they restricted referrals (approximately
one per month) because they felt the LYFS staff were too busy to take
on more cases and provide adequate follow-up.

Issue 6: Is there contact with LYFS after a referral is made?

Five of the elementary schools and one junior secondary said they
had frequent contact with LYFS. Seven other elementary schools and
the other junior seconday school sald they had occasional contact.
Three elementary schools said they had no contact with LYFS after a
referral was made. (Two schools had no contact because they had made
no referrals). The Supervisor of Special Services stated that her
department maintained regular contact with LYFS about a case through

their staff of psychologists and through the school principals.

Issue 7: How 1s information exchanged between LYFS and the school?

Most of the shools indicated they usually had informal contact
with LYFS by telephone. Five of the elementary schools and one Junior

secondary school stated that information was frequently exchanged
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through personal visits, letters and by telephone. The Supervisor of
Special Services stated that they maintain regular and direct contact
with LYFS by telephone in order to expedite the referral process.
Additionally, a special gservices psychologist, school staff and LYFS
staff will sit down together regularly to confer on a case and monitor
the child's school progress.

Issue 8: How satisfied are you with the LYFS program?

This was an open-ended question. The researcher scored the
responses on a five-point scale from 'very satisfied to very unsatis-
fied'. Five of the elementary schools and one of the junior secondary
schools indicated they were very satisfied with the LYFS prog-am,
since LYFS has been able to help them with problem youths in their
school. Eight of the other elementary schools and the other junior

secondary schools were moderately satisfied. Only two elementary

schools indicated they were slighty unsatisfied with LYFS. (Two other
elementary schools were not scored as they had made no referrals to
LYFS). The Supervisor of Special Services indicated their department
was very satisfied with services offered by LYFS.

Issue 9: What complaints do you have about LYFS?

The most consistent complaints or negative comments about LYFS

were that the amount of feedback and cu-going, continuous contact

with the schools was inadequate. They also stated that the staff wag
too busy and overloaded to deal with all the referrals that the
schools would like to make and there was not enough follow-up done on

the family after the case had been closed. One principal commented

that LYFS needed more telephones as the lines were always busy when he

[P,
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tried to call. He also commented that usually the school had to take
the initiative in order to maintain contact with LYFS about a case.
Another principal commented that it was difficult to get parent

approval and that he would like to refer directly to see if LYFS could

then persuade the family to accept help.

Issue 10: What are the strengths and positive features about Langley

Youth and Family Services?

There were a number of positive comments made about LYFS. There

were frequénﬁ comments made about the effectiveness of the service,

' the competence of the staff, and the close working relationship bet-

ween schools and staff, the promptness of the staff in responding to a

referral, and the cooperation, empathy and support from the LYFS

staff. Occasional mention was made of the fact that the support of

the RCMP and the coﬁmunity helped to make LYFS an effective service.
All school principals who responded to the questionnaire and the
Supervisor of Special Services indicated they thought LYFS provided a
necessary service in the community and they hoped it would continue
and expand in their community.

Summary of Responses from Langley Community Social Service Agencies

The Ministry of Health Preventive Nursing Service, the Langley
Probation Office, Langley Community Services, and Ministry of Human
Resources ~ Langley Office (MHR) all indicated they had frequent and
close contact with LYFS. The Nursing Service, Human Resources and
Langley Community‘Sérvices frequently make referrals to LYFS on cases
that require family counselling. In particular, Human Resources

stated they frequently refer teenagers who run away from home due to




-98-

communication problems in the family. Langley Community Services
stated they frequently participated in a co-counselling arrangement
with LYFS - "LYFS staff concentrating on the family unit as a whole
and our (counsellor) concentrating on the individual”. The probation
cffice occasionally refers young delinquents to LYFS when they feel
family counselling would be beuneficial. Frequently, an offending
juvenile has already been in contact with LYFS. The probation office
therefore stated that they like to work with LYFS in a cooperative
effort to deal with the youth's behaviour.

All three agencies indicate that communication between themselves
and LYFS is extremely good, that it is open, continuous and relatively
informal. Aii agencies stated feedback, information exchange and case
consultation was Immediate and effective. Langley Community Services
emphasized that no confidential information about a client was
exchanged without the client's prior approval. Only Human Resources
indicated that there were any problems in their relations with LYFS,
The director of MHR stated that LYFS staff were often unable to inform
them that MHR intervention was needed until the family or youth was
already in a crisis situation. In this instance, MHR would be unable
to respond immediately because their bureaucracy required that they
carry out an Iindependent assessment of the individual. The director
indicated that this problem could be alleviated by getting MHR
involved earlier (before the situation becomes a crisis where MHR
intervention is necessary) or by having MHR recognize the assessment
abilities of LYFS staff so this step can be by-passed to facilitate

immediate MHR intervention. In summary, these four community agencies

B i
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have considerable praise for LYFS, particularly for the two
counsellors operating the service, stating they provide a necessary
and supportive resource in thelr community.

The supervisors or directors of all four agencles stated that
LYFS's success was primarily due to its ability to provide immediate
relief to familles and youth, and to utilize all community resources
without being hampered by rigid bureaucratic procedures. They
expressed concern that LYFS be allowed to operate with maximum
flexibility and freedom to £111 the social service gaps in the commun-
ity. All agencies indicated that LYFS should be expanded to deal with
older juveniles.

3, Other Side-Effects or Benefits of the LYFS Program

The director and assistant director of LYFS felt thelr program
had other benefits in addition to resolving family problems and
helping families and youths cope better. Some of these benefits to
the community and to youths and famllies are indirect side effects of
the program. They were not specified or intended to be program
objectives. One of these slde—-effects of the program is the fact that
police 'down—time' is reduced. Down-time 1s the amount of time that a
police officer 1s tled up while dealing with a case. This 1includes
time during the initial investigation as well as time spent In court
or completing additional forms (for processing the youth through the
justice system). By referring a juvenile directly to LYFS the police
officer had more time available to investigate more serious criminal
or civil éomplaints. Another side effect of LYFS staff's close

involvement with families and the community is the iIncreased public
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awareness and education about the relationship between family problems
and delinquency and about the community's role in preventive
intervention of juvenile delinquency.

4, Limitations of the Impact Analysis

Most client satisfaction questionnaires depend on the clients'
self-report retrospective memery of the problems they were experi~-
encing prior to referral to a program, how they felt at that time and
whether the problems they had or their feelings about them have
improvad.

Retrospective self-report measures, however, are considered to be
an inadequate method for assessing the impact of a program on clients
and on a community. The measures are considered to be highly contami-
nated by personal biases, poor memory of past events and by one's
state of mind at the time he or she is responding to the questions.
For example, 1f a person's present life situation is highly stable and
positive then the individual may fail to remewber the depth and sever-
ity of problems he or she was experiencing a year prior to referral to
the LYFS program, or remember whether these problems were changed or
influenced by the counselling received. Likewise, = very depressed and
highly disruptive current sitvation can exaggerate a person's
perception of the severity of previous problems and influence his or
perception of the amount of help received from LYFS.

It is generally considered that the most reliable and valid
method for assessing program impact or effectiveness 1is to make usge of
objective measures in which directly observable or recordable data are

collected prior to treatment, immediately following treatment and a

——
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year to ﬁwo years following treatment, (i.e., prospective pre-
test/post-test design). When self-rzport measures are used in order
to assess impact on client attitudes, it is generally accepted that
this data should also be collected in a prospective pre-test and post-—
test design.

Howard (1980) suggests in a recent article, however, that the
prospective pre-test/post-test self-report design may in fact be more
invalid than the restrospective pre-test/post—test assessment. He
presents evidence to show that clients' perception of events and of
themselves prior to receiving treatment is referenced to a different
standard of knowledge base than when they have completed the treatment
or program. He shows that clients typically underestimate or over-
estimate the severity of their problems at the beginning of counsel-
ling while after counselling or treatment they are more 1ike1y to
assess their problems more accurately. In the case where problens
have been underestimated the prospective self-report test could show
no change between the pre and post—test attitude assessment when in
actual fact there was improvement. In the retrospective self-report
method the client is using the same standard to judge his or her prob-
lems and how much they changed or improved as a result of the counsel-
ling received. The retrospective self-report measures, therefore, may
be more valid than researchers have thought, at least in comparison
with prospective self-report assessments.

Self-report assessment of the problems a person is experiencing
whether prospective or retrospective, is not highly correlated with

objective (observer ratings) measures of the relevant behaviour or
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concept (Nisbett & Wilson, 1977), But it may be that persons'
perception of the problems they are experiencing and their perception
of how well they are coping with these problems is a better predictor
or indicator of their overall psychological state and of the long term
emdtional effect on the family than the go-called objective measures
of behaviour. It is not possible to arrive at a definite conclusion
about this issue at the present time, but it does appear that a

reasonably strong case has been put forth to consider the retrospec-

tive client self-report satisfaction Tesponses and the community .

satisfaction reponses as at least reasonably valid indicators of the
general impact and successfulness of the program. Of course, to

further validate the general trend Oor consensus indicated by these

the amount of parent-child and marital conflict, the level of self-
esteem and so on; that 1s, all the variables specified ag objectives
of the program.

A final point that must be raised concerns the small number of
clients sampled in the satisfaction survey. The attitudes of these
clients L&y not be representative of the attitudes and feelings of
most of the other clients who have been referred to LYFS. Limited
time to cémplete the study prevented the researcher from surveying a
larger sample of LYFS clients, Nevertheless, there 1is Ilimited
evidence available to suggest that the sixteen families surveyed are
representative of the larger population, As previously reported,

biographical and treatment data on the characteristics of the
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surveyed group were very similar to the characteristics of the total
population. Hopefully, the attitudes of the surveyed clients are also

representative of the attitudes of the total client population.,




-104~-

CHAPTER VI: COMPARISON WITH KELOWNA YQUTH & FAMILY

SERVICES AND BURNABY YOUTH SERVICES

A. INTRODUCTION

A model or standardized program is designed with specific goals
and objectives, types of services, an identifiable target population
and with a specific administrative and organizational structure.
However, when program staff are selected and the model or standarized
program is implemented to address the needs of a particular community,
many idiosyncracies emerge. The implemented program may resemble the
model program on the surface but in fact be quite different in a
number of areas.

This is what happened when the Langley Youth and Family Services
program was taken as a model program and implemented in the communi-
ties of Kelowna and Burnaby.

Langley Youth and Family Services (with 1its historical roots in
Burnaby) was the first program of its kind in British Columbia. The
maln features of this program can be summarized as follows. It is
conceptualized as a short-~term youth and famil& counselling program
for delinquent and potentially delinquent youths to prevent or reduce
juvenile crime in the community. The program is operated by social
workers but 1is attached (and accountable) to the RCMP detachment in
that community. The program is based on the philosoph& that one can
identify wunderlying family disturbances and youth personal problems
that may be facilitating the youth's problem or delinquent behaviour
in the school, community or home. It is believed that alleviating or

remedying these underlying conditions will result in a prevention,
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reduction or a cessation of delinquent behaviour. The target
population for this program therefore is the tem to thirteen year-old
youth, engag}ng in first-time or minor delinquent behaviour (e.g.
shoplifting, vandalism, alcohol and drug abuse), or characterized ag
having a behaviour problem as indicated by runaway behaviour, school
truancy, unmanageability in the home, curfew violation, unmanage-—
abillity in the classroom, etc.

The Langley Youth and Family Services Program opened its doors in
March 1977. (A similar predecessor program operated in Burnaby from
March 1975 - February 1977. Although, the same counsellors were
involved in both programs, very little information is avallable on the
early Burnaby program and therefore no comparison can be made between
these two programs). In July 1979, the City of Kelowna, B. C.
(approximate pop. = 62,000) and the Kelowna RCMP detachment began to
operate its own youth and family services program. In February 1980
the Municipality of Burnaby (pop.= 139,000) reinstituted another Youth
Services Program. The director and assistant director of Langley
Youth and Family Services and a former officer-in-charge of the
Langley RCMP detachment (responsible for initiating the Langley
program) played a significant role in the planning and development of
these other juvenile crime prevention programs in other communities.!
Therefore, in the early planning stages, Kelowna Youth & Family

Services and Burnaby Youth Services were consciously modelled after

the Langley Program.

1 A number of other cities and communities in British Columbia
(Sannich and Richmond, B.C.) are presently in the early stages of
setting up their own juvenile crime prevention programs.
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The result of these influences 1is that all of the programs
possess the same general features descriptive of the Langley program.
That 1s, they are similar in terms of their philosophical foundations,
their goals and objectives, the type of services, the target popula-
tion and the organizational and administrative structure. But, the
programs operate in different types of communities and, as & result,
differ from each other in terms of client characteristics and treat-
ment strategles. A cursory analysis of existing data on these
programs has revealed some fundamental differences that significantly
shaped the development of the programs and will have an important
effect on the daily operation and success of the programs.

This seccion of the report will first describe general areas of
differences and similarities between the Langley, Burnaby and Kelowna
programs, and will then comment on the significance of these
differences for the future operation and effectiveness of the
programs.

At this point of analysis, the Langley program has been operating
for three and a half years and has received a total of 725 referrals.
The Kelowna program has been operating 12 months and has received 160
referrals. The Burnaby program has been operating for six months and

has received 123 referrals.

B. COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS

1. Goals and Objectives

The Langley, Kelowna and Burnaby programs all have a prilmary goal
to prevent or reduce juvenile delinquency in their communities by
resolving famfly and youth problems that may contribute or precipitate

jnvolvement in delinquent activities. In order to resolve family
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difficulties, all staff in each program are concerned with improving
family communication patterns, improving a youth's sense of self-
esteem, teaching a youth to recognize the consequence of his negative
behaviour, modifying the negative behaviour in the home, school, or
community, and teaching parents how to more effectively manage and
appropriately discipline their child.

Al} three programs have a second major objective which is to
promote and maintain .the utilization and cooperation of social
services and other résources in the community to meet the needs of
youths and families. The Langley and Kelowﬁa staff are particularly
concerned about facilitating and actively coordinating the delivery of
new community resources to families and youth. The Burnaby Youth
Service counsellors are more concerned with .making effective

utilization of existing resources in Burnaby. (Burnaby is a much
larger community than either Langley or Kelowna and therefore has more
social service resources already available to the community.)

Each Program also has minor objectives. Kelowna Youth & Family
Services (KYFS) wish to play a role in identifying and assisting in
the resolution of school-related problems for pre-delinquent and
delinquent youths, and is concerned with assessing and correcting the
parenting techniques of families umable to manage their child's beha-
viour. Langley Youth and Family Services and Burnaby Youth Services
are concerned with the same objectives, but in a much less formal
manner. All three programs are concerned with establishing an

effective working relationship with the police. LYFS has, however, a

speclfic objective to increase the knowledge and improve the ability
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of the RCMP officers in this community to cope with family and youth
crisis situations.

These slight differences in the goals and objectives of each
program are reflected in the range of services and types of counsel-
ling provided.

2. Types of Services

All three programs provide individual youth and family counsel-
ling. 1In addition, Langley Youth and Family Services provide marital

counselling and a crisis intervention service. Kelowna Youth Services

provide job counselling to some youths and group counselling for

parents. They also operate a 'parent effectiveness training course'
for parents unable to manage their child's behaviour. The counsellors
from all three programs perform an active role in coordinating
Inter-ministerial case consultation conferences and school conferences
to deal with problem youths in their community.. In addition, Burmaby
counsellors arranged and coordinated a province-wide workshop on
delinquency prevention and family and youth service programs.

All three programs work closely with the RCMP in the community,
Langley Youth and Family Services, in particular, attempts to
facilitate this by providing an orientation course for new RCMP
officers on juvenile delinquency and the role of the LYFS program.
The LYFS staff also conduct annual workshops on juvenile delinquency,
family and youth crisis intervention and family counselling.

The counsellors of all three programs participate in
community, police and social service agency activities and meetings

dealing with juvenile delinquency problems 1in their community.

e
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Langley and Kelowna counsellors also have close involvement in school
matters. In Langley, this was necessitated by the fact that there are
no counsellors in the elementary schools. Burnaby is not as involved
with the schools as the Burnaby School District is very large and has

censiderable resources of its own to draw upon.

3. Administrative, Funding and Organizationadl Structure

All three programs operate as a department or a crime prevention
service component of the RCMP detachment 1in their community, The
Langley and KXelowna programs are directly accountable to the

officer—in-charge of their RCMP detachment, The'Burnaby program is

directly accountable to the head of the crime prevention unit and

indirectly accountable to the officer-in-charge.
All three programs are funded 1in part or fully by their city or
municipal councils, and are lndirectly accountable to these bodies.

Langley and Kelowna play major roles 1in reporting to their city

councils. Burnaby does not play an active role, but instead, reports

to a supervisor in the RCMP detachment, who reports to the Burnaby

Municipal Council. Kelowna is supported completely by its city

council. Langley ig primarily supported (in a cost-sharing
arrangement) by the Langley City Council and Langley Township Council,
with supplementary funds provided by the B.C. Ministry of Attorney

General. The Burnaby Youth Services 1is funded in a 4b-year cost

sharing arrangement between the Burnaby Municipal Council and the

Ministry of Attorney General. (The percentage of government funding

decreases from 75% to 0% for each year of operation).
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The director and assistant director of the Langley Program are
not municipal employees (the secretary/clerk, although, is a municipal
employee). They are hired as consultants under a specific contract
with the Langley City and Township Councils to provide a family
counselling service to pre-—delinquent and delinquent juveniles at a
specified cost of operation per year. The Councils can not request or
demand changes 1in the operating structure or procedures of LYFS
without the full agreement of the director and assistant director of
the program and a new contract agreement. Conversely, the director
and assistant director are not able to change the types of services
they are providing without violating the terms of the contract.
Similarly, the Kelowna counsellors are hired under a specific contract
with the Kelowna City Council to provide a family counselling program
for predelinquent and delinquent offenders.

The Burnaby program operates differently £rom the Langley and
Kelowna programs. The Burnaby staff are municipal employees hired to
operate a family counselling service in conjunction with the RCMP
detachment in their community. The Municipal Council can modify the
program structure and procedure as it sees fit. The duties, salaries
and working conditions of the program staff are dictated by the
general employment rules and conditions that exist for all municipal
employees. The Burnaby Municipal Council is committed to fund the
program for a specified period of time, but 1is not committed to
maintaining the present program structure or staff. The Langley City

and Township Councils and the Kelowna City Council, however, are
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committed to maintain both the present program counsellors, as well as
the type of service they are providing, since these two individuals
have been hired on contract as consultants to provide this service to
the community.

The Langley program and the Kelowna program pay for and are
responsible for carrying out all the administrative functions of their
operation (which are budgeted into the contract). In Burnaby, however,
the administrative costs of the program are buillt into the budget but
the activities are performed by the administrative staff of the RCMP
detachment.

At the program operation level, all three programs operate with
two counsellors and a clerical person (a secretary/office manager).
All three programs have arrangements to utilize additional resources
and personnel in the social service community.

4, Program Operating Procedures and Objectives

The three programs operate in much the same manner. They accept
referrals from the police, probation, schools and all social service
agencies., In addition, Kelcowna accepts referrals from court, and
Langley accepts referrals from store security officers. Kelowna and
Burnaby encourage parents to directly refer themselves or their
child. Langley, on the other hand, accepts parents or self referrals
only if another agency, or the schools or the police have been in
contact with the family and have recommended to the family that they
contact LYFS. (Under exceptional circumstances, LYFS has accepted

self~-referrals.)
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All three programs have specified that their target population is
the twelve year old pre—delinquent or first-time delinquent juvenile.
When the ages of youths referred to each of the programs were
examined, it was found that in fact the average age of youths referred
to both the Langley and the Burnaby programs was approximately twelve
years (see Table 11). The average age of youths referred to the
Kelowna program (13%), however, was a little higher. Thus, it appears
that Kelowna Youth and Family Services ié counselling a greater
percentage of older adolescents.

Another procedural objective for all three programs is to provide
intensive short-term family counselling for approximately three
months. Data was obtained on all the 725 clients referred to Langley
over 3 1/2 years, the 160 clients referred to Kelowna over 12 months
and the 123 clients referred to Burnaby over 6 months (see Table 11).
From this analysis, it was determined that at both the Langley and the
Kelowna programs, counselling had been provided to most of the clients
referred to the programs (84 and 89 percent, respectively). At LYFS,
counselling was provided, on the average, longer than three months
(4.4 months). Despite this apparent difference in overall average
length of counselling, the percentage of clients at both Langley and
Kelowna who required two to four months of intensive counselling (as
consistent with the program objectives) was approximately the same (33
and 32 percent, respectively). It appears that Langley has a greater
number of clients who require long-term counselling and Kelowna has a
greater number of clients who required brief counselling of two or

three sessions.
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The program at Burnaby Youth Services is somewhat different from
both Langley and Kelowna. Of all clients referred to Burnaby in the
first six months, 15%Z required brief counselling of one or two
sessions and 157 requiFed short—term intensive counselling of one to
four months. With only 307 of its referrals requiring counselling,
the average length of treatment provided (2 weeks) is very short
compared with the average length of treatment at Langley and Kelowna.
In addition, the percentage of clients who required two to four months
of counselling (11%) is much lower than for Langley and Kelowna.

Most of the clients referred to Burnaby Youth Services required only
advice or information (32%) or were referred elsewhere to a more
appropriate agency (25%).

Although the Burnaby program was initially designed to be a
short—-term counselling program, it appears that the needs of the
community and of the families referred to 1ts program were quite
different from Langley and Kelowna (at least for the first six
months). It appears that the reasons for which youths and families
were‘referred to the program were minor enough that families could
handle the situations themselves and only needed some professional
advice or the situations were severe enough that they warranted
long~term, intensive intervention. It may also be that the type of
youths and the families that would benefit wmost from short—term
intensive counselling were not being identified by the referral
agencies (the police, schools, social service agencies). With time,
more of these type of  —clients may be referred to the
program. (Preliminary results obtained from a more extensive evaluation

of Burnaby Youth Services presently being conducted indicate that this
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might be the case. A higher percentage of clients are now requesting
short—term counselling.)

Another area in which there are some differences between the
programs concerns the hours of oparation and whether or not the
program counsellors are 'on call' to police, schools and agencies to
deal with youth and family problems. All tne programs are the same in
that all counsellors conduct their counselling principally on a 9:00
to 5:00 working day basis, with one or more counsellors providing
occasionalevening counselling to working parents. All counsellors
conduct counselling in the home as well as at the office. Counsellors
at all three programs work closely with the police and often
'ride-along' in police patrol cars to develop better communication
between the police and the counsellors. Where the programs are
different 1s in weekend and 'on call' work. Langley and Kelowna
counsellors attempt to provide a 24-hour, on-call service to the
police and to clients. (In Langley, car telephones and beepers are
used to facilitate this action.) Burnaby counsellors do not provide a
24 hour on-call service as the emergency service office of MHR is
located near by and the RCMP have mnot indicated that they need
assistance in addition to what is provided already by emergency
services.

5. Client Characteristics, Source of Referral and Action Taken With

Clients
Table 11 presents summary comparative data for the three programs
on the average number of clients referred each month, the sex and

average age of clients, the reasons for referral, the sources of
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referral, the type of action taken on a referral, the average length

of treatment and the percentage of clients counselled for two to four

months.

Table 11: Comparison of Langley Youth & Family Services, Kelowna

Youth & Family Services and Burnaby Youth Services on Client

Characteristics, Source of Referral and Type of Action
Taken With Clients.

Langley|Kelowna|}Burnaby
(N=725)|(N=160) | (N=123)

1. Average # of clients referred per month | 17.2 13.3 | 20.5

2. Average age of juvenlles referred 11.2% | 13.6 12,9%%*
3. Percentage of males referred 63.4 63.2 75.6
4. Percentage of clients referred for a
behaviour problem 53.4 55.6 25,2
‘5., Percentage of clients referred for
committing a delinquent act 46.6 44.4 74,8
6. Percentage of clients' referred for
theft under $200 (shoplifting) 23.7 25.1 47.2
7. Percentage of referrals from police 46.5 51.5 74.8
8. Percentage of referrals from parents 16.0 18.7 8.1
9. Percentage of referrals from schools 15.4 7.6 6.5
10. Percentage of referrals from agencies 7.6 17.5 4,9
11, Percentage of referrals counselled 84 ,0*%% 188, 9%k*| 15,4

12. Percentage of referrals - advice
information only

13. Percentage of referrals - brief
service only

14. Percentage of referral - referred

unknown|unknown| 31.7

unknown|unknown} 15.4

elsewhere 2,2 3.5 25.2
15, Percentage of Cases reopened 9.9 4.1~ 8.1
16. Average length of treatment -
(in weeks) 18 5 2
17. Percentage of client receiving 2-4
months of counselling 33.0 32.4 117%
* This figure is calculated on total number of juveniles referred to
LYFS (N=626)
&k

This figure is calculated on total number of juvenlles referred to
BYS (N=115)
*%% These percentages of clients counselled may include cases in which

only brief service or information was required (see page 113 for
further discussion).
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C. SUMMARY

The juvenile crime prevention programs set up 1in Langley,
Burnaby and Kelowna are remarkably similar in terms of structure,
goals and services. The differences that have emerged between the
programs are primarily in the area of length of treatment, the
percentage of referrals from the police, the percentage of delinquent
offenders referred and the ©percentage of clients requiring
counselling. These differences are likely an indication of different
communlty needs, differences in the characteristics of clients,
differences in the number of additional resources available in the
community, the different personalities of the program staff, different
counselling strategies and the different length of time that each
program has been operating- in the community.

The most significant differences that were obser§able in this

cursory analysis of Burnaby and Kelowna are:

(1) that Kelowna has a slightly greater proportion of youths
over 13 years of age referred to its program than do Langley
or Burnaby;

(2) that Burnaby has a slightly higher proportion of boys
relative to girls referred to its service than do Kelowna or
Langley;

(3) that most of the youths referred to Burnaby have been
apprehended by the police for a delinquent offence, whereas
only half of the clients referred to Langley and Kelowna

have been apprehended by the police for a delinquent

offence;
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(4) that Langley and Kelowna operate a 24-hour on—-call crisis
intervention service for police and clients whereas Burnaby
does not;

(5) that Langley receives twice as many referrals from school
principals and counsellors than do either Kelowna or
Burnaby;

(6) that Langley and Kelowna provided intensive counselling to
over 80 percent of their clients whereas in Burnaby 6n1y 30%
of all clients referred to the program required some type
of counselling. Burnaby refers 25% of 1its referrals
elsewhere for more intensive long-term counselling and
provides information and advice to another 327 of all
clients referred to the program;

7) that, on the average, Langley provided counselling for a
much greater period of time than did ‘either Burnaby or
Kelowna. However, approximately one third of all clients of
both Langley and Kelowna required two-to-four months of
counselling. Only a few clients referred to the Burnaby
program required short—-term intensive counselling for a
period of two-to—-four months.

In summary, one could characterize the Langley program as a
short-term to medium length counselling program for non-delinquent
behaviour problem children as well as delinquent offenders referred by
the RCMP. Most of the youths referred to the program are ten to
twelve years of age. The data for Burnaby in the first 6 months

dictated the other extreme, that the requirement was for more referral
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and information/consultation services to the police and to families.
Most youths referred to Burnaby were in the twelve to thirteen year
age range and had committed a minor delinquent offence, therefore
requiring very little intensive counselling. Most families requested
only advice from program staff or needed to be referred to a more
appropriate service available in Burnaby. The Kelowna program can be
characterized as a direct service counselling program, similar to
Langley in some aspects and more similar to the Burnaby pfogram in
other aspects.

It is impossible to determine from this analysis how critical are
these differences between Langley, Kelowna or Burnaby for program
effectiveness. If the differences simply reflect the different needs
and characteristics of the different communities then all three
programs could be highly successful. If, however, these differences
reflect idiosyncratic differences between program staff, or differ-
ences in counselling strategies then it 1s possible that one or other
of the programs may not be effectively meeting the needs of clients
and the community. A more extensive analysis of the Burnaby and
Kelowna programs and of their respective communities needs to be

undertaken before this can be determined.

e ———————————

e,
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CHAPTER V11: CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

Langley Youth and Family Services 1s a family counselling
program for predelinquent and first-time delinquent offenders. The
primary objective of the program is to resolve underlying youth and
family problems that may be predisposing or precipitating a youth's
involvement in delinquent activities.

An evaluation of Langley Youth and Family Services was undertaken
by the B.C. Ministry of Attorney General for two primary burposes:
(1) to assess whether the program was effectively and efficiently
meeting the needs of its clients and the needs of the community; and
(2) to determine whether the program was procedurally operating in a
manner consistent with the expectations of the program staff. In
addition it was hoped that through the evaluation it would be possible
to identify critical features of this juvenile delinquency prevention
program that were essential for program effectiveness. This
information would be of tremendous value to program planners and
policy makers in making decisions about the development and
implementation of juvenile <crime prevention programs. Most
importantly, the information gathered in this evaluation would assist
the program staff to monitor and modify their program in order to
ensure optimum benefit to youths and families.

An issue central to the design of the evaluation study concerned
the use of recidivism rates as a criterion for evaluating the
effectiveness of a family counselling program aimed at
behaviour—-problem, pre—delinquent and minor delinquent youths. While

recidivism rates are a useful measure for assessing program success
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(when systematically and properly recorded for an extended, two-to-
three year period of time following counselling), it should not be the
only or principal criterion. Many of the youths referred to LYFS have
not committed delinquent offences, although they may have severely
problematic behaviour in the school or the home. There 1s no
assurance that even without counselling intervention these youths
would have become involved in delinquent activities. Any program
helping these youths and their families must be evaluated in terms of
whether the problems that initiated referral have been resolved, not
whether the youth commits a delinquent offence following counselling.
The use of recidivism is not an appropriate criterion to evaluate
program success even with youths referred for a delinquent offence.
Most first-time delinquent offenders will not commit a second offence
(or possibly, will not be apprehended a second time) even if there is
no intefvention. But that is not to say that the underlying problems
that may have precipitated the youth's delinquent acting—-out behaviour
have been resolved or have disappeared. Any program providing
counselling for these youths and their families must also be
principaily concerned with addressing and resolving the underlying
personal and familial problems, not whether the youth 1s apprehended a
second time.

Central to this issue concerning the selecton of an appropriate
criteria of the program effectiveness (i.e. reduced recidivism rates
and resolution of family and youth problems), is an issue concerning
the durability and stability of program effects. While the program

may successfully resolve family problems and inhibit youth involvement
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in delinquent activities in the short run (the first three~to-six
months), in the long-run (one-to-two years later) rates may climb and
the family probiems may return. To determine this, follow-up
assessments and a check of police juvenile records two-to~three years
following counselling should be conducted.

Another related 1issue cqncerns establishing and assessing the
community's criterion for program success. The RCMP, the social
workers, the school counsellors and principals, the communiﬁy ﬁealth
nurses, store owners and éecurity officers, probation officers and the
families themselves, may all have quite different ideas of how the
Langley Youth Service Program helps them. Families may not be
concerned principally with resolving all their problems or pPreventing
their child from becoming heavily involved in delinquent activities,
Rather, they may be more concerned with having someone to talk to or
with finding means to cope better with their problems. The police may
value the program because it reduces the amount of time they need to
spend investigating and closing the file on delinquency offences or
the program may relieve the frustration and sense of helplessness
police feel when a youth commits a delinquent offence and is not
penalized or given treatment in any way. (Typically, when youths are
charged, the courts turn them over for supervision by probation.)
Schools and social service agencies may appreclate having a place to
refer youths and families . that require short-term intensive
counselling, Schools can then continue to deal primarily with only
academic problems and the social service agencles can devéte their

energles to severely disturbed youths and adults,
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In 1light of these 1ssues and a number of other factors
methodologically constraining the study, the evaluation study was
designed primarily as a non-experimental process analysis with limited
assessment of client and community impact. No attempt was made in the
evaluation study to experimentally test whether the program was
achieving its objectives; that is (1) whether the program (as opposed
to no intervention strategy) was successfully resolving family and
youth problems, and (2) whether the program was effectively preventing
or reducing youth involvement in delinquent activities.

The study involved describing and analyzing the program goals and
objectives, the program operating procedures, the type of services
provided, the needs and characteristics of the referred population,
the needs of the community (particularly of the police, schools and
agencies) and the amount of client and community self-reported
satisfaction with the program.

The main results are briefly listed below. Where relevant, the
implications or significance of the results are discussed.

(1) In the past, the goals and objectives of the program had not
been clearly formulated and clearly stated. The present
evalvation, however, determined that there were three
;i lmary objectives for the program, (a) to resolve family
and youth interpersonal problems'that may be contributing or
predisposing youths toward juvenile delinquency, (2) to
maintain effective communication and cooperation with other
community agencies in the delivery of services to families

and youths referred to LYFS, and (3) to assist police to

(2)

(3)

(4)
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become more knowledgeable about family dysfunction.

Langley Youth and Family Services directs its services to
families with pre-delinquent and minor delinquent youths
under 13 years of age(older children with non-delinquent

problem behaviour are also accepted).

Langley Youth and Family Services carry out the following

activities with clients or in the community: family and
individual counselling, home visits, 24 hour on-call crisis
response to police and clients, marital counselling,
one-on-one child care counselling, behaviour modification
programs, juvenile delinquency and counselling information
workshops for police officers, information/advice to parents
and the community and case consultation with parents,
agencies and schools.

The Program staff find the environmental conditions and the
administrative/accountability structure of the program
extremely satisfactory. According to program staff, the
financial resources for the program are adequate, their
contract agreement with the Langley City and Township
Council and the RCMP allows them maximum autonomy and
flexibility to work effectively, the police and community
are highly supportive and cooperative, there are substantial
resources available to them for referral or advice and there
is a close working relationship between LYFS and all

community social service agencies or iggtitutions.




(5)

~124~-

In their contract with the Langley City and Township Council
(the principal funders,) it is specified that Langley Youth
and Family Services is directly accountable to the
Officer-In-Charge, Langley RCMP. The program staff find
that this organizational structure assists them in the task
of establishing a close working relationship with police
officers who are having to deal with juveniles. There was
no indication from the social service personnel in L;ngley
that they thought LYFS's direct connection with the RCMP
impeded their acceptance in the community as a family
counselling program for all parents and youths irrespective
of any involvement in actual delinquent offences.

These findings are pertinent to a discussion of the larger
issue of whether al1l delinquency prevention in other
communities should be administratively cohnected with the
police detachment in their community or whether the program
should be accountable to a community board composed of
representatives from social service agencies, police and
schools. This issue is not easily resolved in one direction
or the other. In most cases it depends upon the attitudes
of the particular community in which the program is
operating.

It is primarily important that for the program to be
effective it must have a close working relationship with
both the police®and the social service community. TIf the

police in the community are highl& distrustful of the social

(6)

(D)

(8)
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service system's ability to respond to their problems
dealing with the young first-time delinquent offender, then
a direct connection between the program and the police might
be instrumental in breaking down this barrier, Since the
program staff are social workers and are familiar with the
social service system then they should be able to establish
a cooperative and supportive relationship with the social
service community. There is a danger that the 'social
service community will view the program as a police program
only and thereforé refuse to refer non-delinquent c¢r
pre-delinquent problem youths. But there is probably a much
greater danger, if the program is organizationally associat-
ed with the social éervice community, the police will feel

the program and the counsellors will pay little attention to

.their needs. The program counsellors may'find it extremely

difficult to overcome these negative attitudes and

prejudices from police.

‘The program staff are adequately qualified and highly

motivated in their work as youth and family counsellors.
LYFS began operating March, 1977. Over a period of 3
Years, LYFS has received 725 referrals at a total operating
cosﬁ of épproximately $236,000, The cost per client 1{is
aﬁproximately $325.00.

Counselling was provided to 847 of all clients referred.
The average duratiqn of treatment for those clients who have

received intensive counselling 1s 4-6 months (most clients




(9

(10)

(11)

(12)

(13)
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receive one session per week).

The average age of juvenlles referred to LYFS 1is 11.2
years. They range In age from 3 to 17 years. Two-thirds of
the referred youths are boys. Most of the children under
thirteen years of age are boys whereas the older youths are
about equally divided between boys and girls.

46.5%Z of the youths have been referred for committing a
delinquent offence. (Approximately half of this number are
shoplifting offences). The remaining youths have been
referred for non-delinquent behavioural problems 1in the home
or at school.

The Langley RCMP made approximately 467 of all referrals.
Schools referred 15%. (Another 15% were parent referrals at
the instigation of the schools). While most of the
delinquency referrals came from the police, the police were
also responsible for 297% of all non-delinquent behaviour
problem referrals. It appears that the Langley RCMP were
successfully attempting to identify and intervenewith
problem youths before these youth became involved in
delinquent activities.

Contrary to popular opinion, a majority of the referred
youths (58%) had stable 1living environments with both
natural parents. Only 22% of the gouths were living with a
single parent.

Following termination of counselling at LYFS, 10 percent

(72) of the cases were reopened for additional counselling.

(14)
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Twenty-seven of these cases (4%Z of the total population)
involved youths who had committed a delinquent offence of
which twenty had previous offences. The total number of
youths who had committed a delinquent offence following
counselling at LYFS was not recorded. The total number of
youths and families still experiencing problems or who have
had a reoccurrence of problems following treatment by LYFS
was also not known. No systematic follow—up of LYFS clients
was conducted.
The parents of sixteen former clients of LYFS were surveyed
as to their perception of the problems they experienced and
whether they were satisfied with services received at LYFS.
From the responses attained, it was determined that:

(1) most of the parents felt that they had

received individual counselling for their

child;

(2) half of the families indicated that in

addition they receilved family counselling on

how to cope with their child and improve

parent-child communication;

(3) a few parents sald they also recelved
marital counselling;

(4) the areas of greatest problem that
precipitated referral to LYFS were frequent
parent-child conflict and poor academic
performance at school;

(5) approximately 50% of the problems
experienced by the families had improved as a
result of the counselling at LYFS;

(6) parents felt that they were coping better
on 727 of all the listed problems;

(7) all the parents indicated they were very
comfortable with the program counsellors;
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(8) most parents (14) indicated that their
counsellor was very supportive, accepting and
trustworthy; ’
(9) most parents (13) felt that the services
they had received had helped them deal more
effectively with their problems. (Only one
parent noted that problems had intensified);
(10) most parents (15) indicated that they
would go back to the program if they needed
additional help;
(15) Questionnaires were sent to all elementary and junior
secondary schools in Langley, the district supervisor of
Human Resources, Langley Probation and Family Services,
Ministry of Health Nursing Service and the director of
Langley Community Service. All principals and social
service personnel indicated they were extremely satisfied
with Langley Youth and Family Services and hoped it would be
expanded. Several 1individuals mentioned that the program
staff were presently too overloaded to deal with all the
youths and families in Langley that needed help.
In summary, three general conclusions can be made: (1) the pro-
gram 1s operating successfully according to its counceptual plan; (2)
there is a high degree of satisfaction from the police, schools and
social service agencies that the program is meeting the needs of the
community, and (3) while parents of delinquent and behaviour problem
youth (sample size = 16) did not feel that all their problems were

being resolved, nevertheless, most of them felt highly satisfied with

the program and most felt they were coping better with their problems.
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CHAPTER VIII - RECOMMENDATIONS

The following recommendations are made on the basis of
information gathered in the evaluation study of Langley Youth and
Family Services. These recommendations are the expressed opinions and
observations of the principal researcher and therefore they should not
be considered to represent the official view of the Ministry of
Attorney General, Some of these recommendations pertain to the
particular program operating 1n Langley, others pertain 'to any
juvenile c¢rime prevention program operating i1in any community
(specifically family counselling programs for young offenders).

1. It is reccmmended that the family counselling program of

Langley Youth and Family Services be promoted as a low—cost

approach to deal with family and juvenile problems that come

to the attention of the police and other community grogps;

However, whether or not the program is an effective approach

tq;prevent or reduce juvenile crime can not be determined as

yet.

2, Former police and progra.. nolicy statements that identified

the objective of the LYFS program as reducing or preventing

juvenile crime should be changed to reflect objectives

specified in the present evaluation.

3. Comnunity opinions indicate that there is a need for an

increase in the number of counsellors available at LYFS,

Several community agencies and several school principals

stated that they had many more youths and families they would
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like to refer to Langley Youth and Family Services. At the
Present time they did not make these referrals because they
believed that the counsellors were already too busy. Agency
staff also expressed a desire that LYFS accept referrals of
older delinquent youths. The researcher does not recommend
this action as older (16-18 year-old) youths with delinquent
and non—-delinquent  behaviour problems usually require
long-term intensive treatment. This would detract from the
type of short-term family counselling the program staff can
presently give to a large number of families with younger
children.School counsellors and principals also expressed a
desire for more frequent aund regular feedback on the cases
they had referred, Added staff at Lyrs would eliminate the
problem of "not enough time" and thus make it possible for the
counsellors to contact the schools immediately and frequently.

At a minimum, systematic follow-up assessment of clients__

should be made by LYFS, three-to-six months following
termination of counselling.

Ideally, a check of police juvenile records and family and
youth assessment should be made two-to~three years following
counselling. Fundamental to an evaluation of the effective-
ness of a social service prﬁgram 1s an assessment of the
reason for referral, an assessment immediately following
treétmént "0 document freatment effects),‘and a systematic
follow-up assessment of the client at 3 three~-to-six month
interval following termination of treatment. (Where possible,

even a 2-year follow-up period is advisable.) The purpose of
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the follow-up assessment is to document the stability and
durability of client behavioural changes and other program
effects. These three assessment functions should be carried
out systematically and objectively. The formality and
extensiveness of the pre-assessment, post-assessment and
follow=-up assessment, however, can vary considerably. An
assessment can involve intensive testing of all psychological,
social, and intellectuai functions or at the other'extreme,
simply ‘involve an informal therapist assessment of the
client's psychological well-being. The Langley Youth and
Family Services program conducts an informal pre~assessment
and an informal pPost-assessment of the client following
counselling but no attempt 1is made to conduct systematic
follow-up assessment of clients at a specified period of time

following counselling,

A  systematic information record-keeping system should be

implemented at LYFS to facilitate on-going program monitoring

and self-evaluation.

Funders and accountability  boards frequently request
information and summary statistics from program staff on the
program's operation and its clients, This necessitates
examining client files retrospectively for each separate piece
of information. This type of action 1is extremely time-
consuming and wasteful. ' In addition, much of the information
requested is missing or’incompletely recorded in the client's
file. These problems can be eliminated by anticipating all

information: that funders, program staff and accountability
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boards would want on a regular or sporadic basis and by
implementing a systematic information record~keeping system to
collect this information. Summary statistics can be auto-
matically tabulated daily, weekly, monthly and yearly without
any additional effort. By providing relevant information to
program staff on a frequent and regular basis, two objectives
can be achieved; (1) the program can be continuaily monitored
to ensure that it is functioning properly and, (2) if can be
evaluated in terms of its successfulness in achieving program
and client objectives. This action would eliminate the need
for expensive, external evaluations. At the present time
Langley Youth and Family Services systematically records some
program and client information, but this system is inefficient
and inadequate for all their information needs.

A record-keeping system should be instélled whereby LYFS

counsellors can be immediately notified by the RCMP when any

present or former LYFS client is brought to the attention of

the police for suspected or alleged delinquent activities.

However, recidivism rates should not be used as the only or

primary criterion of effectiveness in the evaluation of family

counselling programs for pre-delinquent and minor delinquent

youths,
Previous offences, recidivism rates and first-time incidents
of delinquent activities involving former LYFS clients should

be recorded as one of the variables of client characteristics
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and as one measure for evaluating and monitoring the effect of
this type of interventicn on a delinquent youth's behaviour.
(Recidivisms should be systematically recorded for an extended
period of time, two-to-three years, following counselling.)
Although low recidivism rates are not sufficient evidence of
the successfulness of an early intervention family counselling
program, recldivism rates that are too high would be
indicative that the program is failing in some areas. At
present, LYFS is not automatically and immediately notified
when a former LYFS client comes in contact with the Langley
RCMP. In fact, LYFS does not systematically measure auny
variables that could be taken as appropriate criteria for

evaluating the program's effectiveness. The selection of

_approprlate criteria of effectiveness for a family counselling

program 1s discussed 1n the 'conclusions' section of the

report.

It is recommended that programs like Langley Youth and Family

Services should be supported by the community in which it

operates in order to ensure that it addresses the needs of the

community in which it operates.

The comparison of the Langley program with the Burnaby and
Kelowna program indicated that the needs of a community are
likely to vary considerably and that a program must be
responsive to these needs. TIf the community is the principal
funder of the program then it 1s more likely that they will
take a vested interest in monitoring the program to ensure

that it effectively serves the needs of the community.
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It 1s recommended that LYFS should continue to be attached

directly to the Langley RCMP detachment but should be able to

report directly to both the RCMP and the Langley Council for

accountability.

The evaluation study did not indicate that the program's close
association with the police had any negative effects in terms
of its relations with the social service community and in
terms of the clients' willingness to receive counselling. In
fact, 1t was the opinion of the program staff and police
that attachling the program directly to the RCMP detachment had
facilitated better cooperation and communication between the
program staff and individual members of the RCMP, resulting in
more referrals of juveniles and thelr families. Although this
arrangement appears to function effectively in Langley, one
should not assume 1t would be an appropriate ai :angement in
other communities and with other types of programs.

It is recommended that research be carried out to determine

empirically whether, in general, a social service program

attached to the local police detachment facilitates or impedes

its effactiveness as a service for pre—delinquent and minor

delinquent youths and their families.

Information 1s needed regarding the families and youth's
acceptance of a counselling program that is attached to the
police. Do they percelve the program as an "arm of the

police"” or as another social service available in the

10.

11.

12.
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community? Are these youths and families more receptive or
more resistant to assistance offerred by counsellors attached
to the police as opposed to a situation in which the
counsellors are attached to a community social service agency.

Program objectives and goals should be clearly specified in

operational, measurable terms during the planning and

developmental stages of a program.

Too often social service programs operate without any clearly
stated idea of what are its objectives for clients referred to
the program. Without clearly stated, measurable objectives it
is impossible to evaluate whether the program is successfully
serving a need in the community.

The needs of the community and of the target client population

must be researched and documented. Program objectives and

services should be directly linked to these needs.

Program evaluation should be conducted as part of an on-going

monitoring and management information system which is built

into every program during the planning and development stage.

Evaluation of program effectiveness should be conducted bas
part of management's on-going monitoring and supervision of
program resources, clients and treatment effects. The
information questions that arise from on-going progranm
monitoring and self-evaluation must be addressed by a
management information system that is built into the program

during the planning and development stage.
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It is recommended that a large-scale longitudinal research

study be carried out to determine what proportion of behaviour

problem youth identified in B, C. communities later commit a

delinquent offence and what proportion of first-time offenders

commit a second offence.

Juvenile delinquency prevention programs operate on the
assumption that they are able to identify behaviour problen
children that are at risk for later involvement 1in delinquent
activities if no treatment were provided. Unfortunately even
the most sophisticated prediction instruments are extremely
inaccurate. A sizable proportion of identified pre-
delinquents may never commit a delinquent offence with or
without therapeutic interven:tion. And there may be a sizable
proportion of youth not identified as potentially-delinquent
who later become involved in delinquent offences. The size of
these false positive and false negative prediction errors are
important in determining the effectiveness of the early
intervention prevention progranms. Low recidivism rates are
meaningless 1if in fact very few of the referred population
would have continued their involvement 1in delinquent
activities. In addition if there are a large number of youths
apprehended for delinquent offences who were not identified
and treated ét an earlier time, then in a sense the program
"has missed the boat”. It would be possible to determine the

slze of the false positive and false negative errors for each

l4.
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program by employing a randomized control group of youths who
are identified as potentially delinquent but are not treated.
This may not be feasible for each community program. However,
by carrying out a large-scale (1,000 - 2,000 youths) study
specifically investigating the effect of no intervention on
behaviour problem youth identified as potentially delinquent,
a constant can be derived for use in single-case evaluation
studies that are unable to use control groups.

It is recommended that a cost-effectiveness analysis be

conducted on the delinquency prevention, youth and family

counselling programs in comparison with alternative approaches

for dealing with minor juvenile offenders.

This cost-effectiveness analysis should take into
consideration the total costs (including hidden costs
associated with using outside 'free' resources) of providing
services to potentially-delinquent, behaviour problem
children, - of which an undetermined percentage would not have
later committed a delinquent offense (whether intervention had
occurred or not). This cost must be balanced agalnst the
projective costs of potentially-delinquent and first-time
delinquent offenders who would go on to commit many delinquent
of fences (possibly leading- to adult criminal activity) 1if

intervention had not occurred.
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APPENDIX A

Terms of Research Agreement
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Terms of Research Agreement

for a Program Review of

Langley Youth and Family Services

In order to conduct a program review (process evaluation) of Langley
Youth and Family Services the following terms of research have been formulated
by the principal researcher (Ministry of Attorney General, Research Unit)
and by the program directors of Langley Youth and Family Services. The 'terms
of research' specify the purpose and research methods for the review, and outline
conditions for the gathering and dissemination of research data. The terms of
research agreement have been reviewed and agreed upon by the officer-in-charge,
Langley RCMP, representatives of the Langley City Council and by the director
of the Crime Prevention Committee, Ministry of Attorney General.

I. Purpose of Review:

(1) The principal researcher and program staff will conjointly conduct
a review (often called a process evaluation) of Langley Youth and
Family Services to supplement information provided in the Consultation
Centre report. The objectives of this review are to accurately
describe the goals, program objectives, type of services provided,
client characteristics and program outcomes. This information will
serve two basic purposes; 1) to determine whether the Langley program
is doing what the program staff want it to be doing, and 2) to make
tentative statements about program efficiency and effectiveness.

(2) Based on information obtained in the review of Langley Youth and
Family Services and based on information obtained in a similar review
of Kelowna Youth and Family Services and Burnaby Youth Services, the
researcher will attempt to identify critical features of the services
that are essential for program effectiveness.

(3) The researcher and Langley program staff will identify and clarify
issues relevant to the development and operation of Langley Youth
and Family Services that may aid policy makers in making decisions
about the development and implementation of juvenile crime prevention
programs. This will involve an examination of issues concerning the
historical background of the program, the administration and funding

operation, and the case monitoring and information management pro-
cedures.

IT. Research Objectives and Procedures

(1) Establish the goals of the Langley Services and their specific measur-
able objectives. (Interview program staff.)

(2) Describe what services are provided to meet each goal and specific
objectives. (Interview program staff.)

(3) Describe the size, characteristics and needs of the population being
serviced. (Code and computer analyze client information from files
on sex, age, referral source, nature of program, length of treatment.)

e gpm—— o
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(4) Describe the case management procedures - identification, referral,
intake, assessment, diagnosis, counselling, termination and follow-
up.

(5) Make tentative statements about program effectiveness: (Interview
staff; observation; analysis of client information.)

a) assess the clarity of goals and objectives,

b) determine what objectives are presently being measured and what
objectives need to be measured,

c) assess whether services are being provided to meet these objectives,

d) determine whether the target population (as stated in the objec~
tives) are in fact the population being serviced,

e) determine whether the needs of the clients are being addressed
by the particular services being provided,

f) identify strengths or weaknesses in the case management procedures,
g) determine the validity of the case management procedures.

(i) Does the process of identification pick out youths who are in
actual need of the Langley Services? If not, why?

(ii) Are the identified population being referred to the Langley
Services? If not, why?

(iii) Are the referred population accepted for counselling? If not,
why?

(iv) Are the assessment procedures adequate and accurate?

(v) Is a correct diagnosis arrived at based on the assessment and
diagnosis?

(vi) Are counselling strategies directly linked to assessment and
diagnosis?

(vii) 1Is the case terminated at the appropriate time?

(viii) 1Is appropriate intake and follow-up information being obtained
in order to measure attainment of objectives?

h) determine whether program objectives (those that are presently
measured) are being met. (Interview staff, program statistics.)

i) identify other results or benefits of the services that were not
specified in the stated objectives of the program.

(Interview
staff.)
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Describe the skills and attitudes of the program staff. (Interview
staff; attitude questionnaires.)

Describe the administrative structure and management procedures of
the program. Identify critical issues or features that affect program
effectiveness. (Interview staff.)

Assess and describe, 1) the amount of community and other agency aware-
ness of the program, 2) the nature and intensity of interorganizational
relations between the program and other community agencies or insti-
tutions, 3) the flow or network of information between the program

and the referral services, and 4) community satisfaction with the
program. Identify critical issues that affect program effectiveness.
(Interviews; questionnaires.)

Describe the historical background of Langley Youth and Family
Services. (Interview staff.)

Survey a sample of previous clients of Langley Youth and Family
Services to determine their perception of changes attributable to
the counselling program and to determine their degree of satisfac-
tion with LYFS.

III. Conditicus for the Gathering and Dissemination of Information.

(D

(2)

(3)

(4)

The above stated research objectives will be pursued through the
collection of data from existing records, through interviews with
the program staff, the officer in charge of the Langley RCMP and
other significant community persons. The program directors agree
to give the researcher access to any and all written material that
does not jeopardize the confidentiality of individual clients.

The program directors agree to provide all information sought by
the researcher in addressing each of the objectives set out in the
'terms of research agreement'.

The program directors agree to cooperate in the collection of the

data and to be available for interviewing over the period May 1, 1980 -
August 1, 1980. It is expected that a report on the review of Langley
Youth and Family Services will be available by the end of August, 1980.

Prior to formal circulation the report must be read and approved by
program staff for the purpose of identifying and correcting any
factual errors. 1If there are any disputes about the interpretation
of data, an outside mutuyally designated mediator will be consulted.
Langley City and Township Councils, and the Langley RCMP will also
receive a copy of the report for their perusal, prior to its formal
circulation.

(5)

(6)
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Langley Youth and Family Services is comsidered by the Ministry cf
Attorney General to be an exemplary program. The Ministry of Attcrney

General acknowledses the time and energy contributed by program staff
toward the researcn.

Any of the above terms of research can be amended upon the full agree-
ment of the signing parties.

Date

Principal Researcher
Ministry of Attorney General

Ministry of Attorney General

Director
Langley Youth and Family Services

Ministry of Attorney General

Assistant Director
Langley Youth and Family Services

Langley RCMP

Langley City Manager

Municipal Clerk
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APPENDIX B

Client Satisfaction Questionnaire
(with covering letter)
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Province of Ministry of Robson Square
iti i Attorriey-General A®; 800 Hornby Street (4th Floor
British Columbia y o ver Beidge) }
OFFICE OF THE British Columbia
DEPUTY MINISTER V6Z 2C5

July 31, 1980

Dear Family:

Langley Youth and Family Services is concerned with helping youths ;
and families in the best possible way. The staff of Langley Youth and Family 3
Services is therefore working with the researcher from the Ministry of
Attorney General to 'evaluate' how well Langley Youth and Family Services f
is helping families and to learn how to improve their program.

You can help the researchers 'evaluate' Langley Youth and Family
Services by answering some questions about the services you have received.

We are interested in your honest opinions whether they are positive or
negative.

You were randomly chosen to be part of this study by file number only.
Your name is not known to the researcher. Heather Herrington, from Langley
Youth and Family Services, has phoned you to ask your permission to partici-
pate in this study. She will phone you again on
to check whether you need any help answering the questionnaire. However,

please feel free to contact her yourself if you have any question (Phone:
533-3030).

When you have completed the questionnaire pleas= put it in the self-
addressed stamped envelope to be mailed directly to the Ministry of
Attorney General, Research Unit. Your individual answers to the questions

will never be known to the staff of Langley Youth and Family Services. The
researcher will never know your name and identity.

Therefore, please be completely honest in reporting your feelings about
your experiences at Langley Youth and Family Services. This information
will help us improve the program. Please answer all the questions. We
also welcome your comments and suggestions. When you have completed the

questionnaire please indicate the date in the top right hand corner of the
first page.

Ve appreciate your time and effort.

Sincerely,

[

!

’1

Wendy Rowe ﬁ

Research Officer 1
WR/jlm 3
Encl. -4
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Date

LYFS CLIENT SATISFACTION SURVEY

Please read each question carefully,

€ If there is a blank 1i i
please fill in the appropriate answer. o e yoreer a question

types of answers, check off ( ) the answer that be

feelings. Check only one box per question unless t

1 .
truthfully as possible. 0ld otherwise.

If a question gives a number of possible
st describes your family or your

Please answer as

Remember that this inf i o]
Lonerenlly as pos boriiy ntormation about your experiences at

Services will be seen only by researcl ;.
of Attorney General. y by cliers at the Ministry

Langley Youth and Family Services wi
will never know what are
your answers, and the researchers will never know your name or identity

Were you ever referred to Langley- Youth and Family Services?

Chec% off which duration category corresponds to the amount
of time you received services from LYFS.

Less than 3 months [ ]

More than 3 months [ ]

3. What was the date (month/

year) of your last session at L
Youth and Family Services? aneley

4. Check off who is answering this questionnaire
(1) mother [ ]
(2) father 1
(3) youth [T} Give age

5. Describe the family arrangement.
(1) natural mother and father 3
(2) natural parent and step-parent 3
(3) single mother (separated or divorced) [
(4) single father (separated or divorced) [
(5) single parent due to death of spouse [ ]
(6) foster parents [ )]
(7) Other []

6.

Indicate the number of children in family.

7.

How many of these children are less than 6 years 0ld?

8. How many of these children are less than 17 years o0l1d?

D Yes D No

DO NOT WRITE IN
THIS SECTION,

Case # [J [ (]

Col. 4-6
Col. 7—8E§%% E%%% -

Col.9-11 [ [T ]

Col. 12 [ ]

File Number:

Date Sent:

Date Received:

Col. 13 [ ]

Col. 14 [ ]
Col. 15 [ ]

--—.g—q
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9. Check off which individual was first referred to Langley
Youth and Family Services. (Check one,)

(1) youth (female) [ |
(2) youth (male) ]
(3) mother 3
(4) father |
(5) mother & father [::]
(6) entire family |
10. Who else accompanied the referred person to LYFS on one or

more sessions? (Check one.)
(1) both parents & sibling(s) [::]
(2) both parents 1
(3) mother & sibling ]
(4) mother only 1
(5) father & sibling [::]
(6) father only [::]
(7) others (who) (1

11. Check off which one of these problems was the primary
reason for referral to LYFS. (Check one.)

(1) problem at school
(2) runaway child

(3) child abuse

(4) marital problems

(5) other family-related
problems

(6) general youth behavior
problems

(7) stealing & theft
under $200

(8) shoplifting
(9) breaking & enter

(10) drugs and/or alcohol
(include glue sniffing)

(11) theft over $200 and/or
stolen property

0 0 oud 0o oaodo

DO NOT WRITE IN
THIS SECTION

col. 16 [ ]

col. 17 [}

Col. 18-19[ ] [ ]
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(12) arson and/or vandalism [::]
(13) other delinquent act [] what?
(14) other (general) [::] what?

12. Who referred you or your child to Langley Youth and Family
Services? (Check one)
(9) Doctor ]

(1) RCMP ]

(2) Probation Officer [ | (10) Neighbor or Friend [ |

(3) School (11) Self (as parent) [::]
(12) Self (for self) [ ]

(4) Store official
(5) Human Resources (13) other (who?) [::]

(6) Mental Health

(7) Family Services

(8) Public Health
Nurse

U 0oooo

13. When were you referred? Month Year
14, Did you receive counselling? Yesl [ No [::]

15. If yes, how long did you receive counselling (give actual
number of months?

16. If no, why not? (Check one)
(1) inappropriate (wrong) referral [::]
(2) referred elsewhere (who?) ]

(3) felt family did not need
counselling/could cope by
themselves

(4) felt LYFS could no nothing
to help the family

17. Who was your counsellor?
Jim Smith [_]
Fred West [::]
Other (who?)[ |

18. Using the 1-5 scale, indicate whether you agree or disagree

with the following statements about your relationship with
your counsellor

DO NOT WRITE IN
THIS SECTION

co1. 20-21 | []

Col. 22-25

0 O ]
col. 26 [ |

col. 27-28 | []

col. 29 [_]

Col. 30 [ ]
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(a) I distrusted the counsellor. (cl+)

Never Rarely Sometimes

5 4 3

Often

2

(b) The counsellor acted cold and distant. (cl+)

Never Rarely Sometimes

5 4 3

Often

2

(c) The counsellor was very patient. (cl-)

Never Rarely Sometimes

5 4 3

Often

2

Always

1

Always

1

Always

1

(d) I believe the counsellor had a genuine desire to be of

service to me. (cl-)
Never Rarely Sometimes

5 4 3

Often

2

Always

1

(e) The counsellor acted as though he thought my concerns and

problems were important to him.
Never Rarely Sometimes

5 4 3

(cl-)
Often

2

Always

1

(£) I felt the counsellor accepted me as an individual.

Never Rarely Sometimes

5 4 3

Often

2

Always

1

(g) The counsellor insisted on being right always. (cl+)

Never Rarely Sometimes

5 4 3

Often

2

Always

1

(cl-)

DO NOT WRITE IN
THIS SECTION

Col.31 [ ]

Col.32 []

Col. 33 l:l

Col.34 [ ]

Col.35 []

Col.36 [ |

Col.37 [ ]
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(h) In our talks, the counsellor écted as if he were
better than I, (cl+)

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always

5 4 3 2 1

(1) The counsellor acted as if he had a job to do and
didn't care how he accomplished it. (cl+)

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always

(j) The counsellor acted uncertain of himself. (co+)

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always

3 4 -3 2 1

(k) The counsellor gave the impression of "feeling at
ease". (co-)

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always

(1) In opening our conversations, the counsellor was relaxed
and at ease. (co-) o

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always

5 4 3 ’ 2 1

(m) The counsellor was awkward in starting our interview. (co+)

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always

> 4 3 2 1

(n) The counsellor seemed restless while talking to me. (co+)

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always

DO NOT WRITE IN
THIS SECTION

Col. 38 [:[

Col.39 []

Col. 40 ]

Col. 41 [:,

Col. 42 [

Col. 43 E:]

Col.44 [:]
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i 21(a). Indicate if any of the following problems or situations existed
DO NOT WRITE IN l ) . ; )
! with your child or in your family before you were referred to
19. Describe events that led to your referral.to La?gley‘ioufh THIS SECTION | LYFS, whether they had improved, were they the same or worse
and Family Services. Was the problem a f1r§t time situa E after you received counselling at LFYS, and whether you feel DO NOT WRITE IN
tion or was it one that had occurred many times in the E that now you are coping with the problems or situations better. THIS SECTION
past, getting worse all the time. | (Check as many problems as you like but only the problems that
Col. 45-48 | existed prior to your referral to LYFS. If you check off that
: ! a problem existed prior to LYFS be sure to also indicate Card 2
[::] [::] [::] [:::] \ . whether this problem has changed.)
E ' Case ff
i ' Col. 1-3
i s
] -
}
i Before After Coping
Lo LYFS LYFS Better
20. What kind of services were provided to you or your child(s) : _ Toe
(check as many as apply). i Worse | Same | proved |} Yes | No
(1) marital counselling ]::] Col. 49 [::]
X . l. Frequent conflict between Col. 4-6
i 1 with
(2) parental guidance in how to dea 1 )
(discipline) child 1 col. 50 [] marital partners 5 N O N
. . s141 blem 2. Frequent conflict between Col. 7-9
(3) special plan to modify child's pro [::] 51 ¢ and child
behaviour Col. [::] parent andg chit : N I Ny
. . : 3. Child (youth) has problem Col. 10-12
(4) training or guidance 1n how to improve Col. 52 [ ] . »
communication between parent and youth [ behaviour at home I O
] l | l . ild . -
(5) job counselling (for youth) Col. 53 * gz;iviéigugi)sgiiogrOblem Efij liiJli__J
: ; i th about the
(6) °°ugie11;2§£f’ii;§ng ro youth 2 [ coi.54 [ | 5. Youth is getting into Col. 16-18
problem trouble with police 1 10
; { i i hool behaviour :
(7 advt;e in dealing with schoo ol. 55 [::] 6. Youth is getting poor ‘ col. 19-21
ProDLEems grades at school 110
: : i i ademic pro- [:j l l
(8) iiVIce.lnsiﬁziing with any ac P Col.56 7. Youth is being truant Col. 22-24
ems in from school '
(9) someomne to talk to ] co1.57 [ 5. Youth 1s hanging around _ ICOl] ZS-LJ ]
i isis situa- [:] [:j ; with 'bad' friends I
(10) resolve or counsel family crisis si t Wit
tions ol 28 | 9. Youth is frequently out Col. 28-30
i . .
11) referred me (family) to someone else ; late at night 13
ab who could provide better assistance | i Col.>5? I l | 10. Youth is rumning avay 1 313
2 ide information and consultation 1 : from home | ) | |
aw l;io:lnumber of matters D Col. 60 D | . . g ) L]
L @ 11, You?h is drinking alcohol Eij. 34-36
it was an inappropriate referral, | and/or doing drugs 3
a» 2 Wived no szgvice and was not [::] Col. b1 [::] { '
rece ! 12, Other problems
referred elsewhere [::] % , .
., . (] Col.62 : :
(14) other sexrvices (describe) 21(b) If there are problems that did not exist prior to referral to LYFS
but surfaced after you began counselling at LYFS then describe
these problems. (Indicate whether they are better now and /or whe-
ther you are coping better.)
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DO NOT WRITE IN THIS SECTION

Problem Score
Average Improved Score

Average Coping Score Col.

42-45

22, Chose the primary reason for why counselling was not
initiated or if received, why it was terminated.
(Check one.)

(1) family was referred elsewhere

(2) there was no problem that required counselling
services

(3) no more help was needed as problems were
resolved

(4) problems were not resolved but counselling
was no longer being useful

(5) although problems were not resolved, the
relationship with the counsellor was not

oo

satisfactory
mother . youth
father family together
counsellor mutual between

counsellor and
family

23. Indicate who decided to terminate counselling.

mother [] youth ]

father [ family together [}
counsellor [ ]

mutual between counsellor and family [ |

24. On the following scales, rate how satisfied you were with

the services you received at Langley Youth and Family Services

(Circle only one rating per question.)

(1) How would you rate the quality of service you received?

Excellent Good Fair Poor

4 3 2 1

Col. 37-38 [ ] ]
Col. 39-41 |1 1)
L] ]

L L

Col. 46 [ ]

Col. 47 :ﬂ

Col. 48[ ]

oy
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(2) pid you get the kind of service you wanted?

No, defi- No, not Yes, Yes,
nitely not really generally definitely
1 2 3 4

(3) To what extent has the program met your needs?

Almost all of Most of my Only a few None of my
my needs have needs have of my needs needs have
been met been met have been met been met

4 3 2 1

(4) If a friend were in need of similar help, would you recommend
the program to him/her?

No, defi- No,I don't Yes, I Yes, defi~
nitely not think so think so nitely
1 2 3 4

(5) How satisfied are you with the amount of help you received?

Quite dis- Indifferent or Mostly Very satis-
satisfied mildly dissatisfied Satisfied fied
1 2 3 4

(6) Have the services you received helped you deal more
effectively with your problems?

Yes, they Yes, they No, they No, they
heiped a helped really seemed to make
great deal somewhat didn't help Things worse

4 3 2 1

(7) In an ovefall, general sense, how satisfied are you with
the services you received?

Very Mostly Indifferent or Quite dis-
satisfied Satisfied mildly satisfied satisfied
4 3 2 1

(8) If you were to seek help again, would you come back to
this program?

No, defi- No, I don't Yes, I Yes, defi-
nitely not think so think so nitely
1 2 3 4

DO NOT WRITE IN
THIS SECTION

col. 49[ ]

Col. 50 [_]

Col. 51 [ ]

Col. 52 [ |

Col. 53 [ ]

Col. 54 [::]

Col. 55 [ ]

Total Score

col. 56-57 1 1]
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h
What additional comments do you have about your experiences at Langley Yout
and Family Services?

-155~

APPENDIX C

The forms listed in this appendix were some of
forms being used by LYFS at the time the evaluation study was first initiated,
The referral form, interview form, parent consent form, referral confirmation
letter and case conclusion letter were used consistently. The remaining forms
were used only sporadically. Many of these forms are in the process of being
revisad to reflect the findings and recommendations of this

the case management

referred for counselling at the discretion
of police or store security officers. Tt was decided, however, that a dig-

cussion concerning the use of these letters would be imappropriate in the
context of this evaluation.

Case Management Procedures

Form A: Referral Form

Form B: (a & b) Parent Contact Letters
Form C: 1Interview Form

Form D: Parent Consent Form

Form E: Referral Confirmation Letter
Form F: Assessment Form

Form G: Reinforcement Survey Schedule

Form H: School Report

Form I: Case Conclusion Letter
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Referring Source:

L oid " i -taelad
T A W £ AR A MR AL SR D R N BT S PO SNSRI A

Losigloyy Youth & Fumly Sowien

PREVENTIVE COUNSELLING
5549 — 204 Street, Langley, B.C. V3A 124 [ Phone 533-3030
James W. Smith — Directar

Frederick W. West — Assistant Director
REFERRAL FORM

Date

PERTAINING TO:

Name

Address

Phone

School

Birthdate

PARENTS:
MName

Address Occupation Phone No.

ACCOMPLICES:
Name & Birthdate

Address chhool

Phone No.

REASQONS FOR REFERRAL:

PARENTS COMTACTED
IF CONTACTELD, PARENTS:

()
()
{1

Yes 1 Kol

Expresaetd congern,
ot concerned
Nevjative, delensive,

{Signature)

T
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Longley Youth & Foriy Sonies

PREVENTIVE COUNSELLING

5549 — 204 Street, Langley, B.C. V3A 124 ° Phone 533-3030

James W, Smith — Director Frederick W. West — Assistant Director

The Langley Probation Department and the Langley R.C.M.P., in an effort to curb
juvenile delinquent behavior have made a referral to Youth and Family Services of Langley.

It is the belief of the Youth and Famil

y Services that the direction exercised by the family
is of prime importance in the control

of the delinquent behavior of chiidren.

I have been informed that on

at approximately
a.m./p.m. your son/daughter was
involved in

It is for this reason that you are requested to contact

of the Youth and Family Services immediately at 533-3030. The Youth and Family Services
Division is obligated to inform the R.C.M.P. and Probation regarding the disposition of this
matter as soon as possible. Therefore, sh

ould we not hear from you immediately, this matter
will be referred to the R.C.M.P. and Probation for further investigation.
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— -
Longley Youth & Family Sowiens ey Yol : Funly S

5549 — 204 Street, Langley, B.C. V3A 124 - e Phone 533-3030

James W. Smith — Director Frederick W. West — Assistant Director
PREVENTIVE COUNSELLING
5549 — 204 Street, Langley, B.C. V3A 124 ° Phone 533-3030 INTERVIEW FORM
James W. Smith — Director Frederick W. West — Assistant Director Date
X Time

Previous File

New File
Name Address
Phone School
Birthdate Grade
PARENTS;
Name Address Occupation Phone No.

PREVIQUS PROBLEMS:

The , in an effort to curb increased
delinquent activity at their , is requesting the
aid of the Youth and Family Services Division, Langley.

AGENCIES INVQLVED lActive):
It is the belief of Youth and Family Services that the direction exercised by the family is of
prime importance in the control of the delinquent behaviour of children. We further believe
that parents will act to control the anti-social behaviour of their children, but can only be
expected to do so if they are fully aware that such behaviour does exist.

We are, therefore, informing you that on at approximately NOTE:
- am./p.m. your son/daughter . was
apprehended by an agent of the for

your son's/daughter’s involvement in the violation of Section 2948 of the Criminal Code of
Canada (theft under $200.00). ‘

You are requested to contact of the Youth and Family
Services immediately, at 533-3030. The Youth and Family Services is obligated to inform
R.C.M.P. and Probation regarding the disposition of this matter as soon as possible. There- RECOMMENDATIONS:

fore, should we not hear from you immediately, this matter will be refarred to the R.C.M.P.
and Probation for further investigation. :

Witness;

{Signature)

' At:
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l&y Y 8 ami!g S

PREVENTIVE COUNSELLING
5549 — 204 Street, Langley, B.C. V3A 124 ° Phone 533-3030
James W. Sinith -- Director

Frederick W. West — Assistant Director

PARENTAL CONSENT FORM

2As the parent/legal guardian of

(Name of child)

I hereby give permission for the staff of

to contact Langley Youth & Family Services to

supply information required to assist in the assessment and the

development of an appropriate program to furnish help or assistance

to me or my child.

I also hereby authorize the staff of Langley Youth & Family
Services to work with my child and to contact schools, physicians,
or agencies that may be able to supply information required to assist
in the assessment and tl.e development of an appropriate program and
to share any pertinent information related to my child with the
appropriate physicians, agencies, schools or clinic personnel who may

be able to furnish help or assistance to me or my child.

Signature

Relationship

Date

VAl

Langley Youth & Family Senviees

PREVENTIVE COUNSELLING
5549 — 204 Street, Langley, B.C. V3A 1Z4 .

Phone 533-3030
James W. Smith — Director

Frederick W. West — Assistant Director

Dear Sirs:

Re:

' Please be advised that Langley Youth & Family Services
has received your referral on the above named child.

Our preliminary research, assessment and initial contact
has been completed. We would like to inform you that your referral
has been accepted and we are currently in the process of working

with this family. For your information the worker for this family
will be : '

We will be in contact to u

- pdate your files upon completion
of our involvement with this family. '

. Thank you for referring this child to Langley Youth & Family
Services.

Yours truly,



~-162- FORM F

G LT e e 0 b et T ATt o IR A il e

lang&y Youth & Fonily Senviens

PREVENTIVE COUNSELLING
5549 — 204 Street, Langley, B.C. V3A 124 ®
James W. Smith — Director

Phone 533-3030
Frederick W. West — Assistant Director

.
“- u:»‘m!’\ ;‘J'i,;'

CO-ORDINATION —  ASSESSMENT
Family
Re:
File Reviews:
Department Date Completed
{Day/Mo/Yr) Yes No
Name Date Completed
(Day/Mo/Yr) Yes No
Date Completed
{Day/Mo/Yr) Yes No

Conference {Paients do not attend)}

Discussion with parents:

-163- FORM G

LANGLEY YOUTH & FAMILY SERVICES

REINFORCEMENT SURVEY SCHEDULE

Child's Name:
Birthdate:
Interviewer:

Date of Interview:
1. What food do you like the best?
2. What drinks do you like the best?

3. Do you have any favourite games? Yes No

If Yes, what are they?

L. Do you like music? Yes No

———

Do you like to listen to music? Yes No

Do you like to play an instrument?

5. Would you like to have a pet? Yes No
If Yes, what animal?

6. Do you enjoy going to hockey or ball games? Yes No
If Yes, which kinds?

7. Do you enjoy playing sports? Yes No
I1f Yes, which ones?

8. Do you enjoy reading? Yes No
If Yes, what kind of books do you like?

—

Complete the following sentences:

9. If I had $10.00 I would

10. Something I've always wanted is

11. Things I would like to do on weekends are: (circle ones you like)
Hiking

Camping Sleeping
Picnics Sviimming Fishing
T.V. Movies Golng to the Park
Having Friends Over Radio Dancing
Cooking

Going to a Friend's Home Going to Parties

Going Places with Friends
Others:



LANGLEY YOUTH & FAMILY SERVICES

FORM H

SCHOOL REPORT

2nd part

DATE:

1lst part

recess ~ noon

9:00 -~ recess

-164-

NAVE s

On time for class.

Il.

Completion of period tasks.

2.

Appropriate peer :interaction during classroom activities.

3.

L. Appropriate peer ir;teraction during unsupervised periods

(including recess).

5

aff.
Appropriate interaction with teachers and cther school st

COMMENTS :

Palrent 's signature

Teacher's signature

Student's signature

2%

&m;&:«%www &

el

)

e
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PREVEN77MECOQW6ELLNVG
5549 — 204 Street, Langley, B.C. V3A 124 e Phone 533-3030
James W. Smith — Director Frederick W. west —

Dear Sirs:

Y Youth & Family Services
g its involvement with the family at this

regarding the outcome of
ase give the undersigned a call and he would be
€ his involvement tc date.

Once again, thank you for
child and please contact us if we ca

your original referral on this
in the future.

n be of any further assistance

Yours truly,

Langloy Youth & Fanily Qonvies

Assistant Director
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