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FORWARD 

According to the National Council on Crime and 
Delinquency, the consultant contracted to implement 
this project: 

nit appeared that growth took place at the per­
sonal level in many of the participants, inter­
personal communication was facilitated, intra­
organizational communication and working re­
lationships were strengthened, and inter-organi­
zational coruuunication was improved between the 
Family Court and Division of Juvenile Correc­
tions .... Evidence acquired from similar train­
ing programs indicates that the application 
of new or reinforced knowledge generated by 
instrument.ed laboratory training is usually 
significantly greater than that resulting from 
the typical workshop or conference ll

• 
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1. Project Information: 

1. Implementing ,Agency ... The Family Court of Delaware 

• 2~ Project Director ...... C. Boyd McDivitt 

3. Financial Officer ..... Ralph Turner 

4. Grant Type ........•... Continuation 

• 5. Grant Period .......... July 1, 1973 to June 30,1975 

II. Budget Information: 

• 
FA-56-73 DARC State Subgrantee 

and Federal Cash In-Kind 
74-044 Funds Match Contribu.tion 

~ '"" 
Total 

• Personnel 0 0 4,210 ·4,210 

Consultants 41,000 0 0 41,000 

Travel 7,622 5 ,919 240 13,781 
( Subs is tan ce ) 

• Supplies 0 0 300 300 . 

Total $48,622 $ 5,919 $4~;750 $ 59 ,291 . 

• a. Estimated cost per participant ................. $271 

b.* Estimated cost per participant had 
they been trained out-of-state ....••........•. $395 

• c. E t' t d' , , S"lma e savlngs per partlclpant ...•........... $124 

• 
*Travel ($150), Subsistance ($100), Tuition ($125), Other ($20) 
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III. Objectives; 

1. To conduct seven (7) three day, high-quality training 
1abora'tories. 

a. 
b. 

To provide a total of 21 days of training 
'ro accommodate approximately 210 trainees 

(See Tables I and 2) 

2. To administer tests or questionnaires before, during 
and after the training sessions in order to provide 
continuous feedback on opinions, attitudes and knowl­
edge. 

a. Opinions 
b. Attitudes 
c. Knowledge 

5ee Appendix A 
See Appendix B 
No assessment was made 

3. Non measurable goals and objectives 

a. To meet mutual staff training needs 

b. To provide an opportunity for juvenile justice per­
sonnel to increase and update their knowledge and 
skills 

c. To afford s'caff the opportunity to experiment with 
new ideas and new concepts 

d. To affect a change in their clients, themselves and 
their organization 

e. To clarify the philosophy, policies and goals of the 
juvenile justice system 

f. To iden'tify and examine juvenile justice policy 
models a.nd methods 

g. To facilitate communication and cooperation between 
and among' Family Court, DJC, public schools and the 

'police 
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IV." Evaluation Design: 

1. To evaluate project content and presentations. 

a. Participants were asked to rate each segment of every 
lab on a scale from 1 to 5 (5 being the most infor­
m"ltive and sti.mulating). Where appropriate, each 
segment was divided into two parts, content and 
presentation. 

b. In the large maj ori ty of cases the mean of ,the ra­
tings fell behveen 3.5 and 4. 5. 

c. It wo~ld appear that the value of such ratings were 
more important to the individual instructors rather 
than as a measure of the effectiveness and i.mpact 
of the total effort. 

2. To assess attitudinal changes in project participants. 

3. 

a. In an attempt to assess attitudinal change, an identi­
cal sentence completion test was administered to 
~articip~nts at t~e beginning of the lab and again 
in the final seSSion (see Appendig B). Altho'l1g-h ex­
amples of "before" and "after" responses were cited 
no definitive conclusions for the total group were ' 
drawn. 

~o evaluate the relevance and effectiveness of the ~­
Ject. 

a. The a~plic~tion (FA-56-73) specified that follow-up 
que~tionnair~s were to be sent to participants and 
their supervisors shortly following each training 
session. Such evaluation efforts were never under­
taken. 
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V. ~oach: 

1. Approximately 371 personnel (125 from F~nily Court and 
246 from the Division of Juvenile Corrections) are in­
volved in the delinquency treatment and prevention pro­
cess. Of the total staff, 83% are line personnel in­
volved in direct services to youth and 17% are super­
visory or administrative personnel. The target group 
of this project included individuals who represented 
a cross section of all job clasl3ifications (see Table 
II) . 

"2. Due to a desire to include other components of the crimi­
nal justice system which deal wit~ youth and youth prob­
lems I the second application provided fO]:- participation 
by the police, Youth Service Center employees and repre­
sentatives from the public schools (see Table II). 

3. Both the Family Court and the Division of Juvenile Correc­
tions conducted two training needs assessments among 
existing personnel. The former was conducted by the 
Family Court Staff Development Officers( and the latter 
by contract with an outside consultant, Technical Develop­
ment, Inc. Despite the different methods employed, the 
results were similar as to training needs. Each assess­
ment illustrated an irrrmediate need to expand and improve: 

(a) 
(b) 
(c) 

Counseling Techniques 
Treatment Strategies 
Management Functions 

"4. A training proposal submitted by the Na,tional Council on 
Crime and Delinquency (NCCD) to conduct seven (7) three 
day, high-quality training laboratories was accepted by 
the Delaware Juvenile Justice System Collaborative Train­
ing Council. 

5. The Council identified the following areas of concern as 
those with the highest priority for immediate concern: 

a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
f. 

Interagency communication and working relationships 
Respective agency philosophies 
Definition of role responsibilities 
Trust and professional integrity 
Conflicting agency needs for confidentiality 
The law 

4 
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Table II. 

PARTICIPATING PERSO~~EL 

Jli,13NTLE JUSTICE TR.J:l.INli':G L.~ORATORIES 

Oct. 29 to Nov. 26 to ·Jan. 28 to Apr. 15 to Jan. 27·to Feb. 24 to Mar. 24 to To~a1 

Particinating Nov. 1 Nov. 29 Jan. 31 Apr. 1,9 Jan. 31 Feb. 28 'Mar. 28 
perso;_ne1 ' 1973 1973 1974 1974 : ; 1975 1975 1975 .~o. ~ 

FAl.:ILY COUR'£ 15 16 16 16 10 7 9 89 40.6 c 

a. Judges 2 2 1 0 1 1 1 a 3 7 
b. Ad.rninistrc.tors 3 5 3 3 4 1 1 ,0 9.1 

c. Counselors 7 5 10 a 4 4 6 44 20.1 
d.""EallJ..±;:s 1 0 2 0 0 --r 0 4 1.8, 
e. Clen.ca1 2 4 0 !:l --r 0 1 13 5.9 

" 
, DIVISION OF JU- 16 16 15 16 6 7 6 82 37.5 

VENILE CORRECTIONS I 

. . 

. a. Adrc.inistrators 2 1 0 0 1 2 2 8 3.7 
~--=-~~~---~----~--------~----~------~-----+----~~------+----~~------~----~~~--~-----~~----I----~------I-~-~-; b. InstJ..tutlOnal 11 13 12 12 2 2 2 I~ ~1.-,_? 
c. After Care 3 1 2 2 3 3 ---2 16 7.3 
d. ClerJ..cal 0 1 1 2 0 0 0 4 I.E; 

I 

P'U"'BLIC SCHOOLS - 0 0 0 I" 0 5 2 4 11 5 • 0: 
: -

a. 1I.d.ininistrators 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 4 La! 
b. Counselors'O 0 0 0 2 1 1 4. 1. a. 
c. Teachers 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 3 1. 4 . 

YOUTH SERVICE CENTEP.s 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 4 1.8 
, (Public or Private) 

a. Conrad 0 0 0 0 2 \) 2 4 1.8 

i 
.~ 

~ i 

• • • • • • • • • • • 
1--, 

Table II. - Continued 

PARTICIPATING PERSO~~~L 

JL~ENILE'JUSTICE TR.;INING LABORATORIES 

Oct. 29 to Nov. 26 to , Jan. 28 to Apr. 15 to Jan. 27 to Feb. 24 to Mar. 24 to Tot;al 
.' , 

Participating Nov. 1 Nov. 29 Jan. 31 1I.pr. 1.8' Jan. 31 Feb. 28 , !-1ar. 28 

Personnel , 1973 1973 . 1974 1974 1975 1975 1975 Ro. % 

I . 
POLICE 0 0 0 0 10 12 11 33 15.1 I 

- .. --I 
a. Local 0 0 0 0 a a 7 23 10.5 I 

1:>. State 0 0 0 0 2 4 .. Iv .... :;, , 
I 
I 
I 

I 
TOTAL 31 32 3i. . ·32 33 28 32 219 100·9 

I 
<.~ 

-- --- -- .. ----
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IX. Observations: 

1. Tables I and II indicate that a large number and a 
wide range of employees were provided with the oppor­
tunity to discuss common problems, philosophies, 
policies and goals of their respective agencies. 

2. Improved communication and working relationships seemed 
to have resulted from this training project. The par­
ticipants from each agency bec~e better acquainted per~ 
sonallYr and as a result, more fully understood one 
anothers problems. Each appeared to gain more respect 
for the other. On the basis of past experience, how­
ever, we do know that in many cases, back-home barriers 
to the implementation of new ideas will cause frus·tra­
tion, and, at times, feelings of helplessness. 

3. As a result of this training effort, a small number 

4. 

(11 to 15) of participants have formed an ac·tion orien·ted 
group designed to clarify policies and affect change 
wi thin their agencies. At this writing, they have met 
three times but no defini ti ve actions or concepts have 
developed. 

It WQuld appear that the knowledge and understanding 
gained through this experience had a very low relation­
ship to the identified training needs expressed in two 
previous need assessments. (See Section V, part 3.) 
The identified training heeds were very specific and 
limi ted, wheJ~eas, the identified areas of concern of 
the Juvenile Justice Collaborative Training Council 
were very broad and abstract. Although the actual 
training'attempted to address the latter rather than 
the former, there is some evidence (Program D'3Sigr:) 
that neither was fully explored or exposed. 

5. Although project personnel could readily speak to, and 
provide information ab01).t, the "process II of this parti­
cular project, they could not make evaluative judge­
ments, based on objective criteria, regarding its effec­
tiveness or impact on the criminal justice system. 

6. It is the evaluator's impression and also that of the 
training staff of the National Council on Crime and 
Delinquency, that possibly this specific program de­
si..9:n and its associated curriculmn has reached a 
sufficient number of employees and any future programs 
should contemplate a change in format and content. 

10 
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• APPENDIX A 

• 
• Opinion survey 

Prepared by • 
NCCD 

• 
Survey population: 

First Grant Only (126) • 
• 

• 
• 

• 
• 

• 
• 

• 
• 

~ 

• 

11 

• 

Instructions: Circle the response which you find to be the most appropriate 
for each question. These responses will be kept strictly 
confidential. Only group data will be shared at the laboratory. 

Response ~: SA A u -
Strongly Agree l-\gree Undecided 

1. I have a good understanding of the philosophy and 
goals of my agency or institution. 

2. l-1ajor changes in juvenile justice programs are not 
needed; what we really need is the money and sup­
port to make our present programs more effective. 

3. People ivho work in corrections (L e; probation, 
parole, institutions) have a responsibility to 

, h.olp tho community idelllify its social problems. 

4. People at all levels of an organj.zation should be 
involved in helping to develop organizational 
policy. 

5. V~lunt~ers should be utilized by probation 
a'gencies . 

6. By agency has been succ,essful in securing adequate 
conununi ty involvement . 

7. I feel that I'can freely express my opinions to my 
supervisor: 

8. Correctional clients can be a useful resource in 
evalua.ting agency or insti tu tion policy and 
service. 

12 

D SD 
Disagree Strongly Disagree 

SA A U o SO 

22 70 16 7 o 

9 23 17 45 22 

38 94 7 13 2 

57 48 2 9 o 

35 55 19 5 1 

5 27 29 45 10 

40 58 2 11 4 

21 63 23 5 2 
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9. Changes in departmental policy which are likely 
to be controversial should simply be announced 
with no discussion. 

10. The delinquency jurisdiction of the court should· 
be limited to those children who have violated 
the criminal law. 

11. Juvenile detention centers should never be used 
to house dependent and neglected children. 

12. 

13. 

~s an individual I can personally cause little 
change in my agency (or institution). 

The increased emphasis upon the legal rights of 
children is getting in the way of treatment. 

14. The only legitimate reason for committing 
children to a correctional institution is for 
the protection of the community. 

15. Volunteers have important roles to play in 
working with children in correctional in­
stitutions. 

16. 

17. 

, 18. 

Communities should place more emphasis on 
developing alternatives to the juvenile 
justice system. 

Judges, administrators and staffs of juvenile 
justice agencies should provide leadership in 
the development of alternatives to the juvenile 
justice system. 

A professional worker is always influenced by 
his own values and beliefs in making decisions 
affecting the clients he serves. 

19. Youth who are persistently truant from school 
should be referred to the Family Court. 

13 

SA 

2 

13 

52 

8 

5 

3 

24 

42 

33 

8 

8 

A u o SO 

3 3 49 59 

23 14 52 12 

37 5 19 3 

21 20 43 ,23 

20 23 44 24 

14 7 61 41 

78 21 3 o 

56 12 5 0 

71 11 1 o 

49 11 40 7 

37 19 39 13 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

20. The most effective way to handle a youngster who 
can't adjust to a group in an institutional set­
ting is to isolate him/her for a while. 

21. Youth should be directly involved in planning 
delinquency prevention and treatment programs in 
the community. 

SA 

o 

19 

A 

11 

53 

u o SD 

14 43 8 

4 6 o 

22. In general, punishment has proved to a useful 
tool in correcting juvenile offenders. 

1 11 20 34 15 

23. 

24. 

/ , 

The wor~~ing relationship among police, courts 
and con=ectional agencies in my community is: 

Excellent 
4 

Working ,relationships between the Family Court Excellent 
and the Division of Juvenile Corrections are: 7 

Good 
34 

Good 
44 

Fair 
35 

Fair 
26 

Other Questions_ 

1. What aspects of the laboratory do you think will be most helpful on your 
job back home? 

2. 

3. 

4. 

(Sample) 1. Personal communications 
2. Change agent 
3. Policy formulation 
4. Self - evaluation 
5. Group interaction 

Since participating in the laboratol:y, do you see your job differently? 

Yes: 91 No: 25 

As a result of the laboratory experience, do you see correctional goals' 
differently? 

Yes: 80 No: 39 

As a result of the laboratory experience, are there any changes whioh 
you feel should be made in your agency? , 

Yes: 107 No: 5 

14 

Poor 
7 

Poor 
3 
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APPENDIX B 

I. Attitude Change • 
Prepared by 

• NCCD • 

• Survey Population: First Grant Only (126) • 

• • 

• • 

• • 

• • 

• 

• 

INTEMGENCY JUVENILE JUSTICE TRAINING INS':i'ITUTES 

Name: ____________________________________________ __ 

S: Schools P: Police FC: Family Court DJC: Division of Juvenile 
Corrections 

(Please circle one) 

INSTRUCTIONS: Please complete the follm'iing sentences I in a few words I by 
responding with you first reaction. There are no right 
answers or wrong answers. Your responses will be kept absolutely 
confidential. 

Pre 

The Family Court in Delaware 

need more judges 

constrained 

doesn't seem to understand·the 
program and purpose of the 
Delaware Juvenile Court 

My job 

aftercare" counselor 

. supervisor 

is to m<lke p~ograms run smoothly 

is very limited 

Kids in trouble 

need help 

do not often receive the help 
they need 

16 

Post 

need more volunteers 

is headed in the right direction 

has many internal problems but they are 
also sincere in helping people 

change agent 

is wonderful 

is to participdte 

has possibilities 

need to be consulted as to their needs 

need to be involved in what is happening 
to them 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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• 

• 

• 

Pre 

Rehabilitation 

just a word, not reality 

is needed by the community and 
public .J.s well as by the kids 

The community 

should spend more on corrections 

doesn't give the kids a chance 

really doesn't want rehabititation, 
it wants problem kids out of their 
hair 

This laboratory. 

could be interesting 

can help Convey more effective 
methods of helping clients 

I expect 

to meet new associates, to exchange 
where each of us.are coming from and 
perhaps agree on some points 

a raise 

to learn a great deal about other 
agencies that are involved with 
juveniles in trouble 

nothing 

17 

Post 

better than reform and restraint 

is for sick kids and there aren~t.as 
many of them as some people think 

is an essential resource 

condemns .the juvenile 

needs this kind of lab to get in tune 
with corrections 

has opened my eyes and made me question 

should be only a beginning 

to have a rough few months as I try to 
live up to some of the concepts I have 
bought 

that I will be re-evaluating me as a 
person and work~r 

to return to my job FInd light some fires 

sCVeJ~ill ratliCLi J. <.:l1i.lnVC s ill less tht.lll 
ten years 

, I 

,J. 

• 

• 

•• 

• 

, 
i. 

• 

• 

• 

1 
: ~. 

H -. 

Pre 

Legal rights in the Family Court 

should be minimized 

are being considered more and more 

Kids who violate the law 

need supervision 

should have to pay 

are tried in Family Court 

I feel my supervisors 

do not see things from the same. 
vantage point I do 

~eglected children 

should have alternatives provided 

need help 

Division of Juvenile Corrections 

does basically a good job 

to help reform 

Post 

are important to children 

are necessary 

need ,guidance 

,need help 

are sometime.s unjustly treated 

are trying to do a good job 

often become deliquent through correctional 
atmosphere 

should have every right in planning their 
future 

is better than I thought 

not completely necessary 

People who w01=k in correctional institutions 

are no different than anyone else 

need community support 

are like anyone else, some good, 
some bad 
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have surprised 1110 with tllCir miJny insigl1b.: 

need to educate the community to guin support 

need to be more involved in the entire 
process 

I ~ II-____________________ · ______________ ~---



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

-

Pre 

Judges 

all powerful 

vary 

Probation officers 

we have very little contact with them 
and therefore it is difficult to make 
any comments in reference to them 

sit in their offices 

Detention Homes 

are facilities for short term 
confinement 

stink! 

Volunteers 

help take the pressure off 
trcdned employees 

can be useful if properly 
trained 

Police 

need to know more about Family Court 

need more training to work with 
troubled youtC) 
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Post 

have a great responsibility 

need to risk and become advocates 

our hope for diverting many kids from 
the system 

can be instrumental in working to tap 
co;,ununi ty resources 

are not necessary 

can be used more creatively if staff­
students-community are involved in the 
process 

may be the hope of the system for input 
and new ideas 

should be able to bring a good deal of 
conununity feeling to any fa,cili ty and also 
re-educate the community 

need to be involved in helping the com­
munity make plans for kids \<111i1e in the 
community 

should have been here 




