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SECTION 2 

EVALUATION ACTIVITIES 

A proposal was submitted by �M�e�t�a�~�e�t�r�i�c�s� in February, 1977 
in response to a request for proposals from the 'VJisconsin 
Council on Criminal Justice to conduct an evaluation of the 
Wisconsin Juvenile Justice Personnel Development Center. This 
proposal was the initial document for the conduct of the eval­
uation. 

Upon WCCJ recognition that the Juvenile Justice Personnel 
Development Center had potential to be designated an LEAA 
exemplary project, a revision and increase in the evaluation 
contract amount was undertaken. The revision included a more 
intensive design and design review phase for the conduct of the 
evaluation and attention to LEAA requirements for evaluation. 
In additfon, increased resources on the part of VJCCJ staff and 
WJJPDC staff 'were structured into the revised evaluation effort. 

2.1 EVALUATION RESOURCES 
MetaMetrics Inc. has utilized the services of a training 

consultant and a juvenile justice consultant to support 
Metru1etrics staff efforts. Over 200 hours of effort were 
expended by WeCJ staff. The Center assigned a staff person at 
approximately half time to conduct internal and external eval­
uation activities. 

�M�e�t�~�1�e�t�r�i�c�s� had full responsibility for the conduct of 
the external evaluation. Emphasis was placed on impact and the 
identification of key program and other contributing factors, 
Close cooperation was maintained with WCCJ and Center personnel. 

2.2 EVALUATION DESIGN 
An Evaluation Design Draft was completed on July 25, 1977. 

This report was reviewed with WCCJ personnel and the Evaluation 
Design was finalized on August 18, 1977. 
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The Evaluation Design included the majority of the evalua­
tion forms to be utilized in the collection of data for the 
second half of 1977. These forms were developed with input and 

revieiiJ of WCCJ staff. The Design reviewed evaluation obj ectives 
and the roles to be ?layed by ~!eta}1etrics, HCCJ and the Center. 
LEAA exemplary ?roject criteria were listed and a revised work 

schedule was presented. 

The evaluation was conducted in two stages. The Center's 

activities and training program for the start-up ?eriod and 
the Spring Semester of 1977 vlere evaluated and presented in the 
Interim Report. Data for the first half of 1977 on the training 
sessions was obtained basically from forms that were completed 
by participants. Subsequent Center activities w'ere evaluated 
with the develo!?ed evaluation forms which included: 

o Participants Profile Form 
o Final Participant Assessment Form 
o Participants Daily Form 
o External Observors Form 
o Instructors Profile Form 
o Instructors Daily Form 
o Final Instructor Assessment Form 
o Resource Assista.nce Evaluation Form 

o Follow-up Interview Questionnaire for Course 
Participants 

The data derived from the participants profile forms and 

final participant assessment forms were computer stored for 
analysis. 

2.3 EVALUATION \\fORK PROGRAN 
Meta~etrics site visits, evaluation activities and reports 

were accomplished according to the following schedule: 
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l. 
2. 

3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 

7. 
8. 

9. 
10. 
ll. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 

Begin Evaluation Project 
Initial Meetings, Center 

Orientation 
Evaluation Design Draft 
Final Design 
Review Data Collection Forms 
Training Program, Participant 

Observor 
Interim Report Draft 
Training Program, Participant 

Observors 
Project Briefing 
Project Review 
Interim Report 
Proj ec t Review 
Follow-up Telephone Interviews 
Final Report Draft 
Final Report ReviE!W 
Final Report, Revised 

~\7eek of 
Completion Dates 

1 May 16, 1977 
2 lvIay 23-25 

11 July 25 
14 Aug. 18 
15 Aug. 23-24 
19 Sept. 12-14 

22 Oct. 4 
23 Oct. 10-13 

23 Oct. 14 
25 Oct. 28 
28 Nov. 18 
30 Nov. 30 
30 Dec. 1-2 
48 Apr. 20 
62 Aug. 1 
64 Aug. 15 
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SECTION 3 

PROGRM·1 DEVELOPHENT 

In response to recormnendations of the I,>;Jisconsin Special 
Study Committee on Juvenile Justice Standards and Goals, the 
vlisconsin Council on Criminal Justice and the University of 
Wisconsin-Extension, Criminal Justice Inst;jt:ute developed the 
application concepts for the establishment of a Juvenile 
Justice Personnel Development Center. On September I, 1976 a 
discretionary grant for an eighteen month period was a'\'1arded by 
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. 

3.1 GOAL AND OBJECTIVES 
The Wisconsin Juvenile Justice Personnel Development Center 

has the fo110\'1ing goal: 

liTo improve the services delivered to 
juveniles by providing organized, co­
ordinated training and education to 
community-based treatment staff, proba­
tion and intake staff, shelter care and 
detention staff, youth service bureau 
staff, and volunteers in probation or 
couns eling pro.; ects . II 

The Center is addressing this goal through a sequencing of 
objectives. Objectives categories are: 

o establishment of capability 
o project efforts 
o client outcomes 

The goal/objectives sturcture indicates milestones in the con­
duct of the project which are d:i.:':'icteo. to achievement of the 
overall goal. Under the three categories, the fo1lm'1ing obj ec­
tives have been identified: 

Capability 

o Identify the nature and extent of selected 
traditional and non-traditional youth service 
education and training needs. 

3.1 
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o Develop a state-vlide education, training and 
technical assistance plan for selected, non­
traditional and traditional youth service 
personnel. 

o Identify and assess the availability of 
existing instr~ctional resource materials 
for youth service personnel in areas related 
to edUcation, training and technical assistance. 

Project Efforts 

o Provide 24 multi-disciplinary personnel 
development courses to 910 juvenile justice 
personnel. 

o Provide technical assistance in the development 
of juvenile service training ~rograms by pro­
viding consultation to at least 10 different 
training programs, agencies or schools, repre­
senting at least 5 various components of the 
juvenile justice system. . 

o Collect and provide, upon agency/organization 
request, training resource materials. 

Client Outcome 

o Have clients utilize the knowledge and expertise 
gained through project training in such a manner 
as to improve the quality of youth service 
delivery. 

o Provide training of such quality that 70% of 
the participants render a favorable reaction 
to the program and to the information gained 
in terms of utility of youth service delivery 
and extent of know'ledge, and quality of knowledge. 

o Have clients utilize the information obtained 
through provision of technical assistance to 
their mvn training efforts. 

o To have clients utilize resource materials 
obtained through request to enhance their own 
training program efforts. 

3.2 CENTER ORGANIZATION 
The Center Project Director started operations in September 

of 1976. The Center office is located in the University Bay 
Center of the University of Hisconsin, Madison Campus. The 
University Bay Center is also a training site for the Center. 
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Staffing was completed by October 1, 1976. The Advisory 
Board and the Standards and Curriculum Committee were formed 
by the end of October. Figure 3-1 shows the organization of 
the Center. 

The 17 member Advisory Board represents youth and youth 
serving agencies. At least one-third of the total membership 
are persons under the age of 26. Board membership reflects 
community and agency interests with persons representing an 
alternative living facility, shelter care or home detention 
program, detention facility, intake workers, probation personnel, 
a Youth Service Bureau, volunteers, a juvenile judge, a juvenile 
officer, county social service staff member, a regional Deuart­
ment of Social Services employee and a member from the Wisconsin 
Council on Criminal Justice. 

The Standards and Curriculum Co~nittee consists of 13 
corrrrnittee members selected to provide input from state agencies 
currently engaged in education and training efforts in the area 
of criminal and juvenile justice. Represented are the University 
of Wisconsin, Vocational-Technical and Adult Education, a 
private institution of higher education, Division of Family 
Services, Division of Corrections, State Court Administrator's 
office, State Department of Justice and the 1nsconsin Council 
on Criminal Justice. 

3.3 SU~~RY OF CENTER ACTIVITIES 
From September, 1976 to December, 1977 the Juvenile Justice 

Personnel Development Center was engaged in the following 
activities: 

September, 1976 

o Hiring of staff 

o Furnishing and equiping offices 

October, 1976-Decenber, 1976 

o Center staff orientation and training 

o Identifying potential training target groups 
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Advisory 
Board 

I __ 

Standards and J I 
Curriculum __ I 
Committee 

Juvenile Justice Personnel 
Development Center 

Organizational Chart 

U.hT. - Extension 
Criminal Justice 
Institute 

Director 
.TJPDC 

Training Program 

Consultants and Instructors, 
Spring, 1977 

E. T>leins 
J. Ereth 
P. Kendrigran 
G. Fleming 
R. Navarre 
F. Hileman 
C. Dunning 

Fall, 1977 

R. Rembisz 
E. Hiens 
R. Navarre 
P. Sholtes 
F. Boeder 
R. Phelps 
W. Gingerich 

~- .... " .... -----------------1 

Assistant 
Proj ect 
Director 

Administrative 
Assistant 

Figure 3-1 

Proj ect 
Secretary 
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o Printing and distributing an information brochure 
describing the Center's program and services 

o Identifying and assessing instructional resource 
materials for youth service personnel 

o Developing a training needs assessment model 

o Conducting a sta~e-wide survey to determine 
future training needs of community-based juvenile 
justice personnel 

January, 1977-March, 1977 

o Completion and write-up of the training needs 
survey 

o Meetings \'7ith the Advisory Board and the Standards 
and Curriculum Committee 

o Collection of educational and training materials 

o Initial meetings with consultants and instruc­
tional staff for the training sessions 

o Planning of training sites and schedule 

o Implementation of the training program, three 
training sessions 

o Technical assistance to the youth service agencies 

o Completion of three booklets describing the Center 
programs -- the Direct Instruction Program, 
Technical Assistance Program, and Resource Unit 
Program 

o Development of instruments to evaluate the 
training program 

o Development of specifications for request for 
proposals to conduct evaluation 

o Selection of an alternative training site at 
Hausau) Wisconsin 

April. 1977-June, 1977 

o Implementation of the training program, eight 
training sessions 

o Meeting with the Advisory Board 

o Contracting with ad hoc instructors 
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o Development of Resource Unit Program capabilities 

o Provision of technical assistance to youth 
service agen.cies 

o Initial meeting with the external evaluation 
team 

o Sponsorship of a state-wide workshop, "Volunteers 
in .Juvenile Criminal Justice tt 

July, 1977-September, 1977 

o Imnlementation of the training program, two 
training sessions 

o Meetings with the Advisory Board 

o Meetings with the Standards and Curriculum 
Committee 

o Contracting with training instructors 

o Implementation of new evaluation forms 

o Provision of technical assistance 

October, 1977-December, 1977 

o Implementation of the training program, 11 
training sessions 

o A meeting with the Advisory Board 

o Further development of the Resource Unit Program 

o Provision of technical assistance 

o Development of training standards in cooperation 
with other training programs 

3.4 PROGRAM EXTENSION 
The Ce.nter ,.;ras originally scheduled to operate from 

September, 1976 through February, 1978. The actual rate of 
program funds expenditure will permit the Center to operate 
through August, 1978. Approval for an extension was been 

requested by the Center. 
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SECTION 4 

NEEDS ASSESSMENT AND 
DEVELOPMENT OF TRAINING COURSES 

The major program emphasis of the Center is on the delivery 

of personnel development courses as structured by the needs 
assessment and, to date, the Center has provided two semesters 
of training courses. 

4.1 TRAINING NEEDS ASSESSMENT 
In February, 1977 the Center published a state-wide training 

needs assessment report on community-based corrections programs 
serving Wisconsin youth. The Center mailed out 1,528 ques­
tionnaires to persons and agencies throughout the state repre­
senting the target groups of the proposed training efforts. 
A total of 411 questionnaires were returned, representing a 27% 
response. 

The questionnai1.e embraced three areas of inquiry: the 

socio-demographic characteristics of each target group that 
might bear on the training courses to be developed, the attitudes 
of the nine tar-get groups toward training and the types of 
training courses desin~d by youth service personnel. The Center 
viewed the report as a preliminary study that was merely the 
beginning of a continuous process to develop the information 
required to conduct the training prog.ram. 

The needs assessment survey was an important step in a 
comprehensive needs assessment effort. Customarily, such 
efforts also involve job analysis and the identification of 
the skills and knml7ledge already possessed by the potential 
training recipients. Job analysis serves to identify the skills 
and knml7ledge required in the various job classificatioT's of 
the persons to be trained. A thorough analysis of the required 
job skills can then be compared to the skills and knowledge 
already possessed by the potential trainees in order to identify 
the skills and knowledge areas in which the trainees require 
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training assistance. It is this body of skill and knowledge 
that should constitute the scope of proposed training programs. 

In place of the job analysis identification of required 
skills which ordinarily requires a more traditionally structured 
work situation '\vith experienced supervisors and closely defined 

job descriptions, the Center has utilized a developmental 
approach. This approach builds upon the needs assessment 
through a sensitivity to job requirements as voiced by the 
training participants themselves. Existing courses were re­
fined, less-than-effective instructors have not been contracted 
for additional courses and new courses have been designed and 
implemented based on participant comments, Center staff inter­
views and evaluation information and analysis. 

4.2 TRAINING CENTER CONCEPT 
There are two conceptual approaches to the organization 

of a Center in support of a training program. The approach 
taken by the WJJPDC is to have a small Center staff for manage­

ment and administrative purposes and to construct the required 
training faculties by recruiting university professors, expert 
practitioners in the field, and consulting specialists and 
trainers. The other basic model calls for a Center staff th,.t 
includes a full-time training faculty with the members repr' 

senting the various specialties required; e. g., experienc:!" 
practitioners in the fields to be trained, program manaF ~r·' 
training designers and trainers. 

Obviously there are advantages and disadvantages to both 
models and the choice in any given program depends on a number 
of variable factors and circumstances including budget, other 
resources, training philosophy, size of training population, 
and diver$ity of training requirements. 

The theoretical advantage to the Center's model is that it 

keeps the full-time professional staff to a minimum while enabling 
the Center to draw on a wide pool of expert resources as 'i."Leeded 
to conduct the various and diverse training programs. Principle 

disadvantages are that the visiting experts may not be sufficiently 

4.2 
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knowledgeable concerning the Center I straining obj ectives and 
the specific needs of the participants. Also, experts in the 
field may not be equally expert as trainers. 

4.3 CENTER TRAINING COURSE PROCEDURES 
The disadvantages of not having in-house trainers have 

been countered by a monitoring process which has a Center staff 
person attending each training session. Evaluation forms are 
administered by Center staff and the Center Director conducts 
reviews with instructors during the training and after the 
course has been conducted. 

Following the experiences of the training courses that 
,,1ere delivered during the Spring of 1977, the Center staff 
developed a manual of procedures. l,J'here the instructor has 
previously been briefed, some of the procedures are omitted. 
Three phases are utilized and include pre-session, during work­
shop and post-session as outlined below: 

Phase I: Pre-Session 

o Review training needs survey data 

o Selection of session instructors 

o Preliminary meeting between Center Program 
Coordinator and Senior Session Instructor 

o Meeting with training team members 

o Final pre-session meeting with Senior Session 
Instructor 

o Review of related evaluation data 

Phase II: During Horkshop 

o Administer pre-session questionnaires to 
participants 

o Record session activities 

o Hold review meetings with training team as 
required 

4.3 
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Phase III: Post-Session 

o Administer post-session questionnaires 
to participants 

o Conduct evaluation review with training team 

o Tabulate results of questionnaires 

o Describe course activities 

o Develop statement of costs 

o Send certificates to participants 

4.4 
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SECTION 5 

TRAINING PROGRAH 

The Wisconsin Juvenile Justice Personnel Development Center 
presented the first training course, a three-day session on 
Human Services Management to Administrators in Alternative 
Youth Services, in late March of 1977. In the Spring of 1977 

a total of 11 two or three-day courses were conducted. No 

courses were presented during the Summer of 1977. 

From September, 1977 through January, 1978, a total of 
14 training sessions were conducted. This report coverR training 
conducted ~hrough December 14, 1977 (12 sessions) in order to 

compile evaluation data for analysis. 

5.1 TRAINING SESSIONS, SPRING 1977 

A total of 11 training sesssions covering six different 
courses were provided to a total of 196 trainees. Center staff 
worked with instructors to design the workshops (teaching 
objectives, course outline, course materials). Center staff 
hired resource specialists, assisted in activities related to 
the presentation of training sessions, and administered pre and 

post-test questionnaires and the Participant Evaluation form. 
Table 5-1 shows the training sessions for Spring, 1977. 

In addition to the 11 training sessions, a two-day workshop 
was presented on April 15-16, 1977 entitled "Volunteers in 
Juvenile Criminal Justice." There were 80 participants at that 
workshop. 

The 11 training sessions conducted in the Spring of 1977 
consisted of six basic courses as outline below: 

o Problems Youth Face: This course was presented to 
alternative living group line staff including group 
homes, shelter care programs and foster parents. 
Major topics addressed by the training program in­
cluded nature of adolescents, youth and the law, 
values and role c1ar.ification, personal communica­
tions, alcohol and drug abuse, power and feedback 
in relationships. 
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Number of 
S~ssions 

3 

3 

2 

1 

1 

1 

Table 5-1 

Training Sessions, Spring, 1977 

Course Title 

Problems Youth Face 

Human Services 
Management Course 

Human Services 
Course 

Strategies in 
Community Organization 

Recruitment and 
Training Strategy 

Decision }~king in 
Juvenile Justice 

Type of 
Participants 

Alternative Living 
Group-Line Staff 

Alternative Youth 
Services-Administrators 

Court Services 
Supervisors 
Court Services 
Line Staft 

Court Services 
Line Staff 

Youth Service Bureau 
Line Staff 

Rec.ruiters & Trainers 
of Volunteers and 
Foster Parents 

County Board 
Hembers 

Instructors 

Ellyn Wiens 
(3 sessions) 

Ellyn Hiens 
(2 sessions) 

Chris Dunning 

Gary Fleming 

Janice Ereth & 
Peggy Kendrigan 

Janice Ereth & 
Peggy Kendrigan 

Ralph Navarre 

Fred Wileman 
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o Human Services Management Course: Topics covered in 
the training session were problem identification 

o 

o 

\1i thin agencies, roles of staff, feedback and pQ\lJer 
in management and problem solving. 

Human Services Course: Topics included personal 
communications, power structures of organized 
systems, community approaches to pr~blem solving, 
and community resource development. 

Strategies in Community Organizations: Topics 
included coordination of community services, 
identifying community resources, community approach 
to problem solving, legal rights and responsi­
bilities to youth, and programs within the juvenile 
justice system. I 

Rt::::I,;!.uli..lILent and Trainin y: Toorcs·-included--·" .. · .. _··· __ ·······_·_-
motivation of volunteers an oster pa~ents, public 

o 

5.l.l 

relations, recruitment procedures, and procedures 
for placement of volunteers and assignment of 
children to foster homes. 

Decision Making in Juvenile Justice: County boards 
were not included in the training needs assessment 
survey and course content was determined by Center 
staff and the Session Instructor. Hajor topics 
included description of community-based juvenile 
justice programs, comparative program costs and 
overview of the juvenile justice system. 

Sessions Instructors 
A total of 34 instructors were used to present the 11 

training sessions. An average of 4.5 persons were used for each 
teaching team. Table 5-2 shows the education, agency and 
experience background of the instructors. 

5.1.2 Participants 
Table 5-3 shows the agency affiliation of session 

participants. 

largest group. 

The alternative living group constituted the 
In terms of achieving the targeted number of 

participAnts, the alternative living group indicates the 

highest achievement. 

Table 5-4 show's the regional origin of the training 
session participants. The State was divided into a northern 
region for Vausau and a southern region for Madison. The final 
six sessions indicated an increase in the proportion of partici­
pants from the same region. 71.3% as compared to 64.5% for the 
first six sessions. 
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-------------------
Table 5-2 

Characteristics of Training Instructors, 
Spring, 1977 

Time Allocation (%) 
Academic Teaching Training Juv. Justice Other 

Related to or Related 
Name Degree Agency/Profession Juv. Justice Activities ---

E. Wie.ns MS Self-Employed Trainee 100 

B. Armstrong HA Minister 10 90 

M. Nelson MS E. Wiens 100 

R. Russo BS Graduate Student 5 95 

L. Siewert Inner City Development 5 95 

J. Ereth MSEd. Inner City Development 10 90 

P. Kendrigan MSEd. Dir. , Alt. H.S. 10 90 

J. Dannenberg JD Youth Policy & Law Center 10 90 

S. Coin MS E. Wiens 100 

B. Hetzger MS Minister 10 90 

G. Flemming BS UWEX 100 

L. Weiss Center for Conflict Resolution 40 60 

H. Shankin Center for Conflict Resolution L~O 60 

C. Skinner MS De Paul Rehabilitation Hospital 20 80 

L. Bartell NS Y.H.C.A. 10 90 

B. Bliss Ph.D UW and Self-Employed 10 5 85 

R. Navarre HSH UW-Dept. of Social Helfare 85 15 

M. HcCattry MS Salvation Army 30 70 

B. Emmons MSW Dept. of Social Service 10 90 
In 

+' 
J. Palmer MS Voluntary Action Center 50 50 



-

l.I1 

l.I1 

-

1. 

K. 
F. 

S. 

C. 

P. 

]3. 

P. 

E. 

R. 

H. 

P. 

G. 

T. 

- -
Name 

Miller 

Koneazny 

Hileman 

Ettenheim 

Dunning 

Towers 

Franks 

Guillemette 

Keena 

Phelps 

Feyerherm 

Pekara 

Kryshak 

Michael 

-
Degree 

NSH 

BA 

JD 

}is 

Ph.D 

MS~v 

BS 

BS 

MSW 

JD 

Ph.D 

JD 

HSEd 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Table 5-2 Continued 

Time Allocation (%) 
Academic Teaching Training Juv. JusHce Other 

Realted to or Related 
Agency/Profession Juv. Justice Activities --

UH-Dept. of Social Work 50 10 40 

St. Mary's Hospital 10 50 40 

UHEX 100 

mmx 100 

UHEX 100 

Milwaukee Co. ChilJren's Court 20 80 

HCCJ 10 90 

Tri-City Youth Bureau 10 90 

Tri-City Youth Bureau 10 90 

Dir., Youth Policy & Law Center 10 90 

UH, Dept. of Criminal Justice 95 5 

Attorney 10 90 

Shalom Alt. H.S. 10 90 



-------------------
Table 5-'3 

Agency AEf:tliation of Traininp, Session Participants, 
Spring, 1977 

Agenc:y Affi1:lation 
Training Total Alt. Temp. Court Prevention 
Session Title of Session ParticiEants Living Detention Services (YSB's) 

1 Uuman Services Management 21 lL, 2 1 l, 

2 Community Organization 18 18 

3 Human Services Nanagement 23 13 3 7 
l, Human Services 10 10 

5 Problems Youth Face 22 22 

6 Recruitment and Training 13 5 1 7 

7 Problems Youth Face 2L, 23 1 

8 Decision in Juvenile Justice 15 

9 Problems Youth Face 19 19 

10 lluman Services Nanagement 12 12 

11 Human Services -12. 19 

Total 196 96 4 52 29 

Targeted Participants 
(Objective I-D) 710 2l,0 100 160 160 

Per Cent Achievement 
June, 1977 27.6 40.0 4.0 32.5 18.1 

Decision-
Makers 

15 

15 

50 

30.0 
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Training 
Session 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

Totals 

Table 5-4 

Regional Origin of Training Session Participants, 
Spring, 1977 

Participants from Participants from Per Cent 
Northern Region Southern Re:gion From Same 

Site (Wausau) (Nadison) Region 

Hadison 7 14 66.7 

\vausau 9 9 50.0 

Wausau 17 6 73.9 

Nadison 3 7 70.0 

Nadison 9 13 59.1 

Nadison 4 9 69.2 

Wausau 20 4 8:".3 

yiausau 13 2 86.7 

Wausau 12 7 63.2 

Wausau 10 2 83.3 

Wausau 8 11 42.1 

112 84 67.3 (132/196) 
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5.2 TRAINING SESSIONS, FALL/HINTER 1977-78 
A total of 12 training sessions covering nine different 

courses were provided to a total of 213 trainees. Table 5-5 

shows the training sessions for Fall/Hinter, 1977-78. Advanced 
workshops were designed to respond to training recommendations 
of previous training. 

The 12 training sessions consisted of nine basic courses 
as outlined below: 

o Problems Youth Face: This course, presented to 
AL~crnative Living Group Line Staff (non-traditional 
juvenile justice workers), consisted of the following 
topics: parenting styles, adolescence, law, role 
and value clarification, communication and parenting, 
substance abuse, problem solving and the juvenile 
justice system. Course content differed from the 
Spring program in the addition of llparenting styles. l1 

o Ruman Services Management: Admini8trators in non­
traditional service settings were provided with the 
following topics: services and functions of agencies, 
goals and objectives, problem solving, fiscal manage­
ment, management styles, administrative functions, 
transactional analysis, roles and gamesmanship. This 
course was conducted in Spring of 1977 and changed 
with respect to instructor and increased management­
oriented content. 

o Recruitment and Training Strategies: Recruiters/ 
Training for Foster Parent and Volunteer programs 
were presented topics which included: volunteerism 
and motivation, public relations, program develop­
ment, law, and coordinating community resources. 

o Human Services Community Work: Court Services 
personnel and youth service bureau line staff were 
provided training in the follOi>ling topics: models 
of community work, law, facilitative skills, problem 
solving, and group processes. 

The following five advanced workshops were presented by 

the Center for the first time. Trainees were drawn from all 
segments, traditional and non-traditional, of the juvenile 

justice services delivery system: 

o Alcohol and Other Drug Abuse: Topics included 
history of drug abuse, pharmacology, legal aspects, 
youth and health life styles, counseling and com­
munications, community problem solving and develop­
ing community resources. 

5,8 
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Table 5-5 

Training Sessions, Fall/Winter, 1977-78 

Number of Course 
Sessions Title 

3 Problems Youth 
Face 

2 Human Services 
Management 

1 Recruitment & 
Training Strat. 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Human Services 
Community Work 

Advanced Workshop: 
Alcohol & Other 
Drug Abuse 

Advanced ~.,rorkshop: 
Parenting Skills 

Advanced \.Jorkshop: 
Law & Juvenile 
Justice System 

Advanced Workshop: 
Developing In­
Service Ed. 

Advanced ~.Jorkshop: 
Reality Therapy 

Type of 
Participants Instructor 

Alternative Living E. Wiens 
Group - Line Staff 

Alternative Living R. Rembisz 
Group - Admin. 

Foster Parent & R. Navarre 
Volunteers 
Recruiters & 
Trainers 

Court Services & 
YSB Line Staff 

Youth Service 
yJorkers 

Youth Service 
Workers 

Youth Service 
Horkers 

Youth Service 
Workers 

Youth Service 
Workers 

E. vriens 

F. Broeder 

E. \.Jiens 

R. Phelps 

E. Wiens 

W. Gingerich 

Presented 
Course in 

Spring, 1977 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 
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o Parenting Skills: Topics included definition and 
roles of parenting, values clarification, listening 
to kids, assertive communication, problem solving 
and group process. 

o Law and the Juvenile Justice System: Topice included 
development of the system, detention, juvenile 
court intake, and civil liability. 

o In-Service Continuing Education Programs: Topics 
included experiential learning, data gathering j 

team building, needs, feedback, training purposes 
and planning. redesign and evaluation. 

o Reality Therapy: Topics included client outcome 
objectives, criteria for measuring outcomes, 
reality therapy concepts) ?ractice, role ?laying, 
charting changes and assessing impact of inter­
vention. 

5.2.1 Sessions Instructors 
Each training session was headed by an instructor. 

There was a total of six different instructors for the 12 
sessions. The session instructors were assisted by 23 other 
instructors and specialists. The average training team con­
sisted of 3.8 members. In addition, Center personnel coordinated 
each of the sessions and participated, at times, as specialists 

or instructors. 

5.2.2 Participants 
Each participant in a training course during the Fall/ 

Winter, 1977-78 completed a participant profile form. The 
following information on characteristics was derived largely 

from these forms. 

Agency Affiliation and Alternative Living CategorieG 
Table 5-6 shows the agency affiliation of the training 

participants for Fall/Winter, 1977-78. The alternative living 
group target of 240 participants had almost been met by December, 

1977. The 12 training sessions are numbered 12 through 28. 
Sessions 13, 17, 25, 26, and 27 were originally planne~, but 

not delivered. 

Table 5-7 shows a breakdown of the Alternative Living 

participants. The largest group was involved in recruitment/ 
training. Foster parents constituted only 4% of that total. 

5.10 
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Table 5-6 

Agency Affiliation of Training Session Participants 
Fall/Winter, 1977-78 

Agency Affiliation 

Training 
Session 

12 

14 

15 

16 

18 

19 

20 

21 

2.2 

23 

24 

28 

Total 

Title of Session 

Human Services Hgt. 

Problems Youth Face 

Recruit. & Trng. Strat. 

Human Services Comm. Hark 

Ale. & Other Drug Abuse 

Parenting Skills 

Law & Juv. Just. System 

Human Services Mgt. 

Problems Youth Face 

Developing In-Service Ed. 

Reality Therapy 

Problems Youth Face 

Total Including 
Spring, 1977 

Targeted Participants 
(Objective I-D) 

% Achievement 
December 14, 1977 

Total 
Participants 

17 

19 

25 

22 

18 

18 

18 

12 

14 

12 

23 

15 

213 

710 

57.6 

Alt. 
Living 

8 

18 

24 

6 

9 

10 

5 

11 

13 

127 

223 

240 

92.9 

Temp. 
Detention 

(Home) 

2 

2 

3 

1 

1 

2 

11 

15 

100 

15.0 

Court 
Services 

11 

3 

3 

8 

1 

5 

31 

83 

160 

51.8 

Prevention 
(YSB's) 

5 

1 

10 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

21 

50 

160 

31.2 

Decision 
Makers 

15 

50 

30.0 

Other 

2 

1 

1 

3 

1 

1 

3 

5 

4 

2 

23 

23 
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Course No. : 
Number 

ResEond}:!.1.a: 

Group House 
Parent 

Foster Parent 

Group House 
Coordinator 

Shelter House 
Parenti 
Coordinator 

Recruitment/ 
Training 

School 
Counselor 

Number Not 
Responding 

12 14 

12 15 

8.4 40.0 

25.0 13.5 

8.4 33.3 

49.8 13.5 

8.l, 6.7 

6 7 

Table 5-7 

Alternative Living Positions 
Per Cent Distribution 
Fall/H:l.nter, 1977-78 

15 16 18 19 20 

18 5 8 11 6 

37.5 9.1 

12.5 9.1 

25.0 18.2 

18.2 16.7 

100.0 40.0 12.5 LIS .4 66.6 

60.0 12.5 16.7 

7 18 11 7 12 

All 
21 22 23 24 28 Courses 

9 5 13 11 10 

81.8 40.0 19.5 

7.7 9.1 10.0 l •• l 

33.3 15.3 9.1 20.0 13.0 

11.1 30.8 10.0 12.2 

44.5 100.0 23.1 20.0 43.1 

11.1 23.1 8.1 

4 7 10 4 8 101 
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Job Categories and Level of Responsibility 
Table 5-8 shows the general job categories of the partici­

pants. Social Workers constituted 39.6% of the total. 

Table 5-9 shows the job level of responsibility of the 
participants. Of the total, 51,5% were line staff with some 
management responsibilities. Only 20.6% had no management 
responsibilities. 

Enrollment Factors 
Table 5-10 shows the reason indicated for enrollment. 

Participation was largely (72.9%) voluntary. 

Table 5-11 shows other factors affecting the decision to 
attend the training courses. Improving knowledge and personal 
contacts are the most important factors. 

Educational and Work Experience 
Table 5-12 summarizes educational background o~ the par­

ticipant~, Most of the participants (76.0%) had a college 
degree. Social Work was the major of 56.9% of the participants 
and Psychology was next at 14.4%. Of the total, 21.9% were 
currently enrolled in school with a Master's or Bachelor's 
degree being pursued equally. 

Table 5-13 shows previous training received by the par­
ticipants. A t~tal of 59.6% had previously attended training. 
Of the group, 38.8% had previously attended training at the 
Center. 

Table 5-14 shows the 'work experience of the participants. 
As a group, they averaged 5.1 yeare in juvenile work with 
15.4% not working with juveniles. Almost half (48.2%) worked 
with delinquents. 

Table 5-15 shows the demographic characteristics. In age, 
the participants ranged from 17 to 55 with the mean almost 30 
years. Participants were almost half and half, male and female 
and were predominantely (95.1%) white. 

5.13 
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Course No.: 12 14 15 
Number ----

Re!lJ?9..~.~Up.f.. : 13 1 12 

Court Horker 7.7 16.7 

Social Worker 53.8 100.0 58.3 

Social Service/ 16.7 
County Board 
\.Jorker 

Treatment 7.7 
Institution 
Staff 

other 30.8 8.3 

Number Not 5 21 13 
Responding 

Table S-B 

General Job Categories 
Fall/Winter, 1977-78 

16 18 19 20 

15 10 5 13 

6.7 23.0 

L,6.7 10.0 L,O.O 15.4 

33.l, 20.0 l,O.O 15.l, 

30.0 15. L, 

13.2 40.0 20.0 30.8 

8 9 13 5 

All 
21 22 23 2l, 28 Courses 

7 4 11 7 8 

25.0 9.1 12.5 9.l, 

28.6 25.0 36.4 57.1 50.0 39.6 

50.0 18.2 17.0 

1L,.3 7.5 9. l, 

57.1 36.3 l,2.9 24.6 

6 8 11 8 10 118 
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VI . ..... 
VI 

Course No.: 
Number <--

Re~clin8.: 

Administrator/ 
Supervisor 

l'lidd1e 
Nanagement 

Line 
Staff Only 

Nanagement/ 
Line Staff 

Total 

12 14 15 

1tl 11 19 

112.9 9.1 15.8 

7.1 9.] 21.0 

1lI.3 81.8 47.ll 

35.7 15.8 

100.0 100.0 100.0 

Table 5-9 

Job Level of Responsibility 
Fall/WInter, 1977-78 

16 18 19 20 

17 1tl 10 !Z. 
11.8 7.1 11.8 

5.9 l ll.3 11.8 

76.4 64.3 40.0 47.1 

5.9 14.3 60.0 29.3 

21 

11 

5tl.5 

9.1 

9.1 

27.3 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Al.l 
22 23 24 28 Courses ---" 
10 21 13 10 

20.0 9.5 15.1, 16.11 

LIO.O 28.7 U.S 

40.0 112.9 84.6 75.0 20.6 

18.9 25.0 51.5 

100.0 100.0 J.OO.O 100.0 100.0 
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Course No.: 12 1L~ 

Number 
Respond~_l!K: 18 21 

Asked to Attend 

Encouraged to 5.6 4.8 
Attent 

Told to Attend 4.7 

Volunteered 55.7 71.5 

Number Not 0 1 
Responding 

V1 

-------------

15 

24 

L~. 2 

12.5 

66.8 

1 

Table 5-10 

Reason for Enrollment 
Fall/Winter, 1977-78 

16 18 19 20 

21 16 1L~ II 

6.3 7.1 

14.3 17.7 

76.2 75.1 78.5 64.8 

2 3 4 0 

All 
21 22 23 2l~ 28 Courses 

12 10 22 15 15 

4.6 5.3 

8.3 6.3 

8.3 10.0 9.1 13.3 6.7 15.5 

58.3 50.0 72.8 66.7 73.3 72.9 

1 2 1 0 1 18 
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Table 5-11 

Factors Affecting Decision to Attend 
Fall/Hinter, 1977-78 

All 
Course No.: 12 14 15 16 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 28 Courses 

Number 
Responding: 18 22 25 21 19 lA 18 11 12 23 15 18 

Per Cent Indicating 
Factor 

- Improving 83.3 81. 8 76.0 87.0 78.9 72.2 94.fl 8fl.6 66.7 95.7 93.3 77 .8 83.0 
Knowledge 

- Ability to 88.9 63.6 64.0 56.5 47.4 33.3 41.2 92.3 75.0 39.1 L.O.O 38.9 55.4 
Carry Out 
P1anning/ 
Supervisory 
Functions 

- Ability to 77 .8 54.5 52.0 78.3 52.6 33.3 83.3 92.3 83.3 34.8 46.7 38.9 58.9 
Affect 
Agency 

- Personal 66.7 86.4 76.0 73.9 63.2 55.6 61..1 53.8 58.3 69.6 86.7 55.6 68.3 
Contacts 

Training is 44.4 36.l. 48.0 43.5 42.1 33.3 33.3 46.2 16.7 52.2 40.0 22.2 39.3 
Free of Cost 
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Course No.: 12 14 15 
Number 

~espontling: 18 23 22 

Number of Years 

Mean 16.i1 14.6 16.8 

Median 16.0 15.0 16.0 

Per Cent with 88.3 50.0 88.0 
Degree 

Per Cent with 4il.4 20.0 28.0 
Graduate Degree 

Najor (%) 

Social Work 50.0 22.2 66.7 

Counseling 11.1 33.3 

Law 

Psychology 44.4 4.8 

Education 7.1 

Current Education 

Per Cent 11.1 19.0 30.4 
currently in 
School 

Per Cent in 50.0 
Associate 
Program 

IJ1 

I-' 
00 

- - - - -
Table 5-12 

Educational Experience 
Fall/Winter, 1977-78 

16 18 19 20 21 

23 19 18 18 13 

16.if 13.8 14.1 16.0 16.9 

16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0 

95.2 61.5 61.5 72.2 91.7 

23.8 7.7 27.8 33.3 

45.0 21.1 22.2 50.0 53.8 

5.0 7.7 

10.0 11.1 5.6 

25.0 11.1 14.3 15.4 9.1 

5.0 22.2 

26.3 21.1 22.2 38.5 

- - - - - -

Al1 
22 23 24 28 Courses 

12 23 15 18 

15.9 16.3 15.3 14.6 

16.0 16.0 16.0 15.0 

90.0 78.3 84.5 50.0 76.0 

50.0 13.0 15.4 22.0 

50.0 62.5 36.4 71. {I 56.9 

4.8 

9.1 4.1 

18.8 27.3 14.4 

25.0 9.1 6.2 

8.3 33.3 8.3 16.7 21.9 

- " \' 
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Table 5-12 (Continued) 

All 
Course No. : 12 14 15 16 18 19 20 21 22 23 2l~ 28 Courses 

Number 
Respond ing_: 18 23 22 23 19 18 18 13 12 23 15 18 

Current 
Education 
(cant. ) 

Per Cent in 75.0 57.1 75.0 50.0 20.0 100.0 28.6 100.0 33.3 43.9 
Bachelor's 
Program 

Per Cent in 42.9 100.0 25.0 25.0 80.0 42.9 33.3 43.9 
Master's 
Program 

Per Cent in 25.0 9.8 
Law Program 

Per Cent in 25.0 28.6 2.4 
Doctoral 
Program 

\J1 . 
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Course No.: 12 1lI 15 16 
Number 

ResJ2onding: 18 23 22 23 

Per Cent tvith 55.5 38.1 6lf.0 30.4 
Prior Training 

Per Cent with lIO.O 50.0 20.0 
One Training 
Session 

Average Length of 2.6 3.3 2.1 2.6 
Session (days) 

Per Cent 33.3 4.8 40.0 21.7 
Attending 
Center Training 

Table 5-13 

Prevlous Tralnlng 
Fall/Winter, 1977-78 

18 19 20 

19 18 18 

52.6 55.6 72.2 

30.0 20.0 38.5 

2.8 3.3 3.5 

47.4 72.2 55.6 

21 

13 

84.6 

9.1 

3.1 

22.2 

All 
22 23 24 28 Courses 

12 23 15 18 

50.0 78.3 46.7 44.l1 59.6 

16.7 11.8 1ll.3 25.0 23.1 

2.7 3.9 2.7 2.0 2.9 

66.7 87.0 6.7 11.1 38.8 
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33.3 33.3 
Course No.: 12 1'1 

Numbel" 
R~'it?2.m.l iii: 23 

Avernge Years in 2.6 1.9 
Present Job 

Average Years in 6.8 2.3 
Juvenile Work 

Per Cent Working 
With Category of 
Juveniles 

- Non-Offenders 21.0 32.2 

- Status l.9.2 53.7 
Offenders 

- Delinquents 30.5 49.2 

Per Cent Not 27.8 8.7 
Working with 
Juveniles 

33.3 
15 

22 

2.8 

6.5 

27.3 

31.8 

36.4 

64.0 

Work Experience 
Fall/Winter, 1977-78 

33.3 33.3 33.3 33.3 
16 18 19 20 

23 19 18 18 

1.6 3.2 2.7 3.0 

2.5 6.7 5.3 5.5 

18.8 21.3 29.3 15.9 

l.6.8 39.fl l10.8 f.6.5 

41.5 46.6 39.8 51.4 

13.0 10.5 5.6 5.6 

33.3 33.3 33.3 33.3 33.3 All 
21 22 23 2l, 28 Courses 

13 12 23 15 18 

2.2 5.6 3.4 6.2 4.2 3.1 

5.1 4.9 l •• 8 5.9 5.5 5.1 

42.8 62.6 57..2 53.3 42.8 30.2 

34.5 29.4 78.3 60.0 40.6 l17.1 

33.8 35.0 91.3 73.3 38.1 L18.2 

15.4 33.3 0.0 0.0 0.1 15.4 
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Course No.: 
Number --_ ... _-,-

R e ::u?E.n d i!ill. : 

Age 

- Per Cent 
Under 25 

- Mean 

- Nedian 

- Range 

Sex 

- Per Cent 
Male 

Race 

- Per Cent 
Black 

- Per Cent 
Native 
American 

12 1l, 

18 23 

12.5 l12.9 

32.4 27.0 

31.0 26.0 

2l,-55 20-37 

70.6 57.1 

6.3 

15 

22 

32.0 

31. 3 

28.5 

2L-51 

28.0 

4.0 

Table 5-15 

Demographic Characteristics 
Fall/Winter, 1977-78 

16 18 19 20 

23 19 18 18 

47.6 35.3 1l,.3 26.7 

26.3 33.5 31.8 30.4 

26.0 30.0 30.5 30.0 

22-38 17-53 22-52 21-l,7 

61.9 47.1 57.1 6lJ.7 

5.9 11.8 

5.9 

All 
21 22 23 211 28 COUl~ 

13 12 23 15 18 

16.7 20.0 .:n.8 1,6.7 50.0 32.7 

29.l, 30.l, 29.8 29.l, 27.6 29.9 

29.0 29.0 29.0 25.5 25.0 29.0 

22-47 2l,-39 22-lI7 22-50 22-42 17·-55 

111. 7 63.6 60.9 40.0 35.7 1,7.8 

10.0 ll.4 6.7 3.4 

8.3 1.5 
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SECTION 6 

TRAINING SESSIONS EVALUATION 

The Center provided training during the 
1977 and the Fall/Winter Semester, 1977-78. 
conducted during the Summer of 1977. 

Spring Semester, 
No training was 

Initial outcome information for the Spring Semester was 
derived from pre and post-tests and a final participant evalua­
tion. Addi,tional participant characteristics data and partic­
ipant evaluation information was obtained from the Fall/Winter 

training sessions. 

6.1 TRAINING SESSIONS, SPRING 1977 

Two evaluation instruments were initially completed by 
training participants for each of the 11 training sessions 
except for training session number 8 in which no pre-post-test 

was given. The instruments were an evaluation form and a 
designed pre and post-test \vhich included questions on items 
of knowledge to be addressed by the training session. 

Follow-up questionnaires were mailed to the 196 Spring 
Semester trainees in December, 1977. 

6.1.1 Pre/Post Tests 

Table 6-1 summarizes the pre and post-tests for each of 
the training sessions. The third and fourth columns 5how the 
combined correct answers by percentage for both the pre-test 
and the post-test. For ~xample, the 71.7% indicated for the 
pre-test per cent correct for training session 1 means that of 

all of the questions that could have been answered by the total 
participants, 71. 7% ,.;rere answered correctly. The same test was 
given at the end of the training session and for training 
session 1 the per cent correct overall \Vas 81. 0/0. The resulting 

score increase was 9.3 percentage points for training session 
1 and the increase over the pre-test score was 13.0%. 

6.1 
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Table 6-1 

Pre/Post-Test Summary 

Number 
Training Completing Combined % Correct Score Per Cent 
Session Test Pre-Test Post Test Increa,se Increase _._-

1 21 71. 7 81.0 9.3 13.0 

2 17 65.9 78.8 12.9 19.6 

3 21 65.7 75.S 9.8 14.9 

4 10 54.5 69.1 14.6 26.8 

5 21 71.9 92.1 20.2 28.1 

6 13 54.6 69.0 14.4 26.4 

7 24 60.7 79.0 18.3 30.2 

8 No Test 

9 17 57.3 76.1 18.8 32.9 

10 11 63.0 74.5 11.5 18.3 

11 18 71.1 80.2 9.1 12.8 

Averages 17 63.6 77.5 13.9 21.9 

For the combined sessions the average pre-test was 63.6% 
and the average post-test was 77.5%. The 63.6% average test 
would indicate that some of the material on the test is already 
understood and known by the participants. However, in tests 
relying heavily on true/false questions, approximately half of 
the answers can be answered correctly on a strictly random 
selection basis. Accordingly, the 63.6% figure is somewhat 
misleading. 

The lowest score increase was 9.1 percentage points for 

training session 11. This also resulted in the lowest percentage 
increase from the pre-test score. The training session with 
the highest score increase was training session 5. The training 
session with the highest per cent increase, hO'ivever, was training 

session 9. 

6.2 
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Since the per cent increase is dependent upon the magni­

tude of the pre-test score, there can be substantial difference 

in ranking for actual score increases and per cent increases. 

By inspection, the score increase and the per cent increase 

appear to be correlated. Linear correlation analysis resulted in 

a correlation coefficient of .945. This shows a very high 

correlation between both of those scores and the score utilized 

for further analysis is the per cent change from the pre-test. 

6.1.2 Participant Evaluations 

Table 6-2 shows the participant evaluation by the per­

centage of participants responding positively to the questions. 

The evaluation form is included as Appendix A. The average 

score for all the questions shown by session are an indicator 

of the overall value of the training session to the participants. 

The evaluation questions were categorized with respect 

to overall evaluation, relation of training to job, course 

design, presentation of the course, and the specialty workshops. 
Table 6-3 shows average scores for these categories of questions. 

The sessions rating the four highest scores and the four lowest 

scores are also indicated by question category. 

Sessions 5, 6, 7 and 9 are ranked the four highest in 

all five question categories. Sessions 1 and 8 are in the 
mid-range and Sessions 2, 3, and 4 tend to rank low. Sessions 

10 and 11 ranked the lowest in all five question categories. 

Table 6-4 divides the 12 questions into three categories: 

primary index of utility of the course, secondary index of the 
degree of interestingness and participant expectations and 

explanatory-design and presentation of the course. Again there 

is a consistency with the high and low rankings which may indicate 

that course utility may be related to design and presentation of 

the courses, 

6.3 



I 
I Table 6-2 

I Participant Evaluation 
Percentage Responding Positively 

I Sessions 
Questions 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

I 1 90 74 100 90 100 93 96 93 100 25 33 
2 90 79 72 90 100 100 96 86 95 25 22 

I 3 90 58 80 30 95 86 83 67 89 25 50 

4 65 74 48 60 95 100 88 100 100 0 11 

I 5 90 79 76 80 100 100 100 93 95 34 44 
6 90 58 81 30 100 93 92 87 95 25 33 

I 7 65 79 86 50 95 100 92 80 85 67 44 
8 90 79 76 90 100 93 96 80 89 58 45 

10 85 100 90 91 95 93 96 94 100 83 88 

I 11 95 90 75 90 95 93 96 80 100 92 55 

12 75 79 85 90 95 100 96 67 100 92 34 

I 13 50 16 33 50 76 86 71 53 63 0 50 

Session 81 72 75 70 96 95 92 82 93 44 42 

I 
Average 

il 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 6.4 
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Table 6-3 

Participant Evaluation 
Question Categories and High-Low Rankings 

Sessions 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

Overall 
1 and Session Average Score 86 73 88 80 98 94 94 88 97 35 38 
Average Rank Lo Lo Hi Hi Hi Hi Lo Lo 

Relation to Job Average Score 82 77 65 77 98 100 95 93 97 20 26 
2, L~ , 5 Rank Lo Lo Hi Hi Hi Hi Lo Lo 

Course Design Average Score 82 65 82 37 97 93 89 78 90 39 42 
3, 6, 7 Rank Lo Lo Hi Hi Hi Hi Lo Lo 

Presentation Average Score 86 87 84 90 96 95 96 80 97 81 56 
8, la, 11, 12 Rank Lo Hi Hi Hi Lo Hi Lo Lo 

Specialty 
Workshop Score 50 16 33 50 76 86 71 53 63 a 50 
13 Rank Lo Lo Hi Hi Hi Hi Lo Lo 



- - - ------_ .. 
Table 6-l. 

Participant Evaluation 
Question Function Averages and High-Low Rankings 

Primary Index 

2. Utility of Course Content 
5. Assist Job Efforts 

Secondary Index 

1. Overall Interest 
l.. Expectations 

Explanatory 

Question 3, 6-13 

Average 
Rank 

Average 
Rank 

Average 
Rank 

Session 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

90 79 74 85 100 100 98 89 95 30 33 
Lo La Hi Hi Hi Hi La 10 

77 74 74 75 98 97 92 97 100 13 22 
Lo La Hi Hi Hi Hi 10 La 

80 70 76 65 95 93 91 77 91 53 l.9 
La La Hi Hi Hi Hi La 10 
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6.1.3 Follow-up Questionnaires 
Questionnaires were mailed to all of the partici?ants of 

the Spring ~raining sessions. A total of 65 of the 196 enrolled 
completed the questionnaires for a 33.2% response rate. 

Section 9 deals with the questionnaires and telephone 
interviews in more detail. Selected questions are covered 
in this Section for the purpose of impact on trainees and com­
parative effectiveness of th~. Spring courses. 

Utility of Training 
Table 6-4a shows responses to four questions dealing with 

content, usefulness; application of information or skills and 
trainee recommendations to others. Responses per course varied 
widely. Courses 2, 8 and 9 with less than five responses each 
should be interpreted with care. 

Working Effectiveness 
Table 6-4b indicates trainee perceptions of change in 

daily working effectiveness as a result of the training. Over­
all, more than half felt that there had been a positive change 
although the range of positive responses were from 0.0% to 
100.0%. Overall, the tendency was toward indicating that the 
changes that occurred were important. 

Agency Changes 
In contrast to impact on individual trainee working 

effectiveness, a third of those responding felt that their 
agency had changed as a result of their training as shown in 
Table 64-c. Changes were largely considered to be important. 

Summary 
Table 6-4d summarizes the positive responses and presents 

an averaGe positive response for all 11 courses. The combined 
positive response for all courses is 67.3% which impacts 
favorably with the Center's target of 70.0% trainee satisfaction. 

6.7 
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Table 6-Lw 

Responses to S~lected Questio'1s on 
Follow-Up Questionnaire 

How useful have you found the content of the course to your work situation? (%) 

Very useful 

Nostly useful 

Noderately useful 

Course No.: 1 
n = 6 

33.3 

50.0 

Of limited usE.~ generally 

Of very limited use 

Of almost no use at all 16.7 

21.0 

75.0 

1 
8 

50.0 

25.0 

12.5 

11.5 

!l 
5 

20.0 

20.0 

60.0 

i 
6 

LIO.O 

60.0 

§. 
7 

42.9 

28.6 

14.3 

14.3 

1 
6 

30.0 

16.7 

33.3 

Compared to how useful you thought the tra:tning was going to be, have you 

Course No.: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
n = 6" 7; 8 5 ') 7 6" 

A great deal more useful 33.3 30.0 12.5 40.0 42.9 

Mostly more useful 50.0 60.0 28.6 33.3 

A little more useful 30.0 12.5 20.0 14.3 50.0 

A little less useful 25.0 lIO.O 14.3 16.7 

Nostly less useful 16.7 37.5 20.0 

A great deal less useful 12.5 20.0 

.§. 
3 

33.3 

33.3 

2-
1 

33.3 100.0 

found it to 

8 9 
3 1 

33.3 

33.3 100.0 

33.3 

10 
6" 

16.7 

30.0 

33.3 

be: 

10 
6" 

16.7 

33.3 

50.0 

11 Combined 
IT 63 

9.1 

27.3 

18.2 

18.2 

27.3 

(%) 

11 
10 

10.0 

10.0 

40.0 

LIO.O 

16.9 

29.3 

18.5 

16.9 

7.6 

10.7 

Combined 
61 

13.8 

15.3 

27.7 

7.6 

18.6 

17.0 



-------------------

. 
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Table 6-LfU (Continued) 

Hould YOLI recommend the Center course to other.s if it were given again? 

Course No.: 1 
n =: '6 

2 
7; 

3 
"8 

4 
5" 

5 
6" 

6 
Y 

7 
'6 

8 
"3 

9 
T 

66.7 100.0 75.0 60.0 100.0 71.4 100.0 33.3 100.0 

10 
II 

11 Combined TO ~ 60 • 

Yes 

No 33.3 25.0 l,O.O 28.6 66.7 - 100.0 60.0 

68.2 

31.8 

Have you used any of the information or .skills you obtaIned in the Center Course? (%) 

Course No.: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 Combined 
n = 6" 7i "7 5" 5 "7 7; 3' T -6 IT 59 

Yes 83.3 100.0 57.1 lIO.O 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 16.7 l,5.5 66.7 

No 16.7 l,2.9 60.0 - 100.0 83.3 91.5 33.3 



Tablo 6-l~b 

Course Impact on Daily Working Effectiveness (%) 

Response to Question: As a result of your experiences in the course, have there been any changes in 
your daily work effee::tiveness? 

Course No. : 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 Combined 
n = 6 4 8 5 "6 7 6 3 1 6" 11 63 

No 16.7 75.0 60.0 33.3 33.3 100.0 100.0 63.6 43.8 

Yeb 83.3 100.0 25.0 40.0 1010.0 100.0 66.7 66.7 36.4 56.2 

A few minor changes 33.3 20.0 33.3 llf.3 33.3 66.7 15.6 

Hany minor changes 16.7 25.0 20.0 14.3 16 .. 7 7.8 

A few important changes 33.3 75.0 25.0 66.7 71.4 16.7 36.4 35.9 



Table 6-lfC 

Course Impact on Agencies 

Response to agency changes as a result of the training (%) : 

Course No. : 1 2 3 if 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 Combined 
n = 5 "4 8 5 "6 7 "6 3 1 5 10 60 

No 60.0 25.0 75.0 80.0 33.3 28.6 83.3 100.0 100.0 100.0 80.0 66.7 

Yes 40.0 75.0 25.0 20.0 66.7 71.lf 16.7 20.0 33.3 

A fe~17 minor changes 40.0 25.0 10.0 7.9 

Hc'1ny minor changes 25.0 12.5 16.7 1lf.3 6.3 

A few important changes 20.0 25.0 12.5 20.0 30.0 57.1 16.7 10.0 19.1 

.. 
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Table 6-l ld 

Summary of Selected Questions and Course Rankings 
Per Cent Positive Responses 

Course No. : 1 2 
4 

3 
8 

4 
5 

5 
6" 

6 
7 

7 
6 

8 
3 No. of Questionnaires Received 6 

Course content \vas useful 
to wurk situation 

83.3 100.0 75.0 40.0 100.0 85.7 100.0 66.7 

9 
1 

0.0 

10 
6" 

11 Combined 
11 63 

0.0 36.4 64.7 

Training was more useful 
than originally thought 

83.3 50.0 25.0 20.0 100.0 85.7 83.3 66.7 100.0 16.7 20.0 56.9 

Daily work effectiveness 
enhanced as a result of 
the training 

Hou1d recommend course to 
others 

Have used information or 
skills obtained in training 

Average positive response 

Ranking (Course 2, 8 & 9 
not included because less 
than 5 responses received) 

1Exc1uding Courses 2, 8 & 9 and 
using averages weightod on 
number of participants com­
pleting courses. 

16.7 100.0 25.0 40.0 100.0 100.0 66.7 33.3 0.0 0.0 36.4 56.2 

66.7 100.0 75.0 60.0 100.0 71.4 100.0 33.3 100.0 0.0 40.0 68.2 

83.3 100.0 57.1 40.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 0.0 16.7 45.5 66.7 

80.0 90.0 51.4 40.0 100.0 88.6 90.0 60.0 40.0 6.7 35.7 

4 5 6 1 3 2 7 
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6.1.4 Training Sessions Performance, Spring, 1977 
Table 6-5 summarizes the training sessions in terms of 

characteristics and performance. The last two columns rank the 
training sessions with respect to the evaluation and to pre/ 
post test percentage change. 

By inspection there appears to be a correlation between 
the evaluation rankings and the pre/post test ranking. A 
linear regression coefficient analysis on actual evaluation 
scores and percentage change. in pre/post tests shows a cor­
relation coefficient of .664. The same data were sUbjected 
to a rank correlation and the coefficients indicated a positive 
correlation between the participants' evaluation of the training 
and the changes in knowledge aq reflected by the pre and post 
tests. 

Positive responses were tabulated for selected questions 
in the follow-up questionnaire. Table 6-5a shows the ranking 
of eight of the sessions (less than five responses were received 
for each of three sessions) and compares them with the combined 
ranking derived from the pre/post tests and participant evalua­
tions. Again, the rankings are correlated with changes taking 
place only between the second and third places and the seventh 
and eighth places. 

6.13 
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Table 6-5 

Summary of Training Sessions 
Characteristics and Performance 

Number Participant Pre-Post 
Training Type of Completing Evaluation Test Combined 
Session Date Course Ti 1:1e Participant Instructors Course Ranking Ranking Ranking 

1 3/22-24 Human Services Alt. Youth Ellyn Weins 21 6 9 7 
Hgt. Course Services Admin. 

2 4/5-6 Strategies in Y.S.lL Janlce Ereth 18 8 6 6 
Community Line Staff Peggy Kendrigan 
Organization 

3 4/12-14 Human Services Alt. Youth Ellyn Hiens 23 7 8 8 
Mgt. Course Services Admin. 

4 ll/19-21 Human Services Court Services Gary Fleming 10 9 4 5 
Course Line Staff 

5 5/3-5 Problems Alt. Living Grp. Ellyn Hiens 22 1 3 1.5 
Youth Face 

6 5/10-11 Recruitment & Recruit. & Train. Ralph Navarre 13 2 5 4 
Training Strat. Fost. Par. & Vol. 

7 5/17-19 Problems Alt. Living Grp. Ellyn Wiens 24 l~ 2 3 
Youth Face Line Staff 

8 5/24-25 Decision Making County Board Fred Wileman 15 5 No Test 
in Juv. Justice Members 

9 5/25-27 Problems Alt. Living Grp. Ellyn Hiens 19 3 1 1.5 
Youth Face Line Staff 

10 6/14-16 Human Servicp-s Com:t ,P,ervices Chris Dunning 12 10 7 9 
Hgt. CDurse Supervisors 

11 6/21-23 Human Services Court Services Janice Ereth 19 11 10 10 
Course Line Staff Peggy Kendrigan 
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Training 
Session 

1 

4 

5 

6 

7 

10 

11 

Ta1~le 6-5a 

Session Rankings, Follow-up Questionnaire 
and Combined Pre/Post Test 
and Participant Evaluations 

Follow-up 
Combined Questionl.1aire 

Cou').'"se Title Ranking Ranking 

Human Services 4 4 
Management 

Alternative Youth 5 5 
Services - Admin. 

Court Services - 6 6 
Line Staff 

Alternative Living 1 1 
Living Group 

Recruit. & Training 2 3 
Foster Parents & 
Volunteers 

A1ternaHve 3 2 
Living Group 

Court Services - 7 8 
Supervisors 

Court Services - 8 7 
Line Staff 

6.15 
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The number of participants completing the courses for 
the 11 sessions ranged from a low of 10 to a high of 24 or 
almost double the lower amount. A correlation analysis was 
conducted on the number of participants completing the course 
and the per cent change in their pre and post tests. The cor­
relation coefficient was .049 indicating essentially no rela­
tionship between the size of the training session number of 
participants and the realized change in pre and post tests. 

Table 6-6 shows the ranking of the training sessions 
according to trainer. Essentially there were six separate 
training teams involved with providing the 11 training sessions. 
Ellyn Wiens whose courses ranked consistently highest shows a 
combined evaluation score rank of 2 and a combined average test 
improvement increase rank of 3. The combined rank would place 
her sessions as tied for the number 2 (2.5) pldce. For training 
sessions overall, Ellyn Hiens course on Problems Youth Face 
presented early in May ranked the highest in participants 
evaluation and her Problems Youtlt Face p~esented again later 
in the month rated highest in the change in pre and post tests. 

Table 6-6 

Performance by Trainers 

Number Average Average 
of Participant Test Combined 

Trainer Sessions Evaluation Improvement Rank 
Score Rank % Increase Rank 

EH 5 87 2 24 3 2.5 
JE 2 57 5 16 5 4.5 
GF 1 70 4 27 1 2.5 
RN 1 95 1 26 2 1.0 
FW 1 82 3 No Test 
CD 1 44 6 18 4 4.5 

6.16 
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The high rankings of the courses conducted by E. Wiens 
may be due to her background and experience. From Table 5-2 
information, Table 6-7 was derived which shows training ex­
perience (as indicated by allocation of work time) of the team 

leader and the combined experience of the training team members. 
No clear pattern can be determined and results could well be 
distorted by the fact that E. Wiens (100% training) was the 

session instructor of five of the courses. 

The training site may have had an effect on the partici­
pant evaluations and increases in knowledge. Table 6-8 com­
pares both sites. Madison (4 of the 11 sessions) showed a 
higher evaluation, but no statistically significant difference 
in increase in knowledge. 

Controlling ofr instructor and looking only at the ses­
sions increase in knowledge gained at Wuasau over Madison of 

the remaining six sessions (Table 6-9a) showed substantial im­
provements of Madison over Wausau in both measures. 

6.17 
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Training 
Session -----

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

Average 

Table 6-7 

Participant Evaluations as Related to 
Session Team ~ime Previously 

Allocated to Training 
(High and Low) 

Participant Evaluations Time Allocated to Training 
Percent Responding Favorably Team Leader Team 

81 100 46 Hi 

72 Lo 10 Lo 10 Lo 

75 100 55 Hi 

70 Lo 100 48 Hi 

96 Hi 100 34 Lo 

95 Hi 15 Lo 23 Lo 

92 Hi 100 35 

82 100 45 Hi 

93 Hi 100 36 

44 Lo 100 38 

42 Lo 10 Lo 12 Lo 

78 76 35 

6.18 I 
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Table 6-8 

Comparison of Participant Evaluations 
Participant Knowledge Increase (Heighted Averages) 

Hadison and Hausau 

Per Cent Increase 
Pre-Post Tests 

Participant Evaluations 
Per Cent Positive Responses 

Table 6-9 

Hadison 

22.6 

87.2 

Comparison of Selected Sessions 

Wausau 

21.9 

73.7 

(Ellyn \\Tiens, Instructor) 
Participant Evaluations and KnmoJ'ledge Increase 

(1.Jeighted Averages), Hadison and Hausau 

Per Cent Increase 
Pre-Post Tests 

Participant Evaluation 
Per Cent Positive Responses 

Table 6-9a 

Madison VJausau 

20.6 25.8 

88.7 86.7 

Comparison of Sessions Excluding E. Hiens 
Participant Evaluations and Kno~vledge Increase 

(Heighted Averages) 

Per Cent Increase 
Pre-Post Tests 

Participant Evaluation 
Per Cent Positive Responses 

Madison 

26.4 

84.4 

Wausau 

17.7 

59.6 

6.19 
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Table 6-10 indicates the characteristics of the five 

lowest ranked sessions. Four of the five were conducted at 

Wausau and again, Wausau appears less favorable than Madison. 

Size of training staff, team experience and size of class 

appear to have no relationship to participant evaluations. 

Court services personnel were highly involved in three of the 

courses. Two of the three administrative courses were low 

ranked as compared to three of the six line staff courses. 

In its grant application, the Center proposed to develop 

24 separate sessions. By the end of June, 11 sessions were 

presented. Compared to other training programs in support of 

a variety of agencies and programs, this is an ambitious under­

taking for the first year of operation. Setting such an objec­

tive is understandable, given the fact that the Center wishes 

to prove itself as quickly as possible in relation to its diverse 
training population. A result of the program scope and the 

diversity and number of training teams (6) may be the range 

of session evalution scores from the low of 42% to the session 
high of 96%. 

In addressing Program Objective l-H "to provide training 

of such quality that 70% of the participants render a favorable 
reaction ... " only two of the 11 sessions fell below the standard. 

Overall, an estimated total of 152 of the 196 participants or 

77.6% responded positively to the training sessions. 

6.20 
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Table 6-10 

Characteristics of Five Lowest Ranked Sessions 
Participant Evalustions 

Team Time Per Cent 
Size of Previously Court Admin. Participant 

Session Title of Training Training in Training Size of Services or Evaluation 
Number Session Site Instructor Staff (%) Class Personnel Line Staff % Positive 

2 Strategies in Wausau J. Ereth 3 10 18 a Line 72 
Community P. Kendrigan 
Organization 

3 Human Services Hausau E. Wiens if 55 23 l3 Admin. 75 
Management 

4 Human Services Madison G. Glemming 4 43 10 100 Line 70 

10 Human Services Wausau C. ,Dunning 4 38 12 100 Admin. 44 
Managen:en t 

11 Human Services ~vausau J. Ereth 5 12 19 100 Line 42 
P. Kendrigan 

11 SE'!ssions 4 Madison 4.5 35 18 27 6-Line 78 
7 Wausau Average Average 3-Admin. overall 

I-Both 
1-Decision-

Makers 

0'\ . 
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6.2 TRAINING SESSIONS, FALL/HINTER, 1977-78 

Evaluation of the Fall/Winter Semester ,vas based on prl?/ 

post tests, participant final evaluations and follow-up tele­

phone interviews with participants. 

6.2.1 Pre/Post Tests 

Table 6-11 shows the results of the pre and post t~sts 
administered to the participants. This information is used to 

derive the pre/post test rankings as shO'\I7U in Table 6-12. 

6.2.2 Final Assessment 
Participants completed a final assessment form which was 

somewhat comparable to th~ participant evaluation form used in 

the Spring of 1977. 

Teaching Team Characteristics 

Table 6-13 shows the participants' assessment of the teaching 
teams. The overall category was derived from eight questions 

pertaining to the teaching teams. The proportion responding 
lIvery or mostly highll was 90.0% for the courses combined. 

Course Dynamics 

Table 6-1L~ shows the participants I assessment of the dynamics 

of the course. Overall dynamics is derived from five related 

questions and all courses combined received an 87.8% positive 

response. 

6.22 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Number 
Training Completing 
Session Test 

12 16 

14 19 

15 22 

16 18 

18 18 

19 16 

20 16 

21 8 

22 14 

23 11 

24 18 

28 15 

Averages 16 

Table 6-11 

Pre/Post Test Summary 
Fall Semester, 1977 

Combined % Correct 
Pre-Test Post-Test 

33.3 57.8 

60.2 77.1 

46.6 70.6 

58.1 68.0 

61. 8 72.5 

53.2 86.6 

25.7 53.5 

47.0 78.9 

57.1 72.9 

36.1 68.3 

49.2 77.7 

59.3 74.6 

49.0 71. 5 

Score Per Cent 
Increase Increase 

24.5 73.5 

16.9 28.0 

24.0 51.5 

9.9 17.0 

10.7 17.3 

33.4 62.7 

27.8 108.1 

31. 9 67.8 

15.8 27.6 

32.2 89.1 

28.5 57.9 

15.3 25.8 

22.5 45.9 

6.23 
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Training 
Session 

12 

14 

15 

16 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

28 

Score 
Increase 

Rank 

6 

8 

7 

12 

11 

1 

5 

3 

9 

2 

4 

10 

Table 6-12 

Pre/Post Test Rankings 
Fall, 1977 

Per Cent 
Inc1:ease 

Rank 

3 

8 

8 

12 

11 

5 

1 

4 

9 

2 

6 

10 

Total 
of Combined 

Ranks Ranking 

9 5 

16 8 

14 7 

24 12 

22 12 

6 2.5 

6 2.5 

7 4 

18 9 

4 1 

10 6 

20 10 

6.24 
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Course No.: 

Knowledge 

Organization 

Teaching 
Ability 

Overall 

12 J.3 

87.5 94.7 

81.3 78.9 

81.3 9LI.7 

70.0 8LI.2 

Table 6-13 

Final Assessment 
Charl.1.cter:i.stics of Teachi.ng Team 

Fall/Winter, 1977-78 

Per Cent Res~onding "Ve'ry or Mostly High" 
15 16 18 19 20 21 22 23 

90.9 84.2 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 5LI.5 J.OO.O 

5LI.5 73.7 88.2 88.2 66.7 100.0 18.2 72.7 

50.0 78.9 100.0 100.0 83.3 100.0 36.4 90.9 

45.5 63.2 100.0 100.0 R1.3 85.7 27.3 95.5 

All 
2LI 28 Courses 

86.7 100.0 92.8 

53.3 92.9 74.4 

86.7 92.9 85.4 

100.0 92.9 90.0 



-------------------

Course No.: 12 ll, 15 

Per Cent at 87.5 ,57.9 65.2 
Every Sess:lon 

Discussion Very 75.0 89.5 81.6 
or Host Us(afu1 

Reading Mal;eria1s 73.3 61.1 45.0 
Very or Host1y 
Useful 

Physical Setting 68.8 68.l, 65.2 
Highly Useful or 
Mostly Useful 

0'iTel:a1l Dynamics 68.8 89.5 60.9 

(J) . 

Table 6-1', 

Final Assessment 
Course Dynamics 

Per Cent Positive 
16 18 19 20 

26.3 77 .8 88.2 72.2 

73.7 94.4 100.0 77 .8 

15.8 100.0 94.1 4l, .l, 

lI7.l, 72.2 73.3 55.6 

68.l, 100.0 100.0 75.0 

Responses All 
21 22 23 24 28 Cou.E~s_e..§. 

l12.9 90.9 90.0 86.7 71.4 71.8 

100.0 63.6 68.2 86.7 92.9 83.l, 

100.0 45.5 94.1 73.3 75.0 68.6 

85.7 45.5 81.8 53.:1 71.l, 64.l, 

100.0 5l,.5 90.9 86.7 100.0 87.8 
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Work Situation 
Table 6-15 shows the responses to question: "Relating to 

my work situation, the context (of the training) was very useful" 
mostly useful, moderately useful and limited or of no use." The 
combined positive response for all courses (very and mostly 

~ ..• , . 
~seful) was 82.9%. 

•• Q' .... 

Final Assessment Summary 
Table 6-16 shows a summary of positive responses for the 

final assessment. The Overall Utility category combines responses 
for three related questions and the Combined Assessment reflects 
positive responses for three key questions and three combined 
categories. For all the courses, there was a 90.4% positive 
combined assessment. 

Final Assessment Course Rankings 

Table 6-17 shows the rankings of the courses according to 
several categories. The rankings were totaled to derive a 
combined ranking. Courses numbered 18, 19 and 28 were very 
close in the rankings and the designation 1-3 is not significant. 
The next four courses ranked through 7 are also close. 

6.27 
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0'1 

N 
00 

Per Cent Response to 

Course No. : 

Very Useful 

Mostly Useful 

Moderately 
Useful 

Limited or 
No.Use 

Question: "Related 

12 III 15 

12.5 31. 6 26.1 

62.5 57.9 30.4 

25.0 10.5 30.4 

13.0 

Table 6-15 

Vinal Assessment 
Hork. Situation 

Fall/Winter, 1977-78 

to my work situation, the content was": 

16 18 19 20 21 22 

29.4 52.9 41.2 66.7 50.0 20.0 

lll. 2 35.3 52.9 66.7 33.3 30.0 

17.6 11.8 5.9 22.2 16.7 20.0 

11.8 11.1 30.0 

All 
23 24 28 Courses 

40.9 46.7 50.0 40.3 

115.5 40.0 28.6 112.6 

13.6 13.3 14.3 16.5 

7.1 5.7 
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N 
1.0 

Course No.: 

Teaching Tea!n 
Characteris U.cc (~~) 

Course Dynami.cs U~) 

Overall Utility (%) 

Combined Assessment 
(%) 

Average Positi.ve 
R.esponse (~/' . '/ 

12 14 15 

70.0 8l,.2 l,5.5 

68.8 89.5 60.9 

62.5 94.7 56.5 

75.0 95.0 69.6 

69.1 90.9 58.1 

Table 6-16 

Final 1\ssessment Summary 
Fall/Winter, 1977-78 

Per Cent Positive Responses 

16 18 19 20 21 

63.2 100.0 100.0 81.3 85.7 

68.i1 100.0 100.0 75.0 100.0 

72.2 100.0 100.0 9il.1 87.5 

89.5 100.0 100.0 87.5 100.0 

73.3 100,0 100.0 8/,.5 93.3 

1\11 
22 23 24 28 Courses ----

27.3 95.5 1r)O.n 92.9 90.0 

5ll.5 90.9 86.7 100.0 87.8 

l,5.5 100.0 86.7 100.0 78.5 

54.5 95.5 93.3 100.0 90.4 

45.5 95.5 91.7 98.2 86.7 
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Course No. : 

Teaching Team 

Course Dynamics 

Overall Utility 

Combined Ass80sment 

Total of n...,.nk:i.l1n,S 

Combined r..anl·.~nn; 

12 14 

9 7 

9 6 

10 5 

10 6 

38 24 

10 7 

15 

11 

11 

11 

11 

LfLf 

11 

Table 6-17 

Final Assessment 
Course Rankings 

Fall/Winter, 1977-78 

16 18 19 

10 2 2 

10 2.5 2.5 

9 2.5 2.5 

8 2.5 2.5 

37 11.5 11.5 

9 1.5 1.5 

20 21 22 ~l 24 28 

6 G 12 Lf 2 5 

8 2.5 1~ 5 7 2.5 

6 8 12 2.5 7 2.5 

9 2.5 12 5 7 2.5 

31 19 16.5 23 12.5 

8 5 12 4 6 3 
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6.2.3 FollO\J7-Up Questionnaires 
A total of 112 telephone interviews on seven of the 12 

Fall/Winter courses were conducted. Table 6-18 shows the training 
courses and response rate. 

Table 6-19 shows a summary of responses to key questions. 
Overall, R~.8% of the participants had positive responses to 
the training. 

6.2.4 Training Sessions Performance, Fall/Winter, 1977-78 
Table 6-20 summarizes the performance of the courses for 

Fall/Winter, 1977-78. Unlike the Spring Session, the pre/post 
tests are not well correlated with the final assessment ~ankings. 
The follow-up survey of the first seven courses corresponds well 
with the final assessment. The final assessment, accordingly, 
is selected as the best indicator of comparative performance for 
all 12 courses. 

The number of. participants ranged from 12 to 25. There is 
no correlation between size of class and final assessment ra~k­
ings. Ellyn Wiens, whose courses ranked consistently high in 
the Spring Session, had rankings of 1.5, 3, 4, 6, 9 and 12 for 
the six courses she instructed. She had both the lowest and 
the highest ranking courses. 

Table 6-21 shows ranked performance by trainers as indicated 
by average final assessment positive response. The average 
positive response for E. Wiens and R. Rembisz is a 'iveighted 
average for their combined courses. The wide range of rankings 
for E. Weins results in a combined rank of four out of six 
instructors. 

6.31 
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Training 
Session 

12 

14 

15 

16 

18 

19 

20 

Table 6-18 

Follow-Up Survey Courses 

Number 
Completing 

Course Title Course 

Human Services Management 17 
Course 

Problems Youth Face 19 

Recruitment and Training 22 
Strategies 

Human Service Conununity 22 
Ivork Course 

Drug Abuse 19 

Parenting Skills 17 

Advanced La~'1 Course 17 

TOTAL 133 

Number Per Cent 
Contacted of Total 

15 88.2 

17 89.5 

19 86.4 

17 77 .3 

16 84.2 

14 84.2 

14 84.2 ---
112 84.9 

6.32 
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Course No.: 12 
Number Contacted: IT 

Course content 1QaS 86.7 
useful to work situa-
tion (%) 

Training was more 60.0 
useful than expected 
(%) 

Change in r1aily ~'7ork 86.7 
effectiveness (%) 

Hould recommend course 80.0 
to others (~~) 

Have lIsed information 73.3 
or skills obtained in 
training U~) 

Average positive 77 .3 
response (~~) 

Ranking 5 

Table. 6-19 

Summary of Selected Fo11mQ-Up Questions 
and Course Ranldngs 

Fa11/Whter, 1977 - 78 

III 15 16 18 
17 19 IT 16 

88.2 79.0 6ll.6 100.0 

88.2 82.4 58.7 100.0 

88.2 79.0 611.6 100.0 

88.2 100.0 to .1 100.0 

88.2 9ll.7 89.2 100.0 

88.2 87.0 64.9 100.0 

3 4 7 1 

19 20 Overall 
14 14 112 

92.9 78.5 84.3 

78.6 64.3 76.0 

92.9 78.5 8ll.3 

100.0 100.0 87.5 

100.0 64.3 87.1 

92.9 77 .1 83.8 

2 6 
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Tnl)l(> Ci-Z'l 

Summary of TrainJnl~ Seanlon 
ChnrncterLstics and Performnnce 

Numher Pre/Post Final AssIsnment 
Training Type of Completing Test __ F1!ELt.~!).B_~ Follow-Up 
Session .!?!!!:..E). ,Local: lon Course Title ~:5.Pi'E..t:.. Instru1!.!~E. ~~e_ Rankins_ 12 7 .J;urv"£y~ 

Cour~:!!. Courses ---
12 9/12-1/! '~ausau Ilumnn Servlces Alternative Living R. 17 5 10 6 5 

Hnn::1l\ement Group - Admin. Hemhisz 

11, 9/28-30 I~ausau Problems Youth Alternntlve LLving II. 19 8 7 3 :1 
Tlnce Group - Line Stnff 14e1ns 

15 10/',-6 Ivausnu Recruit. (, Foster Parent (, R. 25 7 11 7 I, 

Training Volunteer Recruit. Nnvnrro 
Strategles (, Trainln?, 

16 10/11-13 Ivnusnu lIuman ServIces Court Services YSB E. 22 12 9 5 7 
C01lUTIunlty Work Line Stnrr Heins 

18 10/2/,-26 '1ad1sot! Advanced Work- Youth Service F. 1.8 11 .1.5 1.5 1 
Shop on A1c. C. Workers Broeder 
Other Drug Abuse 

19 10/32 - '1adlson Advanced Work- Youth Servlce E. 18 2.5 1.5 1.5 2 
11/2 Shop on Horkers 14elns 

Parenting Skills 

20 11/7-8 \fadlson Advanced Work- Youth Service R. 113 2.5 8 I, Ii 
Shop on Law (, Horkers PhelpS 
JIIV. Justice 
System 

21 11/15-17 :vausau Human Services Alt!'t'tlative Youth R. 12 i, 5 
NnnAp.,el11cnt SCt'ViCf.'!l - Admin. RemlHsz 

!'"' I interviews wlth pnrtlcipants w Telephone from the first 7 of the 12 courses. 
J:-
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<.) Table. 6-20 
(Continued) 

Number Pce/Post Final AsseRsment 
Completing Test Pankin..8 __ Follow-Up 

Tra.ining 
Type of 

Course Rankin&.. 12 7 surveyl 
Course Title Participant Instructor 

Session ~ Location ~-~ Courses 

Alternative Living E. 14 9 12 
11/2l.-23 Madison Problems Youth 

22 Face Group - Line>. Staff: Heins 

E. 12 1 II 

11/28-30 Hnd:Lson Advanced Hork- , Youth Services 
23 Shop on Develop- toTockers Heins 

:Lng In-Service 
Education 

W. 23 6 6 
Advanced Work- Youth Services 

211 12/7-9 Hausau Gingecich Shop on Reality Horkers 
Therapy 

E. 15 lO 3 

28 12/12-14 Hadison Pro\)lems youth Alternative 1,iving 
Face Group - Line Staff t{eins 

1Telephone interviews with pacticipants from the first 7 of the 12 courses. 

----~--~----------.... 
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Trainer 

FB 

WG 

RP 

E\~ 

RR 

RN 

Table 6-21 

Performance by Training 
Fall/Winter, 1977-78 

Number Average Participant 
of Final Assessmertt 

Sessions % Positive Response 

1 100.0 

1 91. 7 

1 84.5 

6 83.6 

2 79.1 

1 58.1 

Rank 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

6.35 
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6.3 TRAINING SESSIONS COMPARATIVE PERFORMANCE 
Table 6-22 arrays summary information on pre/post tests, 

final assessments (participant evaluations) and follow-up surveys 
for both the Spring Session, 1977 and the Fall/Winter Session, 

1977-78. 

The Fall/Winter Session showed an increase in all categories 

except one. The difference is statistically significant. A 

third of the participants of both sessions felt that their agencies 

would change as a result of the training. 

Table 6-22 

Session Performance Summary 

Pre/Post Tests (% increase in scores) 

Participant Assessment (% positive responses) 

Follow-Up (% positive responses) 

Survey Average 

Content useful to work situation 

Training more useful than expected 

Change in daily work effectiveness 

Would recommend course to others 

Have used training info'cmatian 

Agency changes as a result of training 

Spring Fall/Winter 

21.9 45.9 

78.0 86.7 

67.3 83.8 

64.7 84.3 

56.9 76.0 

56.2 84.3 

68.2 87.5 

66.7 87.1 

33.3 34.3 

6.36 
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6.4 PARTICIPANT COMMENTS 
The final assessment form which was completed by the par­

ticipants of the Fall/Winter 1977-78 Training Session contained 
open-ended questions on the teaching team, physical setting, 
usefulness of the course content and final comments. 

6.4.1 Teaching Team 
The participants were asked, "What could the teaching 

team do to improve their teaching in this course?ll The partici­
pant was allowed space for four comments. Of the 222 partici­
pants who completed the form, 137 provided a total of 171 com­
ments. 

For Courses No. 14 and 15, responding participants felt 
there should have been more group interaction (9 of 23 for 
Course No. 14 and 9 of 25 for Course No. 15). Excluding these 
two courses, 23 of 174 participants or 13.2% felt there should 
have been more group interaction. 

Of the total 222 participants, 29 or 13.1% felt that the 
teaching team could have imparted more specific and relevant 
information. A total of 21 participants or 9.5% commented that 
lectures could have been better and more enthusiasm could have 
been shown by the teaching team. 

"Better organization" was the response of five of the 25 
participants in Course No. 15 (20.0%) and of six of the 21 
participants in Course No. 23 (28.6%). Of the remaining 176 
participants, only 10 or 5.7% commented that the teaching team 
needed better organization. 

6.4.2 Physical Setting 
Of the 222 participants, 96 made comments on the physical 

setting. These were 58 negative comme'nts of the 96 comments. 
Courses No. 14, 15, and 19 had a combined large number of nega-
tive r'nmmo't"l t- C' __ ~ .. _ .... _.a."'_~ 

Negative comments include "no windows" for'Courses No. 12, 
14, 15 and 16. Chairs uncomfortable and space too confining 
were also comments made by participants. 

6.37 
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The most frequent comment (25 of the 96 comments) was on 

the relaxed and comfortable environment of the training sessions. 
Nine of the participants liked the setting being compact and 
not having to move around to attend sessions. 

By and large, the participants were positive about the two 
sites although there were differences. Of the 90 participants 
who attended sessions at the Wausau site, 33 or 36.7% had nega­
tive comments. Of the 132 participants who attended sessions 
at the Madison site, 25 or 18.9% had negative comments. 

6.4.3 Course Content 
Participants were asked to comment on how they would 

use the content or material presented in the course with re­
spect to their job situation. They were also asked to comment 
on why the material would not be useful. 

Of the responses on the content not being of use, the preO 
dominant reason given was that some material was not relevant 
(19 of 46 negative responses). The next largest number of re­
sponses was eight with the comment that the content was not 
practical. 

A total of 160 of the 222 participants commented on how 
they would use the crouse content in their jobs. Of the 160 
responding, 38 stated that the material would hlep in dealing 
with staff and administrators; 31 felt that new ideas, tech­
niques and perspectives would be useful; 26 stated that it would 
be useful in dealing with clients; and 22 felt that it would be 
useful in improving overall communication with people in juven­
ile justice. 

6.4.4 Final Comments 
Only 85 of the 222 participants made final comments. 

The length of the final assessment form an- the number of pre­
ceeding questions that required comment may have reduced the 
potential response to the question: "Do you have any other 
comments, criticisms, or suggestions about the course?" 

6.38 
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The bulk of the 85 responses (40 or 47.1%) was that the 

course was good, enjoyable and valuable. A total of 10 or 
11.8% of those respondi~g stated that they did not like filling 

out the many required forms. 

Other comments included a desire for more time flexibility 
for sessions (5), more input from participants (3), and advanced 

follow-up sessions (3). 

6.39 
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SECTION 7 

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PROGRfu'1 

Concurrent with its training activities, the University 
of Wisconsin Juvenile Justice Personnel Development Center, 
provides resource materials and technical assistance to state­
wide agencies and community-based groups involved or concerned 
with the administration of juvenile justice. 

The Resource Unit Program was developed in recognition of 
the need to meet the informational needs, and to provid educa­
tional materials to persons and agencies concerned with juvenile 
justice issues and programs in the State of Wisconsin. It is 
described in Section 8. Similarly, the Technical Assistance 
Program is the Center's response to the need for professional 
consultative assistance in operational and programmatic aspects 
of juvenile justice training, planning and administration. 

The, Center's Technical Assistance Program has evolved 
dUfing the past 15 month~ .. in response to the changing needs of 
the user community. In this sense the Technical Assistance 
Program has been mOTe reactive in r~ature than the other two 
programs conducted by the Center (i. e., Training and Resource 
Units) . Initially the Center determined it vlOuld provide in­
direct and direct technical assistance in the following areas: 

o direct consultation services designed to identify 
changing education and training needs 

o direct consultation services designed to clarify 
roles in youth service agencies 

o assist youth service agencies in their community 
relations effort by developing workshops and 
seminars to demonstrate the impact of delivery 
of agency service (Report No, I, prepared 
11/1/76 by Center staff) 

By the second quarter of operation the Center had refined 
their technical assistance obj ectives. The change in orienta·' 
tion is reflected in the Center's publication The Technical 

7.1 
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Assistance Program booklet. In that handbook the Center 
indicated that the program was to provide assistance in two 
areas: They were: 

Grant Related. Agencies requlrlng the Center's 
technical assistance services for grant development 
and procurement procedures 

Non-Grant Related. Agencies or community-based 
groups requiring the Center's technical assistance 
in such activities as conference planning, co­
ordination efforts and general information sharing. 

However, what in fact happened was that the Center's 
Technical Assistance Program developed into a less structured, 
but ultimately more responsive vehicle to meet the varied needs 
of the juvenile justice community. The range of technical 
assistance services initially-identified by the Center turned 
out to have minimal applicability to the day-to-day realities 
of the user community. After 15 months of providing technical 
assistance services, the Center staff have developed a repertoire 
of programs, informational sources and presentations to meet 
the needs of their client, but more importantly, they have 
developed ~ process that is flexible and that enables them to 
deal with most of the problems. 

MetaHetrics review of the Juvenile Justice Personnel 
Development Center's Technical Assistance Program consisted of 
the following activities: 

0 Review of Quarterly and Monthly Activity Reports 

0 Review of the Quarterly Progress Reports 

0 Review of Technical Assistance Progress Report forms 

0 Review of Technical Assistance Evaluation forms 

0 Review of Technical Assistance Request forms 

0 Discussion with Juvenile Justice Personnel 
Development Center staff 

The following analysis largely draws upon the descriptive 
reports prepared by the Center staff. These reports cover the 

7.2 
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technical assistance and resource activities as conducted from 
October 1, 1976 through December 30, 1977. During that period, 
68 separate technical assistance sessions were conducted. 

7.1 GRANT/NON-GRANT TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 
Initially, the Center's staff determined that an important 

distinction of their technical assistance program would be 
whether the assistance was grant or non-grant related. This 
distinction ultimately turned out to be less significant than 
initially anticipated. However, the Center staff continued to 
indicate on the Technical Assistance forms whether the assistance 
was grant or non-grant related. 

Based on a review of the Center's Technical Assistance 
Progress Report forms from October, 1976 through December, 1977, 
31% of the Center's technical assistance activities have been 
grant related. However, four of the 21 agencies/groups identified 
as receiving grant related technical assistance from the Center 
also indicated that they received non-8rant assistance as well. 
Thus, only four of the Center's technical assistance activities 
have been in support of grant related activities. 

Table 7-1 

Grant vs. Non-Grant Technical Assistance 

Grant Non-Grant Both Grant/ 
Related Related Non-Grant Total 

Number of 17 47 4 
Agencies 

68 

Per Cent 25.0% 69.1% 5.9% 100% 

Nearly 70% of the technical assistance has involved non­
grant related areas, while 6% of the agencies reported receiving 
technical assistance in both grant and non-grant areas. 

7.3 
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7.2 SUMMARY OF TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM ACTIVITIES 
More meaningful than examining grant/non-grant activities 

is an analysis of the range of technical assistance services 
provided by the Center during 1976/1977. A review of the 
Center's activities during this period suggests that six broad 
categories of assistance were provided by Center staff in 
the 68 technical assistance contacts with state-wide agencies 
and organizations. (Table 7-2 presents the type of technical 
assistance that was provided by the Center in each quarter of 
operation.) 

The technical assistance provided by the Center's staff 
included: 

o Fiscal, Budget Preparation. The Center provided 
information to agencies concerning account usage, 
various finance strategies and related budgetary 
preparatory considerations. This form of assistance 
is more in line with grant related technical assis­
tance the Center initially anticipated in providing 
to various community-based correction agencies. In 
fact, few opportunities to utilize Center staff 
skills in this area presented themselves. 

o Develop In-Service Training. In 1977, the Center 
staff were involved in several protracted technical 
assistance contacts with organizations interested 
in developing in-service training programs. This 
form of technical assistance directly relates to 
the objective and purpose of the Center, draws on 
the expertise and skills of the Center staff and 
increasingly meets an expressed need of both 
traditional as well as non-traditional juvenile 
justice programs and organizations. 

o Information Sharing on Center's Activities. LEAA 
guidelines designate information sharing as a form 
of technical assistance. Much of the Center's 
technical assistance in this area is a form of 
publicity promotions, however, to the extent that 
it also informs concerned state-wide agencies and 
groups of the availability of training programs, 
it is a form of technical assistartce as defined by 
LEAA. The Center may, however, want to reconsider 
whether activities related to promoting the Center's 
training programs shrold be considered as technical 
assistance per se. 

7.4 
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Table 7-2 

Technical Assistance Provided 
by Number of Contacts per Quarter 

Lfth 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 
Type of Quarter 1976 Quarter 1977 Quarter 1977 Quarter 1977 Quarter 1977 

Technical Assistance Oct-Dec Jan-Narch April-June July-Sept Oct-Dec Total 

Fiscal, Budget 1 1 
Preparation 

Information Sharing on Lf 3 3 2 1 13 
Center's Activities 

Conference/Workshop 2 5 3 1 1 12 
Presentation 

Program Planning and 2 5 2 2 9 20 
Development 

Conference Planning 3 Lf 1 1 9 

Develop In-Service 1 8 4 13 
Training Program 

TOTAL 12 17 10 1l! 15 68 

As Per Cent of Total 17.6 25.0 14.7 20.6 22.1 100.0 

..... J 

Ln 
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o Conference/~~orkshop Presentation. Huch of the 
Center's initial technical assistance involved 
presentation to both large and small groups. 
Generally, these presentations were in response 
to a group's/agency's requesting information on 
a specific juvenile justice related topic or 
issue. Most of this form of technical assistance 
ha.~, been rendered to university groups. 

o Program Planning and Develo1?ment. Technical 
assistance activities in th~s area consisted 
of assisting agencies to focus on development 
of program designs and objectives. Nearly half 
of the Center's technical assistance in this 
area consisted of providing input to the Wisconsin 
Association for Youth Training Committee (HAY). 

o Conference/Workshqp Planning. The Center has 
assisted several agencies interested in conducting 
conferences. Procedures for developing and imple­
menting a one or two-day conference are provided 
by the Center staff to interested agencies. 

The second quarter of providing technical assistance 
activities (January-March, 1977) was the Center's most active 
period, both in scope of assistance provided and in number of 
client contacts. 

In Table 7-3, the range of the Center's technical assistance 
activities by frequency of contacts is presented. Approximately 
50% of the assistance consisted of either planning or partici­
pating in conferences and/or workshops. The next highest level 
of technical assistance consisted of program planning and 
development (29.4%). Much of this effort was spent in assisting 
the Wisconsin Association for Youth Training (WAY). However, 
some of these contacts reported as program planning technical 
assistance, should be reclassified, as the Center staff resource 

person was more of an observor than aa advisor 
at these meetings. Information sharing was the next significant 
level of the Center's technical assistance contacts. This 
assistance was primarily in the form of providing information 
about Center's range of programs, particularly training sessions, 
~o prospective client groups. At this same level of intensity 
-- 20% of all technical assistance contacts -- was the Center's 
assistance in developing in-service training programs. Most 

7.6 
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Table 7-3 

Frequency of Contact by 
Type of Technical Assistance 

Type of Technical 
Assistance Activity 

Program planning and development 

Information sharing on Center's 
activities 

Develop in-service training 
program 

Conference/workshop presentation 

Conference planning 

Fiscal budget preparation 

TOTAL 

Technical Assistance 
Contacts 

20 

13 

13 

12 

9 

1 

68 

Per Cent 

29.4 

19.1 

19.1 

17.7 

13.2 

1.5 

100.0 

7.7 
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of this effort centered on the development of an in-service 
training program for the Manitov10C Department of Social Services. 

During five quarters of activities the Center has provided 

six distinct forms of technical assistance consultations. Hith 
20 contacts, program planning accounted for the largest percentage 

(29.4%) of the Center's technical assistance contacts. Informa­

tion sharing activities and developing in-service training 
programs are next with 13 contacts each accounting for approxi­

mately 40% of all technical assistance contacts. 

7.3 AGENCIES RECEIVING TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 
The objective of the Juvenile Justice Personnel Development 

Center's Technical Assistance Program is to provide consulta­

tion services to at least: 

o 10 different training programs, agencies or 
schools, representing 

o 5 various components of the juvenile justice 
system. 

The Center, to date, has provided technical assistance a 
total of 68 times to 12 overall juvenile justice or related 
social service programs. A total of 25 separate agencies were 
served. The Center has thus successfully fulfilled their over­
all objective in providing technical assistance to interested 
State agencies and groups. Table 7-4 presents a profile of 
the Center's technical assistance from October through December t 

1977. It includes the various agencies and groups, type of 
assistance provided, number of contacts made, number of partici­
pants who have benefitted and the number of hours required by 
the Center's staff to provide the assistance. 

7.3.1 Agencies Affected 
A total of 25 juvenile justice agencies and related 

social service programs and groups were identified as recipients 
of technical assistance from the Center during 1976 and 1977. 
Table 7-5 lists these. agencies/groups by number of contacts they 
had ,vith the Center in each quarter. Slightly more than half 

of the agencies (n=13) oniy contacted the Center for technical 

7.8 
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- -

Agency/Group 

Group Homes 

State Mental 
Health 

Public Interest! 
Citizens Group 

-

Youth Service Groups 
- including Youth. 

Service Bureaus 

Foster Parents 
Groups 

Educational 

State Criminal 
Justice Planning 
Agency 

Social Service 
Department 

- - - - - - -
Table 7-4 

Technical Assistance Profile 
October, 1976-December, 1977 

Type of 
Technical Assistance Provided 

Information sharing 

Conference planning 

Consultation on community issue; 
conference planning, information 
sharing, program planning and 
development 

Budget preparation, program 
.planJ)ing~ confp.rence planning 

presentation, information 
sharing 

Workshop facilitator 

Conference/meeting presenta­
tion, information sharing 

Conference planning, administra­
tive coordination, program 
planning 

In-service training program 
development 

Number of 
Contacts 

3 

3 

7 

26 

1 

9 

3 

9 

- -- - - - -

Number of Hours of 
ParticiEants Technical Assistance 

1'1 6.00 

lf5 20.00 

llf4 26.00 

259 100.75 

155 8.00 

517 23.50 

67 19.00 

58 35.0 



- - - - - - - - - -. - - - - - - - - -
Table 7-4 continued 

Agency/Gro~ 

Hospital 

Shelter Care 

Volunteer 

Probation 

Type of 
Technical Assistance Provided 

Information sharing 

Information sharing, program 
planning and development 

Workshop planning 

In-Service training development 

TOTAL: 12 agencies/groups 

Number of 
Contacts 

1 

3 

1 

2 

68 

Number of 
Participants 

1 

3 

7 

8 

1,278 

Hours of 
Technical Assistance 

.75 

l,.50 
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I Table 7-5 

I Agencies/Groups Receiving Technical 
Assistance by Number of Contacts 

I CONTACT S 
Oct.- Jan.- April- July- Oct.-

Agency/Group Dec. 76 March 77 June 77 Sept. 77 Dec. 77 Total 

I l. Alumni Club U.H. 1 1 

II 
Harathon Campus 

2. Brown County 1 1 1 3 
Youth Resources 

I 3. Center for Public 2 2 
Representation 

I 4. Dane County Youth 1 1 
Service Bureau 

I 
5. Southern 2 1 3 

Colony 

6. Stateline Youth 1 1 

I Commission 

7. U. \~isconsin - 1 1 2 

I 
Eau Claire 

8. U. Wisconsin - 1 1 
Parks ide 

I 9. U. Wisconsin - 1 1 3 5 
Extension 

I 10. Wisconsin Associa- 4 9 3 1 1 18 
tion for Youth 

I 11. Wisc. Fed. of 1 1 
Foster Parents 

I 12. Hisc. Group Home 2 1 3 
Association 

I 
13. Adams County 1 1 

Youth Conrrnission 

14. \Hsc. Council on 1 2 3 

I Criminal Justice 

15. St. Vincent 1 1 

I 
Hospital 

I 
7.11 
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Agency/Group 

16. Manito,voc Department 
of Social Services 

17. Kenosha - Bureau 
of Probation 

18. ~~aukesha - Dept. of 
Social Services 

19. Central t.Jisc. Shelter 
Shelter Care Project 

20. Eau Claire Shelter 
Care 

21. Washington County 
Dept. Social Services 

22. Wisc. Coordinating 
Council on Crim. Just. 

23. Rotary Club 

24. Great Lakes Inter. 
Tribal Group 

25. Technical College -
Hadison 

TOTAL 

Table 7-5 Continued 

CON T ACT S 
Oct.- Jan.- April- July- Oct.-

Dec. 76 March 77 June 77 Sept. 77 Dec. 77 Total ---- --
1 4 3 8 

1 1 2 

1 1 

1 1 

2 1 3 

1 1 

1 1 

1 1 

1 3 

1 1 

12 17 10 14 15 68 
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assistance on one occasion, while 36'70 of them used the Center 
three or more times. Repeated use of the Center's Technical 
Assistance program suggests user satisfactionj a fact that is 
supported by the follow-up survey results. 

In order to simplify analysis, the groups and agencies 
were classified according to their service function. This effort 
resulted in 10 agency/group categories being identified. Table 
7-6 arrays these agencies/groups by the number of contacts they 
had with the Center 

Table 7-6 

Agency/Group Contacts 

Agency/Group 

Youth Service Groups -
Including Youth Service Bureaus 

Educational 

Alternative Living Groups (e.g., Group 
Homes, Foster Parents, Shelter Care) 

State Henta1 Health Program 

Public Interest/Citizens Group 

State Criminal Justice Planning Agency 

Social Service Department 

Hospital 

Volunteer 

Probation 

TOTAL 

Contacts 

26 

9 

7 

3 

7 

3 

9 

1 

1 

2 

68 

Per Cent 

38.2 

13.2 

10.3 

4.4 

10.3 

4.4 

13.2 

1.5 

1.5 

3.0 

100.0% 

7.13 
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The range of contacts by the 10 agencies spans a high of 
26 by Youth Service Groups to one contact made by the Volunteer 
and Hospital organizations. Youth Service Groups, and in partic­
ular, one organization - Wisconsin Association for Youth (WAY) -
accounted for nearly 40% of all technical assistance contacts. 

7.4 PARTICIPANTS 
A total of 1)278 participants directly benefitted from the 

Center's Technical Assistance program. Table 7-L~ presents the 
breakdown of this figure by the various agencies/groups. Educa­
tion Programs I with 517 participants, accounted for nearly 25~~ 
of the total number of individuals receiving the Center1s con­
sultative services. This resulted because the technical 
assistance given to Educational Programs consisted of conference 
or workshop presentations given to relatively large groups of 
individuals. 

Table 7-7 considers the participants involved in the 
Center's program by the type of technical assistance they 
received. In only 12 contacts, the Center provided technical 
assistance to over 60% (802) of the ~articipant8. This was 
because the form of technical assistance that was provided ~ 

Conference/Workshop Presentation - was done in large group 
settings. By contrast, a form of technical assistance that 
accounted for nearly 20% of all technical assistance contacts 
- Developing In-Servive Training Programs - only accounted 
for 5% (66) of the total number of individuals receiving 
technical assistance from the Center. Excluding the Conference/ 
Horkshop Presentation Technical Assistance and Information 
Sharing activities, which also tended to occur in large group 
settings, results in 43 technical assistance contacts for the 
remaining 296 participants. This re~resents slightly less than 
seven individuals involved in each technical assistance contact 
provided by the Center. At that level of participation, the 
im~act of the technical assistance tends to be greater. 
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Table 7-7 

Technical Assistance Contacts by Participants 

% Contacts % Participants 
Technical Assistance Contacts N=68 Pa.rticiEants N=1278 

Conference/Workshop 12 17.7 802 62.7 
Presentation 

Conference Planning 9 13.2 93 7.3 

Program Planning 20 29.4 135 10.5 
and Development 

Information Sharing 13 19.1 180 14.1 

Fiscal Budget 1 1.5- 2 0.2 
Preparation 

Develop In-Service 11 19.1 127 ~ 
Training Program 

TOTAL 68 100.0 1278 100.0 

7.5 IMPACT ON CENTER'S ACTIVITIES 
The Center was most active in the Technical Assistance 

Program during the second quarter of operation (January-Harch, 
1977). During that period they were involved in 17 technical 
assistance sessions, requiring 73 hours of direct consultative 
time which represented 104 person hours of overall effort (Table 
7-8) . In the third quarter the Center had decreased the over­
all level of technical assistance efforts. They were involved 
in fewer contacts and as a result, were requiring less time and 
effort on their staff in this program area. In the second half 
of 1977, the Center's efforts in this area stabilized at 14 
contacts per quarter, necessit,ating 24 person hours of 
work per month, 

On an average, the Center spends 3~ hours of staff resource 
time for each technical assistance contact. This figure is mis­
leading as it represents only direct staff hours spent on 

7.15 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Table 7-8 

Technical Assistance Hours/Person Days 

Houts on Total Work 
Direct Hours for Technical 

Technical Technical Assistance 
Assistance Assistance Contacts 

Oct.-Dec. 54 70 12 
4th Quarter 76 

Jan. -}farch 73 106 17 
1st QUarter 77 

April-June 32 74 10 
2nd Quarter 77 

July-Sept. 42, 86 14 
3rd Quarter 77 

Oct.-Dec. ~ 60 15 
4th Quarter 77 

TOtAL 240 396 68 

providing technical assistance. Because staff time is utilized 
in traveling to and from the agency requesting the assistance, 
a more meaningful statistic of staff time expended would be the 
number of work days devoted to providing technical assistance. 
The total of 50 days for 68 contacts suggests that the Center 
spends an average of 4.8 hours of staff time per technical 
assistance contact. 

7.6 RESULTS OF THE FOLLOH-UP SURVEY 
To date, 19 follow-up reports have been completed evalua,· 

ting the Center's Technical Assistance Program. These reports 
are completed each time the Center finishes providing technical 
assistance to a group or agency. Table 7-9 shows completed 

follow-up evaluation forms by quarter. 
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Table 7-9 

Completed Follow-up Evaluation Forms 

Number Per Cent 
Quarters Completed of Total 

Oct.-Dec. 1976 2 11.0 

Jan. -:M..arch 1977 5 26.0 

April-June 1977 3 16.0 

July-Sept. 1977 4 21.0 

Oct.-Dec. 1977 5 26.0 --' 
TOTAL - 5 quarters 19 100.0 

Of the 19 completed technical assistance encounters with 
a variety of service groups and agencies, 95% (18) felt that 
the assistance was beneficial. One agency did not respond to 
this question. However. only three agencies (16%) had plans 
for the Center to provide additional consultative services. 
The reasons the agencies gav~ for no additional assistance 
varied: 

o 36.8% (7 agencies) felt that their problem was solved. 

o 31.6% (16 agencies) determined the problem did not 
require the Center I s assistance on an on-going 
basis. 

o 10.5% (2 agencies) decid~d that no nore assistance 
was required at this juncture of the program develop­
ment, but indicated that at a later date the need 
would arise again. 

In response to the question, "would vou use the Center's 
Technical Assistance Program again?" 73.1% (14 agencies) 
responded affirmatively, while 26% (5 agencies) left the ques­
tion blank. As to specific recommendations, 15.8% (3 agencies) 
recommended changes, 26.3/" (5 agencies) felt the program was 
"fine as iS," and 57.8% (11 agencies) left this response blank. 
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The reommendations were: 

1. That more communication occur between the Center 
and the agency getting the technical assistance. 

2. More opportunities are developed for providing 
technical assistance. 
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SECTION 8 

RESOURCE UNIT PROG~~ 

A major objective of the Center is to identify and assess 
the availability of existing instructional resource materials 
for youth service personnel in areas related to education, 

training and technical assistance (Objective I-c). A second 
and related objective is to collect and provide training re­
source material, upon request, to interested individuals, agencies 
and organizations. Specifically, Objective l-f states that the 
Center will develop and provide: 

o a comprehensive bibliography of resource material 
for specific areas of concern in juvenile justice 
(e.g., shelter care, volunteerism, juvenile courts, 
etc. ) 

o prescriptive training packages 

o audio-visual materials 

In order to achieve these objectives, the Center established 
the Resource Unit program, with the ,\?urpose of the Unit being; 
to meet the varied informational and educational needs of persons 

and agencies concerned with juvenile justice. 

In addition to its stated objectives, the Resource Unit 
also serves as the state or regional distribucors for: 

o The National Education and Training developed 
through Volunteers in Probation - VIP; and 

o The National Council on Crime and Delinquency (NCCD) 

In this capacity, the Center functions as the regional clear­
inghouse for disseminating information developed and provided 
by the National Criminal Justice Volunteer Resource Service. 
In an effort to keep abreast with developments in information 
sharing procedures as well as extend its possible range of 
resource services, the Center established and maintains liaison 
with several Wisconsin-based iriformation centers. They include: 
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o University of Wisconsin-Extension Library 
Services (Madison) . 

o University of vJisconsin Criminal Justice 
Reference and Information Center (Madison) 

o Mid,\vest Parent-Child Welfare Resource C.enter 
(Hilwaukee) 

After five months of planning and developing, the Center's 
Resource Program became operational in late Harch of 1977. 
Promotion of the Center's Resource Program has been accomplished 
primarily through the publication and distribution of a booklet 
describing the Center's resource capabilities. All training 
session participants are given a copy of this booklet (Resource 
Unit Program). Additionally, extensive listings of the Center's 
resource materials are periodically revised, updated, printed 
and distributed. One describes the Center's audio-visual 
cassette tape library, while the other pamphlet lists the 
Center's numerous publications available on an on-loan basis. 

As of December, 1977 the Center's Resource Unit collection 
consisted of an extensive list of reading materials arranged 
by 18 subject areas (see Table 8-2). The audio-visual and 
cassette tape collection consists of separate tapes covering 
eight broad areas of the juvenile justice system. Both the 
tapes and publications are available on an on-loan basis from 

the Center. 

Since the inception of the program in March, 1977, the 
Center has expanded the initial objectives of the Resource 
Unit in order to be more responsive to the broader informa­
tional needs of individuals and agencies. involved with juvenile 

justice programming. The Resource Unit has increasingly found 
that its clients' informational needs tended to be more o~iented 
towards factual or background information on issues and topics 
rather than on training or instructional methods. As a result 

of this change in user needs, the Center has sought out more 
background, state-of-the-art books and materials in juvenile 
justice areas, instead of concentrating completely on devel­

oping training resource materials. 
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8.1 DEVELOPMENT OF THE RESOURCE UNIT 

The planning, developing and structuring of the Resource 

Unit occured over a five month period, from October, 1976 to 
March) 1977. Because the Center staff had limited library 
and information system experience, they relied largely on the 
advice and practices of other, on-going resource centers. Con­
sequently, during this initial developmental phase of the Unit, 
the staff sought out the advice and recommendations of various 
information disseminating agencies to determine the various 

procedural aspects involved in establishing and maintaing a 

Resource Center. In this capacity, three major library-refer­
ence service agencies were consulted during this period. They 
,,,,ere: 

o Criminal Justice Reference and Information 
Center (University of Wisconsin Law School) 

o University of Wisconsin-Extension Library Service 

o Midwest Parent-Child Resource Center of the 
University of Wisconsin, Milwaukee School of 
Social Work 

Center staff were particularly interested in several 
operational aspects of the various reference service agencies 
they visited. These included: 

o Reviewing the basic, daily functions of a resource! 
reference service) such as cataloging, indexing 
and circulation policies. 

o Familiarizing Center staff "7ith the range and 
extent of services provided by other resource 
centers. Not only would this minimize the chance 
of the Center duplicating services and materials 
available elsewhere, it also provided the Center 
staff with an opportunity to better acquaint them­
selves with the role and functions of other 
resource centers. 

This systematic approach taken by the Center in developing 
the Resource Unit has proven to be a very beneficial and con­

structive, both to the Center and its users. 
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8.1.1 Summary of the Development of the Center's Resource Unit 

The following monthly synoDsis details the onerational 
develop~ent of the Center's Resource Unit. It summarizes infor­
mation contained in the Center's Quarterly Reports to the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration. 

September, 1976-December, 1976 

o Staff hired 

o Responsibilities/tasks identified 

o Preliminary identification of resource material 

o Developed form letter describing Center's purpose 
and need for juvenile justice training related 
materials sent to all publishers 

January, 1977-March, 1977 

o Center staff received orientation at local 
information and resource service operations 

o Review juvenile justice publications and 
materials to be part of the Center's Resource 
Unit 

o Made decisions concerning operational aspects 
(i.e., cataloging, circulation policy) of 
Resource Unit 

o Sent for numerous publications and resource 
material 

o Reviewed and catalogued all materials received 
by Center 

o Made arrangements to become state distributors 
of the National Education and Training Program 
developed through Volunteers in Probation and 
the National Council on Crime and Delinquency 

o Attended a meeting of the National Criminal 
Justice Volunteer Resource Service in Alabama 

o Established working relationship with the 
University of Wisconsin Criminal Justice 
Reference and Information Center and the 
Hidwest Parent-Child Resource Center (Milwaukee) 
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April, 1977-June, 1977 

o Continued to expand Resource Unit collection of 
cassette tapes and published materials 

o Started bibliography by subject category of 
Resource Unit collection 

o Developed a "Resource Unit Program" booklet 
describing the Center's resource capabilities 

o Developed resource materials request form 

o Continued to serve individuals/agencies 
requesting resource materials 

o Continued to publicize the Center's Resource 
Unit via the Resource Unit Booklet which was 
given to all training participants and th~ough 
public presentations by staff members. 

o Established the Resource Unit as the regional 
distribution center for the National Criminal 
Justice Volunteer Resource Service 

o Meet with representatives of the National Council 
on Crime and Delinquency - specifically the 
developer of the National Education and Training 
Program (N.E.T.P.) 

July, 1977-September, 1977 

o Continued all activities described above related 
to operating an information/resource center, 
including procuring new material, servicing 
requests for information; publicizing the 
capabilities of the Center, etc. (Publicizing 
the Center's Resource Unit is accomplished 
through various means. For example, during 
this period , Center staff made a presentation 
of Resource Unit capabilities at the First 
Annual Workshop on Community-Based Corrections 
in Juvenile Justice.) 

o Completed initial copy of the bibliography and 
cassette tape catalog. Staff continued to up­
date listings as new material arrived 

o Disseminated Resource Unit listings to youth 
service personnel throughout the state 

o Contacted and established a working relationship 
with the University of Hisconsin-Extension 
library service (Madison) 
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o Attended Child hTelfare Resource Information Exchange 
- Regional Horkshop in Chicago (August 10-11) to 
learn more about information sharing activities 
and methods 

October, 1977-December, 1977 

o Continued all activities described above related 
to operating a resource unit. Completed a bibli­
ography and audio-visual cassette tape catalog. 
In late December, a third cassette tape recording 
listing was completed 

o Disseminated listings to youth service personnel 
throu8hout the state 

o Established contact with the Resource and Instruc­
tional Media Center, University of tvisconsin, School 
of Social Hork, the Hisconsin Council on Criminal 
Justice Library, and the Regional Developmental 
Disabilities Information Center at the University 
of Wisconsin (Madison) 

o Attended the Seventh National Forum on Volunteers 
in Criminal Justice (Dallas, Texas) in November. 
\~ile there, received input concerning Center's 
Resource Unit. Administrator attended a meeting 
of the Resource Directors of the National Criminal 
Justice Volunteer ~esource Service 

8.2 OPERATIONAL PROCEDURES OF THE RESOURCE UNIT 
Based on the site visits and consultation with staff members 

at the various resource centers, the Center staff developed 
policy and operational procedures for their Resource Unit. 

8.2.1 Cataloging Procedures 
All resource materials received by the Center are classi­

fied and indexed according to subject (see Table 8-1) and the 
format of the material (e.g .• cassette, book, video-tape, etc.). 
Subject cards are filled on all ecquisitions and, periodically, 
updates of the resource library catelog are prepared. 

8.2.2 Loan Policies 
Similar to the loan policy of the University of Wisconsin­

Extension Library, the Center decided on a two-week loan period. 
Individuals and/or agencies may borrow material by either writing, 
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calling or visitinf; the Center. A library loan card was 
developed by the Center to record the name of the borrower 
and material borrowed. In addition, the Center staff has 
developed a specialized Resource Assistance Request Form that, 
utilized as a flyer, is passed or mailed out to potential users 
of the Unit. The Center assumes all costs in mailing out the 
materials. 

8.2.3 Expanding Center's Resource Capabilities 
The Center staff utilized several methods to procure and 

enlarge the Resource Unit's collection. Early in the program 
development, a form letter was drafted and sent to all publishers 
involved in publishing in the criminal justice field. This 
letter resulted in the Center being put on numerous publisher's 
mailing lists. Because several staff members had prior experience 
with juvenile justice programs, they brought with them knowledge 
of significant works in this area. These materials "lere iden­
tified and procured. Since the Center's inception, it has 
received numerous unsolicited juvenile justice and related 
educational and training material for youth service personnel. 
Unsolicited materials received at the Center are reviewed by 
the staff and a determination is made to include the material 
in the collection. Lastly, since the Center serves as the 
regional distributor of the National Education and Training 
Program, some of its collection consists of materials produced 
by this organization. 

8.2.4 Publicizing the Resource Unit 
Publicizing the Resource Unit has been accomplished 

primarily through the use of a master mailing list that was 
developed during the needs assessment conducted by the Center 
staff. On a periodic basis, individuals and agencies involved 
with non-traditional, and to some extent, traditional juvenile 
justice programming are sent bibliographic listings of the 
Resource Unit collection. 

A second major way that individuals are made aware of 
the Center's Resource Unit capabilities occurs at all training 
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sessions conducted by the Center. There a booklet describing 
the Center's Resource Unit - including a Resource Request Form 
- are passed out to all program participants. 

Lastly, through public displays at conventions I both 
national in scope (i.e., American Correctional Association) or 
local (i.e. I First Annual Horkshop on Corrrrnunity-Based Corrections 
in Juvenile Justice), the Center has materials describing the 
Resource Unit. Anytime Center staff make a public presentation, 
the capabilities of the Resource Unit, as well as the Center's 
other services I are made knmm. 

8.2.5 Honitoring the Resource Unit 
During the time that the Resource Unit has been opera­

tional, the Center staff has developed procedures to monitor 
the effectiveness of the resource service they provide. This 
has been accomplished via internal staff meetings and through 
the use of an evaluation follow-up form sent to individuals 
who utilized the Center's Resource Unit. 

During 1977, the Center staff conducted 61 separate 
staff meetings devoted to programming issues and topics involving 
the Resource Unit. These meetings lasted an average of one 
hour duration and were conducted on approximately a weekly 
basis. This compares with the 485 staff sessions conducted 
during the same time that dealt with overall program and staff 
development. Nearly 13% of staff sessions involved discussions 
concerning the Resource Unit I \¥hich is substantial considering 
that the bulk of the Center's effort has been directed towards 
operating an extensive training program. 

The Center staff developed, \vith assistance from 
MetaHetrics staff, an evaluation form that was sent to individuals 
and agencies using the Center's resource facilities. (Results 
of this follow-up are discussed later in Section 8.4.) 

Through both of these means, staff discussion and 
user feedback, the Center has developed an excellent means to 
stay current and responsive to user needs. 
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8.3 THE RESOURCE UNIT CAPABILITIES 
The Resoux'ce Unit collection consists of journals, books, 

statistical and research reports from both government and 
private agencies, handbooks, newsletters, cassettes and audio­
visual tapes. It includes material covering all aspects of 
the criminal justice field. The primary emphasis of the collec­
tion is on instructional material. 

8.3,1 Printed Materials 
The collection is arranged in eighteen subject areas, 

Table 8-1 considers the Center's Resource Unit printed materials 
by subject category. It represents the status of the Center's 
collection as of the end of September, 1977. (The Center is 
currently in the process of updating the bibliographic listing 

, 
of its resources. This will be completed in February, 1978.) 

Since the second quarter of 1977 the Resource Unit 
collection of printed materials has expanded by nearly 100% 
(from 235 to 445). More importantly, Center staff ex?anded and 
tailored the acquisition of new materials based on the areas 
that they had received requests for information (e.g., volun­
teerism and drugs). 
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l'able 8-1 

Resource Unit Collection - Printed Haterials 

Subject Categories 

Foster Care 

Home Detention 

Group Homes 

Juvenile Court Intake/Reception 

Probation 

Secure Detention/Jails 

Volunteers 

Shelter Care 

Youth Service Bureaus 

Community Services 

Juvenile/Crir.linal Justice 

Drugs 

Police/Law Enforcement/Crimla 

Law/Legal Issues 

Program Hanagement 

Social Sciences/Social Welfare 

Training Related Haterials 

Education/School 

TOTAL 

Number of 
Publications 

10 

3 

2 

18 

8 

34 
25 

4 

18 

24 

75 

15 

37 

26 

26 

61 

55 

--.!±. 
445 

Per Cent 

2.2 

.7 

,4 

4.0 
1.8 

7.6 

5.6 

.9 

4.0 

5.4 

16.9 

3.4 
8.3 

5.9 

5.9 

13.7 

12.4 

.9 

100.0 
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8.3.2 Cassette/Video Tape Collection 
The cassette/video tape reS~lrce collection also exoerienced 

an increase during 1977 from 31 tapes as of April, 1977 to 140 

in December, 1977 as shown in Table 8-2. 

Table 8-2 

Resource Unit Collection - Cassette/Video Tape 

Subject Categories Number Per Cent 

Foster Care 13 9.3 

Group Home 3 2.1 

Juvenile Court 5 3.6 

Juvenile Justice 8 5.7 

Secure Detention 3 2.1 

Volunteers 46 3Z.8 

Schools 1 .7 

Legal Issues 7 5.0 

Program Management 12 8.6 

Drugs/Alcohol 1 .7 

Community Services 4 2.9 

Social Science ~2 22.9 

Training 1 .7 

Law Enforcement 4 ~ 

TOTAL 140 100.0 

The Center's relationship with other resource/information 
centers and its responsibility to function as the regional 
distributer of N.C.C.D National Training Program, account in 
part for the Center's rapid growth in cassette/video tape 
collection. More than one-third of the cassette tapes included 
in the Resource Unit carne from the American Child Care Service, 
Inc., Child Care Information Center, Hampton, Virginia. All 
of the audin-visualtapes on volunteerism (46) were provided 
by the National Training Program. 
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8.4 SUHMARY OF THE RESOURCE PROGRAN ACTIVITIES 
Based on data compiled by the Center and reported in the 

Quarterly Activity Reports, and on review of thli:! request forms 
submitted to the Resource Unit, there have been 90 requests 
fo' resource materials through December, 1977. 

In Table 8-3, the small numbers of requests for the first 
quarter appears mis leading 'when compared with the. resource 
activities in the other quarters, however I the Re'source Unit 
was not operational until the end of March. In fact, the 
Center's Resource Unit has experienced a steady 20-25% growth 
in numbers of requests per month. At that continued rate of 
expansion the Center could reasonably expect to service approxi­
mately 250 requests for resource materials in 1978. However, 
several factors suggest that this will not happen. At issue 
is the fact that at some point in time the demand for resource 
material will plateau at a certain level. More importantly I 
the Center's current resource capabilities would be hard pressed 
to accomodate such an increase in user demand. 

Number of 
Requests 

Per Cent of 
Total 

Table 8-3 

Resource Request by Quarter 

1977 1977 1977 
1st Quarter 2nd Quarter 3rd Quarter 

6 22 27 

6.7 24.4 30.0 

1977 
.4th Quart~r 

35 

38.9 

8.4.1 Agencies Requesting Resource Information 

Total 

90 

100.0 

A review of the Resource Request Forms completed by 
individuals seeking resource assistance from the Center resulted 
in identifying the major groups/agencies that utilized the 
Center's services in 1977. Table 8-4 considers the resource 
requests received at the Center by the various agencies and 
groups that submitt~d the requests. 
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Examining the agencies/groups that utilized the Center1s 

Resource Unit in 1977 reveals that a surprisingly small per­
centage of requests came from non-traditional juvenile justice 

agencies (e.g., alternative living groups and youth service 
bureaus). A possible explanation for this lies in the fac.t 
that the orientation of the Resource Unit is to provide educa­
tional/instructional materials. Traditional organizations (e.g., 
social service departments) I with a developed in-service training 
capability, could reasonably be expected to utilize the Center's 
resource service to augment their training programming efforts. 

Table 8-4 

Resource by Requesting Agency/Group 

Agency/Group 

Law Enforcement Agencies 

Social Service Departments (State and County) 

Educational 

Juvenile Court Services 

Alternative Living Groups (including shelter carel 
group homes/foster care services) 

Youth Service Bureaus 

Volunteer Organizations 

Center Session Instructors 

State Agencies - Other than D.S.S. 

1:0ther 

TOTAL 

Resource Per Cent 
Contact of Total 

8 8.9 

20 22.2 

18 20.2 

7 7.8 

7 7.8 

12 13.3 

6 6.7 

2 2.2 

2 2.2 

8 8.9 

90 100.0 

":Other includes, (1) county board members> (2) rotary, (3) Juvenile Diversion 
Program, (4) Racine Girl Scouts, (5) Urban Indian Resource Center, (6) 
Students, (7) Center for Public Representation and (8) Training 
Education and l'lanpmver. 
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For basically the same reason it follows that educational 
institutions would also avail themselves to the Center's 
resource materials. In the business of educating others, 
they have an obligation to consider new and innovative teaching 
materials. 

8.4.2 Type of Information Requested 

The second half of 1977 witnessed a substantial increase 
in the number of agenc.ies submitting resource requests to the 
Center (from 28 to 62), and the total number of requests for 
material in various subjects (from 33 to 184). Table 8-5 examines 
the total number requests by subject area received by the Center 
during the first and second half of 1977. The data utilized 
for this analysis was provided by the Center staff. It con­
sisted of specifically developed request forms and letters 
submitted to the Center in 1977. 

Although the Center received 62 separate requests for 
resource material during the last six months o~ 1977, many of 
those querries requested information in more than one subject 
category. Reviewing the request forms received by the Center 
during that period, MetaMetrics found that 43% (27 of 62) 
desired information in only one subject area. The remaining 
35 forms requested information in three to 15 subject areas. 
During the first six months of operation the Center received 
28 request forms and letters requesting information in 33 subject 
areas or an average of slightly more than one subject area per 

form. 

An analysis of the subject categories requested by the 
various agencies reveals approximately 20% of the requests 
were for information in the Juvenile and Criminal category. 
Next in popularity was the Training area with 18% per cent 
of total requests falling into that category. Volunteerism, 
which was the second most requested category in the first 
six months of the project, continued to be an area of interest 
during the second half of 1977. For the year 11% of all requests 

was for information on Volunteerism. 
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Table 8-5 

Resource Requests by Subject Category 

Number of Reguests Total 
Subj ect Jan.-July 1977 Aug.-Dec. 1977 For Year Per Cent 

Foster Care 8 8 3.7 
Group Home 2 3 5 2.3 
Juvenile Court/Intake 3 13 16 7.4 
Probation 1 1 .5 
Secure Detention 2 2 .9 
Shelter Care 2 6 8 3.7 
Volunteer ism 5 19 24 11.0 
Youth Service Bureaus 2 4 6 2.8 
Corununity Services 1 10 11 5.1 
Juvenile/Criminal Justice 8 34 42 19. Lf 
Drugs/Alcohol Abuse 2 6 8 3.7 
Schools 5 5 2.3 
Police/La\v Enforcement 3 2 5 2.3 
Law/Legal Issues 4 4 1.8 
Program Management 5 5 2.3 
Social Science 1 21 22 10.1 
Training 1 38 39 17.9 
Native funericans 1 1 .5 
Adolescent Day Care 1 1 .5 
Youth Recreation 1 1 .5 
General Information on the Center 0 3 3 1.3 

00 
TOTAL - 21 Subject Areas 33 18Lf 217 100.0 
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A factor that may account for the difference between the 
number of subject categories per request form is that the Center 
made available during the second half of 1977 was a detailed 

listing of its resource material collection. Consequently, 
while none of the request forms in the first half of 1977 
specified particular books, audio-visual material, 39 or 63% 
of all requests submitted to the Center in the second half, 

utilized the Center's indexing/numbering system in requests. 

By providing specific listings of the Center's resource materials, 
the Center has greatly enhanced its delivery of services. 

With few exceptions, the Center's resource capabilities 
largely matches - in both depth and range - the resource 

requests submitted to the Center. For example, Volunteerism 
which accounted for 11% of all requests is well represented 
with 12% of the Center's resource material concentrated on 
this subject. (See Table 8-6.) 

Based on the type of resource information requested 
during 1977, the Center should consider expanding their 
resource collection in the following three areas: 

o Shelter Care which accounted for 3.7% of all 
requests but only accounts for .7% of the 
collection. 

o Juvenile/Criminal Justice which accounted for 
19.2% of all requests but only accounts for 
14.2% of the collection. 

o Juvenile Court Intake which accounted for 7.4% 
of all requests but only accounts for 3.9% of 
the collection. 
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Foster Care 

Home Detention 

Group Home.s 

Juvenil Court Intake 

Probation 

Secure Detention 

Volunteers 

Shelter Care 

Youth Service Bureaus 

Community Services 

Juvenile/Criminal Justice 

Drugs/Alcohol 

Police/Law Enforcement 

Law/Legal Issues 

Program Management 

Social Services 

Training 

Education/Schools 

Native Americans 

Adolescent Day Care 

Youth Recreation 

Information on Center (3) 

Comparison of 

Table 8-6 

Center's Resource 

Resource 
Number 

23 

3 

5 

23 

8 

37 

71 

4 

18 

28 

83 

16 

41 

33 

38 

93 

56 

5 

585 

Collection by 

Collection (1) 
% Total 

3.9 

.5 

.9 

3.9 

1. Lf 

6.3 

12.1 

.7 

3.1 

4.8 

14.2 

2.7 

7.0 

5.6 

6.5 

15.9 

9.6 

.9 

100.0 

(1) Resource collection includes both printed and audio-visual materiaL 
(2) Requests are all requests submitted to the Center in 1977. 

Request 

Requests (2) 
Number % Total ---

8 3.7 

5 2.3 

16 7. Lf 

1 .5 

2 .9 

24 11.0 

8 3.7 

6 2.8 

11 5.1 

42 19.4 

8 3.7 

5 2.3 

4 1.8 

5 2.3 

39 17.9 

39 17.9 

5 2.3 

1 .5 

1 .5 

1 .5 

1 .5 

217 100.0 

(3) Information on the Center - the Center has both pamphlets describing the resource unit and bibliographic 
listings of the Center's collection. These are not considered part of the collection hm\lever. 
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The Center should also consider expanding their resource 

collection in tv70 other areas j Drugs/Alcohol and Education, but 
neither of these two areas pose as great a di€ference between 
request and available resource as do the three discussed above. 

8.5 FOLLOW-UP EVALUATION OF THE RESOURCE UNIT 
In early December, 1977, the Center's Resource Assistance 

Coordinator mailed out 75 Resource Assistance evaluation 
assessments to individuals and agencies that had utilized the 
Center's services during the preceeding year. Of the 75 forms 
mailed out, 50 were returned for an overall 67% return rate. 

The assessment form (see Appendix A) cOi.isisted of six 
questions aimed at determining how the Resource Unit was 
utilized and the ability of the Center to successfully respond 
to the requesting agency/individual's needs. The form also 
allowed for additional general comments to be included on the 
back page. 

8.5.1 Results of the Follow-Up 
The following Table (Table 8-7) examines, by agency 

affiliation, the 50 follow-up evaluation forms returned to the 
Center. 

Table 8-7 

Agencies Responding to 
Resource Evaluation Form 

TYEe of Agency Number 
Educational 12 
Law Enforcement 5 

Social Service Agencies 18 
- County 13 
- State 5 

Youth Service Bureaus 5 
Private Social Service Agencies 9 

Religious G~oups 1 
Total - 6 Agencies 50 

Per Cent 
24 
10 

36 
26 
10 

10 
18 

2 

100% 
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Table 8-8 

Subject Data 

Subject Category Number of Reguests Per Cent of Total 

Foster Care 

Group Homes 

Home Detention 

Juvenile Court 

Probation 

Secure Detention 

Shelter Care 

Volunteers 

Youth Service Bureaus 

Community Service 

Juvenile Justice/Delinquency 

Drug/Alcohol 

Education/Schools 

Law/Legal Issues 

Program Management 

Social Science 

Training 

Other)': 

TOTAL 

9 

8 

4 

15 

5 

2 

7 

8 

7 

12 

27 

9 

7 

7 
{3 

16 

19 

7 

178 

5.1 

4.5 

.23 

8.4 

2.8 

1.1 

3.9 

4.5 

3.9 

6.8 

15.7 

5.1 

3.9 

3.9 

4.5 

9.0 

10.7 

3.9 ---
100.0 

*Other included child abuse, teenage pregnancy, assertiveness training, 
information on Native Americans, victimization studies. 
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The results of the follow-up evaluation accurately reflect 
the overall population served by the Center's Resource Unit in 
1977. For example, nearly 25% of the responses to the fo1low-
up form came from individuals located in an educational setting. 
In comparison, 20% of all requests received by the Center came 
from this group. Similarly, the agency(s) that made the largest 
number of requests to the Center - Social Service Departments -
accounting for 22% of all requests, also accounted for the majority 
of the follow-up evaluation forms (36%). 

The first question on the follow-up form dealt with the 
type of resource material utilized by the agency. This question 
allowed for 18 possible responses. Results of this question are 
tabulated in Table 8-8. 

Based on responses, approxima.tely 90% of the agencies 
receiving information from the Center ultimately used the 
information. vfuile 5 or 10% of the respondants indicated that 
they did not use the information. Two reasons were given for 
not using material provided by the Center. They were: 

o The information provided was not applicable 
to the existing training situation. 

o Opportunities to utilize the information did 
not occur either because program component 
had been discontinued or not yet started. 

As to the usefulness of the material provided, 80% of 
the responses to this question (#36) indicated they found the 
material to be either very useful or of maximum usefulness. 

Table 8-9 

Usefulness of Resource Information 

Not Minimum Very 'Maximum 
Useful Usefulness Useful Usefulness Total 

Number of 0 9 21 15 45 Responses 

Per Cent 0% 20% 46.7% 33.3% 100% of Total 
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The 20% response of l1minimum usefulness" deserves a 
closer examination. At issue is, does this response reflect on 
the quality of the information provided by the Center, or does 
it reflect the inability of the agency to utilize the infor~a­
tion. The usef1.1lness of the material must be taken in context 
of whether the agency was equipped or prepared to utilize the 
material provided by the Center at that time. Based on comments 
made on the forms, it appears that the latter is the case, that 
is, most of the agencies dissatisfied with the material felt 
that the material \Vas not applicable to their current training 
or informational needs, not that the material itself was of 
poor quality, 

It is significant that 100% (50) of the users responding 
to the survey indicated they would use the Center's Resource 
Unit again. It can be assumed that agencies 'not satisfied with 
the Resource Unit's material would not indicate a willingness 
to use the Center again. Given the opportunity to express their 
"feelings" about the Resource Unit, only two individuals indicated 
they were dissatisfied with the services offered and one of those 
'was dissatisfied "because the material was not very specific to 
my needs, I' 

In conclusion, the follow-up evaluation form indicated 
that people using the Center's services were satisfied and will 
use it again. The Center should give more careful thought as 
to how the material they send out will be utilized by the agencies 
in order to better meet their needs. 

The follow-up evaluation form included three open-ended 
qu~stions. They were: 

o What are your overall reactions to the resource 
material you received? (Question 5) 

o Do you have any specific recommendations for 
improving the Resource Unit Program? (Question 6) 

o Any other general comments? (Question 7) 

In response to the first open-ended question - overall 
reaction to the resource material - 12% (6) of the individuals 

53.21 
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found the material to be of "excellent quality," 42'70 (21) found 
it "very good) II 16% (8) found it "average)" l~% (2) indicated 
it was "fair to poor," 20% (10) had other comments and three 
did not respond (Table 8~10). 

Table 8-10 

Overall Reaction to Resource Materials 

Very Good/ Fair/ 
Excellent Good Average Poor Other N/A Total 

Number of 6 21 8 2 10 3 
Responses 

Per Cent 12% 42'70 16% 4'70 20% 6% 

\~at follows is a sample of some of the comments made by 
the follow-up participants concerning their reaction to the 
res~urce materia} , 

Excellent 
o (The Center) is developing an excellent library 
o Found them (material) very useful/valuable 
o Timely, excellent service from Center staff 

Very Good 
o Relevant materials covering a 'wide range of topics 

useful. in community development 
o They (the Center) were great 
o Pleased to have a service available with up-to-date 

materials 
o VIell managed 
o Very positive in response to agencies' expressed needs 

50 

100% 

o I was able to obtain materials I couldn't find elsewhere 
o Very positive and supportive 
o I feel it has been a great benefi.t to my program 
o Some of the most useful source yet 
o Very beneficial - good variety of materials 
o They were very helpful, although some of the National 

Education and Training Program (VIP) cassettes are a 
bit dated 
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Good/Average 

o Not all I borrowed applied 
o Okay 
o Average quality and content 

Fair/Poor 

Other 

o (Although) the video equipment was excellent - thR 
specific tape was poor in quality and content 

o (Material was) not very specific to my needs 

o Helpful 
o Useful as back-up data, procedures, examples 
o We used some tapes that were well received by 

the delinquerlcy unit 

The second question providing for open-ended responses 
dealt with specific recormnendations for improving the Resource 
Unit. An analysis of the responses reveals that suggestions 
were of four general types. Only 22% (or 11 individuals) did 
not have any recommendations to make. The four areas addressed 
by the respondants ,vere: 

Increased Publicity - 10% (5) 

o Make sure potential users are Ilkept up to date." on 
new resources 

o A listing of up~dated materials, as you received 
them could be sent out periodically 

a If possible, wider publicity so that more people 
would be aware of the materials and re~ources 
available 

a People need to be made more a,l7are of its (Resource 
Unit) existence and content 

Improved Catalog - 10% (5) 
a A (better) description of material offered would be 

helpful - something along the lines of a brief 
paragr.aph or a few sentences 

a Better catalog description (needed) - difficult 
to review for content 

o Content/pamphlets sent ,vere too vague and more 
detailed information specific areas available 
to me 
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Resource Unit Services - 10% (5) 

o Resource Center (should be) open evening hours 
for greater access 

o Lending time could be longer - 4 weeks rather 
than 2 weeks 

o Would like to see video-previewing equipment 
available (at the Center) 

Subject Areas - 10% (5) 
o Need more specific materials on methodology, 

perhaps video-taped, programmed instructional 
type of materials. Most of the books and pamphlets 
are available through other sources. Specific how­
to materials would be very helpful 

o (Need) more materials dealing with a broader spectrum 
of minority juvenile justice literatur.e 

o Greatly expand (material on) community organization 
and development, with particular emphasis on 
fluccessful tactics and community-based corrections 
programs 

o I am alvlays looking for resource material on foster 
care. It is difficult training foster parents, 
especially in a rural area, without aids. 

No Spe~ific Recommendations - 38% (19) 
o ~one, at this time 
o Keep up the good work, etc. 

No Answer - 22% (11) 

The last open-ended question gave an opportunity for 
those filling out the follow-up form to make any general comments 
concerning the Resource Unit. Out of the 50 who returned the 
questionnaire, eight or 16% included some additional comments. 
The following passages are excerpts from the forms: 

o Resource Center is excellent idea - would like to 
see it grow. Excellent to have expanding "reference 
file" e- ')'wing where other resources are located (on 
specific topics). Staff was very helpful. 

o '1'he prompt service has been very Tuuch appreciated. 

o I found the Resource Center extremely useful. It 
saved me time by not having to track down current 
j.nformation 8',:r1 rEsources related to the criminal 
justice field, Keep up the good work. 
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o All staff, but especially Jo Ann, very willing 
to help. I have many more needs but just don't 
have the time to do the necessary work. 

o Although I have not made much use of the R.C., it 
is not because I could not use the Materials that 
are offered. I do plan to make use of many of the 
materials in the future. They seem to be developing 
a comprehensive lending library that will be very 
useful tu all of us in foster care and juvenile 
justice. 

o The material I received was very helpful. According 
to the list of available materials, it appears you 
have a great amount of information available. I 
wish I had more time to take advantage of the books. 

o The information I received from the Resource Cent~r 
is excellent. The topical areas of the specific 
books, etc. listed look vqry comprehensive and I 
am certain will prove to be an invaluable ally in 
researching and iMproving the project I'm in charge 
of. I am extremely pleased with the information and 
cooperation I have received to date. 

o Resrouce Unit \'17as a big :'1elp. When I was researching 
J.D. 's - school and parent relationships, the materials 
were well organized and Jo Ann had a lot of national 
newsletters and current books, which I would not have 
been able to find elsewhere. It was veEY convenient 
to have so much up-to-date information in one place. 

o Good to knovl they exis t . 
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8.6 CONCLUSION 
The last t'\venty years has witnessed the growth and develop­

ment of specialized resource information centers. The Center's 

Resource Unit activities this past year supports the belief that 
there is both a need and a place for the type of specialized 
services they provide to individuals working in the juvenile 
justice field. Staff at the Criminal JU,stice Reference and 
Information Center indicated that as long as the Center continues 
to focus its resource activities in juvenile justice-related 
training and instructional material, they will be providing a 
needed service, not addressed by any other a.gency in Wisconsin. 

This section presents in summary form the findings and 
recommendations concerning the Juvenile Justice Personnel 

Development Center's Resource Unit. 

8.6.1 Findings 

The Resource Unit has been operational for 9 months. A 
review of its activities during this period release the following: 

1. Resource Unit. The Center has developed a fully 
functioning, responsive informational resource 
unit. It has developed the necessary managerial 
tools (request forms, cataloging procedures, 
follow-up surveys, etc.), and operational ex­
pertisl:: (;fulfilling requests, ordering new 
material, etc.) to successfully meet the needs 
of its users. Much of the credit for the 
success of the Resource Unit is due to the 
efforts of Jo Ann Hanson, the Center's 
Administrative Assistant. Her efforts to 
organize, maintain and operate the Resource 
Unit are even more noteworthy, given the fact 
that this represents only a 'Portion of her 
overall job res;Jonsibilities at tb.e Center. 

2. Resource Collection. The Center's resource 
collection has expanded greatly during this 
period. As of December, 1977 it included 
445 printed materials and 140 audio-visual 
Cassette tapes. The material is organized 
into 18 subject categories. The emphasis of 
the collection continues to be in educational 
and instructional materials, hoitJever, some 
materials particularly in the drug/alcohol 
area are more informational in content than 
training oriented. 
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3. 

4. 

Responsiveness to Client Needs. The Center has 
exhibited a sensitivity to the chanfing needs 
of its clients. It has increased it collection 
in areas that reflect the needs of its users, 
e.g., Volunteerism and Drug/Alcohol. 

Client Follow-Up Survey. A follow-up survey of 
users of the Resource Unit revealed that: 

o 

o 

o 

The majority (80'70) of the users ,,?ere very 
satisfied to a high degree with the services 
the Center provided. 

Materials provided by the Resource Unit 
utilized by 90% of the time by the requesting 
agencies. 

The quality of the material was rated highly 
by 80% of the users. 

o All (100%) users of the Center's Resource 
Unit that responded to the follow-up survey 
would use the'Center's services again. . 

8.6.2 Recommendations 
The Center's Resource Unit is successful. It is achieving 

its desired outcomes in an efficient, timely organized fashion. In 
making the following recommendations, MetaMetrics has stayed ~way from 

selected recomrn?ndations that would require the Center devoting 
more of its fiscal resources to the Unit. Most rQcommendations 
center on operational aspects of running the Resource Unit. 

1. ~anding the Resource Collection. The Center 
should expand the collection in several areas 
in order to remain responsive to user needs. 
Staffs should expand materials in four areas 
in particular they are: 
o Shelter Care 
o Juvenile/Criminal Justice 
o Training 
o Juvenile Court Intake 

Two other areas, but lower in priority, should 
also consider when staff orders new materials 
for the Center. TIley are: 
o Drug/Alcohol materials 

o Education 
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2. User Feedback. Feedback in the form of follow-up 
surveys OI users should be continued. Their 
suggestions and recommendations about the service 
provided by the Center are important and should 
be encouraged. 

3. Subject Areas of Interest to the Users. Center 
starf should continue to monitor subject cate­
gories that are requested by users. Efforts to 
suppl \(' cnt those subj ect categories with addi­
tional materials should be undertaken. 

4. Publicity. Publicity continues to be an 
important issue. Given the apparent high 
attrition rate of individuals involved in the 
non-traditional criminal justice field, 
attempts to reach new people entering this 
field should be developed. This could take 
the form of more mailings to such organiza­
tions as YSB that experience high turnover 
rates. 

5. Imnroved Catalog Description. The user survey 
revealed that users of the Center's Resource 
Unit catalogs would prefer better descriptive 
material on the resource collection. To the 
extent that it is feasible (cost and time) 
the Center should provide a two or three 
sentence description of all materials in the 
resource collection. 

At a minimum the Center should initiate this 
process 'with all new materials. This effort 
~ould potentially result in fewer instances 
of user dissatisfaction with the material 
because it was inappropriate to their needs. 

6. Recommendations Associated v7ith Expanded 
Financial Resources. Two recommendations that 
are contingent on the Center's ability to 
allocate increased financial assistance to the 
Resource Unit are: 

o Purchase of audio-visual and tape recording 
equipment. Given that 23"/~ of the Resource 
collection consists of visual and cassette 
tapes, the Center should consider purchasing 
the necessary equipment to review this ITlaterial. 

o Develop in-house training materials. Because 
the Center'a 18 month experience in develo~ing 
training programs for juvenile justice per­
sonnel, and they established net'tvork of 
training specialists and consultants, the 
Center has the background and opportunity 
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to develop in-house training materials -
either manuals, or more ambitiously and thus 
costly, video-ta?ed presentations," These 
materials would then become part of the 
Resource Unit collection ~nd could be used 
to supplement on-going training seminars. 
(A good example of a training exercise that 
would lend itself to a video-taped presenta­
tion is the Law Session, which was a part 
of many training seminars. Essentially on 
lecture, this could be taped and played back 
to the audience. A possible format for this 
session could be in the form of questions and 
anSVli::rs. If this was done it would save the 
Center the cost of having the same individual 
consultant make all the training sessions to 
give his "canned presentation.") 

In their efforts to establish a resou~ce center to meet 
the informational/educational needs of youth service personnel, 
the Center's Resource Unit has been very successful. As the 
collection continues to expand and with increased publicity, 
the Center should continue to improve and be more active in 
this area. 

8.29 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

II 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

SECTION 9 

FOLLOW-UP SURVEY 

In the Fall of 1977, MetaMetrics staff and WCCJ personnel 
developed a data instrument to record the impressions and 
attitudes of the training program participants concerning 
the training experience. The purpose of the follow-up survey 
was to determine the extent that the information, knowledge 
or material presented at the training programs were being 
utilized by the trainees and with what success. It was felt 
that allowing for a "cooling off" period would give the trainees 
an opportunity to utilize the newly acquired skills in real 
working situations. In this reg'J.rd, the follow-up evaluation 
of the training programs might more accurately ~eflect on the 
utility and usefulness of the training experience. 

The follow-up data instrument was field tested in early 
December. Refinements were made by WCCJ and the forms were 
finalized by mid-December. A decision was made to mail out 
the forms to all Spring Session participants (n=196), and to 
conduct telephone interviews with participants (n=133) from 
the first seven courses conducted in the Fall. The telephone 
interview technique \Vas chosen because of the anticipated 
resistance from the Fall course participants to completing 
any additional evaluation forms. In the third week of December, 
MetaMetrics mailed out the follow-up survey forms to the Spring 
Session participants and WCCJ staff initiated the telephone 
interviews with the Fall Session participants. The same data 
instrument was utilized for both groups of training participants. 

9.1 SUMMARY OF FOLLOW-UP SURVEY - SPRING SESSION PARTICIPANTS 
A total of 196 follow-up questionnaires were mailed to all 

Spring training course participants. As of February 25, 1978, 
MetaMetrics had received 77 responses for approximately a 40% 
return rate. Not all 77 responses could be used for evaluative 
purposes , twelve of the responses could not be used for the 
following reasons: 
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o Four of the Spring Session participants were also 
involved in the Center's Fall training program. 
Their evaluation and comments 'i.vere concerned with 
only the Fall training experience rather than 
Spring, consequently, their responses were not 
tabulated. 

o Six individuals either moved or were no longer 
with the agency they indicated in the Spring of 
1977. 

o Two individuals sent back the form anonymously 
with short caustic remarks on either the training 
prog~am or the evaluation instrument. They were 
not included in the survey results. 

Table 9-1 presents the 11 courses offered by the Center 
during the Spring, number of participants that completed the 
training session and the number of completed evaluation forms 
received by HetaHetrics. 

Training 
Session 

1 

2 

3 

If 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

Table 9-1 

Follow-Up Response by Spring 
Training Session Participants 

Number 
Completing 

Course Title the Course 

Human Services Hgt. Course 21 

Strategies in Community 18 
Organization 

Human Services Mgt. Course 23 

Human Services Course 10 

Problems Youth Face 22 

Recruitment and Training 13 
Strategies 

Problems Youth Face 24 

Decision Making County 15 
Board Members 

Problems Youth Face 19 

Human Services Mgt. Course 12 

Human Services Course 19 

TOTAL 196 

Number 
Completing Per Cent: 
the Form of Total 

6 28.6 

4 22.2 

8 34.8 

5 50.0 

7 31.8 

8 61. 5 

6 25.0 

3 20.0 

1 5.3 

6 50.0 

11 57.9 

65 33.2 
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The pattern of responses as shown in Table 9-1 is sign­

nificant and has an impact in interpreting the overall results 
of the follow-up survey. The course that ranked second highest 
in the overall participant evaluation conducted in the Spring, 
had percentage wise the greatest number (61.5%) of participants 
responding to the follow-up. (Note: The follow-up evaluation 
indicated that the participants were still impressed and pleasad 
with the course.) Conversely, the two courses that ranked lowest 
and next-to-lo'west in the Spring Session participant evaluation, 
had the next significant level of participant response to the 
follow-up instrument. These two courses were the Human Services 
Nanagement Course, conducted on June 14-16,. and the Human Services 
Course, conducted on June 21-23. The June 14-16 course ranked 
next tc last in the Spring assessment, however. 50% of the 
training participants (6 of 12) responded to the evaluation 
survey. The June 21-23 course ranked last in the Spring assess­
ment but nearly 60% of the participants (11 of 19) responded to 
the follow-up evaluation. In both of these cases, the follow-up 
survey supported the initial poor evaluations as reflected in 
the Spring Training Session assessment. 

The impact of these course participants, who ranked the 
sessions low, both in the Spring and follow-up survey and who 
also responded in disproportionate numbers to the follow-up, 
cor~ared to the overall average, is demonstrated with Question 
32 on the survey form. This question required the participant 
to assess the usefulness of the course content in relation to 
the work situation. Of the seven (out of 63 that responded to 
this question) that gave the course the lO'\<7est rating, "of 
almost no use at all," five were from those two courses. The 
five parCicipants that gave a course the next-to-lowest rating, 
lIof very limited use ll to this question, were all from these two 
courses as well. Thus, 10 of the 12 most negative comments 
received for all 11 courses came, in fact, from only two courses. 

There is an upward bias in the follow'·up questionnaire. 
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The following analysis is based on the 65 follow-up survey 

forms completed by participants of 11 training sessions con­
ducted by the Center in the Spring of 1977. In not all cases 
will the n=65 j as many participants selectively responded to 
certain data items. 

9.1.1 Participant Profile Information 

Unlike the Fall Session participants, only a limited 
amount of information pertaining to the trainee's background, 
work situation, training experience, etc. I was initially collected 
in the Spring. The follow-up survey instrument provided a means 
to collect some of this information. Table 9-2 summarizes this 
information: 

Table 9-2 

Job Information 

Level of Responsibility (n=60) 

Administrator 
Middle Management 
Management and Line Staff 
Line Staff Only 

TOTAL 

Job Category Cn=65) 

Traditional Juvenile Ju~tice Agencies 
Court Horker 
Social Service Worker 
Law Enforcement/Corrections 
Board of Supervisors 

Alternative Living Group 
Group Home Parent 
Foster Parent 
Shelter Care 
Youth Service Bureau!~ 
Other non-Traditional County Youth 

Youth Organiz~tions 

TOTAL 

Number Per Cant 

6 10.0 
12 20.0 

7 11. 7 
35 58.3 

63 100.0 

(38) (58.5) 
9 13.9 

21 32.3 
7 10.8 
1 1.5 

(27) (41.5) 
11 66.9 

4 6.2 
2- 3.0 
6 9.2 
5 6.2 

65 100.0 
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Job Responsibility and Agency Affiliation 

The majority (58.3%) of the participants functioned in a 
line staff capacity. If those that indicated dual-level re­
sponsibilities - both line and management - are included, then 
nearly 70% of all Spring participants had line staf f job re­
sponsibilities. 

In response to questions about the occupation and agerlcy 
affiliation, revealed that the majority (58.5%) of the partici­
pants responding to the follow-up survey were from traditional 
(e.g., Juvenile Courts, Department of Social Services) rather 
than non-traditional juvenile justice agencies. 

More than half (63%) of them indicated that they have had 
their current job position three years or less, while nearly 
40% (23) have had their job for four years or more. Those 
from traditional areas of juvenile justice tended to have had 
more years at their jobs than those from the non-traditional 
section. 

Training Experience 
As a group, the participants that responded to the follow-up 

survey were experienced in training programs, with three­
quarters of them indicating previous training experience. 
(However, this figure is misleading. Although on 49 partici­
pants (75%) responded affirmatively to the specifi~ question 
enquiring about prior training experience, 64 (98%) in response 
to another question, indicated that they participated in at 
least one form of a training program last year.) In fact, 
slightly more than 40/'0 of them went on to participate in sub­
sequent training sessions sponsored by the Center, while 50% 
of them went on to take a training course given by some other 
agency. 

In 1977, this group attended a total of 171 training 
sessions, or an average of 2.6 training sessions per partici­
pant. They ranged from a low of one (for 11 participants) to 
a high of sever courses for one individual. Not only is this a 
well trained group, it is also a group that enjoys training. 
Asked IIhow many training sessions they would attend annually," 
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the 61 participants that responded revealed that on an average 

they would attend four training programs per year. 

The participants came from agencies that encouraged train­
ing for their employees. Nearly 90% (of 52 that responded) in­
dicated that their agency/organization was "highly encouraging" 
in allowing them to attend training programs. Only three 
individuals indicated that their organization did not encourage 
additional staff straining. The valued role of training held 
by most of these organizations and agencies is reflected by the 
fact that approximately 60% of them have developed some form 
of in-service training program. 

Factors Influencing ,Attending Training Sessions 
Question 31 of the follow-up survey asked the participants 

to rank the importance of various factors in their decision to 
attend training sessions. The results are presented in Table 3-3. 

Table 9-3 

Factors Affecting Decision to 
Attend Training Programs 

1. Improve your knowledge of concepts and techniques 
useful in dealing with juveniles and/or their 
familiefl. 

2. Improve your ability to carry out planning, super­
visory, and other managerial functions. 

3. Improve your ability to affect agency, department 
or community operations, policie, or structure. 

4. Hake valuaole personal contacts or acquaintances, 
and discuss common issues. 

5. The cost of the training. 

6. Other 

Per Cent ----
43.6 

14.2 

12.5 

16.1 

11.6 

2.0 

100.0 
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It is significant that the second most important factor 

affecting the participants' willingness to attend the training 

program has nothing to do with either the instructional material 

or training agenda that is to be presented at the session. 
Instead. it is the opportunity the training session provides 
for participants to share information \vith their peers in the 

field. Given the intensity and job-related pressures to those 
involved in the Human Services Delivery field, training sessions 
are often looked upon as an opportunity to "charge up" and get 
renewed energy. This, in part, accounts for the high degree 
of actual involvement with training programs, and the even 
higher level expressed for additional training sessions that 
these participants, as a group, indicated. 

9.1.2 Evaluation of the Spring Training Sessions 
The follow-up survey provided the training participant 

an opportunity to assess the Center's training session in 

several key areas: 
o Utility of training vis a vis working experience 
o Impact on daily work effectiveness 
o Impact on agency operations 
o Comparison 'ivith other training programs 
o Recommendation of courses to others 

Utility of Training 

The following table (Table 9-4) considers the response of 
the participants as to the usefulness of the training session 
concent to their everyday work situation. 

Slightly less than 50% of the participants (31 of 63) 
felt that the training provided by the Center has been very 
(or mostly) useful relative to their job situations. Some of 

the co~~ents as to what was especially useful and why included: 
o Problem solving exercises 
o Better understanding of the legal system 
o Improved communication skills 
o Insight in group decision-making processes 
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1-

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Table 9-4 

Usefulness of Training Session 
Cont2nt to Work Situation 

Number of 
Range of Responses Respondents 

Very useful 1"1 .!.. 

Mostly useful 19 

Moderately useful 10 

Of limited use generally 10 

Of very limited use 5 

Of almost no use 7 

TOTAL 63 

Per Cent 

19.1 

30.2 

15.8 

15.8 

8.0 

11.1 

100.0 

Ten individuals or 16% felt that the training was moder­
ately useful. If they are included with those that indicated 

the course content was mostly or very useful, this results in 

an overall 65% of the participants reporting a positive reac­

tion to the course content relative to their everyday job 
situation. 

Twenty-two participants (35%) found the course content 

to be not particularly relevant to their job situation. Of 

these 22 individuals, 12 gave the training program very nega­

tive scores ("of very limited use" or "of almost no use"). 

However, as previously indicated, 10 of these 12 individuals 

came from two courses - the same two courses that were given 

the lowest overall assessment in the evaluation conducted 
initially in the Spring. Table 9-5 considers response to this 

question by each of the individual Spring training sessions. 

Based on a review of participant responses, the training 
session that had the greatest applicability to the participants' 
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Course Very Useful Mostly 
Number n % n 

1 2 33% 3 

2 1 25% 3 

3 ..., 

If 1. 

5 3 50% 3 

6 3 43% 2 

7 3 50% 1 

8 1 

9 

10 

11 1 

TOTAL 12 19 

. 
'-0 

Table 9-5 

Usefulness of Content to Hork Situation -
by Individual Course (Per Cent Calculated as 

a Percentage of Participants Per Course) 

Limited Very Limited 
Useful Mod. Useful Usefulness Usefulness 

% n % n % n % 

50% 

75% 

50% 2 25% 1 12% 

20% 20% 3 60% 

50% 

29% 1 13% 1 13% 

16% 2 33% 

33% 1. 33% 1 33% 

1 100% 

1 16% 3 50% 

9% 3 27% 2 18% 2 18% 

10 10 5 

No Use TOTAL 
n % n -

1 16% 6 

4 

8 

1 12% 5 

6 

7 

6 

3 

1 

2 33% 6 

3 27% 11 

7 63 
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job situation were: 

o Human Services Management Course 

o Strategies in Community Organization 

o Problems Youth Face (both sessions) 

o Recruitment and Training Strategies 

It is significant that the participants of these courses come 

by and large from the non-traditional juvenile justice sector 

(i.e., alternative youth service administrators, foster parents, 
etc.). There are two possible reasons for this finding. They 
are:. 

1. Non-traditional area of the juvenile justice system 
historically has experienced a high attrition rate. 
Consequently, the Center was dealing with many 
individuals relatively new to this business. The 
opportunity to utilize training i.nformation is 
greater with an inexperienced group than an exper­
ienc.ed one. 

2. Traditional juvenile justice departments have 'I.vell 
developed in-service training programs. It is less 
likely that members from this sector are likely to 
encounter new information to utilize in their job 
situations. Their jobs also tend to be more defined, 
and thus less flexible to incorporate new techniques 
and approaches. 

The job situation of the participa.nt also probably 

explains why both Human Services Courses offered to court service 

supervisors received the lowest ratings. The average number of 

years on the job for this group was over four years, and given 
the fact that they were very experienced in training; their 

expectations were, in all probability, much higher than many 

of the other trainees. 

Trainee Expectations 

Question 33 of the follow-up survey attempted to quantify 

trainee expectation concerning the training program. Table 
9-6 presents the overall response (n=62) of the participants 

to this question. 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Table 9-6 

Usefulness of the Training Session 
Compared with Pre-Program Expectations 

Number 
Range of Response of Responses 

Training \Vas a great deal more useful 11 
than anticipated 

Mostly more useful 13 

A little more useful 12 

A little less useful 4 

Mostly less useful 11 

A great deal less useful 11 

TOTAL 62 

Per Cent 

17.7 

21.0 

19.4 

6.5 

17.7 

17.7 

100.0 

Approximately 40% of the participants (24 of 62) found 

the course substantially more useful than initially anticipated. 
Sixteen individuals found the course to be either a "little more 
useful" or "a little less useful," \.;rhile 22 participants or 
35% felt the course was not as useful as they hoped it would 
be. Again, the majority of these negative comments (13 of 22) 
came from the court supervisors attending the last two training 

seminars on Human Services. 

Reviewing comments made by participants who were not 

satisfied with the training program suggests three major 

reasons for their dissatisfaction. 

1. Training participants' understanding as to the 
content of the course was totally different 
from what was in fact presented to them. For 
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examDle, several court service line staff partici­
pants at the June 21-23 session felt the material 
was oriented more for supervisors than line staff. 

2. Instructional materials. Many participants indicated 
their dissatisfaction had to do with the instructional 
materials and presentation of the materials. Such 
descriptions as Ilpoorly prepared, II Iisimplistic, II 
Ilnothing neV.1, " "repetitive, 11 were often cited by 
the dissatisfied. 

3. Personality issues. Several of the dissatisfied 
trainees singled out the instructors as reasons 
for their poor rating of the training sessions. 
Such comments as "instructor was aloof," or 
"instructors approach topics as if we were college 
freshmen I II were cited by several o£ the dissatisfied 
Spring session participants. 

Impact on Daily Hork Effectiveness 
The success or impact of a t·.raining program can best 

be determined by assessing the extent that the training experience 

has resulted in improved on-the-job effectiveness. In response 
to the question asking if there had been any change in the partici­

pants I dai '.y work effectiveness, 36 individuals or 561'0 indicated 

that there had been (Table 9-7). More than one-third of 
all participants responding to this question indicated that 
the training experience had resulted in a "few important 

changes" in the daily on-the-job effectiveness. 

These on-the-job changes directly relate to the skills 

and knowledge presented during the training session. For 

instance, all seven participants from the Recruitment and 

Training Strategy course (May 10-11) responded positively 

as to the impact the training has had on their on-the-job 

effectiveness. Specifically, they identified the following 
areas that the training has assisted them in being more 

effective: 

o Developing recruitment techniques 

o Dealing with the media - formulating contact 
sources and preparing materials 

o Learning about additional resources 

o Specific training techniques 
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-------------------
Table 9-7 

-Course Impact on 
Daily Horking Effectiveness 

(Per Cent) 

Responses to question: As a result of your experience in the course, have there been any changes in yOllt' 
daily work effectiveness? 

<,' 
Course No. : 1 2 3 if 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 All Courses 

n= 6 "4 8 5 7 "7 "6 3" T 6" IT 64 = 

No 16.7 75.0 60.0 33.3 33.3 100.0 100.0 63.6 if3.8 

Yes 38.3 100.0 25.0 lfO.O 100.0 100.0 66.7 66.7 36.4 56.2 

If yes, 
... 

A few minor 33.3 20.0 H.3 14.3 33.3 66.7 lS.6 
changes 

Many minor 16.7 25.0 20.0 14.3 16.7 7.8 
changes 

A fe,v 33.3 75.0 25.0 85.7 71.4 16.7 36.lf 35.9 
important 
changes 

'. 
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All of these skill areas were addressed during that particular 
training session. 

The participants, in response to another question, 

indicated that by a 67-33% margin have utilized information or 
skills obtained in the training session in their everyday job 
~ituation. Slightly more than 50% of the respondents (n=62) 
indicate that they are able to do job-related tasks better 
due to the training experience. It is significant that two­
thirds of those indicating changes in their daily job effec­
tiveness, did not think these changes would have occurred 
without attending the Center's training sessions. 

Impact on Agency Operations 
The impact of the training session was greater on the 

individual on the way hel she performed rather than on the, 
organization they \\Tere a part of. The 63 participants that 
responded to this question (Question 37) indicated by a two­
thirds margin that the training has had no impact on changing 
agency operational procedures. 

Center vs. Non-Center TraininR Sessions q 

~\Tenty-seven participants rated the Center courses in 
relation to others that they have attended. The results were: 

o 4 (14.8%) found the Center's courses significantly 
better than non-Center courses. 

o 6 (22.2%) found the Center courses much better 
than non-Center courses. 

o 10 (37.0%) found the Center courses better than 
non-Center courses. 

o 5 (18.5%) found the Center courses i.\Tere much ,vorse 
than non-Center courses. 

o 2 (7.4%) found the Center courses significantly 
worse than non-Center courses. 

A total of 20 individuals indicated that they have taken 
a total of 46 non-Center sponsored training courses since 
attending the Center's Spring training session. These courses 
were rated highly. Twenty-six or nearly 60% of the courses 
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Table 9-8 

Summary of Selected Questions and 
Course Rankings 

Per Cent Positive Responses 

.9~!?.£J~l.2..!. : 1 2 1 I, 5 6 7 8 
jl of '1lll.'S t ionna:!:!~ It 

Received: 6 4 8 5 7 8 6 3 ._---
Course content was useful to work situation. 

83.3 100.0 75.0 40.0 100.0 85.7 100.0 66.7 

Training was more useful than originally thought. 

83.3 100.0 25.0 20.0 100.0 85.7 83.3 66.7 

Daily ,,,orking effectiveness enhanced as a result of the training. 

83.3 100.0 75.0 l,O.O 100.0 100.0 66.7 66.7 

Have used information or skills obtained in training. 

83.3 100.0 57.1 1,0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Hou1d recommend course to others. 

66.7 100.0 75.0 60.0 100.0 71.4 100.0 66.7 

Average positive 80.0 100.0 61.4 l,O.O 100.0 88.6 90.0 73.l, 
scores 

Ranking (Courses l, 5 6 1 3 2 
2,3 & 9 not included 
because less than 5 
responses received.) 

- - --

9 10 11 Combined 

1 6 11 65 

00.0 00.0 36.4 64.7 

100.0 16.7 2.0 .0 63.7 

00.0 00.0 36.l, 60.8 

00.0 16.7 l,S.5 67.5 

100.0 00.0 110.0 70.9 

20.0 6.7 35.7 68.8(1) 

8 7 

(1~xc1udes courses 2, 8 & 9 and uses average ,,,eighted on total number of participants completing courses. 
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were c0nsidered either very useful or useful (ranking 1 or 2) 
whih 15 courses (or 32'10) '\>Jere judged to be of average useful­
ness (ranking of 3). Only two courses '\vere given a negative 

rating. 

Considering the high ratings given by the participants 
to non-Ce':lter courses, the finding that the Center courses were 
considered by 73% of the participants to be better than the 
non-Center courses is additional testimony that supports the 
overall positive evaluation of the Spring training session. 

Recommending the Course 

An individual's reaction, positive or negative to the 
training experience, will be reflected if he/she would recom­
mend the course to others. 

Although only 50 participants responded to this question, 
56% (28) indicated they had recommended the Center's training 

experience to others. A total of 75% of these recommenda-
tions resulted in individuals attending other training sessions 

sponsored by the Center. 

9.1.3 Results of Spring Session Assess~ent 

Based on responses to selected questions a ranking of 
the Center sponsored Spring training sessions is presented in 
Table 9-8. The combined positive responses which excludes 
courses 2, 8, and 9 because less than five responses were 
received and uses an average weighted on number of participants 
ccmpleting the course, is 68.8% which compares favorably with 
the Center's target of 70% trainee satsifaction. 

The results of the follow-up evaluations closely approximate 
results of the evaluation assessments conducted at the eonclu­
sion of the Spring training sessions. Table 9-9 comp'3xes the 
results of the two evaluations. 
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Table 9-9 

COillparison of Spring and Follow-Up 
Participant Evaluation Ranking 

Spring 
Participants 

Follow-Up 
Participants 

Session Course Title Evaluation Ranking Evaluation Ranking 

1 Human Services Management 6 4 
Course (3/22-24) 

2 Strategies in Community 8 ,'~ 

Organization (4/5-6) 

3 Human Services Management 7 5 
Course (4/12-21) 

4 Human Services Course 9 6 
(4/12-21) 

5 Problems Youth Face 1 1 
(5/3-5) 

6 Recruitment and Training 2 3 
Strategy (5/10-11) 

7 Problems Youth Face 4 2 
(5/24-25) 

8: Decision-Making in 5 )~ 

Juvenile Justice (5/24-25) 

9 Problems Youth Face 3 )'( 

(5/25-27) 

10 Human Services Hanagement 10 8 
Course (6/14-16) 

11 Human Services Course 11 7 
(6/21-23) 

~'Courses 2, 8 & 9 were not included because less than five responses were 
received. 
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9.2 SUMMARY OF FOLLOW-UP SURVEY - FALL SESSION PARTICIPANTS 
A total of 112 telephone follow-up interviews were con­

ducted in December, 1977 and January) February and March of 
1978. Seven training sessions conducted by the Center in the 
Fall of 1977 were targeted for follow-up purposes. Not all 
courses presented by the Center in the Fall were subjected to 
a follow-up evaluation. It was felt that courses occuring 
in late November and in December would not have allowed suffi­
cient time for the participants' to utilize training related 
skills or information in their work situations. 

Table 9-10 presents the seven courses offered by the 
Center in the Fall that were the subject of the follow-up survey. 
A total of 133 individuals completed the courses, of which 112 
were later contacted and consented to participate in the evalua­
tion. The group of participants responding to the follow-up 
represented 85% of the total number of graduates of the train­
ing programs, which is more than double the number responding 
to the Spring session evaluation. 

9.2.1 Fall Participant Profile 
Profile information concerning the Fall participants 

is discussed in detail in another sector of this report. This 
subsection looks at some of the profile variables that have 
direct bearing on the training experiences. 

Prior Training 
The Fall session trainees were experienced with formal 

training programs. Of the 112 interviewed, only 24% indicated 
that they had never attended a formal training program. Eleven 
of the 28 individuals that had not attended a training session 
come from one course alone - Problems Youth Face. Typically, 
the Fall session participant attends slightly more than three 
training sessions a year. Approximately 22% of the Fall session 
participants interviewed went on to attend other training pro­
grams presented by the Center. A slightly larger percentage 
(25%) attended training sessions sponsored by other organizations. 
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Session 

12 

14 

15 

16 

18 

19 

20 

Table 9-10 

FollO'tv-up Survey Courses 

Number 
Completing 

Course Title Course 

Human Services Hanagement 17 
Course 

Problems Youth Face 19 

Recruitment and Training 22 
Strategies 

Ruman Service Community 22 
Hork Course 

Drug Abuse 19 

Parenting Skills 17 

Advance Law Course 17 

TOTAL 133 

Number 
Number Per Cent 

Intervie~ved of Total 

15 88.2 

,17 89.5 

19 86.4 

17 77 .3 

16 84.2 

14 84.2 

14 84.2 

112 84.9 

9.19 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Agency Attitude Concerning Training 
Not only were the Fall participants experienced in 

training programs, most came from agencies that actively 

supported training, either through an in-service training 
program or by encouraging the professional staff to attend 
training sessions. Approximately 62% of the trainees indicated 
that their agencies sponsored some form of formal in-service 
training program within the agency. 

Further evidence of the participant organizations: and 
agencies supported training is reflected by the fact that over 
85% of the participants interviewed indicated that the other 
professional members of their organization also took part in 
training programs related to work. These peers attended an 
average of 2~ training sessions per year. 

9.2.2 Evaluation of the Training Experience 
As with the Spring follow-up assessment, the formatted 

interview with the Fall session participants gave them an 

opportunity to assess the training experience in several key 

areas: 
o Utility of training in relation to the job situation 
o Impact on daily work effectiveness 

o Impact of agency operations 

The follow-up interviews 'vere conducted over a three month 
period. Most participants had between two and five months of 
back-on-the .. job experience; sufficient time to have made a 
determination as to the relevancy and utility of their respec­
tive training session. 

Utility of Training 
Table 9-11 presents the trainees' assessment as to how 

useful they found the contents of the course to be in relation 

to their everyday work situation 

Nearly 60% of all participants felt that the content has 
been very (or mqstly) useful and relevant to their job situations. 
Some participants responses as to what was useful included: 
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o Skill discussions, e.g., exercise in decision-making 

o Specific information, e.g., criterion for detention, 
effects of drugs, etc. 

o New techniques, e.g., communication techniques -
group facilitating, listening, etc. 

Table 9-11 
Usefulness of Course Content 

in Relation to Hork Situationl 

Combined 
Course II: 12 14 15 16 18 19 20 n 

n: 15 17 19 17 16 14 14 112 

Very useful 6.7 29.4 21.1 17.6 25.2 35.7 21.4 25 

Mostly useful 33.3 17.6 47.4 17.6 56.7 42.9 35.7 40 

Moderately useful 46.7 41.2 10.5 29.4 18.9 14.3 21.4 29 

Of limited use 13.3 5.9 21.1 23.5 7.1 14.3 14 

Of very limited 5.9 11.8 3 
use 

Of almost no use 7.1 1 

112 

Total 
% 

22.3 

35.7 

25.9 

12.5 

2.7 

__ ._9 

100.0 

lBased on responses to Question 32: "Hmv useful have you found the content 
of the course to your work situation? 
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Table 9-12 

Expectations Concerninr Fall 
Training Sessions 

Combined Total 
Course 11: 12 14 15 16 18 19 20 n % 

n: 15 17 17 17 16 14 14 no 

A great deal 17.6 11.8 17.6 37.5 14.3 7.1 17 15.5 
more useful 

Mostly more 26.7 41.2 29.4 17.6 25.0 28.6 28.6 31 28.2 
useful 

A little 33.3 29.4 41.2 23.5 37.5 35.7 28.6 36 32.7 
more useful 

A little 40.0 5.9 5.9 11.8 21.4 35.7 18 16.4 
less useful 

Mostly less U.8 29.4 7 6.3 
useful 

A great deal 5.9 1 .9 
less useful 

lBased on response to Question 33: Compared to hm.;r useful you thought the 
training Has going to be, have you found it to be: 

Impact on Daily Work Effectiveness 
Three questions in the survey sought to determine the 

impact that the training has had on the participants' job 

effectiveness. Table 9-13 summarizes the results of these 
questions. 

Asked whether they have experienced any changes in their 

daily work effectiveness as a result of the training, approximately 
92% of the 110 respondingto this question indicated that they had. 
Not only is this significantly higher than Spring session partici­
pants (56%) but because the sampled population represented 84% 
of all individuals who attended the Fall course surveyed makes 

this high favorable response rate even more impressive. 
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A total of 29 individuals or 25% of all participants 
rated the content as moderately useful. If they are included 

with those that found the content mostly or very useful, a 
total of 85% of all participants had a positive reaction to 
the course content, vis a vis, their everyday job situation. 
Given that the percentage responding favorably to this question 
was only 65% for participants of the Spring session, suggests 
that Center staff have been increasingly successful in tailoring 
the course material to the diverse needs of the trainee group. 

Only one course, number 16, reported back any significant 
discontent with the content of the course material. This could 
have been anticipated considering that two very different groups 
were represented at that session - Youth Service Bureau workers 

and court line staff. The two groups represented diverse points 
of view in the criminal justice area, had different job functions 
and roles and as a result had very different training needs. 

Trainee Expectation 
Slightly more than 75% of the Fall session participants 

found the material and training program to be more useful than 
they anticipated. Table 9-12 presents the results to this survey 

question. 

This high figure is attributable to an expresse:d dis­
satisfaction with training programs that was voiced by many 
participants. As one participant put it: "I usually go in with 
a negative attitude about these types of courses - this one 
didn't let me down." 

Based on their previous training experience many of the 

participants went to the Center's training program prepared to 
be disappointed again (e.g., "I wasn't expecting much," was a 

typical comment of many participants). It is a positive re­
flection of the Center's training program that it could sub­
stantially counter the overall negative attitude many partici­

pants had concerning training programs. 
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The one course that had a low rating to the question con­
cerning daily work effectiveness was the Advanced Legal Worksho£ 
(Course #20). Participants from this course w~re primarily court 
vYorkers. Positive responses stressed the fact that course "re­
kindled my altruism and activist approach" while critism tended 
to focus on the "impracticality" of the information to the "real 
work situation." As one participant put it, "I canlt change the 

way a judge or D.A, operates. It did make me more aware of 
things I could do I but only on a pers(;:mal basis." 

The impact of the training program had on participants is 
also reflected by the high positive response rate of two other 
questions included in the follow-up survey. These questions 

(Questions 2 and 3, Table 9-13) asked the participant to dif­
ferentiate between the impact on the one-the-job effectiveness 
that was attributable to attending the Center's training program 
versus not attending the training session. 

Nearly 65% of the participants indicated the positive 
impact on their job effectiveness could not have occurred without 
attending the training program (Table 9-13, Question 2). Many 
of the individuals that responded affirmatively to this ques­
tion, meaning the changes would have taken place whether they 
attended or not, almost unanimously credited the training pro­
gram with speeding up the process. 

Approximately 70'70 of the participants surveyed indicated 
that they are now able to do job-related tasks better as a 
result of the training (Table 9-13, Question 3). In response 
to another question, participants by a nearly 90% rate indicated 
that they have utilized information or skills obtained in the 
Center's training sessions in their job situation (Question 4, 
Table 9-13). 

Impact on Agency Operation 
As with the findings with the Spring Session participants, 

the Fall/Winter group reported that the impact of the course 
would be more on the individual, and how he/she functio~s, rather 
than on their agency operations. Only one-third of the Fall/ 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Table 9-13 

Responses to Se.1ected Questions on 
'i'rainirtg lmpa,::.t on Job Effectiveness 

As a result of your experience in this course, have there been any changes 
in your daily w'ork effectiven.ess (%) ? 

Course 11 12 14 15 16 18 19 20 n= 
n = 15 16 19 15 16 1"4" 1'4 110 Per Cer;t -,-

No 33.3 6.3 15.8 6.7 7.1 50.0 18 16.4 

Yes 66.7 93.7 84.2 93.3 100.0 92.9 50.0 92 83.6 

Do you think those changes would have occurred if you had not attended the ------Center's course (%) ? 

Course 11 12 14 15 16 18 19 20 n= 
n = 15 15 19 17 16 14 13 109 Per Cent ---

No 20.0 93.3 78.9 35.3 87.5 78.6 4·6.2 69 63.3 

Yes 46.7 6.7 5.3 64.7 22.5 14.3 24 22.0 

N/A 33.3 15.8 7.1 53.8 16 14.7 

Has the Center course enabled you to do any job-related tasks better than 
you ~vould have bee.n able to do otherwise (%)? 

Course II 12 14 15 16 18 19 20 n= ~I· 

n = 15 17 19 IT 16 14 14 112 Per Cent 

No 53.3 11.8 21.1 76.4 76.4 34 30.4 

Ye~ 46.7 88.2 78.9 23.6 100.0 100.0 23.6 78 69.6 

Have you used any of the information or skills you obtained in the Center 
Course (%) ? 

Course 11 12 14 15 16 18 19 20 n·\':: 
n = 15 17 19 17 16 14 14 112 Per Cent 

No 26.7 11.8 5.3 11.8 35.7 14 12.5 

Yes 73.3 88.2 94.7 89.2 100.0 100.0 64.3 98 87.5 
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Winter Session participants felt that the training would result 
in any changes in their agency o~erations. 

Recommending the Course 
A good indicator as to the worth or value of a training 

program is the degree to which former trainees recommend the 
course to others. Almost 90'0 of the Fall/Hinter participants 
responded affirmatively to the question, "would you recommend 

the course to others." 

9.2.3 Results of the Fall/Winter Session Assessment 
Based on the responses to selected questions a ranking 

of Center-sponsored Fall/Winter tiaining sessions is presented 
in Table 9-14. The combined positive responses is 83.8% which 
compares very favorably with the Center!s objective of 70% trainee 
satisfaction. The overall Fall/Winter session rating would have 
been higher but for course No. 16. The relatively high negative 
responses associated with this course is attributable to several 
factors. It was the course chosen to field test the data instru­
ment and changes in the wording of some questions occurred after 
the field tes'C. Individuals were interviewed approximately one 
and one half months after the session ended, while most of the 
other participants were not interviewed until they were back in 
the field for 2~ to 3~ months. Lastly, the course consisted of 
a mixed group - youth service and court workers. The court 
workers tended to be more negative in their appraisal and more 
of them were interviewed than were youth service workers partici­
pants. 

The responses on both the mailed questionnaire and the phone 
interviews may have tended to be higher. Response rate to the 
mailed questionnaire was higher for the higher rated Spring 
Courses and telephone interviews (although precautions were . 
taken) may tend to elicit a higher level of positive responses. 
Since both tendencies were in the upward direction, some com­
parison between the two sessions is possible. The difference 
of the two sessions in positive responses of the follow-up 
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-------------------
Table 9-14 

Summary of SeJ.ected Questions and 
Course Rankings 

Per Cent Positive Responses 

Course II: 12 III 15 16 
No. of Questionnaires Completed: 15 IT 19 17 

Course content was useful to \vork situation. 86.7 88.2 79.0 6ll.6 

Training vms more useful than originally 60.0 88.2 82.lf 58.7 
thought. 

Daily \vorking effectiveness enhanced as a 86.7 88.2 79.0 6l,.6 
result of the training. 

Have used information or skills ob tained 73.3 88.2 94.7 89.2 
in training. 

\\Tou1d recommend course to others. 80.0 88.2 100.0 47.1 

Average Positive Scores 77.3 88.2 87.0 64.9 

Ranking 5 3 4 7 

18 19 20 Combined 
16 14 1"4 112 

100.0 92.9 78.5 84.3 

100.0 78.6 6ll.3 76.0 

100.0 92.9 78.5 84.3 

100.0 100.0 6ft.3 87.1 

100.0 100.0 J.OO.O 87.5 

100.0 92.9 77 .1 83.8 

1 2 6 
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evaluation indicates that the Ce'nt,,=r had the ability to make 
the appropriate changes in the course structure in order to 

better address the needs of their clients. 
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SECTION 10 

FINDINGS AND RECO}lliffiNDATIONS 

The Wisconsin Juverti1e Justice Personnel Development 
Center was designed to address the diversity of training needs 
of the juvenile justice system in Wisconsin. Growing awareness 
within the community of the problems of juvenile justice and 
prevention of delinquency have prompted more agencies to be­
come involved. The advent of purchase of services rather than 
the building of juvenile justice formal institutions has also 
added to this diversity. 

A major program thrust in recent years has been towards 
alternative living arrangements for juveniles. These alterna­
tives (shelter homes, group homes, foster parents) are opera­
ted by individuals or personnel with little previous training 
in juvenile justice. No formal training is available to these 
persons and the major focus of the Center program has been to 
address the training needs of this population. 

In support of the training program) the Center instituted 
a technical assistance effort to stimulate training within 
juvenile justice ag€mcies and a resource unit program to p'" 
vide instructional resource materials to interested indi' s, 
agencies and organizations. 

New program thrusts in juvenile justice such as t·}: .,~.tu­

tion and diversion may) similarly, require training for addi­
tional personnel and for personnel in existing agencies that 
may deal with the new program areas. 

10.1 l?ROGRAM DEVELOPMENT 
From its start-up date in September, 1976, the Wisconsin 

Juvenile Justice Personnel Development Center has been opera­
tional. Staff members wer.e hired in the very first month and 
immediately addressed the identification of training ne~ds of 
juvenile justice personnel in Wisconsin. The core staff of 
the Center, in pursuing the goals of the Center, have shown a 
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dedication to their tasks, an ability to adjust to new situa­
tions, utilization of evaluation data and a desire to continue 
to improve and expand the Center program. 

The Center program was designed around the categories 
of increasing capability, assuring project efforts and a focus 
on client outcome. These three categories were used for the 
structure of goals and objectives. The three components of 
the program, training resource materials, training program and 
technical assistance in training, were integrated into the goals! 
objectives structure. The progress of the Center in achieving 
goals and objectives was made apparent and measurable by this 
structure. Goals and objectives were operational and realistic. 

10.1.1 Project Organization 
The Center approach of a core staff of four persons 

rather than a training staff of resident and full-time faculty 
has proven effective. Continuity was assured, training pro­
gramming was improved and available resources were utilized to 
best advantage. The Advisory Board and Standards and Curriculum 
Committee provided valuable community and professional input 
to Center operations. A total of 55 instructors, consultants 
and specialists were utilized in the first year's training 
program. 

The time of the core staff was distributed as follows: 
o Training - 78% 
o Technical Assistance - 13% 
o Resource Unit - 9% 

10.1.2 Training Needs Assessment 
The training needs assessment conducted by the Center 

provided the initial information base for designing courses. 
Since that time, courses have been improved after discussions 
with participants and instructors and according to evaluation 
analysis. The training program, accordingly, has been develop­
mental and responsive to trainee needs. 
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The size of the overall training population in the alter­
native living group was not determined through the needs assess­
ment. Additionally, other segments of the juvenile justice per­
sonnel population may have training requirements. 

10.1.3 Program Development Conclusions 
The l.Jisconsin Juvenile Justice Personnel Development 

Center has proven to be an innovative effort. Participants and 
the juvenile justice system have indicated that there has been a 
responsiveness of the overall program to their training needs. 
The Center has had an emphasis towards training of non-tradi­
tional personnel which had previously been neglected. The core 
staff approach is an innovation which is operational and cost 
effective. The resource unit and technical assistance efforts 
are closely related to the training program and, at the current 
allocation of staff effort to the components, h~ve been effec­

tive. 

With respect to LEAA requirements for consideration as 
an exemplary project, the Center program is replicable, rele­
vant, adaptable to other situations and can be performed with 
a similarly dedicated staff. 

An extensive amount of evaluation data was collected and 
the data collection procedures have been integrated into the 
overall program. The Center effort is cost effective with 
costs comparable or lower than similar alternatives. The staff 
has shown its dedication and accessibility for the purposes of 
conducting an external and internal evaluation. 

10.1.4 Recommendations 
MetaMetrics recommends that juvenile justice agencies 

in Wisconsin assist the Center in continuing its program. In 
addition to the responsiveness to training needs of juvenile 
justice personnel, the Center can provide a means of addressing 
changing thrusts in juvenile justice. 
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Juvenile Justice Priorities 
MetaMetrics recommends that the Center program continue 

to question the role of training in juvenile justice. Tradi­
tionally, training was a means of imparting knowledges, skills 
and behaviors essential to job performance. Within the juven­
ile justice enviro.nment inrecent years, approaches, concepts 
and activities of agencies and institutions have been changing. 
The Center may serve the juvenile justice system by stimulating 
new approaches, concepts and techniques for dealing with juven­
ile justice and delinquency prevention. 

Youth advocacy is an area which may be stimulated through 
Center progranrrning. The involvement of youth in program deci­
sions may be relevant and the stimulation of agencies to deal 
with juvenile problems and associated issues of child abuse 
anu. I.H:::glect can be relevant. 

The emphasis on juvenile diversion in recent years, while 
not addressed by the Center in its recent programming, may be 
relevant for inclusion in the future. Similarly, the deinstitu­
tionalization effort may continue and new program initiatives 
including restitution could be addressed by the Center. 

Tar~et Population 

While the Center has focused on providing training to 
that segment that has been neglected, the non-traditional 
juvenile justice personnel, new target populations could be 
identified. The juvenile court continues to be important and 
critical to juvenile justice. Court personnel do have first­
hand contact with juvenile clients. The training program, 
while\addressing in several of its sessions this segment of 

\ 

the juvenile justice personnel, could extend its efforts in 
this area. Elected officials, while the Center did provide 
one training session for decision-makers, should be included 
in future training programming considerations. 

MetaMetrics reconrrnends that a concerted effort be made 
to identify the size of the total potential juvenile justice 
training population and the size of the key segments such as 
the alternative living group. 
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Personnel Development and Agency Impact 
The mobility of personnel in the juvenile justice area 

and the corresponding changes in job responsibilities can con­
tinue to be addressed by the Center. Turnover has been sub­
stantial as identified through the follow-up questionnaire 
and telephone intervit?ws. Futurepe,rsonnel development pro 
gramming should recognize this fact of high turnover. 

Previous trainees felt, in comparison to other mea-
sures of training effectiveness, that agency impact is minimal 
through the training Center program. Future training pro­
gramming could address the issue of how to effect change within 
an agcmc.y. MetaMetrics recommends that the Center explore the 
utilization of a key problem or issue that could be addressed 
by the trainee upon return to his agency. This approach would 

focus the value of the training towards problem solving and 
also provide a mechanism for the trainee to utilize training 
upon return to the job. 

Center Goals/Ob1ectives 
MetaMet::::ics recommends that the Center continue to 

review its priorities and the relevance of the goals/objec­
tives structure to program development. The integrity and 
autonomy of the Center should be maintained in order to serve 
the total juvenile justice personnel population and continue 
the general policy thrust towards community programming. 

Core Concept 
MetaMetrics recommends that the core approach of the 

Center be continued. This system permits a responsiveness to 
the needs of the training population and cari be conducive 
to updating and improvement of the overall Center program. 

10.2 TRAINING COURSES 
The provision of training courses has been the major 

focus of the Center program. The Center's target was 24 
courses to be attended by 710 participants. By the Summer of 
1978, a total of approximately 600 will have participated in 
the 33 courses for the achievement of 85% of the target. The 
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evaluation utilized information and data collected for 23 
courses that were conducted from March of 1977 through mid­

December of 1977. 

10.2.1 Utility of Training 
The participants felt that the training was of use in 

their job situations and perceived a change in their own per­
formance. Only a third of the participants, however, felt that 
their agency would change as a result of training. 

10.2.2 Course Rankings 
The participant final assessment positive responses 

varied for the 23 courses evaluated. The lowest was 42.0% 
and the highest was 100.0%. The mean score was 87.3%. The 
Center showed that large training groups (36 enrolled in 
Course No.3) were unweildy and resulted in a high number of 
drop-outs. Course completions consequently ranged from 12 to 
25 during the Fall/Winter Session and averaged 18 participants. 
Correlation analysis on size of class in this range (12 to 25) 
showed no impact on participant assessments. 

Analysis was conducted on the effect of the site (Wausau 
or Madison) on participant assessments and knowledge increase. 
The Madison site had higher participant assessments. The 
follow-up questionnaire responses on physical setting resulted 
in more negative comments for courses conducted in Wausau. 

Choice of instructor appears to be the major factor in 
participant assessments. One instructor had very high rankings 
in the Spring Session, but was ranked at the mid level in the 
Fall/Winter Session. This may indicate that the quality of 
the instructors increased over that period. 

10.2.3 Evaluation 
The Center developed and implemented a set of internal 

evaluation forms consisting of pre/post tests and participant 
evaluations of the training before the selection of an exter­
nal evaluator. MetaMetrics analyzed this data for the Spring 
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Session and developed, with the assistance of the Wisconsin 
Council on Criminal Justice, additional and revised forms to 
be used in subsequent training courses. 

The Center has shown a willingness to collect and utilize 
evaluation data. The daily assessment forms are analyzed by 
the instructional team and adjustments are made as the course 
progresses. The Center has been sensitive to the performance 
of instructors and has continued to contract with those who 
have demonstrated their effectiveness as indicated by evalua­
tion information and session observation by Center staff. 

10.2.4 Training Outcome 
The "client" outcome targets for the training courses 

were: 

o Have clients utilize the knowledge and expertise 
gained through project training in such a manner 
as to improve the quality of youth service delivery. 

o Provide training of such quality that 70% of the 
participants render a favorable reaction to the 
program and to the information gained in terms of 
utility of youth service delivery and extent of 
knowledge, and quality of knowledge. 

Of the participants of the first 17 courses, 78.2% 
stated that the course content was useful to their work situa­
tion and 73.7% stated that there was a positive change in 
their daily work effectiveness. The follow-up survey also 
indicated that 78.2% had a favorable overall reaction to the 
Center program. The Center achieved the client outcome tar­
gets for the training courses. 

10.2.5 Training Course Improvement 
In the three categories -- knowledge (Pre/Post Tests), 

Participant Overall Assessment and Participant Overall Assess) 
ment Follow-Up -- the Fall/Winter Courses had higher scores 
than the Spring Courses. In only one category, agency change 
as a result of training, were the scores the same. 
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MetaMetrics concludes that the Center has acted to im­
prove on the quality and utility of the delivered training 
over the first year of operation. 

10.2.6 Recommendations 
The continuing improvement of the Center training pro­

gram as demonstrated by the evaluation data shows the sensi­
tivity of the staff to participant requirements. MetaMetrics 
recommends that final assessments and pre/post tests be con·· 
tinued as means to measure changes in participant knowledge 
and satisfaction with the training. Other considerations for 
training program improvement are: 

o Site: Evaluation data and analysis show that 
Madison may be a superior site for the training. 
MetaMetrics recommends that the Center be sensi­
tive to the physical setting in addition to 
weighing participant travel expenses. 

o Number of Participants: Analysis on the avail­
able data indicates that size of class in the 
range of 12 to 25 has no effect on participant 
assessments or the courses. MetaMetrics recom­
mends that class size be targeted at 25 in order 
to reach a larger number of participants and 
subsequent juvenile clients. If the average 
class had been 22 rather than 18, the Centl:r 
target of 710 would have been attained. 

o Evaluation: The internal and external evalua­
tion efforts have aided the Center in training 
course and other component decisions. Meta­
Metrics recommends that this intensive evalua­
tion effort be continued. 

10.3 TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 
The Center's Technical Assistance program was developed 

in response to the Statets Youth Service personnel. and agencies' 
need for professional consultative assistance in operational 
and programmatic aspects of juvenile justice training and re­
lated planning and administration matters. 
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10.3.1 Findings 
As of December, 1977, the Technical Assistance pro­

gram had provided five basic forms of technical assistance 
as ranked below: 

o Program Planning and Development 
o Develop In-Service Training Program 
o Information Sharing on Center Activities 
o Conference/Workshop Presentation 
o Conference Planning 

A total of 68 technical assistance sessions, involving 
nearly 250 hours of direct Center staff resources, were pro­
vided during the first 12 months of the program. Approx­
imately 1,300 individuals benefitted from the Center's Tech­
nical Assistance program. 

Follow-up evaluation forms completed by technical 
assistance recipients indicated that 95% of the agencies felt 
that the assistance was beneficial and 73.1% responded that 
they would utilize the program again. 

Over the first 15 months of operation, the Center has 
developed one technical assistance contact per week requiring 
approximately five hours of staff time. 

10.3.2 Recommendations 
HetaMetrics finds that, at the current level of 

effort, the technical assistance serves as a means of con­
tinuing communications with juvenile justice agencies and 
provide valuable input of Center programming in addition to 
lending technical assistance. Accordingly, the technical 
assistance effort is virtually benef.icial and complementary 
to the training program. 

MetaMetrics recommends that technical assistance to 
agencies remain at the same level and that subsequent follow­
up information distinguish between one-way information to the 
Center, preliminary information gathering for technical assis­
tance and rendered technical assistance. 
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10.4 RESOURCE UNIT PROGRAM 
The Center's Resource Unit was developed to meet the 

varied informationa.l and educational needs of individuals 
and agencies concerned with juvenile justice programming 
efforts. The Resource Unit also serves as the State or re­
gional distributor for two national organizations: 

o The National Education and Training Program 
(developed through Volunteers in Probation - VIP) 

o The National Council on Crime and Delinquency 
(NCCD) 

10.4.1 Findings 
The Resource Unit information collection of over 800 

items consists of reading materials, films and audio cassettes 
that are available on an on-loan basis and are categorized into 
18 subject areas. The major areas requested include: 

o Juvenile/Criminal Justice 
o Social Services 
o Training 
o Juvenile Court Intake 
o Volunteers 
o Community Services 

The Resource Unit program's information dissemination 
activities began in late March, 1977. As of December, 1977, 
the Center had responded to 90 requests for resource materials. 
Review of Resource Unit activities during this period indicate 
the follO'tving: 

o Operations: The Center has developed a fully 
:functioning, responsive informational resource 
unit. It has developed the necessary managerial 
tools (request forms, cataloging procedures, 
follow-up surveys, etc.), and operational ex­
pertise (fulfilling requests, ordering new ma­
terial, etc.) to successfully meet the needs 
of its users. Much of the credit for the suc­
cess of the Resource Unit is due to the Center's 
Administrative Assistant. 
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o Resource Collection: The Center's resource 
collection has expanded greatly during this 
period. As of December, 1977 it included 
445 printed materials and 140 audio-visual 
cassette tapes. The material is organized 
into 18 subject categories. The emphasis of 
the collection continues to be in educational 
and instructional materials. 

o Responsiveness to Client Needs: The Center 
has exhibited a sensitivity to the changing 
needs of its clients. It has increased it col­
lection in areas that reflect the needs of its 
users, e.g., Volunteerism and Drug/Alcohol. 
The majority of the users were very satisfied 
to a high degree with the services the Center 
provided and materials were utilized. The 
quality of the material was rated highly and 
all users responded that they would U8 P the 
Center's services again. 

10.4.2 Reco~nendations 

The Center's Resource Unit is successful and is 
achieving desired outcomes in an efficient, timely, and 
organized fashion. MetaMetrics recommends that the Center 
not devote more of its fiscal resources to the Unit and the 
following recommendations focus on operational aspects: 

o Resource Collection: The Center should ex­
pand the collection in several areas in order 
to remain responsive to user needs. Staffs 
should expand materials in four areas, in 
particular they are: 
- Shelter Care 
- Juvenile/Criminal Justice 
- Training 
- Juvenile Court Intake 

o User Feedback: Feedback in the form of fol1ow­
up surveys of users should be continued. Their 
suggestions and recommendations about the ser­
vice provided by the Center are important and 
should be encouraged. 

o Sub;ect Areas: Center staff should continue to 
monitor subject categories that are requested 
by users. Efforts to supplement those subject 
categories with additional materials should be 
undertaken. 
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o Publicity: Publicity continues to be an impor­
tant issue. Given the apparent high attrition 
rate of individuals involved in the non-tradi­
tional criminal justice field, attempts to reach 
new people entering this field should be developed. 
ThJ s could take the form of mOl:e mailings to such 
organizations as YSB's that experience high turn­
over. 

o Improved Catalog Description: The user survey 
reveal~d that users of the Center's Resource 
Unit catalogs would prefer better descriptive 
material on the resource collection. To the 
extent that it is feasible (cost and time) the 
Center should provide a two or three sentence 
description of all materials in the resource 
collection. At a minimum, the Center should 
initiate this process with all new materials. 

o Expanded Financial Resources: Two recommendations 
that are contingent on the Center's ability to 
allocate increased financial assistance to the 
Resource Unit are: 

- Purchase of audio-visual and tape recording 
equipment. Given that 23% of the Resource 
collection consists of visual and cassette 
tapes, the Center should consider purchasing 
the necessary equipment to review this material. 

- Develop in-house training materials. Because 
of the Centerls 18 month experience in develop­
ing training programs for juvenile justice per­
sonnel and the established network of training 
specialists and consultants, the Center has 
the background and opportunity to develop in­
house training materials - either manuals, or 
more ambitiously and thus costly, video-taped 
presentations. They materials would then be­
come part of the Resource Unit collection and 
could be used to supplement on-going training 
seminars. 

In their efforts to establish a resource center to meet 
the informational/educational needs of youth service personnel, 
the Center's Resource Unit has been very successful. As the 
collection continues to expand and with increased publicity, 
the Center should continue to improve and be more active in 
this area. 
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