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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

As we move into the 1980's, the need for effective job performance
in juvenile jusfice administration becomes very critical. This need exists
not only to achieve increased levels of organizational efficiency, but to-
achieve higherxr levelé of self-satisfaction for the individual employee and
better systems of service delivery to clients and communities. From a manage-—
ment perséective, we have come to recognize that those people most satisfied
with their jobs are probably those who are using their fullest abilities to
make real and identifiable contributions to their organizations.

This, of course, presupposes that an organization has made its goals
and objectives explicit, understandable, and appropriate for the servicés
it is mandated to deliver. It also presupposes that, notwithstanding diminish-
ing re§ources, the organizatioﬁ does indeed provide its employees with the
necessary resources to carry out their duties and responsibilities. It also
means that meaningful proéessgs of management,- including performance appraisal,
are in place so that realistic programs and services can he designed, carried
out, and assessed.

In all formal organizations today, in;luding those in the public as

<

we}; as private sectors, training and staff dévelopment (synonymous terms)
is increasingly recognized as an imﬁortant organizational activity. The
word "training," despite the efférts of somé‘to make it a semantic¢ whipping
boy, is accepéed as a synonym for all of the forms of knoﬁledge, skill, and
attitudinal development which persons need to keep pace with accelerating
life involvement and the enlarging concept of man's capabilities (Craig and
Bittel, 1967:15). Consequently, many organizations now operate training and

educational facilities which are designed to enhance employee performance.

Instructed learning is designed to produce environments that shape



behavior to satisfy stated organizational objectives. Eroﬁ this point of
view, training (and sometimes education) canibe defined as the systematic
acquisition of knowledge, skills, rules, concepts, or attitudes that result
in improved performance in another environment. In the administragion of
juvenile justice, the need for training has been relatively recent in emphasis.
While there has always been some form of training, for the most part, eé-
forts have been haphazard, incomplete, and not always linked to organization-
al objectives. It was assumed that either on-the-job training or university-
based instruction would suffice. Within the past two decades or so, juvenile
justice managers have come to the realization that more formal processes for
knowledge enhancement and skill improvement are necessary. At the same time,

managers have come to realize that they, too, need additional skills in run-

ning their own organizations. Therefore, planning, budgeting, resource develop-

ment, supervisory techniques, organizational structure, programming, and

‘training have become more important concerns.than ever before.

"As juvenile justice managers have become more skilled, they have been
willing to read and learn. There is no doubt that they havelbeen infiuenced
by the considerable literature of a prescriptive and descriptive.nature con-
cerning the desirability of and need for training. Both the President's
Crime Commission (1967) and the National Advisory Commission on Criminal
Justice Standards and Goals (1973) devote considerable attention to this is-
sue. Along with the report of the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental
Relations (1971), these bodies strongly advocate training for all personnel
within the network of crimiﬁal justice services.

The added works of such organizations as the American Bar Association

(1973), the Joint Commission on Correctional Manpower and Training (1970),
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along;with.the movement toward accreditation, all point to the cofrespondence
in philosophy by various components of criminal justice administration that
effective delivery of organizational services demands effective training of
workers to carry out organizatioanl demands and objectives. Training, then,
as McGehee and Thayer (1961:4) point out, cannot be viewed as an end in it-
self, but a ﬁeans to an end. It is a vehicle that ensures effectiveness; it
is a tool that facilitates the enterprise in addressing and meeting its ob-
jectives, |

We do not have precise data on the numbers of organizations or personnel
directly and inqirectly involved in juvenile justice administration.
While it is possible to count actual probation, court, after-care, institu-
tional, and prosecution agencies, especially those in the public sector, there
are many services, programs, and agencies concerned with juvenile justice in
the private sector that are beyond enumeration. This also means that while
one could specify the numbers of youths dealt with formally and officially
by criminél justice agencies, there is no way of determining informal, un-
official, or indirect interventions. Thus, Ehere is no way.of knowing ex-

actly what is going on -- and by whom -- in juvenile justice administration.

Nonetheless, accoxding to the FBI's Uniform Crime Reports - 1979 (p. 184),

over one and three-quarter million crimes cleared were committed by .persons
under the age ;f 18, accounting for well over two million actual arrests

(p. 196). Further, among the 11,506 reporting‘police agencies, dispositions
are reported for approximately 1.6 million juvenile offenders; over one-half
million (34.6 percent) were handled within the police department and released;
almost one million (57.3 percent) were referred to juvenile court jurisdic-

tion; over 25,000 (1.6 percent) were referred to welfare agencies; over 26,000
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(1.7 pefcent[ were referred tonothef'police agencies; andléver 77,000 (4.8
percent) were reférred té crimninal or adult courts (p. 230).

The above suggests that juvenile jusﬁice activities coﬁstitute rela-
tively large business in the United States, but only the barest of facts
are known with regard to expenditures, employment, and programmatic endeavors.

We do not know how many private agencies, organizations, ;nd facilities
deal with pre- and post-adjudicated youths} we have no idea how much is spent
on private defense; we cannoﬁ account for all police activity or even how
many departments have youth aid or juveniie divisions. Prosecutors do not
report on éifferentiated caseloads and juvenile courts cannot be counted pre-
cisely since many are parts of courts of other kinds of jurisdiction. We
are aware that many states and localities have juvenile justice coordinating
coﬁmittees, but their exact numbers remain unknown, especially since not all
are constituted by statute. Volunteers work in many agencies, but there is
no recbrd of precise numbers. Halfway héuses and Sther residential programs
are sponsored by public and private agencies, but we do not know exactly how
many or which cater exclusively to adjudicated delinquents. Aand, finally,
there is a multitude of private agencies and organizations which deliver ser-
vices to youthful offenders, ranging from diversion programs through intensive
treatment, but how maﬁy remains pnknown.

Notwithstanding the above, we have a picture of a great deal of activity
in all sectors of services and programs for juveniles in the United States.
This, of course, suggests that there are tens of thousands of workers, at ail
hierarchical levels, who provide direct services to juveniles and their families
and/or who are supervised and managed by countless thousands of others. With-

in their respective organizations, these persons have jobs to perform, work
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to do, which cannot be viewed from a static perspective.. That is, if the
earlier discussion of the value and meaning of training has m;rit, then we
come to the inescapable conclusion that training not only is useful, it is a
necessity to promote the health and welfare of worker;, organizations, and
clients. |

The National Institute of Juvenile Jusﬁice and Delinquency Prevention,
‘acutely aware of the paucity of data and information concerning juvenile jus-
tice training programs, developed the National Assessment of Juvenile Justice
Training Resources project to obtain data concerning (1) on-going training
efforts sponsored by the juvenile justice community in the United States, and
(2) training needs for spch aéency—based personnel, NIJJDP also wanted a
series of recommendatiohé concerned with the future role of that agenzy in
training-related activities and policies.

Approximately 400 agencies, organizations, and individuals responded
to a letter of isquiry related tp on-going training programs, and 208 res-
ponded to a letter of inquiry about staff training needs. These groups were
identified through a series of mailing lists, membership directories, and
Qersonal Sources. No attempt was made to develop a scientific sample of

the juvenile justice community, especially since it was not possible to identi-

fy a%l existing programs. Therefore, a purposive sample was developed and

. letters were sent to all segments within the public and private sectors, in-

cluding, volunteer organizations, trainers, halfway houses, national/regional
organizations, probation departments, after-care agencies, departments of
correction, state advisory groups, governors' committees, state planning a-
gencies, city-county agencies, state-wide agencies, private agencies, police,

and Police Officers Standards and Training (POST) groups.



In -order to complete a comprehensive state-of-the-art in juvenile
justice training, a thorough search of the literature was completed. Also,
contacts were made with selected organizations knowledgeable about training
activities and efforts in order to identify on-going programs, particularly
te determine the nature, extent, and scope of existing and projected training
programs. Further, when it appeéred that an agéncy or organization had sub-
stantial materials about tréining programs, which could not be reviewed ap-
propriately and comprehensively via correspondence or telephone, site visits
were arranged. In all, 28 such visits were completed for the project.

During the course of the project, when respondent materials began to
accumulate, it becaﬁe cléar that insufficient materials were being reported
on the results of needs assessments, if any, which had been conducted by the
host organizations. Consequently, 340 letters were sent to those who had
previously responded about training pfograms and to selected agenbies.rep-
resenting the 15 categories of services within the network of juvenile jus-
tice administration.

- A review of the literature on training for juvenile justice personnel
leads to the conclusion that very little has been published concerning actual
training events conducted in the United States. With the exception of the
various reports of the National Manpower Survey project (1978), the few reports
that are available in written form are of a preécriptive nature. That is,
most of the materials describing on~going programs are contained in articles,
reports, and monographs about the need for training; they hardly describe in
analytical or critical terms that which has been provided personnel in the
field.

Further, many indicate what kinds of training should be developed and

offer theoretical frameworks to justify the positions taken, but few discuss
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what has been developed and/cr the impact of such programs on personnel or
organizational effectiveness.

The published literature gives us no base-line to determine how much
training occurs or even the sponsorship of that which is available. .Casual
observation, field visits, and informal communications nonetheless allow us
to speculate that there is indeed a great deal of training within agencies, but
top-management, training directors, and those interested in research are woe-
fully neglectful in reporting on their experiences in published form. Conse-
guently, the literature telis us very little about the nature, scope, purposes,
curricula, spoqsorship,.or gquality of these training efforts.

While there are several rep;rts on the desirability and utility of ac-
creditation and standards in juvenile justice administration, all of which re-
quire both orientation and in-service training, these, too, tend to be pre-
scriptive. Almost no agency has published internal reactions or responses
to such mandates; therefore, if they are attempting to follow them, there is
no published record of results or outcomes.

In 1968, Piven and Alcabes published a directory of education and train-
ing resources among universities and agencies in the United States. Here, too,
we find a dearth of materials related to juvenile justice training. Except
for law enforcement, no other programmatic area was asked about training for
juvenile justice personnel.

Part of the problem, as Hudzik et al (1981) report, may lie in the fact
that criminal justice agencies tend to define manéower planning and training
from very colloguial points of view; that is, almost exclusively within the
If this is the case,

context of their particular missions or current prcblems.

most agencies attempt to define and meet their needs according to in-house



standards or as a result of internal resource availability. This is not to
suggest that out-of-house resources are not being utilized. It may simply
mean that training, although described as important, does not receive the
kind or level of priority that administrators claim to give it. Further, as
resources diminish, training, along with such areas as planning and research
-~ the softer aspecfs of agency activities -- appear also to diminish. The
short~term goal of economizing obviously takes precedence over the long-rarnge
goal of effectiveness.

Thus, while we believe that on~going training does occur in many
agencies in juvenile justice administration, however informal its approach
may be, we have almost no published documentation or empiricai evidence from
the literature to, support such a conclusion. For those who would say this is
not a gréat loss, ;t may'be important to suggest that the loss of such sub-
stantiation indeed could be significéﬁt.

This is so if for no other-reason than it is axiomstic that the 're-in-
venting of the wheel' will be costly in terms of time as wel; as money. If
agencies do indeed‘have on-going training, their experiences should be report-
ed so that other agencies can learn from their experiences. In view of the
fact that resources aré becoming scarce, none should be squandered. There are

lessons to be learned from the experiences of others and one of the best ways

to discover them, short of on-site observation, is to be able to read about

them in the published literature.

Approximetly 400 responses were received to the initial letter of inquiry

concerning on-going training programs in host juvenile justice agencies and
organizations. Many of these responses (about 45 percent) were letters in-

dicating that the agency was not involved in training, referred to cther agen-
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"cies which had responsibili;y for training, conducted training but only for

- adult-based personnel, or submitted materials, such as annual reports or

special brochures, which were inappropriate to the project. Table I depicts
the ‘percentage array of useful responses according to the various categories
of respondents. ‘

TABLE I

CLASSIFICATION OF RESPONDENTS CONDUCTING TRAINING BY AGENCY TYPE

. % OF TOTAL
AGENCY TYPE RESPONSES ’
National/Regional Organizations é3
Judicial/Court Services 19
Corrections 14
Colleges/Universities 11
Law Enforcement . 10
Human/Youth Services 9 -7
Probation/After-Care 9
Volunteer Organization; 5

. TOTAL 100

For the most par;, the training programs available to the incumbents of

these organizations and agencies are of an orientation rather thzn in-service

nature. The respondents indicate that the substantive areas covered are skill-
based; that is, they are designed to provide workers with the tools needed to
do specific tasks., Some motivational Programs are developed, but these tend

to be secondary in importance to the other topics. Many of the programs are

ad hoc in nature -~ not routinely available to workers; thus, many juvenile
justice personnel receive training on an ﬁnorganiZed basis. Some report rela-

tively comprehensive programs of both an orientation and in-service basis;



sume rely almost exclusively on outside sources for training; and almost

none is concerned with inter- or multi-disciplinary training programs.

It should be noted that a tomplete content analysis of the réspondent materi-
als could not be completed due to a numbef of significant problems. First,
it was often difficult to differentiate between programs involving the adult
justice system, those pertaining to juvenile justice, and those with admix~
tures. Second, materials frequently failed to distinguish between pre- and
in-service training programs. Third, the nature of the target audiences was
often unspecified. Fourth, many respondents reported generically on training,
failing to indicate the exact nature of the curricula available. And, finally,
many did not indicate the depth or quality of the material presented in the
training sessions; that is, exactly what was being taught.

In a; effort to determine training needs and desires of juvenile justice
personnel, a letter of inqqiry was mailed to 340 potential’respondents. Ip—
cluded with a'request for information about such training néeds was a list of
29 topical areas. ‘Respondents were asked to rank order the subjects in terms
of previous knowledge about éonstituent needs. These topics wefe derived from
the materials which had previously been submitted and from the results of the
literature search. The respondents were also asked to rank order the topics
according to hierarchical position; within the agency, namely line staff, super-
visors, and management.

An analysis of the 29 topics suggests the need for training among all
kinds of juvenile justice personnel to be of two kinds: content and process.
The former can be defined as the sugstantive knowledge reguired to perform
various job tasks, such as techniques of interviewing or counseling, laws,

and intake procedures. Process issues can be defined as those procedural tools
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or techniques that enable or facilitate job accomplishment, such as planaing,
case manaéement, decision-making, and problem-solving.

Irrespective of the type of serﬁice, pProgram, or hierarchical position,
aggregate ngeds assessment data from the 208 respondents provide an over-all
picture of training needs throughout the network of juvenile justice services,
as depicted in Table II.

TABLE II

RANK ORDER OF 10 MOST CRITICAL TRAINING NEEDS*

TOPIC . RANK ORDER** NO. TIMES CITED***
Decision~Making/Problem- .

Solving 1 321
Communications 2 301
Interpersonal Relationships 3 283
Legal Issues 4 267
Dealing With Violent Youth 5 263
Training and Staff

Development 6 258
Supervisory Techniques 7 255 :
Report Writing 8 239 -
Case Management 9 233
Planning 10 229

10 229

Personnel Appraisal
* 10 highest rank ordered items
** Rank order based on the modal responses for all items, by all
respondents, and for all three hierarchical positions
*** Maximum number of times cited is 624 (3 x 208)

As Table II indicates, all but three topics are process-oriented subjects.

This suggests that those persons who responded to the needs assessment in-

" quiry (probably top-level management or training officials) view techni Jues

for doing various tasks or jobs as more important than increased knowledge

in selected substantive areas. It is also possible that although respondents

were asked to reflect data about needs assessinents that had previously been

administered in their respective agencies, many either ignored those findings,

intexpreted prior findings to mesh with the list of 29 topics submitted for

-11-



review, or reflected on their own perceptions of what staff néeded or Qanted.
ihat these respondents report more of a need for prccess topics err content
issues may also reflect an undeclared sense of optimism that if funds are
available for training, these are the areas for which they do indeed have
the most need for outside help. That is, further, that substantive areas
could be handled by in-house training staff.

An analysis of the ;verall data from all respondentg‘reveals that in-

cumbents in almost all categories of juvenile justice administration reflect

'a relatively similar pattern of training needs, particularly in the area of

process issues. While there is no doubt that there are many substantive issues
which iend themselves to training programs, it may be assugéd that many of
these indeed are covefed by existing training resources, particﬁlarly within
the respectivé agenéies. Process issues, moreover, tend to require a certain
level of expertise that many agencieéxdo not possess. Further, these aré the
types of programs which many national organizations of a professional nature
develop for their constituencies.

It may be interesting to note that many of the responéents gave a very
high priority to training and staff development as a training issﬁe. This,
of course, suggests th&t there is a need for additional programs that are
designed to enhance the overall capabilities of staff. + might also reflect
the need for training of trainers programs so that staff development within
agencies can be improved.

The data also indicate that almost all of the service-delivery agencies
view as among the highest of priorities training in the area of dealing.with
violent youth. Law enforcement, court, probation/after-care, corrections,

state planning agency, and university-based program respondents list this
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as a crucial area. There is no doubt that all of these agencies must deal
with this type of youth and, for years, the management of fﬁis.problem has
been perplexing.

From an overall perspective of the project, survey findings clearly
reveal a dearth of precise data and information about on~going training pro-
grams in the field of juvenile justice adminicstration. This does not necessari-
ly mean that little is occurring in this area of endeavor; rather, it suggests
that it is not possible to measure with any degiee of accuracy what juvenile
justice agencies are doing about on-going training programs for their respec-
tive staffs. Even the few agencies which report that training has been man-
dated (by statute or executive order), little data are available about the
nature and scope of such training events. '

In general, the materials obtained from respondents about.on-going train-
ing programs in one way or anothii ap?éar to be reflective of incumbent éon—
cerns .about daily activities and responsibilities. Insofar as needs assess-
ment materials are concerned, line staff tend to express high need for train-
ing in managing client'interactions and interventions; supervisors want train-
ing in subordinate management; and top-level personnel desire training in
techniques of organizational management and administration. Tﬁese, along with

selected process issues, cut across agency lines; that is, they appear to be

relatively universal in juvenile justice administration.

Respondents rarely reported the existence of evaluations of training pro-
grams. 1In part, this is probably a reflection of the fact that few if any
are actually completed, even by in-house trainers or evaluators. While there
is some evidence of the completion of ‘'soft' évaluations ("Did you like the

training program?" "Did you learn anything?"), neither the literature nor the
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respondent materials reflect roﬁtine evaluations based on empirical data

and scientific procedures. 1t may be that training unitsido not have compe-
tent researchers assigned to their programs and, therefore, empirically-based
evaluations are dismissed as unfeasible. Or, it may be that administrators
do not view such evaluations as important. Therefore, the éraininé that is
being sponsored by agencies and organizations, for the most paft, cannot be
tested in terms of their impact on workers, organizations, or clients. The-
daté simply do not exist.

One final conclusion that can be reached as a result of data analysis
is that it appeais that juvenile justice agencies and organizations in the
United Stafes probably have a high commitmentTto staff training and develop-
ment in order to improve the effectiveness and quality of staff and agency
operations. This is an inference which can be made from informal soundings
from the various ;espondents. However, diminished resoutces at the present
élme-;reclude expansion of traiﬁing programs at an internal level. Agencies
seem t& be concerned primarily with survival. This is a dramatic concern,
but one which reflects attention only to sﬁort—range needs ana goals. Iﬁn
proved performance, however-desirable, currently may only be rhetoric. It
may be a long-range, légitimateldesire. It certainly is not being addressed
through increased training activities -- a vehicle for implementing policy,
notwithstanding top-management's awareness of the contributions training
offers both to the organization and its workers.

As a consequence of the above and as a direct result of the study,

there is ample evidence that interest in and commitment to quality delivery

systems of services to juveniles remain high. However, there is also suffi-

cient evidence that training resources have become scarce. Thus, there is
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a significant gap between désires and realities. Business and industry
could not long survive if it gxpected to develop products with reduced re-
sources. Yet, agencies and programs in the administration of juvenile
justice have little choice. They are mandated to provide specified serv-
ices to clients and communities. Caseloads must be managed; p?ograms must
be administered. Therefore! whatever personpower is available tends to be
utilized merely to keep abreast of routine responsibilities. Hence, the
training of staff, unavoidably and lameptably, must give way to organiza-
tional demands -- the scarce resources must be used elsewhere.

. It becomes imperative, then, that a federal agéncy such as the Nation-
al Institute of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention provide a great
deal of the leadership and some.of the resources needed to develop, maintain,
and upgrade persénnel and services in this area of criminal justice adminis-
tration. In order to agcomplish the foregoing, the following recommendations
are offered for consideration.

1. NIJJIDP should develop as a priority the need for providing leadership in
the area of juvenile justice administration, especially in the area of demon-
strating how local agencies can better sistematize and coordinate their efforts
and programs. The-priﬁary motivation for such involvement is that of reducing
duplication of sérvices, avoiding wéste in resources, and in encouraging the
development of responsible and responsive goals and objectives. |

2. Since there is so little training available to juvenile justice personnel,
NIJJIDP should recognize the various constituent groups according to priorities
and assist in the development of special training programs for them. The study

indicates that law enforcement personnel are most in need for such training,

followed by those engaged in privately funded services, prosecution and defense

~15~
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counsel, institution-based personnel, community-based services, and, finally,
after-care and probation.

3. It is recommended>that high priority be given by NIJJDP to the sponsor-
ship of training programs which are interdisciplipary in nature. Many_topics,
such as management, supervision, communications, decision-making, and program
and personnel evaluation are generic in nature. Consequently, whenever a
training program can be sponsored which is appropriate to seyéral disciplines,
this should be encouraged.

4. Survey results are not clear whéther pre~ or in-service training is more
crucially needed than the othei. Therefore, it -is recommended that NIJJDP
give equal weight to both kinds of ﬁraining, striving for a reasonable bal-
ance between the two.

5. Since the needs assessment survey reveals that "process" issues are of
greater importance to field personnel}than "content" issues, it is recommend-
ed that high priority be given by NIJJDP to the sponsorship of such training
programs .

6. To encourage the development of pre-~ and in-service training programs at
the local level, particularly in the area of process issues and especially

at the interdisciplinafy level of training, NIJJIDP should develop a list of
resources potentially available to juvenile justice agencies and organiza-
tions. This would encourage such groups to apply for and utilize technical
assistance in ghe development of training programs.

7. Since the issue ;f dealing with violent youth_is of substantial concern

to almost all categories of agencies dealing with juveniles, it is recommended
that NIJJDP cghtinue its émphasis of this topic, especially by encouraging and

developing special training programs of an interdisciplinary nature. If
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possible, NIJJDP should develop training packages which cén be used by con-

stituent groups in the field on a self-instructional basis.
8. NIJJDP should develop special brochures, information packages, and other
materials which can be utilized by local agencies and organizations to help

local officials understand the role, functions, and needs of the juvenile

justice network of services and programs. This might help to increase such

officials' commitment to increasing the effectiveness of local services.
9. In order to help local agencies-and organizations.better understand
the value and significance of training programs for staff, NIJJIJDP should
develop vehicles for org;nization and management development programs; pro-
Vide1a conduit for the sharing of information and kno%ledge that accrue
from research and programmatic efforts; poiht out exemplary programs in
juvenile justice administration; and develop materials that will illustrate
how training units can be structured to deliver opFimal programs for staff.
10. NIJJIDP should assist local agencies and organizations in identigfiné'
competent trainers to assist them in the development of training prégrams
and should develop training of trainers programs wherever possible. This
woula also help to develop a cadre of local trainers so that outside assis-
tance can be minimized.. With the availability of local trainers, inter-
agency "loans" of such personnel can be facilitated at greatly reduced costs

than the hiring of outside consultants.

11. It is recommended that NIJJIDP develop a special calendar to help local

agencies becpme aware of existing training programs sponsored throughout the

country. ‘Of special value would be the listing of in-house training programs

for which seats might be available for other agency-based personnel. This

would reduce the need for duplicated programs in geographiczl areas, for per-



sonnel from one agency would be able to attend the programs sponsored by

another nearby, and at minimal cost. The mailing of such a calendar on a

routine basis would encourage the development of a netw0tk of concefned

juvenile justice specialists across the country.

12, NIJJIDP should conduct a biennial Survey among juvenile justice agencies

on the nature, extent, and kinds of training programs being sponsored on an

on~going basis. This would help to document what is being done and by

whom for the entire juvenile justice community.

13. NIJJIDP should also conduct a biennial needs assessment in order to docu-

ment what field staff in juvenile justice administratidn perceive to be

needed in the way of training programs. This would not only assist NIJJDP in

developing training priorities, it would also assist in identifying those

needs which have programmatic implications.

14. Since the National‘griminal Justice Reference Service‘constitutes the

Primary resource in the United States for information about published materials

in criminal justice, NIJJIDP should negotiate with that service to increase

1ts coverage of information related to juvenile justice administration, es-

Pecially in the area of training and staff development.

15. Over the years, many local agencies and organizations have maintained

contacts with the private sector, especially in the areas of employment for

offenders and the recruitment of volunteers. NIJIDP should assist local groups

in developing packaged materials that can be utilized to entice the private

sector to help such agencies develop traning programs for their staffs. It

1s well known that most corporations and large businesses have very sophisticat-

ed training programs for their employees. This is a tappable reservoir of

resources that can help to bring the public and Private sectors closer to-
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géther and build an alliance that can improve the quality of the community

in which they both reside.

16. NIJJDP should continue its dialogue with the National Institute of Cor-
rections and especially its National Corrections Academy. Although the latter
has beern concerned primarily with adult corrections, it should be encouraged
to expand the nature and scope of iés training activities to include more
topics associated with the administration of juvenile justice.

17. NIJJDP has already expressed considerable interest in the development

of a Resource Center concerned with training for juvenile justice personnel
in the United States. It is strongly recommended, as a result of the find-
ings of this study, that such a Center should indeed be established and with-
out delay. The Resource Center should be concerned with the development and
accretion of knowledge about juvenile justice training:; the deveiopment of
training resources, including materials and trainers; the identification

of training sources, including organizations, agencie:s, and persons; the
subsidization of persons to attend training events; the networking of train-
ing specialists; the packaging of materials for uge by juvenile justice a-
gencies of materials for other government agencies ‘(funding sources) and

the private sector; éor'the development of biennial listings of training
programs and needs; and for providing liaison relationships with other fed-
eral agencies and national organizations which develop and produce training
programs. It could alsoc sponsor special'conferences dealing with the state-
of-the-art in various aspects of juvenile justice administration that would

be of utility to field personnel.
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