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ABSTRACT 

NATIONAL ASSESSMENT OF JUVENILE JUSTICE TRAINING RESOURCES 

The National Assessment of Juvenile Justice Training Resources is a 

project funded by the National Institute of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 

Prevention designed to obtain data concerning (1) on-going training efforts 

sponsored by the juvenile justice community in the United States, and (2) 

training needs for agency-based personnel. This information is needed to 

assist NIJJDP in formulating policies and procedures related to NIJJDP's 

future involvement in juvenile justice training efforts, including a proposed 

Resource Center. 

Approximately 400 agencies, organizations, and individuals responded to 

a letter of inquiry related to on-going training programs, and 208 respo~ded 

to a letter of inquiry about staff training needs. Findings clearly indicate 

a dearth of training activity among all kinds of juvenile justice services 

and programs, even though t~ere is a commitment to training and expressions 

of need by both line staff and manag~ment. 

Recommendations are made to NIJJDP, which include the establishment of 

a Resource Center to assist local jurisdictions in the design, implementation, 

and evaluation of training programs~ the creation of a calendar to announce 

the existence of local, agency-based training events; and the establishment 

of technical assistance services to help agencies deal with the development 

of in-house training programs, liaison with superordinate government officials, 

and communications with segments of the private sector. 

Finally, a recommendation is made to NIJJDP that it continue its role of 

leadership in the juvenile justice community by continuing on-going assessments 

of training in order to plan effectively and responsively in future years. 



PREFACE 

Tqe juvenile justice community in the United States currently is con-

fronted by a multitude of problems, not the least of which are increasing 

caseloads and diminishing resources. As a consequence, short-term commit-

ment to survival appears to consume management. This, undoubtedly, has 

forced many agencies to reduce attention to overall planning devoted to 

attaining long-range goals and objectives. 

Along with research, the one activity that is impacted severely by 

these turns of events is training and staff-development. If viewed as a 

principal means for assuring quality: delivery-systems of services alld up-

grading staff abilities, the'dimunition of such programs can only produce 

negative outcomes for agencies, communities, and clients. 

The purpose of the National Assessment of Juvenile Justice Training 

Resources has been to examine the state-of-the-art in juvenile justice train-

ing in order to determine the nature and extent of current agency-based 

traning programs and make recommendations to the~National Institute of Juvenile 

Justice and Delinquency Prevention that will assist that federal agency in 

determining its possible future policies toward and role in promoting 

training and staff development programs, particularly the establishment of 

a Resource Center. 

~le express our sincerest appreciation to Lou.:Biond:i # both the god-father 

and original Government 'Project Monitor, for hi~ understanding of the juve-

nile justice community and for his vision concerning the value of the pro-

ject. He not. only helped to formulate the objectives of the National Assess-

ment of Juvenile Justice Training Resources, but helped to guide it to its 

conclusion. Leonard Johnson succeeded Lou Biondi as Government Project 
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Monitor and provided invaluable assistance, back-up resources, and guid

ance in Keeping the proJ' ect on track. We app . t th 
rec~a e e cooperation and 

assistance of George Moody, the··Contract 0fficer. 

To the many organization and agency-based personnel who provided data 

and information about 0 -g' t . . n o~ng ra~n~ng programs an~ needs assessments, we 

owe a special debt of gratitude. We hope the results of this project will 

provide greater attention to staff training needs through increased re-

sources. 

Finally, as .project Director, I wish to express my gratitude to a staff 

which not only produced a worthwhile final product, but who worked dili

gently and cooperatively on a project we all enjoye4. Particularly, I ex

press appreciation for the work done by Etta Anderson, Sara S. Cohn, and 

William S. Leonard. 

Alvin W. Cohn, D.Crim. 
Project Director 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

I.l Nature and Purpose of Training 

As we move into the 1980's, the need for effElctivf~ joj;) performance 

becomes very critical, not only to achieve increased levels of organiza-

tional efficien"cy in criminal justice administration, but also to achieve 

higher levels of self-satisfaction for the individual employee and better 

systems of services delivery to clients and communities being served. 

From a management perspective, we have come to recognize that generally 

what is best for the organization in the long run, probably is best for 

its incumbents. Those people most satisfied with their jobs are generally 

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 services 

it is mandated to deliver. It also presupposes that, notwithstanding 

diminishing resources, the organization does indeed provide its employees 

with responsible and responsive resources to carry out their duties and 

responsibilities. It also means that meaningful processes of management, 

including performance appraisal, are in place so that realistic programs 

and services can be designed and carried out. 

In all formal organizations today, including those in the public as 

well as private sectors, training and staff development (synonymous terms) 

is increasingly recognized as an important organizational activity. Edu-

cation, which is broadly viewed as the enhancement of knowledge; cannot 

possibly prepare existing and future workers with the knowledge and skills 

they need to carry out their duties. Education generally cannot prepare 

-2-
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people to accomplish specific tasks. This is the responsibility of the 

employer. Organizations without a directed training effort are merely 

asking employees to acquire job knowledge and skill in their individual 

ways, which mayor may not occur. When it does happen in such a manner, 

it is likely to be haphazard and unorganized (Craig and Bittel, 1967:ix). 

The need for refreshed as well as new knowledge is continuous for 

most workers in most organizations. Skills and knowledge in many job 

areas in criminal justice often become ou'cmoded. N~w theories, new ideas, 

and new procedures demand that workers be trained in them in order to be 

more effective. Consequently, top management, if it is concerned with 

effective services and programs, not ~nly must carry out day-to-day activ-

ities which fulfill the organization's mission, it must also plan for the 

future through the development ana utilization of appropriate resources. 

There can be nO doubt that in the administration of criminal justice ser-

vices, the most important and potentially most effective resource is.that 

of manpower. Therefore, poorly motivated, unskilled, unknowledgeable em-

ployees not only will be unable to carry out the goals and objectives of 

the organization, they will be unable to deliver meaningful services to 

the clients and communities. In view of the diminishing fiscal resources, 

increasing caseloads, and disquieting expressions of concern by the gen-

eral public, all of which confront most criminal justice agencies, the 

need for more effective worker performance is compelling. Further, it is 

unlikely that the next decade will find these forces diminishing. If any-

thing, they are likely to increase. 

The word "training," despite the efforts of some to make it a semantic 

whipping boy, is accepted as a synonym for all of the forms of knowledge, 
/) 
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Skill, and attitudinal development which persons need to keep pace with 

accelerating life involvement and the enlarging concept of man's capabil

'ities (Craig and Bittel, 1967:15). Consequently, many organizations now 

operate training and educational facilities which are desi~ned to enhance 

employee performance. Many of these programs are equal to if not better 

than many programs offered by colleges and universities. In effect, they 

have chosen to train their employees by themselves. On the other hand, 

many organizations have opted to work conjointly with institutions of 

higher learning in order to secure assistance and to provide upgraded 

services and programs. 

Instructed learning, regardless of its locus, is designed to produce 

environments that shape behavior to satisfy stated oDjectives. From this 

point of view, training (and sometimes education) can be defined as the 

systematic dcquisition of knowledge, skills, rules, c~ncepts, or attitudes 

that result in improved performance in another environment. The'refore, 

while school environments attempt to enable children to learn how to read, 

which canibe done in the home, training programs in an organization at-

tempt to provide workers with new or additional skills that can be used 

in the work setting. 

According to Goldstein (1974:3), both training and education are in-

structional processes designed to modify human behavior. As such, their 

basic foundations are dependent on learning and transfer processes. In 

the past, professionals emphasized differences between training and edu

cation based on the specificity of their program objectives. Thus, in

dustrial training objectives were easily specified and were designed to 

produce uniform terminal behavior. But as our society becomes more 

-4-



concerned with providing services and managing human resources, as well 

) as with nuts-and-bolts machinery, management in most organizations has 

begun to recognize that uniform behavior by all trainees is not necessarily 

a desirable goal. This realization has led to management training programs 

designed to enhance individual modes of behavior. It has also led to the 

inevitable conclusion that without clear-cut goals and objectives, the 

organization will founder,workers will find their own comfortable ways of 

behaving, and services and programs (and even'products) will be of medio-

cre quality. Management must dictate what is to be accomplished within 

an organization, provide the resources to carry out its mission, and en-

sure that workers adhere to programmatic expectations. Training, then, is 

a management tool that ensures effective organizational performance and 

productivity. 
) 

The need for training in criminal justice enterprises has been rela-

tively recent in emphasis. While there has always been some form of 

training, for the most part efforts were haphazard, incomplete, and not 

linked to organizational objectives. ,It was assumed that either on-the-

job training or university-based instruction would suffice. Within the 

past two decades or so, criminal justice managers came to the realization 

that more formal processes for knowledge enhancement and skill improvement 

were necessary. At the same time, managers came to the realization that 

I; they, too, needed additional skills in running their own organizations. 

Therefore, planning, budgeting, resources development, supervisory tech-

niques, organizational structure, programming, and training become more 

I. important concerns than ever before. 

t 
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I.2 Juvenile Justice Training and Administration 

As criminal justice managers have become more skilled, they have been 

willing to read and learn. There is no doubt that they have been influ

enced by the considerable literature of a prescriptive and descriptive na

ture concerning the desirability of and need for training. Both the Pres

ident's Crime Commission (1967) and the National Advisory Commission on 

Criminal Justice Standards and Goals (1973) devote considerable attention 

to this issue. Along with the report of the Advisory Commission on Inter-

governmental Relations (1971), these bodies strongly advocate training for 

all personnel within the network of c~iminal justice services. These re-

ports look at training and how important staff development is for produc

ing more effective organizations. 

~he added works of such organizations as the American Bar Association 

(1973), the Joint Commission on Correctional Manpower and Training (l967}J 

along·with the movement ~oward accreditation, all.point to the correspon

dence in philosophy by all components of criminal justice administratipn 

that effective delivery of organizational servi~es demands effective train

ing of workers to carry out organizational demands and objectives. Train

ing, then, as Mcgehee and Thayer (l96l:4) point out, cannot be viewed as 

an end in itself, but a means to an end. It is a vehicle that ensures 

effectiveness; it is a tool that facilitates the enterprise in addressing. 

and meeting its objectives. 

We do not have precise data on the numbers of organizations or per-
, ' ,', 

sonnel directly and indirectly involved in juvenile justic~ administration. 

While it is possible to count actual probation, court, after-care, insti-

--, tutional, and prosecution agencies, eS'pecially those in the public sector, 

-6-
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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 for

mally and officially by criminal justice agenices, there is no way of de-

te%mining informal, unofficial, or indirect inter.ventions. Thus, there 

is no way of knowing exactly what is going on -- and by whom -- in juvenile 

justice administration. 

There is some information available which ~elps us to place in con

text the extent of juvenile justice administration activities. We know, 

for example, that over $24.1 billion was spent in fiscal 1978 onpubl;c, 

civil and criminal justice expenditures and that there were over 1.1 mil-

lion employees (full-time equivalent). In terms of public expenditures, 

about $13 billion was spent on police protection; $5.5 billion on correc-

tions; $3 billion on'judicial activities; $1.5 billion on prosecution and 

legal services; $.5 billion on public defense; and $.4 billion on othe~ cri-

minal justice activities (U .S. Department of Justr-ce'::" 1981a :i) • 
\ 
~. 

According to the FBI's Uniform Crime Reports- 1979\\ (p. 184), over one 

and three-quarter ~il~ion crimes cleared were committed by persons under 

the age of 18, accounting for well over two millions actual arrests (p. 196). 
I! 

Further, among .. ~~e 11,506 reporting police agencies, dispositions are re

port~d~i:or approximately 1.6 m~l.lion ju~tinile.offenders; over one-half 

million (34.6 percent) were handled within the police department and re-

leased; almost one million (57.3 percent) were referred to juvenile court 

jurisdiction; over 25,000 {1.6 percent} were ~eferred to welfare agencies; 

over 26,000 (1.7 percent) were referred to other police ~gencies; and over 

77,000 (4.8 percent) were referred :to criminal \~r adult courts (p. 230). 
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In 1977, the estimated number of delinquency cases disposed of by ju

venile courts approximated 1.4 million (U S •• Department of Justice, 1981b:390). 

In 1977, there were over 75,000 youths in residence in public and private 

juvenile custody facilities (45,920 in public institutions and 29,377 in • 

private facilities) (p. 481); and 53,347 youths under after-care supervi

sion (p. 513). 

The above suggests that juvenile justice activities constitute rela-

tively large business in the Unite~ States, but only the barest of facts 

are known with regard to expenditure, employment, and p~ogrammatic ac

tivities. 

We do not know how many prl.'vate agencl.'es, " organlzatl.Ons, and facili-

ties deal with pre- and adjudicated youths; we have no idea how much is 

spent on private defense; we cannot account for al~ police activity or even 

know how many departments have youth aid or juvenile divisions. Prosecu':" 

tors do not report on differentiated case loads and juvenile courts cannot 

be counted precisely since many are a part of courts of other kinds of ju-

risdiction. We are aware that many states and localities have juvenile 

justice coordinating committees, but their exact count remains unknown, es-

pecially since not all are constituted by' statute. V 1 o unteers work in many 

agencies, but there is no record of precise numbers. HalfwaY,houses and 

other residential programs are sponsored bY,public and private agencies, 

but we do' not know exactly how many or which cater exclusively to adjudi

cated delinquen'ts. And, finally, there is a multitude of private agen-

.cies and organizations which deliver services to youthful offenders, rang-

ing from diversion programs through intensive treatment, but how many re

mains unknown. 

\.) 
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Notwithstanding the above, we have a picture of a great deal of ac-

tivity in all sectors of services and programs for juveniles. This, of 

course, suggests t~~t there are tens of thousands of workers, at all hier

archical levels~ who provide direct services to juveniles and their fami-

lies and/or who are supervised and managed by countless thousands of others. 

Within their respective organizations, these persons have jobs to perform, 

work to do, which cannot be viewed from a static perspective, That is, 

if the earlier discussion of the value and meaning of training has merit, 

then we come to the inescapable conclusion that training not only is use-

ful, it is a necessity to promote the health and welfare not only of the 

workers, but of the organizations themselves. 

I.3 Scope of Study 

The National Institute of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, 

acutely aware of the paucity of data and information concerning juvenile 

justice training programs, developed the current procurement with the 

following objectives: 

1. Obtain information and documentation regarding FY 1981 training 

programs for selected juvenile justice personnel in various host agencies 

throughout the united State. 

2. Determine the nature, extent, and quality of training resources 

at the national, regional, and local levels which are expected to be con-

tinued. 

3. Determine, on a sample basis, training needs and demands of jus-

tice personnel and~heir host organizations. 

4. Establish a manual data base for the development of NIJJDP's long-

range plans and goals for training programs and the development of the 

-9-
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Juvenile Justice Training Resource Center. 

In essence, the project was designed to determine the current state

of-the-art on juvenile justice training and develop a data base related to 

on-going training programs so NIJJDP, then, can develop' long-range plans 

to assist juvenile justice personnel and their host agencies and organiza-

tions to' . continue to offer training programs for juvenile justice per

sonnel and improve the substantive nature of training programs. 

The information sought was to be concerned with pre- as well 

as inservice employees programs designed for incumbent staff as well as 

those of a subscription nature; and those which addressed both content as 

well as process issues. Regarding the latter, content was defined to cover 

those of a substantive nature; process was defined to cover those which 

developed skills and techniques for carrying out various job tasks and as

signments. 

In order to accomplish the above objectives, it was agreed that (l) 

a state-of-the-art on training for juvenile justice personnel would be de

veloped through a literature search and contacts with agencies and organi

zations concerned with the delivery of such training programs ('in-house 

and subscription); (2) materials obtained related to training would be: 

manually assembled; '(3) a plan would be developed for continuing the on-

going assessment effort concerned with future sponsored training programs; 

and (4) recommendations would be made to NIJJD~ concerning target training 

audience priorities. 

I.4 Development of Resource Center 

In an effort to more fully meet the mandates set forth in Section 244 

and Sections 248-250 of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Act of 1974, 
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as amended, NIJJDP is giving consideration to an expansion of its training 

activities. A major component of such expansion is a proposed ,Center for 1 
more effective utilization of 'existing training programs operated by 

1 

i 
all units of government,- universities, other educational institutions, I 

I 
I and private organizations and corporations. The development of such a Re-
, 

source Center would be viewed as a facilitating service and would include 

a reference/information component designed to assist juvenile justice per-

sonnel in every kind of host agency, public and private, in locating pro-

grams or services which would meet their specific training needs. Based 

upon availability of £unds, the Resource Center would not support actual 

training events; rather, in select cases, it would provide financial as-

sistance to juvenile justice personnel to attend training programs, par-

ticularly in those areas considered and designated as priorities by the 

National Institute and the Office of Juvenile Justice and DelinquenGY Pre-

vention. 

In order to operate effectively and reponsively, the proposed Resource 

Center would have a data base concerned with scheduled training events and 
, ! 

programs and would include such information as sponsorship, costs, faculty, 

topical areas, location,: and dates. The data and information base to 

be developed, it is thought, will enable NIJJDP to develop public policies 

and priorities for training program expansion, which, hopefully, will avoid 

duplication of services and programs, prevent waste of scarce resources, 

link existing training programs to agency and personnel needs, and, ultimate-

ly, improve the administration of juvenile justice in the United States 

through upgraded and more effective personnel. 
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II. METHODOLOGY 

II.l Introduction 

In order to accomplish the basic objectives of the project, particular-

ly the development of the state-of-the-art juvenile justice training and the 

accrual of information about on-going training progr:ams, three basic ap-

proaches to information and data collection were utilized: a search of rel-

.. evant published literature, contacts with appropriate juvenile justice re-

lated organizations and agencies, and site-visits to examine in-house docu-

ments. These approaches were utilized not only for the collection of impor-

tant materials, but to establish the context in which juvenile justice ad-

ministration and appropriate training occur. 

II.2 Literature Search 

The literature search was designed to elicit published materials relat-

ed .to juvenile .jus.tice training and staff development. To identify that 

which had been published in the past ten years, searches of library materials 
f! 

were conducted at the following sites: Uni ted~,tates Library of Congress, 

the University of Maryland, Washington School of Law - The American Univer-

sity, American Correctional Association, National Institute of Corrections, 

Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, Law Enforcement Assis-

tance Administration, and the International Association of Chiefs of Police. 

Additionally, computer print-outs on training were reviewed which had 

been produced by the National Criminal Justice Reference SerVice, OJJDP, NIC, 

and the Department of Health and Human Services Administration. The purpose 

of these print-outs was to obtain abstracts of pUblished materials as well 

as summaries of projects that had been funded by various federal agencies. 
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The search also involved contacts with the National Referral Center, 

National Technical Information Service, the Smithsonian Science Information 

and Exchange, and the National Association of Volunteers in Criminal Jus-

tice. These organizations were asked to provide information about train-

ing and to assist project staff in identifying organizations, agencies, 

groups, and individuals concerned with and prod~cers of juvenile justice 
'\ 

training programs. _ 

In reviewing the literature, attempts were made to classify information 
. 

according to type of training program, ,sponsorship ;'" target audie~ces ". sub-

stantive content, curricular materials, and the nature, if any, of program 

evaluation (design;as well as findings). . , 

The ,literature search w~s also designed to assist ,in. the identifica-

tion of on-going tr~i~ng programs so ~hat such agencies or organizations 
. :,-

could be placed on the mailing list for;futur~ correspondence ~nd contacts. 

II.3 Agency/Organization Contacts 

It was thought.t:.hat the best ~rocedure to obtain relevant infGrmation 
, t 

abQut agency-~sed' E)n~oing training J?rograms initi~lly:would'1:>e'to"mail a 
" ' ,., . • • f· • 

~ ~ . ~, 

letter requesting such. -Aqcordingly, a letter was prepared ~See' Appendix B) , " 

and m~iled to approximately 3,000 juvenile justice organizatiQ~s. agencies, ,-
groups, and indi~idual$'whO,had b~en identified from vari~us directories, 

... '( , " , 
mailing lists, membeJ;ship. lists, and personal" recommend~tic:ins. 'Fhe final 

" 

mailing list was compiled from, .. the.,.;'follo't;,ing SOUl!ces:, 

1. American'Association of CorrectioRa1 TrainiI:l9 !?ersonnel 

• 
·2. State and Local Probation and Parole Systems 

3. Juvenile and Adult Correctj.ona1 Departments, Institutions, Agencies 

," 
t': 
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4. Probation and Parole Directory 

5. Basic Sources in Criminal Justice 

6. DirectorYof Criminal Justice Information Sources 

7. Directory of IACP Members 

8. Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice Education Directory 

9. National Directory of Children and Youth Services 

10. Directory of Juvenile/Family Domestic Relations Court Judges 

11. International Halfway House Association Directory 

12. Directory of POST Administrators 

13. Directory of State Planning Agencies 

14. Directory of Juvenile Justice State Advisory Groups 

Since it was neither possible to identify every agency or organizatiqn, 

public and private, associated directly and indirectly with juvenile justice 

administration, nor to attempt to communicate with 100 percent of those 

groups wh~ch had been identified, a purposive sample of selected, potential 

respondents was developed. From another perspective, the practical consid-

erations of time and financial resources precluded the use of probability 

sampling from the target populations. Therefore, purposive or judgmental 

sampling techniques were selected over random methods. 

Purposive sampling appeared to be well-suited for this project since 

the study could only examine a relativ.t!ly small subset of the larger pop

ulati,on in which many of the members of the subset could be identified. 

Further, since it was not possible to identify the total population from 

which to draw probabilistic samples, it was necessary to examine only sub-

sets. This sampling procedure varied in the case of two groups, namely 

State Planning Agencies and State Juvenile JUstice ,Advisory Groups. In 
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these instances, since it was possible to identify 100 percent of the popu-

lations, all were included for the initial mailing. Additionally, wherever 

~ state-wide criminal justice academies could be identified, they, too, were 
I .. 
1 , , , 
f 

placed on the mailing list. 
j 
i C 

\: 
j 

Based on the need to communicate with as many diversified segments of 
t 
! 
i 

the juvenile justice community as possible, 15 groups were identified: vol-

t 
i' 

unteer organizations, trainers, halfway houses, national/regional organiza-

r 
of 
f 

tions, probation departments, after-care agencies, departments of correction, 
~ 
i, 
I 
I 
f 

state advisory groups, governors' committees, state planning agencies, city-

county agenices, state-wide agencies, private agencies, police, and Police 
L, 
r 
) 

i: r 
Officers Standards and Training (POST) groups. 

I 

1 
Although a detailed questionnaire would have enabled the project to 

1 
t 
f r obtain very p~ecise data and information abo~t host organizations and a-
! 
I 
I. gencies, their services and programs, it was not possible to develop such 
i 

t 
\ 
} 
h I-

an instrument, obtain clearance from the Office 9f Mana~ement and Budget, 

mail the questionnaire, and analyze the data within the time constraints of 

}>. .j r 
i, 

t 
t 

the project. Therefore, it was decided merely to develop a letter ~equest-

ing data and information which the respondents already would have in their 

I 
possession. 

In order to obtain relevant information from as many sources as possi-

ble, it was recognized from the outset that not only would there be tre-

mendous duplication among the respondents, but many who would receive the 

letter would have nothing to offer the project. For example, since letters 

went to trainers, depar~ents of correction, after-care agencies, and parole 

agencies, it was possible for one state-wide agency to receive as many as 
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four or five letters. Also, since many of the judges, trainers, departments 
" 

of probation, and police agencies, as examples, selected only purposively 
65 Departments of Correction 

1" 
1 

{that is, every fifth or tenth from the original directory} it was antici-
15 After-Care Agencies 

pated that many would have no organized training program and would not even 
56 State Planning Agencies 

be able to identify other sources which could provide relevant information 
City-County Agencies 229 

or data. 
28 State-Wide Agencies 

In order to reach the most significant numbers of organizations which 
Private Agencies 370 

were-known to have volunteer programs, the National Association of Volunteers 
377 

f 
r 

Police . 

in Criminal Justice was contacted. Arrangements were made to utilize that 
48 

, , 
i 

I 
POST Agencies 

; 

group's services to identify such agencies and to mail the actual letter to 

potential respondents. The director of NAVCJ wrote a cover letter urging 

TOTAL 2,847 
1 
h 

J' ".J 

r 
I 
1 As the above list indicates, it was not always possible to identify 

agencies to respond to the request for information and included t.hat le'tter all of, the agencies or groups that should have been included in each of the 

in the packet that was mailed. various categories. After-care agencies, for example, are frequently in-

Project staff finally identified sufficient numbers of agencies, or- cluded in departments of correction or may be a part of a state-wide pro-

ganizations, groups, and individuals and mailed the letter requesting in- bation agency. 

formation and data to 2,847 potential respondents. The breakdown among the It was also anticipated that a substantial number of mailed letters 

15 groups is as follows: would be returned due to inadequate addresses or due to the fact that the 

CATEGORY NUMBER agency no longer was in existence. This was particularly true for n~ny of 

Volunteer Organizations 200 the private agencies and for a considerable number of governors' committees, 

Trainers 393 state advisory groups, and some state planning agencies. Many of these went 

Halfway Houses 579 out of existence as the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration" curtailed 

National/Regional Organizations 151 administrative funding. Additionally, as it was found, many agencies moved 

Probation Departments 255 and/or changed their names, precluding direct contact by the project. 

State Advisory Groups 5.1 II.4 Needs Assessment 

Governors' Committees 30 During the course of the project, when respondent materials began to 

t 
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accumulate, it was recognized that most of the data and information submit

ted dealt exclusively with on-going training programs, but did not deal very 

much with explanations 04" summaries of needs assessments that may have been 

completed. As a consequence, it was decided to communicate with selected 

agencie~ and organizations in order to determine what, if anything, could 

be discovered about juvenile justice training needs. 

Since it was not possible to mail letters to all 2,847 possible re

spondents, it was decided that the mailing would be selective and would in

clude all who had by that· time in the project responded to the initial re

quest for information about training along with selected others form the 

original categories of 15 groups. To accomplish this goal, approximately 

340 letters (See Appendix B) were mailed during the tenth month of the 

project. Since many of those identified to receive this request fox infor

mation had. earlier responded to the request for information and data, it 

was thought that the response rate would be significantly higher than the 

first request. Nonetheless, in both instances and. as a result of the nature 

of the sampling, ;the final results could not be interpreted as stemming 
. 

from a scientific national sample. Instead, the findings would be illus-

trative of the state-of-the-art of juvenile justice training and training 

needs of such personnel. 

II.S Site Visits 

From the beginning of the project, it was understood that it would be 

necessary to make some personal contacts with a selected number of agencies, 

organizations, and persons in order to obtain more information and data, to 

explicate materials received, to examine documents that would be too volu

minous to be mailed by respondents, and to obtain additional information 
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about potential resources. These site-visits, of course, would be in ad

dition to the mailed materials and the numerous telephone contacts that 

would be made throughout the project. 

.By the end of the project, 28 such site visits were made. They include: 

National State Advisory Group Conference (Houston), California Youth Author

ity, San Francisco Police Department, San Francisco Juvenile Probation De-

partment, Los Angeles Police Department, Los Angeles County Probation De

partment, Delinqu-3ncy Control Instit'llte - University of Southern·~Cali:for.nia, 

Illinois Department of Corrections,. American Correctional Association, Penn

sylvania Juvenile Court Judges Commission, Artilur'D. Little (Washington, D.C.), 

Law Institute- The American University (Washington, D.C.), National Insti-

tute of correctio~s, International Halfway House Association (Alexandria, 

Virginia}., and the National Criminal Justice Reference Service (Rockville, 

Maryland) • 

Others visited include the Massachusetts Department of Youth Services 

(Boston), Massachusetts Halfway House Association ,(Boston), Commissioner of 

Probation - Massachusetts (Boston), Massachusetts C .. 1 . r1m~na Just~ce Training 

Council (Boston), National Association of State Directors of Law Enforce-

ment Training (POST) (Boston), Cook County (Illinois) Juvenile Court 

(Chicago), Cook County (Illinois}Criminal Justice Training and Leader-

ship Development Section ~ Departm.ent of Personnel (Chicago), Probation Divi

sion - Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts (Springfield), Joint In

stitute: Central States Corrections Association, Illinois Probation and 

Court Services Association, and Illinois Correctional Association (Chicago), 

Juvenile Welfare Board Of Pinellas County (St. Petersburg, Florida), 
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Region XI, Florida Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services (Or-

lando, Florida), New York City Department of Corrections,' and the National' 

Council on Crime and Delinquency (Hackensack, New Jersey). 

1) 

I 
i 
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III. STATE-OF-THE-ART 

II!.l State-of-The-Art: Literature on Juvenile Justice Ellucation and Training 

In this section the literatUre pertaining to the educational/training 

requirements and the nature of on-going training programs for juvenile jus-

tice personnel are reviewed. While the emphasis of the study is on train-

ing rather than educational programs, a review of educational programs and 

requirements for employe~s of the juvenile justice system was deemed appro-

priate in order to provide the foundation upon which training efforts are 

built. 

Criminal Justice Education 

Since the late 19~0's, higher education in the field of criminal jus-

tice has undergone phenomenal growth both as a college major and as an 

academic field of study. In 1966 there were a reported 184 programs in 

~riminal justice education, which grew to over one thousand programs in 

less than ten years. Presently, an estimate4 $80 mi~lion is spent by the 

federal government each year in direct and indirect academic assistance to 

?tudents and these programs (Bennett and Marshall, 1979:148). 

The impetus for this rapid growth is universally described as re-

suIting from the emerge~ce of crime as one of the main domestic issues in 

the United States widespread disappointment by the public '1ith the job 

performance of criminal justice agencies, and the federal government's goal 

of abolishing crime as a social problem (Simpson, 1979:53). 

Current programs tend to be moving toward a total systems approach, 

with an emphasis on both social science and professionalism. The major 

goal of undergraduate criminal justice education is to prepare students 

as entry-level practitioners in agencies of the criminal and juvenile 
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justice system (Kuykendall, 1977). In addition to this education, the 

practitioner generally receives s~e form of training once in the agency. 

The extent and nature of this. training has not been documented in pre

vious research with the exception of isolated programs. This is especially 

true of training for juvenile justice perso~el. 

An examination of the listings of workshops and discussion sessions 

for several of ~~e national criminal justice org~izations' annual meetings 

reveals that very little attention has been given to the area of training 

for any ~y'pe of personnel. In 1979, the Am . er1can Correctional Association 

hosted only three workshops relating to training-i.e., crisis intervention 

training; training for jail and detention officers; and management train

ing. The 1980 annual meeting of the Am~ican Society of Criminology (p.sC) 

had three panel discussions either directly or indirectly related to 

training-i.e., correctional standards and accreditation, probation and 

corrections staf; development, and upgrading prison" personnel. These two 

examples are typical of the apparent lack of interest that has been given 

to training topics by national organizations in the fi~ld of criminal jus-

tice. It also reminds us that there has been little, if any, systematic 

interdisciplinary training efforts to date. 

In its statements concerning academic programs in the field of criminal 

justice, the National Manpower Survey (l978:81) reports that as a program, 

juvenile justice is virtually nonexistent. The authors conuuent that: "In 

the face of new juvenile legislation, a fiscal commitment to new efforts 

aimed at juvenile services, it may seem odd that so few colleges have iden

tified this distinct area of concentration, particularly since th~ juvenile 

field has long employed college graduates. It may be that this area of 
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study is receiving attention in program course work or in the form of op

tions, in programs with the more encompassing title of criminal justice." 

The discussion below summarizes the literature pertaining to the edu

cational/training requir~ents of specific subsystems in the juvenile jus

tice system (e.g., police, courts, corrections, etc.). 

Law Enforcement 

In Tenney's (1971:5-6) "Remarks Pertaining to Criminal Justice Higher 

Education," he points out that several writers have made the distinction 

between education and training. In A Forward Step, Clark and Chapman 

( 1966: 89) comment that training is "more 'hew to' or procedurally orien

ted" than ~ducation, which provides "a broad framework of social reference 

• Education serves to build the whole man; training aims him to execute 

his function in the most efficient manner." Tenney goes on to note that 

LEAA's manual for its 1969 Law Enforcement Education Program (LEEP) also 

makes the distinction between education and training. While loans. and 

scholarships were available for students enrolled in educational programs, 

they were not available for agency-based training. 

Tenney, however, did review 14 training curriculum development pro

jects in the law enforcement area. From a representative sample of train

ing-type courses taken from such curricula, he reported one out "of a ":total 

of 12 courses that dealt with "Fundamentals of Delinquent and Criminal 

I ( 1971 9) In more recent remarks made by Felkenes (1980: Behavior' Tenney, :. 

153~154) concerning law enforcement standards, he listed a minimum of 21 

professional/academic topics on which an individual would be examined af

ter . completion of a college degree and before entering a police academy. 

Of these 21 subjects, only two pertained to juvenile matters. 
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As Seitzinger (1980:20) points out, police training burgeoned during 

the 1970's. ~aining became a high priority item made.more readily attain-

able by LEAA funding. In the National Manpower Survey (1978b:3), it is 

reported that literally all police agencies in jurisdictions with 25,000 or 

more employees provide some entry-level training to new officers. Since 
. 

the early 1970's the duration of training provided to entry-level personnel 

has been extended in approximately 80" percent of the agencies surveyed. In 

1975 roughly SO percent of all new o~ficers received some entry-level train

ing. Unfortunately, the rese~rch cited above does not report on either 

the amount of training received by recruits pertaining to juvenile related 

matters or the nature and extent, if any, of training received by juvenile 

officers on an on-going basis. It can be concluded from both the descrip-

tive and prescriptive literature concerning the substan~e of entry-level 

training for new personnel that topics relating to juvenile justice are a 

low priority or may even be non-existent. 

In the Human Resources Studies in criminal Justice, (University of 

South Florida, 1980:62-66~~·the authors suggest that the trend toward college 

educated personnel in the criminal justice system has been accelerated to 

some extent by LEEP. Yet the quality of many LEEP funded criminal justice 

programs has been very low. Almost 25 percent of 'the total faculty mem-

bers in these programs do not hold advanced degrees • There is still a 

good deal of emphasis on skill training rather than education, which is 

especially true in some law enforcement courses. 

The Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) offers four training pro-

gr~s for police officers of state and local agencies (USF, 1980:64): 

1. The National Academy Course - This standard ll-week course, recently 
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modified to include more social science and management topics, typically· 

trains 1,000 police officers per year. 

2. Special Short Courses - These provide advanced training is such topics 

as white collar crime, forensic science, instructor development, hostage 

negotiations, crisis intervention, management, and major case investigation. 

3. Field Training - FBI special agents, many certified as instructors, pro'" 

videdcourses at some 10,500 locations with a total enrollment of 320,000 

in 1975. 

4. National Executive Institute - A series of four-day sessions recently 

initiated to provide training for top-management of law enforcement agencies. 

In addition to the above, there are over 800 law enforcement training 

academies that are either agency. ~filiated, state or regional, or affilia·t-

ed with academic insti~utions. These academies are used for both recruit 

training and in-service training. The kinds of problems that have. been as'" 

sociated with such academies include inadequate instructor training, use 

of part-time instructors, large numbers of trainees per class, and over

reliance on the lecture method} 

A fairly recent development in the area of manpower planning is the 

state-level police o;ficer standards and training councils (POST's). The 

first POST program originated in California in 1959, with similar programs 

being established shortly thereafter in Oklahoma, Oregon, and New Jersey. 

Presently, there are 46 states with POSTs. 

In general, all POSTs have established entry-level training programs 

for law enforcement officers. The majority of POSTs are empowered to 

set minimum mandatory training requirements,_ with a large percentage set-

ting minimum employment standards. In a recent survey of POSTs conducted 
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by Michigan State University (1980:6-16), the authors report that the pri

mary mission of POSTs is training. In addition, POSTs collect information 

concerning law-enforcement employees. The majority of the POSTs report 

that their manpower planning activities are generally limited to training, 

needs assessments, and job analYSis, or to other auxillary forms of data 

collection and analysis related to training. Another activity that the 

POSTs have undertaken is job analysis, in an effort to determine exactly 

what police officers are doing in their states. The final result of the 

job analysis efforts of POSTs will be the mandating of selection and train-

ing standards, based on job-related data which will conform to federal and 

state fair-employment regulations and related case law. 

courts 

The National Council of Family and Juvenile Court Judges (NCF,j"CJ), 

founded in 1937, was the first national judicial organization in the United 

States. One of NCFJCJ's primary goals was to offer continuing education 

for juvenile court personnel, which resulted in the establishment of the 

National College of Juvenile Justice (NCJJ) as a separate training division 

in 1967 in Boulder, Colorado. . 
It moved to the Reno campus of the Univer-

sity of Nevada in 1969 (Cady and Coe, 1975:446). 

According to Knoebel (1978:30), the purposes of the college were to: 

" ••• increase the understanding of adolescent behavior; to define the 
role of the juvenile court judge, to increase the competence of parti
cipants in diagnosis and treatment of special problems, and to insure 
that the judges are aware of the importance of their role in the juv
enile justice system as a whole." 

While most juvenile and family court judges (approximately 85'~crcent) 

are new qualified lawyers, law schools seldom give more than passing mention 

to juvenile law. Even when judges had been able to familiarize tl1emselves 
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with philosophical -and legal issues concerning juvenile court practice, 

the Gault, Kent, Winship, and other landmark legal decisions revolution-

ized the field of juvenile court practice. With these decisions came new 

legal parameters which brought the prosecutor and the public defender into 

the juvenile court which previously had frequently only included the judge 

and the probation officer. 

The NCFJCJ (n.d.:2) asserts: 

'!This revolution is still in progress and the juvenile and family 
court judges felt a strong need and still feel a strong need for a 
place where."they.:can receiv.e.the::training necessary to perform" 
their tasks in conformity with the social and legal demands of today's 
juvenile court practice. But, as important as this training is for 
judges, it is equally as important for others who now practice in the 
post-Gault juvenile and family court. These pertinent others are the 
prosecuting attorney, the public defender, and the prob~tion ~fficer 
who suddenly found themselves in new or changed roles vis a vis the 
juvenile court. In addition, the probation officer suddenly found 
himself in a new ball galT.le, with unfamiliar1.(~gal constraints placed 
on him or her." 

In an effort to meet these needs, the National College of Juvenile 

Justice has become the most central source of knowledge and training for 

juvenile court related personnel. Its primary program consists of four 

two-week colleges presented annually for juvenile and family court judges, 

referees, and masters. The two-week colleges' curriculum is comprised of 

two major sections, law and legal procedures for the first week, and social 

and behavioral sciences during the second week. 

The Council claims that one of the major benefits of these colleges, 

expressed by judges who have attended them, is the opportunity to exchange 

ideas with colleagues from across the nation. These exchanges have facili-

tated judges in modifying their indiv~dual court practices and services. 

The NCJJ encourages the concept of state and local training for judges 
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and other court related personnel. It supports states in developing their 

own internal training programs for court personnel. However, there are no 

statistics which summarize the precise nature and extent of states' involve-

ment in this area. 

In addition, NCJJ encourages cooperative national programs and has as-

sisted several national organizations in training their memberships in both 

the behavioral and legal aspects relating to delinquent, dependent, neglect-

ed and abused children. The following is a list of the national organiza-

tions for which the NCJJ provides annual or more frequent cooperative train-

ing programs: the National Association of District Attorneys, the National 

Legal Aid and Defenders Association, the Juvenile Court Services Administra-

tors, the Childrens Division of the American Humane Association, and the 

National College of the State Judiciary. In turn, these organizations pro-

vide input into Council sponsored training programs and have provided either 

training materials or instructors or both. Joint training programs with 

other organizations and states are two aspects of the National College's 

program which are experiencing the most growth (NCFJCJ, n.d.:6). Yet, in 

the National Manpower Survey (1978:65), it was noted that in 19"75 many of 

the training programs held were for probation and corrections personnel, 

instead of the judiciary. For instance, in 1975 only four training programs 

were held for court personnel in conjunction with state courts. 

In his study of juvenile court judges, Smith (1974:30) reports that 

from the early 1960's to the early 1970's there was a significant increase 

in the amount of undergraduate and 1egal education achieved by juvenile 

Court judges. He also notes that an increasing number of states require 

juvenile court judges to be admitted to the bar. In addition, in 1963 
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over 69 percent of the judges surveyed had completed three or more years in 

law school; and 82.4 percent indicated comparable levels of education in 1974'. 

Examining the amount of entry-level training provided by the states 

for new judges (for all jurisdictions), the National Manpower Survey v1978d:62) 

found that only about one-half of the states provided such training for new 

judges presiding in courts of general jurisdiction, with about 40 percent 

in courts of limited jurisdiction. Even though entry-level training may 

be available, it is not always utilized nor mandated. The authors (above) 

reported that only seven states requir~ training for all judges; 21 states 

do not require entry training for any judges; instead, they provide 'entry 

training with voluntary attendance for trial judges. 

Turning to in-service judicial education, the National Manpower Survey 

(1978d:63) found that the majority of states reported having some on-going 

state-coordinated program for continuing education of their judicial person-

nel in 1976. Most of the states used a combination of in-state and national 

training resources to provide judicial tra~ning programs. However, in a 

number of the smaller states, national judicial training programs were util-

ized exclusively. Since the survey results for juvenile courts were not 

analyzed seperately, one can only speculate on the degree to which these 

broad findings are generalizable to juvenile court judges. 

The literature pertaining to the education and training of court per-

sonnel deals predominantly with judges, with little attention placed on pro-

bation officers, district attorneys, etc. The remainder of this section 

summarizes the research that has been reported on these types of persoTu1el. 

Probation and Parole 

In his study of professional education in p~obation and parole, Senna 

-31-

" ----------------------------------------------~-

r 

(1976 :67) notes that the results from his nationa~ survey of prQ!:iation and 

parole agencies indicate that these agencies have not supported professional 

staff development. Senna reports that professional staff development pro

grams are offered by over two-thirds of the agencies representing statewide 

adult probation and parole systems, and only one-sixth of county-operated 

agencies. No statistics pertaining specifically to juvenile agenices were 

provided in Senna's article. 

Eskridge (1979:42), in his comments on the education and training of 

probation officers, asserts that, to date, there has not been a consensus 

on the proper purpose and practice for probation~officers. Newman (1970) 

drew a similar conclusion when he pointed out that before arriving at a 

decision as to the purpose of education, it must be determined what the 

justice system is to accomplish. Newman (1970:84)maintains that " .•. train

ing must be training for something and as long as we do not know what that 

something is, we cannot say what proper training should be." 

Examining in-service tr~inlng standards, Eskridge (1979:44) states' 

that there are no hard data concerning the most beneficial training cur

riculum; instead, probation has experienced a myriad of suggested curricula, 

which often are contradictory even within a single program. Esckl~idge (1979: 

44) describes the situation as again pointing to the: 

" ••• need of determinLng the,elements of a competent probation officer 
performance and quantitatively ascertaining the nature and extent of 
the training needed to produce the greatest benefit for that purpose 
at the least cost., Until this, is done, we will be unable to determine 
the true impact of training upon the system." 

Notwithstanding the above, observation suggests that most academic programs 

have at leas~ one undergraduate course in the area· of probation and parole, 

albeit with little'emphasis in the area of juvenile services. Agency-based 
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orientation and in-service-training programs, however, are thought to be 

much more extensive, although there is no evidence to suggest any curricular 

consensus. 

Prosecution 

National education and training programs for attorneys are more limited 

than for the judiciary. One such effort was that of the_Joint committee of 

the ALI-ABA on Continuing Legal Education which offered ad hoc criminal law 

courses as part of its national continuing legal education program for all 

fields of law,and published a series of 10 monographs on criminal justice 
• 

practice. Additionally, the Northwestern University Law School offered 

short courses for prosecutors and defenders. 

State and county prosecutors who responded to the National Manpower 

Survey (1978d:55) provided data on the current extent of entry-level train-

ing which they received. Approximately 38-percent of all respondents, most-

ly in smaller agencies, indicated that their agencies provided no formal 

entry-level training for new assistant prosecutors during their first year 

of emploT~ent. Almost one-half of all prosecution agencies surveyed provid-

'ed no formal entry-level training other than brief orientations to new at-

torneys. 

Agencies having 10 or more assistant prosecutors were much more likely 

to have formal entry-level training than,smaller offices. Of those agen-

cies that provided any formal entry-level training, about one-third reported 

that they provided such training through in-ho~e training resources. 

The NMS stucy also acquired information on the extent of in-service 

training or continuing legal education to attorneys with at least one year 

of experience. Almost two-thirds of all agencies and about 90 percent of 

-33-

~:. 
:; 

~: 

t" 
;.. .. : 
t· 
v' 
)." 

he 
1 
~ , , 
; 
t 
!" 

t 
V 
t" 

j 
i 
i 
r. r 
1 r' 
~!i 
~' 
:..~ 

~ 
~ ,., 
t 
!l 
J 
r .-
'h~ 

~~ 
:<." 

~: 
! 
~.: 
f, 

~ :p.-' 
J~ " " 

~\ 
~1 

i 
-

, 
l 
l-
It 
l 
~. 

f 
~. 

~ 

1 

, 

i 
1 . i 

. ", 
1 

. ,," 

I 

larger agencies reported that they supplied some assistance for external 

continuing education in the field of prosecution. Only one-third had a 

formal policy that required experienced assistant prosecutors to participate 

in some type of job-related continuing education. Even though most prose~ 

cution agencies provide some type of support for continuing legal education 

of their personnel, the majority of this training is provided by external 

sources. 

The NMS also examined the training content of in-house and in-service 

prosecutorial training programs. The survey results indicated that one of 

the more significant gaps in coverage appears to exist in the case of fami-

ly or juvenile law procedure. Approximately 85 pe~cent of all prosecution 

agencies reported that they had responsibilities in the field of juvenile 

justice. However, among those conducting in~house training, less than one-

half included this topic in their training programs. Yet there is no indi-

cation that training for juvenile court responsibilities is needed less than 

training for adult criminal court responsibilities. For instance, in juris-

dictions that include status offenders, a juvenile who is "out of control" 

may ?e prosecutable, however, a parental claim to that effect may reflect 

parental neglect. In o"rder to prosecute the juvenile,' a social' work inves-

tigation is required, for which the prosecuting attorney is rarely trained, 

nor is he/she always aware of the need. While tnany jurisdictions utiliZe 

probation intake staff to make the initial determination of whether to 

charge the . juvenile, others do' not~,arid place this"responsibility solely with 

the prosecutor. EVen in cases that another professional has screened, the 

prosecutor must have the option, as well as the expertise, to screen or di-

vert others from further criminal-like preceedings. 
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Defense 

Turning our attention to entry-level defender training, the NMS survey 

(1978d:59) reper-ted that of the 200 public defender agencies surveyed, 32 

percent provided no formal entry-level training to assistant defenders dur-

ing their first year of employment. As was the case for prosecutors, nearly 

one-half of the defender agencies provided no formal entry training for new 

attorneys. The extent of agency support for and provision of continuing 

legal education to their staff of public defenders surveyed by the NMS large-

ly parallels those of the prosecutors reported above. The NMS survey re-

ports that 62 percent of defender agencies included family and juvenile law 

among the in-house training topics, while 75 percent included this same 

topic in their in-service training programs. 

Corrections 

In its comments on the pattern of.education among correctional person-

nel, the National Manpower Survey (1978c:3) notes that the rate of increase 

in educational attainment has been more rapid for juvenile correctional 

personnel than for persons in the adult system. Yet the lowest level of -
agency training is in juvenile correc~ions. Approximately 30 percent pro-

vide in-service training: and eight percent provide only entry-level train

ing. This means that only 38 percent of the agencies provide both entry 

and in-servic~ levels of training to their personnel. When entry-level 

training is provided;, it is almost always mandatory for all new personnel. 
'ie...· 

The average proportion of personnel receiving in-service training each year 

in juvenile corrections is slightly more than 70 percent. The average dur-

ation of entry and in-service training for such personnel was 30 and 34 

hours respectively. The level of training provided to juvenile corrections 
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rehabilitative personnel was found to be comparable to that offered to line 

custodial personnel. Less than one-half of juvenile correetions agencies 

provide entry-level training to·new treatment and custodial personnel. 

In reporting on the policies of juvenile corrections agencies toward 

the continuing education of existing staff, the NMS (1978c:82) states that 

it appears to be siightly less well grounded than in adult agencies. While 

87 percent of juvenile ezcutives responding indicated tilat new child care 

workers should be encouraged to continue their education toward a college 

degree, 13 percent indicated that this matter was not one upon which the 

agency should take a formal position. 

With regard to the most effective means by which incumbent officers 

could be encouraged ~~ continue their education, juvenile executives thought 

that the most effective methods were found in policies providing concrete 

incentives. Salary, promotional incen~ives, and the subsidy of books or 

tuition were given as examples. Less effective policies which were cited 

were those merely facilitating further education, such as adjusting schedules 

or permitting time off from work to attend classes. 

In its comments on the overall pattern of training in juvenile correc-

tions, the NMS study concluded that it is significantly lacking. The sta-

tistics reported in this survey pertaining to the incidence of the two 

types of training in juvenile correctional agencies by size of agency shew 

1 
that smaller agencies (those employing fewer than 75) represent the princi-

pal area of difficulty with respect to the provision of training. These 

agencies tend to provide only in-service training in a large number of cases 

1 
" 

and are less likely than larger agencies to provide both types of training. 

The probability that both types of training are provided is significantly 

-----------~---------~---------------------. -------
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:Jligher in larger agenices, 'with the inc~dence f . - 0 no tra~ning or only one 

form of training being significantly lower. 

The following types of juvenile correctional agencies were surveyed by 

the NMS: detention facilities, shelter facilities, reception and diagnostic 

centers, training schools, ranches, camps or farms, and halfway houses or 

group homes. Examining the amount of training by type of facility, the NMS 

(1978c:l07) reported that training is more likely to be provided by the more 

secure facilities such as detention centers, training schools, ranches, farms, 

and camps. On the other hand, less training is provided by juvenile shel

ters, halfway houses, group homes, and non-residential programs. This point 

clarifies the finding that tra~ft~ng effort . ~4_ ~s related to agency size, in 

that. the latter agencies tend to be rather small. The amount and quality 

of training in juvenile corrections is examined in more detail below. 

Approximately one-half of the juvenile corrections agencies surveyed 

by NMS (1978c:108) provide entry-level training to new child care workers. 

In almost 10 percent of all agencies, entry-level training was found to be 

the only form of training provided. 

Among the agencies that provide entry-level training, over 90 percent 

make this training mandatory for all new personnel. Such training is almost 

exclusively provided at the facility where the new child care worker is em

ployed. The NMS reported that only a handful of agencies utilize centralized 

training facilities (e.g., state or regional training institutions) and even 

fewer use local educational facilities or other agencies. The responses to 

the NMS study forecasted* an increase in the use of regional and state facil

ities" as well as the use of the facilit'es 'ft other ~ _4 correctional agencies. 

*This was completed prior to the demise of LEAA. 
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The most significant increase in the utilization of outside training resources 

was expected to be in the area of local educational facilities. 
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The estimated average length of the present level of entry-level train-

ing in juvenile corrections is about 30 hours, with the smaller agencies 

providing the least amount of training. The overall content of the training 
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is ~iimilar to that in adult ctJrrections. That. is, the training topics re-

ceiving the greate~t coverage for child care workers include such subjects 

as custody, agency policy, and security. Moderate coverage is provided in 

such topics as report writing, counseling, and child psychology. The least 
l' 
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J 
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li 
1 

amount of coverage is provided iri the areas of law, race relations, drug 
) 

and alcohol treatment, sex education, and vocational counseling. This is 
;: 
j" 

I 
j' 
~~ 
~ 

the case, with minor exceptions, regardless of size of agency. Policy, cus-

todial, and 'security topics are covered with unifo~y high frequency by all 

f .. ' 
agencies, regardless of size. As agency size increases, however, there is 
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a tendency toward heavier coverage of subjects such as counseling, child 

psychology, and race relations, while the reverse is true in the area of 

juvenile law. 

Contrasting the pattern of coverage by type of agency for the topics 

-"' ) most frequently coverec ,indicates some significant variation. While cus-

tody and policy-related subjects are provided most frequently by all types 

of agencies, they are most often covered in juvenile detention facilities 

) and juvenile ranches, camps, and farms. In contrast, counseling techniques 

are more frequently offered i~ agencies other than detention facilities, 

~specially among halfway houses and training schools. Subjects such as law 

and adolescent psychology are uniformly among topics provided with less 

frequency by all agency types. Despite these variations, the magnitude 
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and relative priority of training coverage does not seem to reflect major 

differences among types of agencies (NMS 1978c:llO). 

TUrning our attention to the in-service training of juvenile correc-

tions personnel, the NMS survey (1978c:112) reported that 64 percent of these 

agencies provide some form of in-service training to their experienced child 

care workers. Almost 70 percent of these agencies provide this trajning in 

addition to an entry-level program. However, in 20 percent of all agencies, 

in-service training is the only form of training offered. Thus, juvenile 

corrections agencies are more likely to provide in-service rather than en-

try-level training. 

As was true for entry-level training, the primary location of in-service 

training is the juvenile facility itself. Yet, significantly more use is 

made of training facilities other than the employing agency than is the case 

with entry-level training. Of special interest is the use of regional and 

state facilities and of local educational facilities. The latter location 

'is more extensively used by juvenile facilities than by adult facilities. 

The overall use of centralized training facilities, however, is significantly 

less than that found among adult correctional agencies. 

The average duration of in-service training that was provided in these 

agencies was approximately 35 hours, slightly more than was found for en-

try-level programs. There was little variation reported among the different 

type~ of agencies. The pattern of topics covered in in-service training 

appears to be different froIIl~ci]hat found to be true of entry-level train-
, ' 

: ing. While the general hierarchy of topics is maintained, in serveral cases 

certain topics are more often covered in in-service than in entry-level pro-

grams. For instance, counseling techniques is a topic covered in almost 
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80 percent of in-service programs. By comparison, this subject is covered 

in entry-level programs by only 66 percent of the agencies. Departmental 

policies, covered in almost all entry-level programs, is provided in only 

67 percent of the in-service programs. Subjects related to adolescent psy

chology are offered in only 40 percent of the entry-level programs, but are 

covered by 64 percent of the agencies providing in-service training. Entry

level programs were found to be fairly uniform in the extent of coverage 

given to the various topics across all types of agencies. 

In summary, the major findings r.elating to training for juvenile 

corrections personnel as reported by the NMS study (1978c:115) are as fol-

lows: 

1. The~e appears to be relatively little growth in the amount of 
. training provided in juvenile corrections in the last 7 to 10 years. 

2. Training levels, in terms of number of agencies providing train-· 
ing, remain significantly low, both for entry-level and in-service 
training. 

3. The duration of the training provided remains far below suggested 
standards. Only a small proportion of agencies meet or exceed the 
min:iJnum training standard of 100 hours for entry-level training, and 
less:than 50 percent of agencies providing in-service training meet 
or exceed the min:iJnum standard of 40 hours. 

4. The location of training is primarily the employing agency, al
thouqh in-service training proqrams appear to utilize a somewhat 
broader range of facilities than entry-level programs. 

5. The content of the traininq provided g~nerally conforms to both 
the relative priorities of juvenile corrections executives and to the 
primary skills and knowledge required of child care workers. 

6. The content of the traininq itself appears to be heavily oriented 
toward' custodial, policy, and security.topics. 

Volunteers 

Another type of training that has received lit'tle attention in the 

literature is training for volunteers. According to Schwartz, et al (1977), 
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there are approximately 2,000 criminal justice volunteer programs in opera-

However, tion in the united States with more than 250,000 people involved. 

volunteers in juvenile and criminal justice represent a very small percen-. 

tage of the total 'qolunteer population in this country. In fact, a 1974 

national survey found that criminal justice agencies ranked lowest in vol

unteer activity, attracting only one,percent of the volunteer population. 

In Volunteers in Juvenile Justice, Schw~z, et a1 (1977) report that 

, t screen~ng, orientation, training, and matching, with proper recru~tmen , _ 

volunteers can increase an agency's capability to provide more effective 

direct services to youths on probation. In addition, volunteers have been 

used in programs that divert youthful offenders from the juvenile justice 

system; volunteers have been involved in innovative programs aimed at re-

f ' '1 and there is a wide variety of ducing the commitment rate or Juven~ es; 

'h 1 are involved which aim at providing better programs in whic vo unteers 

services to juveniles. 

Schwartz, et a1 (1977:44) note that training and orientation for 

volunteers in juvenile justice have often been directed to helping provide 

a specifice task within an existing program. 

In In general, volunteers are not oriented to the system as a whole. 

view of this, volunteers are somewhat handicapped in making sound judgments 

and effectuating change. 

Standards and Accreditation 

A closely related sUbJ'ect to 'that of education and training is that of. 

st~~dards for criminal justice agencies and their personnel. 

The principle that the application of higher educational standards i~ 

the best way to assure that the caliber of criminal justice agency personnel 
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can be improved and their functions professionalized has been espoused in 

the reports of several governmental commissions dating back to the 1960's. 

For example, the McCone Commission, investigating the 1965 Watts Riot, the 

Kerner Commission on civil disorders, and the Walker Commission on the causes 

and prevention of violence all make this point. Perhaps the recommendations 

which f01l.owed the above reports that were made by the 1967 .President,' s 

Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of Justice and the 1973 

National Advisory Commission on Crimina~ Justice Standards and Goals have 

been the most significant in this area. 

As Simpson (1979:56) points out, probably the most important feature 

of the· recommendations concerning educational attainment made in the re-

ports of these two commissions rests in their underlying assumption that 

the work of the criminal justice practitioner is essentially professional. 

The reasons typically advanced.supporting the recommendations of the various 

federal commissions concerning mandatory higher education for criminal jus-

. tice personnel can be classified into two types: those that adVocate tnis 

level of education by assuming the benefit of it as a generally liberalizing 

influence on criminal justice agencies, and those that suggest that it has 

specific effects on jOb performance. A brief discussion of standards .r~lat-

'ih~ to law enforcement, court, and correctional personnel is provided below. 

During the past 15 years, there have been several national efforts to. 

develop standards, goals, and recommendations for upgrading the delivery of 

law enforcement services. Such efforts have included the President's Com-

mission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice, National Advisory 

commission on Criminal Justic Standards and Goals, and American Bar Associa-

tion/International Association of Chiefs of Police (IACP) Standards on the 
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Urban Police Function. In 1979 the IACP was awarded a grant from the Law 

Enforcement Assistance Administration to develop and maintain an Accredita-

tion Program for Law Enforcement Agencies. The IACP joined in a united ef-

fort with three other professional organizations to achieve this goal: the 

National Sheriff's Association (NSA), National Or.ganization of Black Law 

Enforcement Executives (NOBLE), and the Police Emceutive Research Forum 

(PERF). This program is presently in its third phase, which involves the 

development of a methodology to assess objectively an agency's performance 

against the standards, field test. the accreditation process, refine the 

standards and methodology based on the field-test experience, and initiate 

the implementation of the accreditation program (Dean, 1980:13). The re-

sults from a survey of state administered law enforcement agency standards 

development and accreditation efforts l which is part of the Law ~nforcement 

Accreditation Profect, indicate that there are presently "few on-going sys-

tematic attempts by the states to develop standards for law enforcement a-

gencies that could be applicable in a state-level accrediting process. 

Perhaps the least amount of attention regarding the development of 

standards has been. paid to the area of court personnel. The National Advi-

sory CommiSSSioll on criminal Justice Standards and Goals (1973:156) states 

that: 

Every state shQuld create and maintain a comprehensive pro
gram of continuing.judicial education. Planning for this 
program 'should'. recognize the extensive commitment of judge 
time, both .a.~; facul~y and aspartic~pants for such programs 
·that will be necessary. Funds necessary to prepare, adminis
ter, and conduct the programs, and.. funds ·to permit judges to 
attend appropriate national and regional ·educational programs 
should be provided. 

Some states, such as California, have published Probation Standards 
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(1980), which tell us very little about standards relating to education 

and/or uraining. For instance, the only thing this manual on standards has 

to say about judicial trai~ing is that: "Newly assigned judicial officers 

should receive training in the court rules, the statutory and case laws .. 

relevant to 'their assignment and correctional policies and practices prior 

to taking the bench. Judicial officers should receive ongoing training 

to be provided at least annually, which should include reviews of placement 

and other programs and resources used by the Chief Probation Officer" 

(1980:15). 

In the American Bar Association's (1975) Compendium of Model Correc-

tional Legislation and Standards, it is stated that priority be given to 

developing and implementing a comprehensive plan for correctional education 

which emphasizes the manpower needs associated with line func.tions. The ABA 

also reco~ends that the relationship between educational requirements and 

career development in corrections be strengthened • 

In his comments on accr~ditation in corrections, Sechrest (1976) notes 

that the accreditation movement was preceeded ~y the development of stan

dards. In this article, Sechrest traces the concern over standards in the 

field of corrections up to 1974 with the establishment of the commission on 

Accreditation for Corrections. The major function of the Commi.ssion is to 

review existing standards and to develop new units of standards to b~ util-

ized in the self-evaluation and accreditation process. Since 1974, the 

American correctional Association and the Commission have produced 10 sets 

of standards which are being used in the voluntary accreditation process of 

both adult and juvenile correctional agencies. Thus far, four manuals of 

standards relate to juvenile corrections (Sechrest and Ainslie, 1979:4). 
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In reviewing these four manuals of standards, it is noted that very little 

is sa.id about training of personnel. The most detailed statement made in 

this regard is that all full-time personnel should receive 40 hours of ori

entation training and a minimum of 40 additional hours of training during 

the first year of employment. 

The most recent volume of standards is that published by the National 

Advisory Committee for Juvenile Justice and Delinquencey Prevention (1980). 

Again, little attention is paid to education and training in the standards 

set forth in this manual. Instead, the bulk of the material is devoted 

to the following five functions of the juvenile justice system:preven-

tion, ,administration, intervention, adjudication, and supervision. 

Conclusion 

The foregoing discussion makes it readily apparent that very little 

has been published concerning actual training programs for juvenile justice 

pe~sonnel in the United States. With the exception of the various reports 

of the National Manpower Survey project, almost all of the published litera-

ture is of a prescriptive nature. That is, information is unavailable de-

scribing on-going programs; what is available is a series of articles, re

ports, and discussions about the need for training, not only in juvenile 

justice, but throughout the network of criminal justice serVices as well. 

The published literature gives us no base-line to determine how much 

training occurs or even the sponsorship of that which is available. Casual 

obserration, field visits, and informal communications -allow us to spec

'ill ate that there is indeed a great deal of training wi thin agen~/ies, but 
,,' 

top-management and training directors are woefully neglectful in },eporting 

on their experiences in published form. Consequently, the literature tells 
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us very little about the nature, scope, purposes, curricula, sponsorship, or 

quality of these training efforts. 

While there are several reports on the desirability and utility of ac

creditation and standards in juvenile justice administration, all of which 

require both orientation and in-service training, these, too, tend to be 

prescriptive. Almost no agency has' published internal reactions or reponses 

to such mandates; therefore, if they are attempting to follow them, there 

is no published record of results. Further, in those jurisdictions where 

statute or executive order has mandated minimal training levels, such re-

ports about training remain almost exclusively within internal files. 

In.1968, Piv~n and Alcabes published a directory of education and 

training resources among universities and agencies in the United States. 

Here too, we find a dearth of materials related to juvenile justice train-

ing. Except for law enforcement, no other institution was asked about 

training for juvenile justice personnel. In this instance, among the 100 

reporting police agencies, approximately 40 reported that there was some 

specialized training in this area. This, however, tells us little about the 

nature and scope of the training and reflects a very significant minority 

of such agencies in the country. 

Part of the problem, as Hudzik et al (1981) report, may lie in the fact 

that criminal justice agencies tend to define manpower planning and training 

from ver,y colloquial points of view; that is, almost exclusively within the 

context of their particular missions or current problems. If this is the 

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

house standards and as a result of internal resource availability. This is 

not to suggest that out~~f-house resources are not being utilized.' It may 
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simply mean that training, although described as important, does not, re-

ceive the kind or level of p~iority that administrators claim to give it. 

Further, as resources diminish, training, along with planning and research 

activities -- the soft aspects of agency activities -- appear also to dimin-

ish. The short-term goal of economizing obviously takes precedence over 

the long-range goal of effectiveness. 

Thus, while we are convinced that on-going training does occur in many 

agencies in juvenile justice administration, however informal its approach 

may be, we have little published documentation or empirical evidence 

from the literature to support such a conclusion. For those who would say 

this is not a great loss, it ~ay be important to suggest that the loss of 

such substantiation indeed could be significant. This is so if for no other 

reason than it is axiomatic that the 're-inventing of the wheel' will be 

costly in terms of time as well as money_ If,agencies do indeed have on-

going training, their experiences: should be reported so that other agen-

cies can learn from such experiences. In view of the fact that resources 

are becoming scarce, none should be wasted. There are lessons to be learned, 

from the experiences of others and the best way to discover them, other than 

from on-site observation, is ~o be able to read about them in »ubl~shed 

form. 
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III.2 State-Of-The-Art: Literature on Juvenile Justice Training Evaluation 

The existing literature and respondent materials suggest that little 

information exists concerning the amount of training that is conducted for 

juvenile justice personnel and even less is known concerning the quality of 

such training. Much of what is known about the quality of training is in 

the form of self-reports of participants" which is seldom accompanied by 

empirically derived hard' data that describe ·th~ef~e~iveness of 

such training efforts. In this section the literature pertaining to the 

evaluation of training programs is reviewed. For the most part the litera-

ture on this subject stresses the value of evaluation and various strategies 

for approaching it. 

As McMannis Associates, Inc. (1978:Appendix D) ~oint out, applied be-

havioral and social scientists recently have shown a good deal of interest' 

in two technologie,s for planned change, i.e., training and evaluation re-

search. The authors view these two act.ivities as mutually reinforcing in 

both nature and purpose. That is, both emphasize compatible and often syn-

onymous outcomes and are basically action-oriented. Both aim at the in-

crease of program effectiveness. In spite of these similarities, there has 

been little actual convergence of the two technologies. The authors (above) 

comment that the chief result of this situation is that little systematic 

evidence regarding the efficacy of training programs has emerged. 

The.quality of training evaluation has not, progressed proportionately 

to the large increase in the quantity of training programs of all kinds over 

the past 25 years. McMannis Associates, Inc. (1978:Appendix D) identify 

four major reasons that seem to account for the inadequacies in the evalua-

tion of tDaining: (1) a shortage of personnel.t:zrained ;in evaluation 
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methedelegy; (2) lack ef recegnitien .ef the need fer evaluatien en the part 

ef training administraters; (3) preblems with securing significant inferma~ 

tien; and (4) the difficulty in finding acceptable criteria er measures ef 

success. The . authors maintain that the first two preblems are functiens ef 

circumst.ance; therefere, selutiens to. them will depend en the passage ef 

time I educated discussion, and experience. The ether two preblems are 

methedelegical challenges. 

In his remarks about evaluatien research in the field ef correctiens, 

Adams (1975:43) defines eValuatien as '~a procedure fer ascertaining whether 

an event, precess, er situation (realer cenceptualized)is better than an

ether. The precedure may include steps for measuring 'hew much better' and 

fer explaining the reasens for the difference." Keilitz, et al (1980:2) 

view evaluation as "the process ef measuring the effects ef a program against 

the geals it set 9ut to. accomplish; as such, it involves defining, ebtaining, 

analyzing, and disseminating infermatien about a pregram in e~er to. centrib

ute to. 'subsequent decisien-making. With objective infematien enijthe efferts 

and eutcomes ef programs, infermed decisien c~'be made on budget allecatiens 

and programs planning." S~chman (1967 :28) maintains that there are feur 

essential steps in the evaluatien process ef determining the value er ameunt 

ef success in achieving a predetermined ebjective: 

,,1. 
I 

Fermulatien of the ebjectives, 

2 • Identificatien ef the preper criteria to. be used in measuring success, 

3. Determination and explanatien ef the degree ef success, and 

4. Recemmendcitiens fer fUrther prci;p:amc,activity. 

In his discussien ef evaluatiens ef training efferts, Geldstein (1974:49-50) 
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sta'/:es that: "Evaluatien censists ef procedures designed to. systematically 

collect the descriptive and judgmental infermatien necessary to. make effec-

tive training and educational decisions.~ Goldstein netes that the time 

and effert devoted to. this type ef research has been very limited. This is 

especially true in the field cf criminal justice. 

Tracey (1971:108) suggests that evaluaticns cf training prcgrams serve 

three purpeses: system validaticn, system modificatien, and system quality 

centrel. In system validatien, evaluatien instruments are utilized (1) to. 

ascertain whether the compcnents cf the training program are working as in

tended, (2) to. make sure that all cf the system's parts are interacting with 

each cther, as they were designed to. dc, and (3) to. ensure that the system 

. produces the desired end results. In system mcd,ifica.1;icn, analysis ef find

ings derivedfrcm evaluaticn instruments are utilized to. make desired changes 

in certain system parts to. imprcve the effectiveness and efficiency cf the 

tctal system. In terms cf system quality ccntrel, evaluaticn measures are 

administered at critical points in the cperating system to. make certain that 

the system co.ntinues to. cperate as it did initially and to. pcint eut defects 

cr breakdcwns in system compcnents that might etherwise go. unneticed. 

d ' def~n~t~cn~ of evaluaticn research in mind, a brief Wi~1{·, the prece ~ng ......._ 

examinaticn cf the majer types of evaluaticn research will be made. Keilitz, 

'et al (1980:3-4) 'distinguish between evaluation research, which is decisicn

criented, versus sccial research, which is cenclusien-oriented. That is, 

evaluaticn research is designed to. facilitate decisicns abeut the eperaticn 

f l ' am T' he eutcome ef, evaluatien research is cr wcrth 0. ~ pc 1CY cr prcgr • 

typically a decisicn pertaining to. the eperating precedures er the centin-

, uaticn cr terminaticn of a pregram. 
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Another useful distinction concerning evaluation research is Scriven's 

(1967) distinction between formative and summtttive evaluation. Foz:mative 

evaluation is used to determine if the program is operating as originally 

conceived or if ~hanges are necessary before the program is implemented. 

On the other hand, summative evaluation examines the final product with an 

emphasis on program appraisal. Therefore, formative evaluation is concerned 

with tryout and revision processes, mainly using process criteria, while ' 

summative evaluation utilizes outcome criteria to appraise the instructional 

program (Goldstein, 1974:69). In other words, the goal of formative evalu-

ation is to ascertain how a program can be improved; while the goal of sum-

mative evaluation is to collect and present information needed for summary 

judgments about the program. 

Commenting on evaluation of training efforts, Bass and Vaughan (1966: 

,144-149) list three general principles of evaluation: 

1. Evaluation should be planned at the same time as the training 
program and should constitute an integral part of the total program 
from beginning to end, 

2. Evaluation should follow the most rigorous experimental design 
possible, and 

3. Evaluation should be carried out at several levels and at several 
times. 

The authors (above) also recommend that a good evaluation procedure 

should consider four outcomes of training: reaction, learning, behavior, and 

results. Kirkpatrick (1959) defines reaction as what the trainees thought 

of a particular program. The learning of facts, principles, techniques, and 

attitudes as specified in the training objectives is the second level of 

criteria. The thitd is the trainee's behavior in reference to the measure-

ment of job performance. The results of the training program as they relate 
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to organizational objectives is the final category. 

Tracey (1971:108) suggests that evaluation instruments serve three 

purposeSJ: (1) to ascertain whether the components of the training or de-

velopment system are working as intended; (2) to make certain that all com-

ponents are interacting with each other as envisioned by the designers; and 

(3) to ensure that the system produces the results intended. 

In their discussion ox the characteristics of measures used in evalu-

ating the results of training, McGehee and Thayer (1961:261-263) identify 

four broad categories: (1) objective-subjective, (2) direct-indirect, (3) 

intermediate-ultimate, (4) specific-summary. The primary distinction be-

tween a subjective and an objective measure is its source. An objective 

measure is derived from overt behavior and does not require the expression 

of an opinion', a belief or judgment, but a subjective measure does. A 

measure is defined as direct if it measures the behavior of the individual 

or the results of his/her behavior. A measure is indirect if it assesses 

the action of an individual whose behavior can only be measured by its in-

fluence on the actions of others. Intermediate and ultimate measures are 

distinguished from each other according to the time in an employee/trainee's 

work career at which they were made. 

Intermediate measures, for example, are freq~ently found in reported 

evaluations of training activities, such as grades or comments, etc. Ul-

timate measures relate to how well the knowledge acquired through training 

may be related to the actual job situation and performance. Specific mea-

sures are used as an index of successful performance of a specific phase 

of a job, while sUmmary measures relate to the degree of performance of the 
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total job against its potential contribution to organizational goals. 

As Beerbower (1978:12) points out, any evaluation study will stand 

or fallon the basis of the adequacy of the criteria chosen. He suggests 

utilizing Goldstein's (1974:19) four measures of criteria. Criterion 

relevancy means that the closer the relationship between the criterion 

measure and the true criterion, the more relevant the criterion measure. 

In this sense, criteria relate to the various measures of success that must 

be present to evaluate instructional programs and to the numerous objectives 

of training programs. Criterion contamination refers to extraneous elements 

present in the actual criteria that are not part of the ultimate criteria. 

Such elements can lead to incorrect conclusions regarding the validity of 

the tJ:~aininc; program. Criterion reliability relates to the consistency of 

the various criteria measures. Criterion deficiency means the degree to 

which there are components in the ultimate criteria that are not present 

in the actual criteria. 

When drsigning an evaluation instrument for a training program and when 

determining what criteria measures to utilize, Beerbower (1978:17-18) devel

oped a set of questions to be addressed to facili~ate these tasks using an 

anti-terrorism training program as his example. The questions, therefore, 

are illustrative. 

1. Is the training being conducted in conformance with the grant? 

2. Is the quality of the program acceptable? (Based on needs assessment.) 

3. Does the training relate to expenditure priority? What is the total 
expenditure for funded programs? What is the cost per student? 
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4. Are appropriate student clientele being trained? Should we k 
training trainers for replication purposes? Should the focus be 
limited or expanded to student population? 

5. Are there quality differences between programs? If so, what are 
the contributing factors? Do deficiencies justify grant termination 
or can improvements be made? 

6. What recognition is given to LEAA in light of program support? 

7. What records are being maintained in conjunction with the eff~rt? 
(Programmatic and fiscal aspects.) 

8. What do~,entation should be acquired? 
assessments, evaJ,uations completed, tests, 
participants, etc.) 

(Surveys utilized, needs 
lesson plans, curriculum, 

9. Are progr;lIIlS being developed and implemented in light of geograph
ical needs? 

10. What are the problems presently being experienced?' How can these 
problems be dealt with? 

11. What are the positive aspects of the program? Can they he'trans
ferred to other programs? 

12. Is there an exchange of information among tr~lning locations? If 
so, what information is exchanged? 

13. What is the magnitude of the terrorism problem? What is the fore
cast in future years? (Trends.) 

14. What do student .'profiles look like in the'tra.:i:.Iiingllprograms? , 
(Agency size, ,type of agency, rank, etc.) 

15. What are cost assumption possibilities? Should funding be in
creased or decreased? Impact? 

16. What is the expenditure breakdown by cost areas? (Travel, lodging, 
consultants, supplies, equipment, etc.) 

17. Is the training program(s) being manageli properly? (Research, 
planning, scheduling, operating, controlling, evaluation, revision, 
reportability, accountability and relationships.) 

18. Are facilities adequate to carry out the particular training 
activity? 

19. Are the credentials of managers and instructional personnel 
adequate to conduct a quality program? 
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20. What is the credibility of the overall program in light of 
evaluation areas addressed? (Weaknesses and strenghts.) 

21. How can the receptivity of the grantee be described? (Openess 
versus reluctance.) 

McMannis Associates, Inc. (1978:5) identify several hazards that con-

front the researcher in complex instructional programs. Insofar as a pro-

gram is unavoidably altered by the very act of measurement, it is not easy 

to ascertain whether or not evaluators are assessing the right variables. 

Consequently, a dilemma in evaluating training programs is the rarity of 

expected, intended, or measured effects. It is often difficult to specify 

what the changes are, how much change occurs, and whether the changes were 

anticipated. 

Another problem area concerns external influences that impact upon most 

evaluation efforts. That is, an interaction,between the program and its en-

vironment, and the source of training problems may lie outside the boundaries 

of the program itself. 

Finally, the time frames for both instructional programs and their 

evaluation are often too short as a result of the urge for quick answers, 

pressures to make informed decisions, and the threat of waning interest and 

financial support. Long-term assessment, especially experimentation, is 

costly and presents problems to set it in motion. 

The manual included in the Evaluation of LEAA Funded Courts Training 

Programs (McMannis, 1978) can serve as an example of an evaluation of on-

going or periodic evaluations of a criminal justice training program. Ob-

viously, each training program differs in certain respects, but this manual 

is described as a l!nuts and bolts" plan for such evaluations (McMannis, 1980: 

Appendix C}. 
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After the goals of the evaluation have been identified and limited in 

scope, the evaluation d~sign is developed. The authors suggest that matrices 

be developed which include the following essential elements: 

1. Key questions (statements which the evaluation will address), 

2. Variables (criteria used to make judgments about the subject), 

3. Data elements (elaboration and refinement of variables), 

4. Data sources (types of primary and secondary data to be collected) , 

5. Measures (quantification of data), and 

6" Ana,lysis (treatment of data - statistically and nonstatistically) • 

After the matrices have been developed, a sampling plan should be made. 

Next, a decision should be made concerning the most useful design for each 

sample. There are two major alternatives: primary and secondary data. Pri-

mary data include such things as direct observation, interviews, tests, and 

inventories. Secondary data include statistical reports, legal documents, 

and newspapers. 

The third step is to develop data collection elements. During this 

stage the data collection plan should be outlined. . Identification of spe-

cific sources, methods to be used, and instruments for data collection 

should be made at this point. Next, a determination of the timing and fre

quency shou~d be made by utilizing sample size, time period available, and 

monetary constraints as guidelines. 

The next step is to design data collection materials, once ~~e deter-

mination of the key variables and questions have been made. The instruments 

to be used to provide those data will then be developed. When a complicated 

evaluation plan is utilized, a pilot test is recommended. The basic purpose 

of the pilot tests are to test data collection materials, to train interviewers, 

-56-



:. 

to test procedures for se'tting up field visits, to detemine the availabil-

ity of data, and to develop model reports. Once a pre-test is completed, 

data collection instruments should be revised where appropriate. 

As the forefoing indicates, there is a paucity of materials published 

describing the results of training efforts not only in criminal justice in 

'general, bu~ in juvenile justice administration in particular. As was found 

in the literature describing training, that which is published is primarily 

prescriptive;, that is, demands are made that training be evaluated. There 

is little in the way of reported outcomes. 

The literature does contain some evaluative materials related to train-

ing, but, for the most part, these are merely descriptive pieces, pr~rily 

based on soft data. Many training programs obtain self-reports on reactions 

to training by participants, but few discuss summative findings. As has 

been suggested earlier, this may be due to the fact that evaluation is not 

viewed as a significant aspect of ,training, or it may be due to the lack of 

'resources available to design such instruments and assess the findings. 

The above materials are included in this aspect of the report not only 

because they discuss the strategic importance of evaluation 'in relationship 

to training goals and objectives, as described in the published literature, 

but because they also point out the relative simplicity of incorporating 

some kind of reasonable design into the total strategy of training plans. 

One does not have to be a statistician to obtain reasonable data that will 

answer basici que'stions assoqiated with the purpose of the training event. 

Therefore, as the literature suggests, with some early plaruling, it is in-

deed possible to construct a training package that includes a process for 

measuring productivity and outcomes. 
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III.3 State-Of-The-Art: Respondent Data Analysis 

III.3.1 Introduction 

In an effort to communicate with as many individuals, groups, organi-

zations, and agencies associated with juvenile justice administration as 

possible, potential mailing lists were developed from numerous sources, in-

cluding direc::tories,- personal references, and membership lists (See Section 

II - Methodology). Since many of these lists were not current, either in 

tems of continuing programs or addresses, it was anticipated that many let-

ters requesting data and informatiqn would·be returned by the 'post office. 

Additionally, since it was obvious that the lists would include dupli

cations, it was anticipated that a substantial number of letters would go 

unheeded because the agency or organization would have received several in-

quiries. It would be possible, for example, that the same agency could re

ceive letters addressed to (1) the department of corrections, (2) probation, 

(3) after-care, (4) community-based programs, and (5) a training director. 

Since the mailing lists were d~veloped directly from various sources on a 

manual basis, there was no economical way of purging the several lists. 

In the aggregate, a total of 2,847 initial letters were mailed, of 

which over 21 percent were returned by the post office. Using a rough es-

timate of 25 percent for overlaps, an estimated 1,600 letters found their 

ways to appropriate agencies and organization.s. The project received slight-

ly more than 400 mailed responses, for a final response rate to the first 

letter of approximately 25 percent. Many of the responses (about 45 percent) 

were letters indicating that the agency was not involved in training; re-

ferred the project to another agency which had responsibility for training 
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(such as a parent or outside agency); conducted training but only for adult 

offenders; or submitted materials, such as annual reports or public rela-

tions-types of brochures, which were inapprop~iate and irrelevant to the 

project. 

Table I depicts the percentage array of useful reponses from various 

categories of 'respondents~ 

TABLE I 

CLASSIFICATION OF RESPONDENTS CONDUCTING TRAINING BY AGENCY TYPE 

AGENCY TYPE 

National/Regional organizations 

Judicial/Court Services 

Corrections 

% OF TOTAL 
RESPONSES 

23 

19 

14 

Colleges/Univers~ties 11 

Law Enforcement 10 

Human/Youth Services 9 

Probation IAfter-Care 9 

Volunteer Organizations 5 

TOTAL 100 

As Table I indicates, volunteer agencies made up the smallest propor-

tion of respondents who reported on-going training activity. Two factors 

may account for this relarively small response rate. First, although ap

proximately 200 letters were mailed to agencies known to have volunteer pro

grams, undoubtedly~ many do not have special on -going' . t,raining program~ for 

such personnel. We are aware that there gElnerally is some kind of training 

for new recruits, but it may not be formalized 'nor in a printed form that 

could have been submitted to the project. Therefore, the agencies did not 

see an¥ need to respond to the project's inquiries. Second, while there 

undoubtedly is a range in the extent to which volunteers are utilized in 

various kinds of juvenile justice settings, some of the larger programs may 

iZlcorporate volunteer training into routine in-service training provided 

by regular workers. This would also include the various informal training 

activities that occur, primarily as a result of supervisor-subordinate in-

teractions. Consequently, it can be surmised that many of the agencies 

which did report on-going training for staff included such reports and 

materials without having segregated them according to types of workers or 

volunteers. 

Probation/after-care and h~/~uth services each account for nine 

percent of total number of respondents involved in juvenile training. Some 

within this category undoubtedly overlap with juUcial/court servic~s and 

corrections. For example, several courts indicated that probation depart-

ments are units within their programs; some h:uman/youth services, including 

youth councils or commissions, reported responsibility for after-care and/or 

community-based services. As a consequence, interpretations and categoriza-

tions were made by project staff, but based upon what appeared to be appro-

priate and relevant. 

Nonetheless, the majority of respondents in the two above-cited cate-

gories reported in-house and in-service training programs for incumbent 

personnel. The reported courses generally were of a "core skill" nature 

required for completing assigned tasks, such ~s intake procedures, inter-

viewing techniques, counseling, and treatment strategies. They also 
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reported some training in process areas, including interpersonal relation-

ships, decision-making, and case management. Almost none of the respon-

dents indicated·whether or not any of the training is mandated an/or accred-

ited. Yet, some suggested that training occurs as a result of internal 

"policy," dictated either by the chief administrative officer or a Judge. 

Some reported commitment to attendance by professional staff at special 

workshops and conferences, some of which, as in Illinois, are credited 

toward the fulfillment of minimum hours of in-service training per year. 

Finally, a.lmost none reported on the existence of any evaluations of train-

ing progran~ staff had attended. 

Law en:Eorcement agencies make up 10 percent of the respondents report-

ing the exis,tence of on-going training. Almost all are local police depart-

ments that offer a limited amount of training related to juvenile justice 

administratio~·at.the pre-service level. This training typically addresses 

matters related to legal issues pertaining to juvenile-offenses and pro-

cesses for taking juveniles into custody. Approximately one-fourth of these 

respondents (23 p~~cent) report the availability of more intensiv.e training 

for those officers assigned specifically to youth aid bureaus or juvenile 

units. Almost all of the training is conducted at police academues located 

within the respective police departments. Forty-one. percent of the respond-

ing police agencies were Police Officer Standards and Training (POST) organ-

izations. These groups reported that, in general, they seldom conduct or 

directly sponsor training activities. Instead, they certify programs, courses, 

and instructors in law enforcement at local agencies or universiti!';!s. The 

california POST, for example, describes a multitude of programs an(l courses 

.. 

" 

sponsored by local groups, but few reflect specific issues concerned only 

with juvenile justice. 

Colleges and universities constitute 11 percent of the respondents. 

Almost all of these were not on the original mailing list, but were even~ 

tually contacted as a result of referrals made by other agencies and or

ganizations. For the most part, these institutions of higher learning are 

involved in both in-house as well as off campus training programs. Some of 

the programs offered in juvenile justice administration are parts of degree

granting programs, ?ut many are special institutes or academies which cater 

to specially designed programs for specified agencies in the surrounding 

communities. Some, such as the Delinquency Countrol Institute at the Uni

versity of Southern California, offer subscription programs. That is, the 

institutes design special offerings and open up available seats to any who 

are willing to pay the prescribed tuition fees. The Institute offers an 

intensive six-week program for police and other wo"'~kers in juvenile justice 

and attracts participants from all over the world. It also offers college 

credit, which is applicable to a degree. 

Fourteen percent of the respondents providing training are from cor

rectional institutions of some sort, including a mix of public and private 

inst.itutions as well as community-based Services. The bulk of the training 

provided is that of an orientation nature, particularly for those who can 

be described as basic line officers, and is carried out on an in-house basis 

within institutional academies. These programs are offered on a continuing 

basis and in relation to the processes for hiring new workers. 

The content of the institution-based programs typically covers some 

combination of the following topics: case management, treatment techniques, 
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program planning, policies and procedures, emergency procedures, community 

services, security I supervision of residents, and defensive tactics. The 

community-based agencies report similar kinds of orientation training, in-

cluding treatment techniques, interviewing and counseling, and case plan-

ning. The preponderance of training is at the orientation level, although 

some attention is paid to in-service training by some of the larger agencies. 

Almost all utilize outside training offerings when they are available and 

affordable. 

Those associated with juvenile court operations constitute 19 percent 

of the respondents. As was noted earlier, there is a certain amOl1nt of . 

overlap between those in this category and those in tbe categories of pro

bation/after-care, human/youth services, and even with national/regional or-

ganizations. Generally, the majority of the respondents are juvenile court 

judges who describe their own training and/or that of their staffs. How-

ever, some reported on th~ training provided court administrators and other 

court personnel. By far I' the major type of training that is described is 

of an in-service nature and tllat which is developed and implemented on an 

in-house basis. Additionally, many judges made reference to the training 

provided by the National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges, which 

conducts most of its programs at it~ college in Reno. 

The substantive areas most frequently cited as training topics by these 

respondents include intake procedures, legal issues, interviewing techniques, 

management, progrQlIL: services, and dealing with the drug and alcohol abusing 

client. For the most part, little mention was made of the degree to which 

any of the training is mandated by any higher authority or prescribed by 

statute. 
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National/regional organizations had the highest rate of response to the 

initial letter of inquiry about juvenile justice training programs, for 

they comprise 23 percent of all the respondents. For the most part, these 

organizations represent professional or discipline-related groups which 

have nationally-based memberships, including the American Correctional As-

sociation, the International Association of Chiefs of Police, the American 

Bar Association, the National Council on Crime and Delinquency, and ~he 

National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges. 

Many of these groups assume much of the responsibility for training 

their members, either through in-house funds or through grants or special 

contracts. Several of these groups also develop special training programs 

in collaboration with other professionally-based organizations. Those or-

ganizations which historically tend to provide continuing training pro-

grams for their mam.hers generally do so on an in-service basis, even though 

they may occasionally provide orientation training and/or develop standards 

for such, which is then carried out on a local, agency-based level • 

Since such training is routinely provided by such groups as the National 

Council of Juvenile and Family Court judges, the National Legal Aid and De-

fender Association, and the National College of District Attorneys, the low 

response rate for these kinds of attorneys is understandable. It should be 

pointed out, however, that relatively few of the programs developed by these 

national/regional organizations, with the exception of the National Council 

of Juvenile and Family' Court Judges,exclusively are devoted to juvenile 

justice matters. Instead, such topics as management, communications, legal 

issues, organizational development, etc. are developed on a generic basis, 

which, of course, will also appeal to their constituencies. Accordingly, 
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many individuals working throughout the network of juvenile justice services III.3.2. Content of Respondent Training Materials 

and programs attend these national programs and receive some training in In order to provide a more in-depth look at what kinds of training 

juvenile-related matters, but, for the most part, such training is minimal courses and programs are being offered to juvenile justice personnel, each 

and perhaps even incidental to the main topics being offered. of the eight agency types will be examined separately, including examples 

Other groups, such as the National Institute of Corrections, develop of reported training activities. 

programs in such areas as management, supervision, case planning, etc., The content analysis of the training topics that are presented below 

which appeal to those in juvenile justice administration. However, that r should be viewed as illustrative in nature and intended only to provide a 

such personnel are bein~ ~~a~ned in these areas is fortuitous since the ~ . broad overview of the substantive areas being taught to various categories 
~ 

programs tend to be generic and designed principally for those in'adult \1, , of juvenile justice personnel. There are several problems associated with 

settings. Although the NIC is a federally-based organization, the same 
~( • 
): • r \ this analysis that should be noted from the outset. First, it was often 

approach to training generally holds for such private groups as the Inter- ! 
t difficult to differentiate between programs involving the adult justice 
~ 

national Association of Chiefs of Police, the American Correctional Associ- ! system, those involving the juvenile justice system, and those involving both. 

ation, and the National College of District Attorneys, as examples. , , 
\ 

I In other words, some data were lost on juvenile personnel because they were 
" 

The final type of organizat\i.on that is included in this category of grouped with adult-serving programs. Ti!e distinction between pre- and in-

respondents is the national organization which does not have a national service training frequently was unclear or not stated. The nature of per-

membership per se, but which sponsors training events for particular con- sonnel (target audiences) was often not specified. Few of the respondents 

stituencies. The Institute for Court Management is an example of this type. gave details on their training activities, with many simply r~porting that 

It was created in 1970 with the primary purpose of ~nhancing the field of training programs existed. Only a handful of respondents indicated whether 

court administration. It currently conducts five juvenile justice train- or not any training was mandated by policy or statute. Finally, when train-

ing programs annually, covering-such topics as juvenile court intake, juve- ing content areas were described, they were often done in generic fashion, 

nile justice mangement, future prospects for the family court, and the which made it difficult to be specific in the analysis of the training topics, 

serious and repeti ti ve juvenile offender. The lOt develops training pro- especially as they might relate to juvenile justice. 

grams for various categories of personnel within a wide range of types of Only one volunteer training activity was provided in the survey responses. 

courts and programs, of which the juvenile court is only one. The train- It consists of an orientation manual written by the Horry County (South Caro-

ing, for the most part, is in-service ill character, but housed outside of lina) Volunteers in Probation. Basically, it describes the structure of 

the agency and is by subscription, even though many of the programs are 

produced as a result of grants and contracts. 
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adult and juvenile justice administration, as well as the family court and 

its domestic relations division. A pc)rtion of the znanual is devoted to the 

role of volunteers, expectations, benefits, and steps in becoming a volun-

teer. No information is provided concerning the frequency or duration of 

this orientation program for volunteers. 

The training generally reported by probation and after-care personnel 

focUses on line staff primarily. It appears that the bulk of training is 

in-service in nature, although this was not always stated explicitly. A 

considerable ~unt of the training topics cover skills necessary to per-

form specific jobs, including interviewing, overview of juvenile laws, coun-

seling techniques, intake procedures, and crisis intervention. Other sub-

ject areas cited include orientation to the juvenile justice system, staff 

development, program planning, handling the serious and violent offender, 

restitution programs, and drug and alcohol abuse. 

The training ev:ents usually take the form of seminars, which are de-

scribed to last a few hours to a full day. None of the departments report-

ing training activities ~ention any costs involved for training. It ap

pears that most of this training is funded internally, with the exception of 

several probation departments in Pennsylvania which report primary sponsor-

ship of training by a Juvenile Court Judges Commission. None of the res-

pondents in this category stated how much of the training, if any, is man-

dated. 

One noteworthy example of extensive training in probation services is 

that sponsored by the Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts. Man-

aged by a full-time staff, this program operates as a mandate from the pre-
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siding judge as a result of funds provided by the state legislature. The 

program mandates that various categories of probation staffs are to be 

trained in such areas as management, juvenile law, intake procedures, and 

supervision strategies. Much of the training programming is contracted out, 

but some is developed by the staff itself. There is little in the way of 

distinction made between adult and juvenile-serving pr~bation officers, but, 

as indicated, many of the training topics are generic in nature. This pro-

gram also subsidizes various categories of staff in attending external train-

ir~g programs. 

Probation departments in such local jurisdictions as Los Angeles, San 

Jose, and Orange County, california, and Fairfax County, Virginia, all re-

J?ort continuing training programs for juvenile as well as adult probation 

staffs. Here, again, progr~~ are directed at both pre- and in-service 

levels of operations and distinctions are not always made between adult and 

juvenile services. Some of these programs, while not interdisciplinary in 

nature, nonetheless deal with the services and programs of other criminal 

justice agencies, including law enforcement, the courts, and community-based 

programs. 

Many probation departments are dependent upon state-wide academies for 
, 

training, some of which are dominated by the local law enforcement agencies. 

A case in point is that of New Hampshire, which, for the most part, receives 

training in juvenile justice related topics only occasionally and only when 

specifically requested by the probation d~partment. 

Human ahd youth services agencies report a wide variety of training 

topics taught to their personriel. One agency, the Texas Youth Council, for 
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example, reported 21 different training programs conducted by its own per

sonnel or by outside consultants, but coordinated by the Council. It also 

reported that minimum training requirements are mandated by the Council. 

The 21 topics that comprise the minimum training requirements include, as 

examples, such subjects as basic child care, interpersonal relationship 

skills, supervisory management, and first aid. The duration of the courses 

ranges from four hours to 40 hours. Line and supervisory personnel attend 

these training events according to those subject areas which are relevant 

to their respective jobs. 

The Juvenile Welfare Board of Pinellas County, Florida is another ex

ample of a human/youth servicf!s agency that conducts a variety of training 

workshops and seminars for juvenile personnel. These workshops range from 

a few hours in duration to several days. The content areas include such 

topics as incest, the violent family, reality therapy, burnout, adolescent 

crisis, and legislation. Personnel at all levels attend these programs, 

which arel offered year-round, but with changing topics appropriate to needs 

and developments. 

The Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services in Orlando, Florida 

is a state-wide human/youth services agency that is involved in a considerable 

amount of training for its regional personnel, who, for the most part, are 

not too involved in juvenile justice types of programs. In its training plan, 

a wide variety of courses is offered for its staff. Among the content areas 

are management, counseling, intake, introduction to public health, substance 

abuse, behavior management, and safety awareness. This particular agency 

is unique in that it provides a prospectus about each of the courses it offers, 
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describing fully what the trainee can expect to learn. 

The target audiences range from new employee~ to managerial staff. The 

length of courses are from six to 12 hours each and are offered as often as 

hi-weekly to as seldom as annually, or as requested. In general, most of 

the other human/youth services agencies which responded indicate a very wide 

range of content areas for a very broad spectrum of personnel, especially 

since many of the programs they sponsor are in the area of mental health and 

welfare services rather than in juvenile justice administration. 

Among the many responses received from law enforcement agencies, few 

report the existence of training programs devoted to juvenile justice topics. 

The ~chigan State Police, for example, has a juvenile unit which provides 

in-service training across the state for officers working with youth. Some 

of the subjects taught include causes of delinquency, school violence and 

vandalism, the art of self-control, stress and crisis intervention, inter

view and interrogation techniques, and processing the youthful offender. The 

materials provided on this program, however, do not specify the length of the 

cuurses or the duration of the training,activities. 

The Los Angeles Police Department reports that it has a juvenile pro

cedures school devoted to training sworn staff in juvenile matters. The 

training programs last three days and cover such areas as juvenile court and 

law, child abuse, gang activities, report wrl.'tl.'ng, and d' " case l.Sposl.tl.ons. In 

contrast, the San Francisco Police Department reports no special training 

program, and only eight classroom hours in the handling of juvenile offend

ers,at its police academy at the recruit level. New York City reports a 

similar program, even though there is a juvenile unit. 
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The Utah Peace Officers Standards and Training Division reports that it 

offers ten hours of basic training in juvenile justice, which covers juvenile 

law, court philosophy/theory, and youth protective services. In addition, 

it provides in-service training via a Juvenile Education Specialist course, 

which runs 40 hours. Basically this course trains officers in the broad 

spectrum of juvenile services. The remaining law enforcement responding a-

gencies did not specify the areas of training or even if such specialized 

training occurs. Most of the respondents in this category agree that on-the-

job training ~ppears to be the primary method of preparing officers for work 

with juvenile offenders, along with routine recruit training at police acade-

mies. 

A number of colleges and universities responded to the survey, indicat-

ing that a majority of their programs, if they exist, are parts of "insti-

tutes." They detail concentrations of courses in the areas of law enforce-

ment, courts, corrections, criminology, and juvenile justice. These seminars 

are typically offered as parts of regular academic years (i.e., semester, 

quarter, etc.) or as concentrated courses with timetables of their own. The 

tuition and fees, if~iany, involved in these programs vary considerably, depend-

ing on duration and sponsorship. 

However, very little information is reported concerning the level at 

which any of these programs ,are subsidized and if so, by whom. Actual course 

contents of those reported vary significant+y from program to program. Those 

geared to l.aw enforcement focus on such topics as robbery/burglary, homicide, 

criminal law, interviewing, and crisis intervention, as examples. On the 

other hand, the more broadly based programs offer a much greater selection of 
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course offerings, including such topics as child abuse, juvenile procedures, 

drugs and society, crimes without victims, family violence, etc. It should 

be noted that the bulk of these courses tend to be of a criminal justice 

orientation rather than of a juvenile justice perspective and may, in fact, 

,~. be concerned almost exclusively with adult offenders. 

A major exception to this pattern is the broad and multidisciplinary 

program that tends to concentrate on law enforcement services for youth at 

the Dt,linquency Control Institute, University of Southern California. ,It 

has a broad, system-oriented curriculum, which covers such areas as police 

administration, ju~renile justice, la\"f, social science, mental health, etc. 

The course work focuses on the "why" rather than the "how" of juvenile jus-

tice administration, programs, and activities. In that respect, the overall 

academic approach tends to be more of an educational effort rather than 

'training. 

Much of the activities at the college and university level is of a pre-

service nature, especially those courses that are offered as part of broader 

degree programs. Those schools having off-campus curricula tend to cater to 

the person already in the field of criminal or juvenile justice. As such, 

these activities focus on a wide range of personnel, from entry-level to 

supervisory and management positions. 

The correctional agencies responding to the survey primarily offer in-

service training to its employees, although most institutions report vary-

ing degrees of orientation training. ~le agencies in this group include both 

institutional and community-based services. Some of these respondents, like 

California's Board of Corrections, include both youth and adult corrections. 
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Many of the courses offered include subjects that are applicable to either 

adult or juvenile work, such as self-defense, first aid, individual th~r-

ap~, group counseling, report writing, etc. 

The Illinois Department of Corrections has a training academy which 

consists of three divisions: security training, program and community ser-

vices, and management training. A needs assessment form is utilized to 

detennine which training areas personnel consider to be the most important. 

The results of this are utilized when shaping the training content of the 

department's pre- and in-service training programs. The security training 

divisi(:m focuses on security, custody., and control. The program and com-

munity services division is concerned with interact;ions with inmates, the 

discipl.inary process, and supervision of inmates. The management training 

divisic)n is oriented toward the organizational side of corrections, includ-

ing elements of leadership, improving personnel, and evaluation strategies. 

The training activities offered by Illinois range in duration from a few 

days to two weeks, depending upon the topic. 

be on-going. 

All of the programs appear to 
i 

The Massachusetts Half-Way Houses, Inc. has developed a Juvenile Jus-

tice Management Training Program. This project provides the following 
\ 

services: conducts three five-day, intensive management training programs 

annually; conducts seven one-day, single issue workshops annually; pro-

vides 56 hours of technical assistance annually; produces a comprehensive 

management training manual; coordinates and supports the development of a 

state-wide network of communi.ty-based, juvenile justice providers; and 

develops and makes available a management resource library. This program 
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is funded primarily by external sources, however, and no information is 

provided concerning future activities. 

Other agencies are more explicit in the;r • responses. For instance, 

the Maine Youth Center responded with "f t" 
~n orma ~on on reality therapy and 

related information on the rehabilitative treatment strategy 
currently in 

use. The agency also included a copy of ;ts Mandatory T " " • ra~n~ng Act, which 
became effective July 1 1978 , . This requires that "as a condition of em-

ployment, any person as a full-time correctional off~cer 
• shall successfully 

complete, within the first year of employment, a basic training course of 

not less than 80 hours as approved by the Maine Criminal Justice Academy." 

The training content to meet u1is requirement is t d no ma e available; how-

ever it is still noteworthy since it is one of a handful of agencies that 

specifies mandated training requirements. 

The judicial/court services agencies category is largely comprised of 

nationally organized groups of professionals in the field of criminal justice 

who work in the court system. The National Council of Juvenile and Family 

Court Judges is the largest organization of this sort amonn the 
':I respondents • 

Since 1969 the National Council, through its training division, reports it 

has reached more than 35,000 juveni~e justice professionals, conducting an 

average of 40 traininn sessions yearly. Whol 
':I ~ e many of the National Council's 

training programs are supported with state and local funds.or foundation sup-

port, its core training activities currently are funded by the Office of 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevent;on. • In 1980, OJJDP funds provided 

training for 305 persons at the Nati~nal College of Juvenile Justice, in-

cluding 79 juvenile and family court judges, 94 administrators and probation 
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officers, and 19 other juvenile justice professionals. Additionally, the 

College assisted other organizat~ons in training 188 juvenile justice prac

titioners. 

The majority of training for new judges is conducted during two-week 

programs. Content areas covered include human and legal aspects of decision

making; substantive legal and procedural areas leading to disposition (e.g., 

intake, detention, waiver, and transfer). legal and procedural aspects of 

the disposition hearing; community-based alternat~ves; and post-disposition

al review. There are also specialty courses which comprise the continuing 

education component of the National College's judic~al education project. 

Two national one-week specialty courses are offered annually, "New Trends 

in Juvenile Justice" and "Family Law in a Changing Society • ." The National 

College also offers courses in management skills and programs for both pro

secution and defense attorneys. 

The National College of Di.strict Attorneys co-sponsors four-day semi

nars for prosecutors with the National College of Juvenile Justice. In a 

recent program, for example, the substantive areas covered included "Juven

ile Justice in the Eighties," "Update on Federal Laws Affecting the Juvenile 

Justice System," "Delinquency Adjudication," "Dispositional Alternatives," 

and "Sexual Abuse of Children." In addition, the National College of Dis

trict Attorneys offers four-day seminars that deal with the adult s}stem as 

well as the juvenile justice system, including organized crime, trial ad-

vocacy, a career prosecutor course, and crimes involving children. 

The btational College of Criminal De,fense co-sponsors a three-day sem

inar for defense attorneys with the National College of Juvenile Justice. 
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A list of substantive areas covered in these seminars was not submitted to 

the project. However, a listing of scheduled programs dealing with the 

adult and juvenile systems lists the following subjects: The Crimdnal Trial, 

Insanity Defense, Trial Practice Institute, and White-Collar Crime. 

The national/regional organi2ations category has a variety of respondents, 

several of which sponsor training institutes and specialized training groups. 

For example, the Institute for Court Management conducts five juvenile jus

tice training programs a year. The topics covered include juvenile court 

intake, juvenile justice management, serious and repetitive juvenile offend

ers, and information systems. The Criminal Justice Training and Edu~ation 

Center, another private training center, offers classes in the following 

areas: basic management skills; counseling and treatment methods; advanced, 

specialty courses for the counselor and treatment specialist; communication 

skills; and parent effectiveness training. These courses typically last 

less than one day, with fees ranging from $12.00 to $57.00 each. 

Prof;essional organizations are also included in this category. There 

ca egorJ.es, ut the majority is some overlap between, these groups and other t . b 

J.ona ounCJ. on Cr~e and Delinquen-of such groups is J.·ncluded here. The Nat' 1 C'l . 

cy is involved in a number of training programs nationwide. It presently 

provides funded training within the adult justice system, but has developed 

some juvenile-based training on a contract basis. 

The International Association of Chiefs of Police also conducts a num

ber of training programs aimed primarily at t~e adult justice system. Of 

the 55 training programs that are being sponsored by IACP during calendar 

1981, for example, only one deals exclusively with juvenile operations: 
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"Police Juvenile Operations." These programs are provided either on con-

tract or subscription bases. 

The American Correctional ~16ociation reports 20 workshops conducted 

during calendar 1981. Similar to IACP, the bulk of their seminars focus 

on the adult offender. None of these reported training activities deals 

specifically with the youthful offender. However, a few of them could be 

applicable to both adults and juveniles, such as "Managing Community Correc-

tions Facilities," "Legal Issues Training," and "How to Deal with Policie:s 

and Procedures. tl 

The National Institute of Corrections, U.S. Department of Justice, al-

so offers a variety of training activities, none of which directly deals 

with the juvenile offender. However, some of the courses could include 

participants from both adult an~ juvenile justice for they are generic in 

nature, such as management techniques and legal issues. The anticipated 

program of its newly created National Corrections Academy also will project 

an orientatiun primarily toward adult offenders, at least for the immediate 

future. 

The'bffice of Juvenile Justcie and Delinquency Prevention, among many 

other activities, sponsors a Law-Related Educatj,on Program (LRE). LRE util-

izes many techniques to help prepare young people to become knowledgeable 

citizens. Currently, there are six national programs which encompass dif-

ferent approaches to teaching law and about the justice ,system. The common 

obji~l::tive of all these programs is to demystify the law, supplying citizens 

with tools they need to shape and use it constt~ctively. The various project 
\ 

goals are accomplished via eix national programs which are experimenting with 
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ways to stimulate interest in LRE d 'd' 
an prOV1 1ng services to state and local 

efforts. 

One other category of respondents not otherwise depicted in the text or 

tables is that of the state-wide program for juvenile services, such as the 

Maryland JUVenile Services Administration. Th ' 
15 agency provides the entire 

spectrum of juvenile-based programs in the state, including probation, after-

care, community-based programs, and institutional services. 
It repol.-ts one 

of the most comprehensive and intensive training programs within this cate-

gory of respondents. 
With a full-time and well-trained staff, it develops 

both pre- and in-service training programs for all levels of personnel 

wi thin the hierarchical system, promotes the use of outside resources, and 

mandates minimal training fo~ all pe~sonnel on an annual basis. 
The topics 

covered vary from year to year based on a needs assessment, but routine pro

grams of orientation, supervision, and management are generally presented 

each year. Some of the programs are substantively interdiSCiplinary, but 

are open only to agency-based personnel. Th tr ' 
e a1ners sometimes offer pro-

grams to other you'th-serving agencies in the state. 

III.3.3. Needs Assessment 

As previously discussed, a special letter was mailed to approximately 

340 potential respondents soliCiting material containing information about 

~pecial training needs and desires of juvenile justice personnel. InclUded with 

with a reqtiast for information about training needs was a list of 29 topical 

areas and respondents were asked to ra~ order the subjects in terms of 

previous knowledge about constituent needs. (S 
ee Appendix B.) These topics 

were derived from the materials which had earlier been submitted to the 
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project and from the over-all literature search. The respondents were also 

asked to rank order' according to hierarchical positions within the agency, 

namely line staff, supervisors, and management. 

There were 208 responses to the needs assessment letter, for a response 

rate of 64 percent. The significantly higher rate of response to this second 

request for information can be explained as a result of the improved quality 

of the mailing list and because many of those who received this mailing had 

indicated availability of materials by having submitted them to the project. 

While the respondent agencies were asked to identify themselves only 

according to type of agency (e.g., police, after-care, court, ,Probation, 

private agency, etc.), analysis of data obviously reveals different needs 

not only for different service deliv~ry agencies, but different needs for 

the three categories of workers. 

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 sUbstantive knowledge required to perform 

'Various job tasks, such as techniques of interviewing or counseling, im-

pact of drugs upon the body, laws, and intake procedures. Process issues 

can be defined as those procedural tools or techniques that enable or fa-

cilitate job accomplishment, such as planning, case management, decision-

making, and problem-solving. 

Further investigation of the basic list of 29 topics reveals that many 

of the topics are not discreet or may have overlapping qualities. For ex-

ample" legal issues probably pervades such other areas as personnel apprais-

al, labor relations, and intake procedures. Also, it can be seen that many 
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content and process issues although not unique to a particular work setting 

have different meanings and certainly different applications based upon the 

nature of the agency. As an example, intake procedures occur in probation, 

after-care, courts, and institutions. Essentially, such procedures are con-

cerned with the acceptance of the "case," but occur procedurally in varied 

ways. Counseling is utilized by law enforcement agents as well as by pro-

bation staffs, but in different'ways and with different outcome expectations. 

However, several topics appear to be generic in their significance and util-

ity, such as interpersonal relationships, decision-making, problem-solving, 

and planning. 

Irrespective of the type of service, program, or hiera~hical position, 

needs assessment data in the aggregate (i.e., total response data from 208 

respondents) provide an over-all picture of training needs throughout the 

network of juvenile justice services (Table II). 

TABLE II 

Rank Order of 10 Most 'Critical Training Needs· 

TOPIC RANK ORDER* * NO. TIMES ClTED*** 

Decision-Making/Prob1.em-
Solving 1 321 

Conmunications 2 301 
Interpersonal Relationships 3 283 
Legal Issues 4 267 
Dealin~ 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 
Personnel Appraisal 10 229 

* 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 cit~d is 624 (3 x 208) 
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As Table II indicates, all but three topics are process oriented 

subjects. This suggests that those persons who responded to the needs 

assessment inquiry (probably top-level management or training officials) 

view techniques for doing various tasks or jobs as more important than 

increased knowledge in selected substantive areas. Of course, this .rank 

order undoubtedly has been influenced significantly by hierarchical 

position (See Tables III - V) and by type of agency (See Tables VI - XIII) • 

It is also possible that although respondents were asked to reflect data 

about needs assessments that had previously been administered in their 

respective agencies, many either ignored those findings, interpreted prior 

findings to mesh with the list of 29 topics submitted for review, or re-

flected on their own perceptions of what staff needed. That these re-

spondents report more of a need for process topics over 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 and that substantive areas can be handled by in-house 

training staff. 

Ii! terms of the declared needs of juvenile justice personnel insofar 

as hierarchical position is concerned, mixed resul.ts obtain, although there 

are some striking similarities. Tables III - V depict the findings accord-

j~~ to line staff, supervisory, and management postions in all areas of 

juvenile justice administration. 
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TABLE III 

RANK ORDER OF 10 MOST CRITICAL TRAINING NEEDS FOR 
LINE STAFF INCUMBENTS IN JUVENILE JUSTICE 

TOPIC 

Dealing with Violent Youth 
Crisis Intervention 
Interviewing 
Counseling 
Interpersonal Relations 
Report Writing 
Treabnent Strategies 
Decision-Making/problem-Solving 
Delinquencey Prevention 
Legal Issues 

TABLE IV 

RANK ORDER 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9. 

1,13 

RANK ORDER OF 10 MOST CRITICAL TRAINING NEEDS FOR 
SUPERVISORY INCUMBENTS IN JUVENILE JUSTICE 

TOPIC 

Supervisory Techniques 
Decision-Making/Problem-Solving 
Case Management 
Personal Appraisal 
Communications 
Legal Issues 
Interpersonal Relationships 
Report Writing 
Training and Staff Development 
Dealing with Violent Youth 
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RANK ORDER 

1 
2 
3 
3 
5 
6 
6 
8 
8 

10 
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TABLE V 

RANK ORDER OF 10 MOST CRITICAL TRAINING NEEDS FOR 
HANAGEMENT INCt;n-1BENTS IN JUVENILE JUSTICE 

TOPIC 

Budgeting 
Planning 
Management Information Systems 
Personnel Issues 
Programs Evaluation 
Training and Staff Development 
Decision-Making/Problem-Solving 
Coordination with Criminal 

Justice System 
Personnel Appraisal 
Labor Relations 
ComDll.mications 

RANK ORDER 

1 
2 
3 
4 
4 
6 
7 

7 
7 

10 
10 

An analysis of Tables II, - V reveals that among the 29 listed topics, 

23 placed within tile top 10 categories among the three hierarchical posi-

tions. However, only one topic, Decision-Making/Problem-Solving, was listed 

by respondents for all three hierarchical positions. This obviously sug-

gests that juvenile justice personnel, regardless of setting and work as-

signment,view the need for improvement in decision-making and problem-solv-

ing as crucially.important. It may also be a reflection of the inadequacy 

of present training programs, again, regardless of setting, to provide im-

proved skills in this area to incumbent workers. Seven otner topics among 

the 29 were listed by two categories of personnel and 12 topics were listed 

only once among t~e three. 

Some of the differences in training needs among the three categories 

become readily apparent. Line staff, for example, express significantly 

more need for training in areas concerned with direct services to clients, 

including interviewing, counseling, and-~eport writing. Supervisory staff 
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express concerns that could be anticipated for middle-management staff and 

cite as priority areas supervisory techniques, case management, and per-

sonnel appraisal, as examples. Management personnelj as can be expected, 

list as priorities those topics that tend to facilitate agency administra-

tion, including such areas as budgeting, planning I management information 

systems, and program evaluation. 

Tables VI - XIII depic:t the considerable variation in training needs 

among the various agencies and programs in juvenile justice administration. 

As can be expected, topics particular to specific service-based programs 

show up amOng the highest priorities for training. ~s examples, correc-

tional respondents report high needs for training in security control; law 

enforcement lists legal issues; courts label decision-making/problem-solv-

ing a priority; and probation and after-care agencies express concern for 

training in interviewing skills. 

An analysis of the raw data reveals little variation among hierarchical 

incumbents on an inter-agency (category) basis. That is, managers, regard-

less of agency setting or type of service, tend to agree that they could 

benefit from training in such areas as communications, budgeting, labor re-

lations, and case management. Supervisory staffs tend to give supervisory 

techniques a high ranking. Line staff respondents, for example, view as 

high priorities such topics as counseling, interviewing, legal issues, and 

case management. 

All of these data reflecting hierarchical priorities within categories 

of settings are not presented in tabular form since such arrays would tend 

to be voluminous and confusing to the reader. In essence, however, the 

-84-



,: " 

breakdowns among types of agencies and among hierarchical incumbents closely 

parallel the overall results reported in Tables II-V. 

TABLE VI 

RANK ORDER OF 10 MOST CRITICAL TRAINING NEEDS FOR 
LAW ENFORCEMENT RESPONDENTS 

TOPIC 

Legal Issues 
Crisis Intervention 
Report Writing 
Decision~aking/Problem-Solving 

Supervisory Techniques 
Coordination with Criminal Justice 

System 
Dealing with the Violent Youth 
Training and Staff Development 
Delinquency Prevention 
community Relations 

TABLE VII 

·RANK ORDER 

1 
2 
3 
3 
5 

5 
7 
7 
9 

10 

RANK ·ORDER OF 10 MOST CRITICAL TRAINING NEEDS FOR 
COURT RESPONDENTS 

TOPIC 

communications 
Decision-Making/Problem-Solving 
Legal Issues 
Case Management 
Interpersonal Relationships 
Report Writing 
Dealing with Violent Youth 
Use of Volunteers 
Intake Procedures 
Training and Staff Development 
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RANK ORDER 

1 
1 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 

TABLE VIII 

RANK ORnER OF 10 MOST CRITICAL TRAINING NEEDS FOR 
PROBATION/AFTER-CARE RESPONDENTS 

TOPIC 

Decision-Making/Problem Solving 
Interpersonal Relationships 
Supervisory Techniques 
Dealing with Violent Youth 
Personnel ApFraisal 
Case Management 
Interviewing 
Personnel Issues 
Canmunications 
Legal Issues 

TABLE IX 

RANK ORDER 

1 
2 
3 
4 
4 
6 
7 
7 
9 
9 

RANK ORDER OF 10 MOST CRITICAL TRAINING NEEDS FOR 
CORRECTIONS RESPONDENTS 

TOPIC 

Security and Control 
Decision-Making/problem-Solving 
Communications 
Legal Issues 
Crisis Intervention 
Delinquency Prevention 
Training and Staff Development 
Personnel Issues 
Dealing with Violent Youth 
Repoi!="t Writing 
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RANK ORDE~ 

1 
1 
3 
4 
5 
5 
7 
8 
8 

10 
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TABLE X 

RANK ORDERc,QF:..,lO MOST CRITICAL TRAINING NEEDS FOR 
STATE PLANNING AGENCY RESPONDENTS* 

TOPIC RANK ORDER 

Planning 1 
Program Evaluation 2 
Budgeting 3 
Legal Issues 4 
Supervisory Techniques 4 
Developing Community Resources 4 
Dealing with Violent youth 7 
Coordination with criminal Justice 

System 7 
Training and Staff Development 9 
Interpersonal Relationships 10 

* It is not possible to determine if the respondents indicated what 
SPA staff training needs are or if they projected training needs 
of juvenile justice personnel in their respective states. 

TABLE XI 

RANK ORDER OF 10 MOST CRITICAL TRAINING NEEDS FOR 
PRIVATE AGENCY RESPONDENTS* 

TOPIC 

Decision-Making/Problem-Solving 
Interpersonal Relationships 
Canmunications 
Training and Staff Development 
Personnel Issues 
Program 'Evaluation 
Case Management 
Report Writing 
Supervisory Techniques 
Personnel Appraisal 

RANK ORDER 

1 
2 
2 
4 
4 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 

* Among the respondents included in this category are private treat
ment agencies, many private halfway houses, and other private groups 
administering services to delinquent and pre-delinquent youth. 
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TABLE XII 

'RANK ORDER OF 10 MOST CRITICAL TRAINING NEEDS FOR 
UNIVERSITY -BASED PROGRAM RESPONDENTS* 

TOPIC 

Report Writing 
Decision-Making/Problem-Solving 
Coordination with Criminal Justice 

System 
Interpersonal Relationships 
Dealing ""ith Violent Youth 
Legal Issues 
Interviewing 
Personnel Appraisal 
Supervisory Techniques 
Communications 

RANK ORDER 

1 
1 

3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
7 
9 

10 

* The respondents in this category, for the most part, include those 
institutions of higher learning which have training institutes, pro
grams, or academies for various categories of juvenile justice agen
cies. Many specialize in programs exclusively for law enforcement, 
probation, or corrections, as examples. Further, it is not possible 
to determine the frame of reference utilized in completing the rank- ' 
order instrument. That is, we cannot be certain if the responses 
reflect actual needs assessments or if they reflect projected needs 
on the part of the institutional respondents. 

TABLE XIII 

RANK ORDER OF 10 MOST CRITICAL TRAINING NEEDS OF 
MISCELLANEOUS RESPONDENTS* 

TOPIC 

Decision-Making/Problem-Solving 
Interpersonal Relationships 
Supervisory Techniques 
coumunications 
Developing community Resources 
Case Management 
Budgeting 
Interviewing 
Legal Issues 
Training and Staff Development 

RANK ORDER 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
9 

* Because of the relatively small number of r.esponses from the remain-
ing categories ot juvenile justice-b~sed agencies an~ program7~ ~~se 
otherwise not included in the preded1ng tables were 1ncluded 1n th1S 
category. Respondents include those from vol~nteer organizat~o~s, . 
training consultants, community-based correct1onal programs, Ja1l 1n
spectors, and state human relations services agencies. 
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As can be seen fr~ reading the tables, incumbents in various cate-

gories of juvenile justice agencies 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 lend themselves to 

training programs, it may be assumed that many of these are handled by ex~ 

isting resources, particularly within the respective agencies. Process is-

sues, moreover, tend to require a certain level of expertise that many agen-

cies may not possess within their training resources. Consequently, as 

previously discussed, tllese issues may be 'earmarked as special needs in the 

hopes that they will be met by some outside funding source, such as OJJDP, 

LEAA, NIC, and other professional organizations which develop training pro-

grams for their constituencies. 

It is also interesting to note that many of the respondents indicated 

that training and staff development has a high priority for training. This, 

of course, would suggest that there indeed is a need for additional programs 

that are designed to enhance the capabilities of staff. It might also re-

flect the need for training of trainers programs so that staff development 

within respective agencies can be enhanced. 

Finally, it can be pointed out that almost all of the service-delivery 

agencies indicate that within the 10 most critical areas of training needs, 

dealing with violent youth has high priority. Law enforcement" court, pro-

bation/after-care, corrections, state planning agency, and university-based 

program respondents list this as a crucial area. There is no doubt that all 

of these agencies must dec,l with this type of youth and, for years, the 

management of this problem ~s been perplexing. Additionally, considerable 
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attention has been focused on this issue in recent months and there is even 

a national task force stUdying the problem and making recommendations on 

what steps should be taken for its control. Therefore, it is understandable 

why the topic is rated so highly as a training need. 

III.3.4 Conclusions 

Survey findings clearly reveal the dearth' of precise data and information 

about on-going training programs in the field of juvenile justice administra-

tion. This does not necessarily mean that little is occurring in this area 
, 
\ 
~:, 

of endeavor; rather, it &lggests that it is not possible to measure with 
! , 
~.: any degree of. accuracy 'what juvenile justice agencies are doing about on-
f' , 

going training programsi for staff either because the preponderance of them 

are informal and ad helc and/or due to the fact that little about them is in 

written form. 

The above would also account for the relatively low response rate to 

the request for information and data, particularly from those agencies and 

organizations which indeed sponsor few training activities. A significant 

number of responden'ts indicated that they do not engage in staff training 

and many reported staff development only for those dealing with adult clients. 

To compound the problem of precise measurement, many agencies and organiza-

tions reported that training programs are delivered to personnel who deal 

both with adult and juvenile clients, such as many police departments do. 

The majority of the training that was reported is of an in-service na-

ture and developed almost exclusively with internal resources. Most of 

this training appears to be required for job performance, even though only 

20 respondents indicated such training had been mandated by superordinates. 
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Many agencies indicate high levels of pre-service training, although the 

differentiation between pre- and in-service training events was not made 

clear in the materials submitted. This is particularly the case for po-

lice departments and institutional programs. 

Although the project was concerned about such areas as sponsorship, 

external funding, costs/fees, nature of instructors/faculty, and training 

evaluation, a significantly small percentage of the materials provided ad-' 

dressed such issues. The exception to the above is in the category of col-

leges and ~~iversities.· Those which responded generally indicated that if 

the programs were of a non-degree basis, external funding was more the 

rule than the exception and that there usually were sane fees for program 

attendance. 

Course materials, syllabi, and curricula submitted to the project re-

veal an entire spectrum of topics taught during training programs. These, 

of course, generally reflect the various needs, i~sues,and concerns of the 

respective disciplines, work settings, and particular types of employees. 

They tend to be content or subst~ntive in orientation, although many of the 

training programs reflect process or technique oriented courses. Law en-

forcement, for example, places heavy reliance on the need to train in arrest 

procedures, legal issues, and handling physical evidence; institutional pro-

.grams train in the areas of custody, security, and counseling techniques; 

an~ community-based correctional programs ate concerned with treatment stra

tegies, case management, interviewing," and intake procedures. 

As could have been expected, many of the training programs, especially 

at the in-service level, are geared to hierarchical categories. That is, 

management and supervisory techniques are taught to upper-level 
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personnel, while line staff receive training in areas reflecti'le of their 

daily tasks and responsibilities. Further, waile many programs, especially 

at the pre-service level of training, deal with activities, goals, objec

tives, and procedures utilized by other juvenile justice agencies in the 

canmuntiy, and even invite representatives of such agencies to address trai~-

ing groups, almost no agency routinely sponsors training programs of an in-

terdisciplinary nature. 

Materi'als obtained regarding in-house needs assessments corroborate 

much of the above findings, particularly in the area of topical concerns. 

That is, the training programs somehow or another appear to be reflective 

of incumbent co~cerns about daily activities and responsibilities. There

fore, line staff express high need for training in managing client interac-

tions and interventions; supervisors express needs in the area of managing 

subordinates; and top-level perso~~el express needs in the area of managing 

their agencies and organization~. A significant amount of the materials. 

submitted to the project related to needs assessments~ however, reflect 

growing concerns about process issues. That is, regardless of hierarchical 

positiofi, many jcvenile justice-tased personnel express needs for being 

trained in such areas as interpersonal relationships, problem solving/de-

cision;naking, communications, ·~d personnel appraisal, as examples. A con-

siderable number indicated that in-house expertise in such areas is general-

ly not available; thus the expression of need. 

Regardless of work setting and hierarchical position, many.of the 

respondents reported a need for training in dealing with violent youth. 
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Undoubtedly this has always been of concern to juvenile justice agencies 

and practitioners, but it may be receiving additional attention as a result 

of the increasing discussions about this subji?ct by the cu.rrent administra-

tion and the special task force on violence which has recently canpleted 

its deliberations. 

Respondents r~ely reported the existence of evaluations of training 

programs. In part, this is probably a reflection of the fact that few i! 

any are actually completed, even by in-house trainers. While there is some 

evidence of the completion of 'soft' evaluations (Did you like the train

ing program? Did you learn anything?), neither the literature nor the re~. 

spondent materials reflect routine evaluations based on empirical dat~ and 

scientific procedures. It may be that training units do not have· generally 

a plethora of researchers assigned to their programs and, therefore, em

pirically-based evaluations are dismissed as unfeasible. Nonethele~Js, the 

project is forced to surmise the quality of txaining extant as well as its 

. impact on p~~onnel and delivery systems to clients. 

In summary, a significant and almost inescapable conclusion about the 

nature and quality of juvenile justice training, ~~ a result of submitted 

data and information, is that agencies and organizations are indeed conduc-

ting a significant amount of training for staff, but most is probably of 

an informal, on-the-job, or ad hoc nature. While there appears to be more 

in-service training, many new employees do receive orientation training, 

but not uniformly so throughout the network of juvenile justice agencies. 

We also know that there is a significant expression of need in the area of 

process-tYI'~. training, although ~content area needs should not be minimized. 
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Evaluations of training programs are almost nonexistent; therefore, it is 

imPOSsible to assess the quality of traini~g that is developed. Interdisci-

plinary programs tend not to be scheduled anywhere in the country, but, un-

fortunately, there is no indication by respondents ~hat there is either a 

need or desire for such training. 

One conclusion that can be reached as a result of analysis of data and 

findings is juvenile justice agencies and organizations continue to express 

a commitment to staff training and development in order to improve the 

effectiveness and quality of staff and agency operations. H9wever, dimin

ished resources preclude expansion of programs at the present time. Agencies 

appear to be concerned primarily with survival, which, obviously reflects 

attention to short-range needs and goals. Improved performance, however 

desirable, seems to be a long-range desire and one which is not necessarily. 

being addressed through increased training activities, notwithstanding the 

obvious contribution of such or the expressed needs of staff • 
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rl.RECOMMENDATIONS. 

IV.l Recommendations 

The results of this study indicate that while interest in and commit-

ment to quality delivery systems of services to juveniles are indeed high, 

the resources available to various components of the network of services, 

particularly in the area of training, remain relatively scarce. If busi-

ness and indu,s;try attempted to develop their products with the same degree 

of staff development as that found in juvenile justice administration in the 

United States, their productivity would be ~everely limi~ed. 

This is not to suggest that agencies and organizations which deal 

with juveniles are either unconcerned or incompetent. It is an indication 

that diminished resources in terms of personpower and budgets have had a 

significantly drastic impact on the development and delive~ of training 

prog%'ams. Moreover, as the National Institut,e of Justice and the Office 

of Juvenil~ Justice and ~elinquency Prevention have reduced their subsidies 

of agency and organization-~Sed training programs, the various state and 

local jurisdictions have not been able to pic~ up the slack in funding such 

events. Moreover, it generally has been axiomatic that a'S ~:::.\;il.l"'::t·ces dimin-

ish, the first programs to be curtailed in government. agencies are tilose 

concerned with planning, research, and training. 

The above is understandable, however lamentable the situation may be. 

Agencies such as p~obation, after-care, institutions, law enfor~ement, and ", 
\0 

prosecution, are mandated to provide direct services to clients and communi-

ties. From a case perspective, there are specified programs that must occur. 

Thus, resources must be devoted to such endeavors first and foremost. As 

caseloa~ds increase, the pressure is on top-level executives to recruit 
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additional personnel. However interested such persons may be in upgrading 

staff, most view as their primary responsibility the actual hiring of persons 

~ dOl a is born· short-run gains. in order to meet caseload demands. TllUS, a ~ emm • 

of increased staff versus long-range problems of enhancing their productivity. 

Training of staff, however noble its outcome, ;:t:e-pds t~ ~ive way to the:.-em

ployment of staff, ~ immediate need and one reflective of agency survival. 

In view of the above, it becomes imperative that the National Insti-

tute of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (NIJJDP) remain involved 

and committed to the upgrading of service delivery systems within the net-

work of juvenile justice services and programs. This means, then, that it 

'must continue to address issues concerned with services, "including that of 

training and staff development. It means also that NIJJDP should continue 

o 0 to the many state and local jurisdictions providing leadership and d~rect~on 

This ;s particularly appropriate since NIJJDP, through any means available. • 

the sole federal agency concerned with all aspects of juvenile justice ad-

" 4n the un;que post;on of assisting state and local juris-ministration, ~s • • • 

dictions in systematizing their services, providing coordinating efforts, 

and ensuring the availability of programs to clients and communities. 

As such, NIJJDP as a monitor of the total spectrum of services and pro

grams, can assis~ jurisdictions in, developing training programs and stand

~si " can-enhance the development of needed community resources; can work 

f 0 to' can provide the needed impetus on improving the structure 0 organ~za ~ons; 

d and develop new knowledge; can involve for long-range planning; can pro uce 

constituent ,groups into developing a true system of juvenile justice; can 

f 0 and organizations; can assist in help to improve the management 0 serv~ces 

o d can develop evaluation strategies achieving stated goals and object~ves; an 
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for programs, personnel, and training events. 

Unless various constituent groups volunt~rily work on such systematizing 

and coordinating efforts at both the national and l.;)cal levels -- which does 

not appear to be forthcoming, it appears reasonable to expect the federal 

government to provide such services. The justification for the federal 

role in this endeavor can be stated simply: juvenile justice administra-

tion can ill-afford waste, duplication, conflicting goals and objectives, 

and mediocre services to clients and communitie~. NIJJDP, therefore, can 

fill a signizicant void by providing both the leadership and resources nec-

essary to upgrade and maintain quality services in the field of juvenile 

justice administration. 

2. As the state-of-the-art indicates and survey responses substantiate, 

there is a grossly inadequate amount of training extant in the United States 

today concerned with all aspects of juvenile justice services and adminis-

tration. Many agencies do indeed sponsor in-house programs, but these im-

pact a relatively small amount of personnel employed in the field. Addi-. 

tionally, the study reveals that various categories of personnel receive 

less training than others. A particular case in point is the police. While 

probation, after-care, and some institutional personnel at least receive 

some intensive orientation training, most police receive little or none in 

areas concerned with juvenile justice. Police do receive some training at 

the recruit level, but those assigned specifically to youth aid work, for 

the most part, engage in their work without substantial in-service train-

ing. Those not specifically assigned, the bulk of all on patrol, receive 

almost no in-service·training in this area. 

Therefore, an important recommendation is that NIJJDP recognize various 
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categories of juvenile justice personnel as most in need of training and, 

consequently, treat them as having the highest priority for training. Ob

viously, this would include law enforcement personnel, followed by those 

engaged in privately funded services, followed by prosecution and defense 

counsel, institution-based personnel, community-based se~ices, after-care, 

and probation. 

3. As a corollary to the above, it is recommended that NIJJDP also treat 

as high priority for training those programs which are of an interdisciplin

ary nature. That is, while many topics may be relatively unique to a par

ticular work setting, there are many subjects which are abpve a special dis

cipline and can be treated by qualified trainers for participants working 

anywhere in the network of services. Principles of management, supervision, 

program and personnel evaluatio~, communications, interpersonal relation

ships, problem-solving, decision-making, counseling, and interviewing tech-

bl 1 At the local l evel, utilization of niques serve as reaona e examp es. 

existing communtiy resources and inter-agency relationships serve as addi

tional examples. Such efforts not only would help in increasing under

standing amonq various constituencies of respective problems, goals, prac-

·tices, and procedures, it would also assist in the systematization and coor

dination efforts needed so badly if juvenile justice administration is to 

rise above its parochialism and become ~ore system and goal-oriented and 

thereby become more effective and productive. 

~ Survey results preclude a final determination of the importance of de

veloping pre-service over in-service training, or vice versa. For some 

groups, such as institutional personnel, more in-service training unques-

tionably is needed. The same holds true for probation, after-care, prosecution 
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and defense. counsel: there. appears. to be more in~service training than pre-

service activity at the local level. From an overall pe~spective, it appears 

to be incumbent upon NIJJDP to treat both kinds of training with equal pri-

ority and to enc.:~urage or otherwise facilitate the development of both. It 

is recamnended, t:herefore, that NIJJDP sponsor programs of both kinds, but 

distinguishing by category of discipline emphasizing, at least at the agency 

level, that kind of training which the personnel seem to need the most. 

This would also hold true in the area of interdisciplinary training, for all 

• categories could benefit from sitting in the same classroom either a.t th~ . 

pre- or in-service levels of training. 

5. As the needs assessment reveals, most of the agency respondents, re-

gardless of setting or hierarchical position within an agency, indica~e that 

the highest priority for training is in the area that loosely can be described 

as "process" issues. That is, most suggest that they could benefit from 

training in such areas as communications, interpersonal relationships, de-

cision-making/problem-solving, interviewing techniques, counseling, pro-

cesses of management and supervision, and personnel appraisal systems. 

This is not to suggest that they are unconcerned with substantive or 

content areas, but, as the study reveals, many of these respondents report 

that in-house, in-service training programs attend to such topics. The 

conclusion which can be reached is that in-house specialists possess the 

required knowledge to train personnel in substantive areas associated with 

the work setting, but need considerably more expertise from outside sources 

if these process issues are to be addressed. 

Therafore, it is recommended that NIJJDP treat as highest priority the 

development of process-type training topics'and programs and encourage 
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agencies reflective of the various disciplines, as well as national/regional 

organizations'wi~~ constituent memberships, to develop training programs of 

this nature. While content-type programs should not be minimized or disre-

garded, they should receive a lower priority in terms of commitment and/or 

utilization of resources. 

6. To encourage the development of pre- and in-service training programs, 

particularly in the area of process issues, and especially at the interdis-

ciplinary level of training, NIJJDP should develop a list of resources avail

a~le to juvenile justice agencies and organizations. This list s'hould in-

clude organizations and agencies which have particular experiences in the 

development of training programs, have substantive knowledge about juvenile 

justice administration and its various tasks and responsibilities, and 

persons (trainers) who can assist agencies and organizations in the develop-

ment and implementation of training programs. Aaditionally, NIJJDP should 

encourage juvenile justice agencies to establish contact with the National 

Criminal Justice Reference Service (NCJRS) to help in the identification of 

training materials. Additionally, the newly 'established National Correc-

tions Academy of the National Institute of Corrections, in Boulder, Colorado, 

can be of assistance to correctional agencies in identifying training mate-

rials. Similarly, the National Council on Crime and Delinquency, American 

Correctional Association, International Association of Chiefs of Police, 

National College of District Attorneys, ,the National Association of Volun-

teers in criminal Jus'tice, and the National Council of Juvenile and Family 

Court Judges can be useful to agencies planning training programs. Where 

technical assistance programs exist, NIJJDP should encourage local agencies 

to utilize them in the development of staff training • 
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7. ~ the needs assessment findings indicate, one of the areas a major-

ity of respondents suggested to be of crucial importance for training is 

that of dealing with violent youth. This finding comes on the heels of 

the reports of the national task force on violence as well as the special 

empha$is placed recently on this topic by the United States Attorney Gen-

eral. Consequently, it is recommended that NIJJDP continue in its emphasis 

on this topic. expand its role in assistinq, agencies in dealing with var-

ious aspects of the problem. continue funding special projects to better 

und~rstand and control the problem, which it has bee~ doing. and treat as 

a high prio~ity the development of special pre- and in-service training 

programs for various constituent groups as well as those of an interdisci

plinary nature. 

This a~sistance should take the form of development of training modules 

which address all aspects of dealing with the violent offender at the juven

ile level and the facilitation of actual training events at nati.onal and 

local levels through planning and implementation subsidies. 

~ Although interest in the development of programs for ju~eniles at the 

local level remains an obvious priority for the juvenile justice community, 

study findings suggest that it is imperative that local resources be mar

shaled more systematically than ever before. This may require agencies and 

organizations improving their strategies for communicating with local offi

cials, including improved ways of presenting needs, priorities, and budgets. 

It may also be important to provide assistance to local groups to increase 

their own commitment to systematizing existing resources toward the attain-

ment of consensually agreed-upon goals and objectives. Consequentl~ 'it is 
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recommended that NIJJDP develop strategies for assisting local agencies and 

o~ganizations in marshaling these crucial resources and in providing mater-

ials that such groups mcy need to better communicate with their own local 

officials. If indicated., brochures, information packages, and resource 

packets can be developed in'a generic fashion which can be adapted by local 

groups for practical use within their respective jurisdictions. Further, 

NIJJDP sh~uld consider the development of special workshops, conferences, 

and/or training programs which will enhance the utilization of these mater-

ials by loc~l agencies and/or officials. 

~ In relationship to the above recommendation, NIJJDP should develop 

materials and information packages that ~ll help state and local.agencies 

and organizations better understand the value and significance of training 

programs for staff. Through enhanced commitment to training and staff 

development, long-range goals of more effective and ef:ficien,~';. services 

and programs can be accomplished. Wi thout substantial training, both a

gencies and personnel are more lL~ely to stagnate and clients and ~ommuni-

~es more likely to receive mediocre services, at best. This means that 

NIJJDP should encourage organization and management development programs; 

p~ovide a conduit for the sharing of information and knowledge that accrue 

from research and progr~mmatic efforts; point out exemplary programs in 

juvenile justice administration; and develop materials that will illustrate 

how training units can be structured to deliver optimal programs for staff. 

Sample budgets, resource needs, training module dev.elopment, needs assess-

ments, and training evaluation strategies can be addressed in these packages 

and, where indicated, special training programs for agency and training mana-
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gers can be developed to ensure implementation. Some of these materials, 

of course, couid be used by agency executives in dealing with funding agencies 

ar.d agents at the state and local levels of government. 

10. Although suggested in recommendation #6, NIJJDP should treat as a high 

priority 'not only the identification of existing trainers, who can be utiliz-

ed by state and local agencies, but the development of training of trainers 

projects. Casual observation and field visits reveal that a problematic 

area for many agencies is the unavailability of skilled trainers on an in-

house basis. This means that if an agency truly wants to deliver meaning~ 

ful training to its staff, either at the pre- or in-service levels, many 

cannot mount such events because of the lack of experienced planners and 

instructors. Therefore, such agencies must either cancel such programs or 

spend considerable monies to hire outside trainers. While there is consid-

erable reason to utilize outsiders on occasion, especially where specific 

expertise is needed, therIa is no reason why agencies should not have their 

own cadre of trainers for the preponderance of training events. 

Therefore, if NIJJDP helps to increase the numbers of skilled trainers, 

not only can more training be developed and implemented, and at reasonable 

costs, there is also the potential of inter-agency I~oansl of such person~ 

among communities and agencies. The training of trainers programs should 

focus on the entire spectrum ~f activities a trainer must address, includ-

ing needs assessments, planning, development of goals and objectives, sel-

ection of training materials, modul.e development, methods of training, and 

training evaluation, along with substantive knowledge for actual input 

sessions. Along with NIJJDP sponsorship, agencies should be made apprised 
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of the existence of '~aining of trainers projects sponsored by other fed

eral, regional, and local groups, including the NIC and Department of Labor,. 

as examples. 

Finally, with the development of significantly more trainers in juvenile 

justice, it would be possible to build a large network of training special

ists who not only could train staffs in their own and- other agencies, they 

would be able to share among themselves developments and materials associat-

ed with training. This would help to reduce waste and duplication of efforts. 

~ During the course of the project and especially as a result o~ site

visits, agency-based personnel indicated that staff would attend training 

functions sponsored by other agencies and organizations if they were aware 

of the existence of such events. While there is little money available for 

travel, per diem, and tuition expenses, some funds, they claim,. are avail~ 

able. Therefore, it is strongly recommended that NIJJDP develop a special 

calendar of training events which will identify such sponsored training 

programs appropriate for juvenile :justice personnel. This calendar would 

indicate the sponsorship of such events, their dates, location, nature of 

training, target audience, costs involved, and a contact person. 

The calendar would list those programs sponsored by national and region

al organizations, whether they be funded or subscription programs, and 

training events developed by agencies primarily for their own staffs. .With 

regard to the latter type, many agencies have indicated they would be will-

ing to allow non-agency personnel to attend these functions, provided seats 

exist. Therefore, if a law enforcement agency develops a program on legal 

issues, for example, there is every reason to believe that if seats are 

'1 

I 
I 

-105-

\ ,. ~~----~--==-------------------------

if 
~ .. 
~ '.' 

.:-.... . -... --.. .. ....... .. .. .~ - ~ ... ~. .. 

available, neighboring law enforcement departments would be willing to send 

some of their personnel to attend. Such an ende~vor would undoubtedly 

serve many personnel in the field, while helping to avoid waste. and dupli

cation of training efforts. 

The calendar could be mailed to agency executives as well as training 

directors. It could be published as often as six times a year and could 

also include additional items of interest to the juvenile justice community. 

Of course, until such time as NIJJDP develops an evaluation strategy for 

as~essing a program's worth, the curriculum, course content, and instructors, 

it would be important to qualify the announcement of programs. That is, 

the. calendar would have a disclaimer that NIJJDP, by publishing a listing 

of training activi~ies, is neither endorsing nor encouraging attendance. 

Instead, the calendar would serve merely as an information-giving device 

that is sorely needed i~ ehe field at the present time. utilizing the 

mailing list developed through this project and expanding it as may be ap

propriate, NIJJDP would also be enc~uraging the development of a network, 

communications, and coordination of t~aining activities among and between 

agencies in the field. NIJJDP would thereby serve as a catalyst in the pro

motion of much-needed training for various categories of personnel without 

having to subsidize directly such training efforts. 

~ Based upon the results of the materials submitted by respondents and 

the communications received from various sources, there is reason to believe 

that there is a reasonable amount of training activity on-going among the 

various categories of juvenile justice agencies in the united States. How

ever, much of ;:;.t, unfortunately, is of an informal and ad hoc basis that 

-106-



goes unreported and/or unpublished. Documenting what is actually occurring 

is a difficult task but one, nonetheless, which should be attempted on a 

regular basis. Therefore, it is recommended that NIJJDP conduct a biennial 

survey among juvenile justice agencies on the nature, extent, and kinds of 

training programs being developed of an on-going nature. Additionally, 

key organizations and groups which sponsor such activities should be includ-

ed in this census. A publl.·sh ddt . . , e up- a e on tral.nl.ng, then, could be present-

ed to the juvenile justice community every other year. This would help 

agencies and organizations keep abreast of developments, especially the 

topics be~ng covered, which should reflect the results of agency-based needs 

assessments. 

~ . Depending upon NIJJDP's involvement in the development of training pro

grams, it should also consider conducting a biennial needs assessment of 

juvenile justice personnel by category of service. This would not only 

assist in developing training priorities, it would also assist in the identi

fication of those needs which have programmatic implications. If a need 

exists for finding ways to deal with the violent offender, for example, it 

is obvious that concerns about institutional and law enforcement management 

of this problem are also being expressed. The needs assessment would also 

tend to reveal where certain kinds of materials need to be developed, such 

as in the above-cited example. 

14. Since NCJRS constitutes the primary resource in the united States for 

information about published materials in criminal justice, NIJJDP should 

negotiate with that resource to increase its coverage of information re

lated to juvenile justice administration, including all aspects of services 
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and programs. Additionally, NCJRS should be encouraged to expand its 

section on training. While it probably would not be appropriate for NCJRS 

, to specialize only on juvenile justice training, any material on training 

even of a generic nature would undoubtedly be helpful to juvenile justice 

training specialists. This, along with the proposed calendar, would help 

to provide interested personnel with considerably more information than 

they receive at the present time. 

~ OVer the years, many public, local agencies and organizations have 

maintained contacts with the private sector. This has been especl.ally true 

in terms of recruiting jobs for offenders and obtaining volunteer services 

and material gifts. Based on this history of successful relationships, it 

is recommended that NIJJDP develop packaged materials that will assist these 

agencies in dealing with the private sector, especially in the area of 

training. It is well known that most corporations and large businesses, 

such as IBM, General Motors, Proctor and Gamble, and United States Steel, 

have sophisticated training programs for their employees. This is es

pecially true in the area of management and supervisory development. This, 

then, remains a ,relatively untapped reservoir of knowledge, experience, 

and skills which many government agencies have not utilized. Additionally, 

'these large organizations have cadres of trainers with first-rate planning 

and implementation skills. 

If local agencies were assisted in communicating with this group of 

specialists within the private sector, not only could they learn a great 

deal about training, the potential remains for receiving voluntary assist

ance in the development of agency-based training. Further, it is even 
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conceivable that same of these corporations would either provide actual 

training for agency-based personnel and/or invite selectec1 personnel to 

~ttend their own programs. Since so much training is generic in nature 

and not necessarily unique to a particular work setting, the tapping of 

such outside resources not only could enhance delivery systems of services 

and improv'e the skills of selected workers, it could also increase communica

tions between the public and private sectors. 

16. Althotlgh the National Institute of Corrections (NIC) almost exclusive-

ly has been. concerned with adult corrections, with the reduced level of 

effort by NIJJDP in the area of training due to diminished resources, it 

is recommended that NIJJDP continue its dialogue with NIC to expand services 

to include more juvenile justice related materials in its programs. Par

ticularly, NIC should be asked to consider the inclusion of juvenile justice 

personnel in training programs sponsored by the National Corrections Acade

my, by its own staff or through grantees. While this might not mean the 

development of programs exclusively for juvenile justice personnel, it does 
i 

mean the opening of seats for persons in such agencies more so than has 

been done in the past. The same could hold true for any other federally 

sponsored series of training programs where juvenile justice personnel gen

erally could be admitted without disrupting the nature of the training event. 

11. NIJJDP has already expressed considerable interest in the development 

of a Resource Center co~cerned 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 

without delay. The Resource Center shoul~be concerned with the develop-
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ment and accretion of knowledge about juvenile justice trainingJ the identi-

fication of training resources, including organl.'zatl.'ons, ' agencl.es, and per-

sons; the subsidization of training events and programs; the subsidization 

of persons to attend training events; the networking of training special

ists; the packaging of materials for use by juvenile justice agencies of 

materials for other government agencies (funding sources) and the private 

sector; and for providing liaison relationships with other federal agen

cies and national organizations which develop and produce training programs. 

Based upon the results of future needs assessments and training states

of-the-art, NIJJDP should arrange for the development of special training 

programs and cur~icular materials that will fill declared gaps. Through 

sponsored training of trainers programs, the Resource Center can expand the 

c~~re of in-house trainers, make additional personnel available for local 

training events, and otherwise enhance the networking of training special

ists throughout the country. 

The publication o~ the proposed calendar could be a special activity of 

~~e Resource Center and it could serve as a most appropriate conduit for 

the sharing of information about scheduled training activities. Through the 

calendar, NIJJDP would be able to fulfill the important mission of encourag

ing t.raining for juvenile justice persor~el without necessarily having to 

subsidize such events. Of course, those training programs which are spon

sored by NIJJDP would receive the most~rominent attention in the calendar, 

for they would be official and endorsed programs. 

The Resource Center should treat as high priority, however, the subsi

dization of individual juvenile justice persons to attend scheduled train-
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ing programs, workshops, and special seminars appropriate to the field. 

Through the process of identification of events and their sponsorship, and 

upon application for subsidized assistance, the Resource Center can facili-

tate the attendance at such programs by persons in greatest need. 

As prior recommendations have indicated, the Resource Center should be 

concerned with both pre- and in-service training for all categories of 

juvenile justice personnel, regardless of hierarchical rank; primarily with 

process types of training; give highest priority to programs which are inter-

disciplinary in nature;~ provide assistance to those categories of per-

sonnel who appear to have received the least amount of training in past 

years, namely law enforcement, volunteers, prosecution, defense counsel, 

institutional, and community-based programs, in that orc~r. Judges, proba-

tion, and after-care appear to have sponsored the most in-serv,ice training; 

therefore, they should receive lower priorities for assistance. 

It should be the respoD,sibili ty of the Resource Center to develop needs 

assessments and states-of-tile-art strategies and to manage their completion. 

As previously described, the findings that will accrue from such studies 

can be utilized in reformulating priorities and policies about NIJJDP spon-

sored training activities. These studies, which will tap the knowledge 

and activities of various categories of agency services, will also help to 

determine the levels and kindG of activities of the various professional 

membership and organizational groups that sponsor training programs for 

their respective constituencies. 

Depending upon the level of activity of the Resource Center and its ac-

complishments in the area of pragmatic concerns about training, it is rec-
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ommended that, in the future, it address itself to standard setting of 

training curricula as well as accreditation of trainers. Through these 

processes, not only can these programs but the deliverers of programs can 

be given appropriate status in the juvenile justice community. Just as 

POST organizations engage in such accreditation activities, so can NIJJDP 

similarly set forth standards for training in juvenile justice administra-

tion. 

Since the Resource Center primarily will b~ concerned with the develop-

ment and enhancemen~ of the state-of-the-art in juvenile training, it is 

also recommended that a nation-wide conference on this subject be scheduled 

at least biennially. This would give NIJJDP an opportunity to disseminate 

the findings of its various studies, including the needs assessment, to key 

officials in juvenile justice administration, and '~o enhance commitment to 

on-going training and staff development. This could also serve as v.ehicles 

to translate the findings into the most appropriate training activities 

as well as sharing projected NIJJDP policies and procedures concerned 

with training activities. By developing such a significant role in im-

~vingjuvenile justice administration, NIJJDP can playa leadership role 

that is so desparately needed in this field within criminal justice admin-

istration. 

Representatives of the public and private sectors, key government of-

ficials, leading academics, federal officials, and representatives of ap-

propriate professional membership groups should be invited to attend this 

conference. With an appropriate agenda and proper facilitation, it is 

possible for this conference to be a working session of leaders in the 
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field which will have as a primary outcome the development of a clear set 

of goals, objectives, and, priorities that can be utilized by NIJJDP in 

constructing its programmatic efforts in the area of training. The con-

ference could also serve as a springboard for new ideas and additional 

concerns which impact delivery systems of services. It could also help 

to facilitate the "networking" that has been described previously. 

Through its provision of leadership, the Resource Center of NIJJDP 

can significantly impact juvenile jusltice administration, enhance the 

quality of services and programs, atld upgrade the skills of juvenile 

justice personnel, both in the public as well as private sectors of 

services. It can accumulate the knowledge needed for, commitment to, and 

resources required to develop, mount, and evaluate the much-needed train-

ing programs for all levels and categories within the field of juvenile 

justice,administration. 

IV.2 On-Going Assessments 

As the foregoing clearly indicates, there is a significant future role 

for the National Institute of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 

in the area of training and staff development for all levels of personnel. 

While it has been strongly recommended that NIJJDP devote some of its re-

sources to the subsidization of actual programs as well as the attendance 

at training events by juvenile justice personnel, such subsidies can occur 

only if appropriate resources are available to the agency. 

That NIJJDP should provide leadership to the field is unquestionable. 

Therefore, whatever it can do to provide the resources needed to design, 

implement, and evaluate training efforts can only enhance the field at 
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the present time, especially since it is quite evident that local agencies 

and organizations are unable to increase substantially their own efforts, 

particularly in view of present budget crunches. This means, then, that 

the least NIJJDP can do for the field is accumulate knowledge, data, 

materials, and information about on-going training programs and thereby 

mairi~ain a state-of-the-art about juvenile justice training in the United 

States. 

To do this, NIJJDP will have to continue the on-going assessment ef-

fort about training activities sponsored by local agencies, national/region-

al organizations, and federal agencies and programs.. The effort will be 

time-consuming, but one which can be easily managed. Essentially, it will 

require routine communications with sponsoring agencies and organizations 

'in order to obtain appropriate data and information about on-g~ing and 

projected training programs. It will require the utilization of specific 

forms, the development of relevant mailing lists, and the storage of 

materials for easy retrieval. 

Essentially, a basic mailing list has al~eady been developed through 

the current project. Agencies and organizations have been listed accord-

ing ,to eight essential categories of services. Those which have indicat-

ed sponsor.ship of on-going traini.ng have been identified. Additionally, 

the kinds of programs offered have been stipulated and such materials . 

have been filed on a manually retrievable basis. These materials, along 

with the mailing lists, are in a form which can be submitted at any time 

to the Resource Center. 

Additional work, however, will be needed to continue the identification 
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process. Lists of agencies and programs undoubtedly become obsolete quick-

ly and new training programs can be developed at any time. Further, those 

agencies and organizations which have indicated that they indeed sponsor 

such programs have not necessarily provided sufficient details about their 

nature, scope, and/or target audiences. Therefore, an on-going assessment 

will have to refine and expand the mailing lists and obtain additional in-

formation about on-going and projected training events, along with host 

agency/organization sponsorship. 

Both the mailing list and agency-based training materials should be 

computerized once ~~s on-going assessment effort is initiated. This would 

facilitate continuing communications with agencies and organizations as 

well as enable the retrieval of seiected pieces of information. With re-

gard to the latter, not only would the Resource Cente~ be able to summar-

ize the state-of-the-art of juve~ile justice training at any time, it 

would also be able to provide information about specific training events 

to anyone making such a request. Further, if a calendar is developed to 

inform the juvenile justice camnunity.about planned training programs, 

computerization of data and information will facilitate its publication. 

Finally, with easy access to data and information about on-going, 

sponsored training events, as well as results of any needs assessments 

completed by host agencies and organizations, the Resource Center would 

be in a strategic position to advise the NIJJDP of current concerns, prac-

tices, and needs in the field so that new priorities for training (topics 

and target audiences) could be developed and public policies about train-

ing considered at whatever times such consideration and developments are 
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needed and/or required. Special reports can be prepared for internal as 

well as· external use and, ultima.tely, will be of critical importance to 

the juvenile justice community in the united States. 

A set of forms has been developed for potential use by the Resource 

Center and are submitted at this time for planning consideration. Al

though no code book has been developed, all of these forms have been de

signed with data processing requirements in mind. These forms essentially 

are concerned with on-going assessment efforts and particularly in the 

areas of data/information collection and retrieval. 

Proposed Form A (Identification of Sponso~ed Training) deals with min

imal information needs and is designed primarily to determine whether or 

not a host agency or organization actually engages in any kind of formal

ized training activity. It merely solicits information about the agency/ 

organization, nature of program, target audience, type of training (pre

or in-service), ~ocation of tr~ining, and projected dates/times for the 

events. Obviously, those who' respond positively will be added to the 

basic mailing list. 

Proposed Form B (Data Sheet on 'Training Events) serves as a follow-up 

form for use by the Resource Center and is needed to obtain more details 

d led tr . . nt A' s such, it solicits information a-about ~ sche u al.nl.ng eve • 

bout the planned event, sponsorship, duration, faculty, curriculum, target 

audience, costs/fees, evaluation strategy, and the availability of seats 

for non-agency personnel. This form is to be used for agency-based as 

well as subscription training events. 

Proposed Form C (storage Data Sheet) serves merely as a tool to store 
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in summarized form. The data that will be entered on this form will con~ 

from information provided on Proposed Forms A ana B. Essentially, this 

form will facilitate manual retrieval of data and information. 

Proposed Form D (Participant Application for Subsidy) is not really 

part of the p.rojectedon-going assessment procedure, but is included at 

this time in the event NIJJDP initiates a program to subsidize the atten-

dance by individuals at specified training events. Essentially, it pro-

vides the means by which an applicant can indicate wh~t event·he or she 

wishes to attend, the reason, proposed budgetary needs, and an endorsement 

of the application by an administrative supervisor in the agency. 

Proposed Form E (Participant Evaluation of Training) again is not part 

of the on-going assessment effort, but will serve as a follow-up by the 

sUbsidized participant that details an evaluation of the attended train-

ing event. It wi.1l serve as an important set of data and information a-

bout the training session so that NIJJDP can determine the appropriateness 

of subsidizing other individuals to attend a similar program and/or any 

others sponsored by the same agency or organization. 
\ 

It should be pointed out that it will be important for the projected 

Resource Center to identify host agencies and organizations which sponsor 

on-going' training, as well as to determine approximate dates when training 

plans are completed. As a consequence, a "tickler fi1e" will have to be 

established so that Resource Center staff can communicate with these groups 

at appropriate times. It is not uncommon for some agencies and organiza-

tions to develop a six-months or annual basic plan of projected training 
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events. Because many such groups have different planning or fiscal years, 

it is imperative that such dates be determined and contacts made appropriate-

1y and thereafter. If a program plan is not established until July 1st, 

for example, it would be inappropriate to communicate with the group in 

April or May. Proposed Form A, incidentally, inquires about the existence 

of such established dates. 

It is probably true that once the Resource Center is established it 

will be necessary to revise and/or develop additional forms. At the present 

time, however, it is belieVed that the vario~s proposed forms are suffi

cient not only to carry out the on-going asses~ment effort v but to facili

tate the linkage between training events and potential outside participa

tion, including subsidization, should that occur in the near future. 

As recommended, NIJJDP is being urged to continue this assessment ef-

fort so that ~e juvenile justice community can benefit from the multitude 

of resources scattered throughout the country. No other organization or 

agency, at the federal, state, or local level, is in a better position to 

provide this service at the present time. No other group already possesses 

the background of information, basic resources, and commitment to the field 

as does NIJJDP. 

NIJJDP is currently in a very strategic position to continue in its 

efforts to assist the juvenile justice community. With increased services, 

particularly through a Resource Center, this federal agency can provide a 

level of assistance to the practice community that it so desparate1y needs 

now and is likely to need in the forseeable future. 
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IV.3 PR)POSED FORMS 

FOBM A 

IDENTIFICATION OF SPONSORED TRAINING 

) 

) 

L 

J 
! 

J 
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• ____ ~_ ......... _ __'* ..... ___ .. _·_~.4 ...... __ ., ... :_' __ .... .~_ ........ ". ..; .... _. ·,4 ••. .:.: ........ 

FORM A 

IDENTIFICATION OF SEONSORED TRAINING 

AGENCY NAME, ___________________________________ ID# __________________________ __ 

AGENCY ADDRESS ____________________________________________________________ __ 

TELEPHONE ______________________ _ 

TYPE OF AGENCY (e.g., police, probation, after-cal:e, prosecutions, etc.) 

AGENCY SPONSORSHIP ____ ~PUBLIC ___ ...;;PRIVATE 

___ ~FEDERAL NATIONAL ---- REGIONAL ----- LOCAL ----COUNTY -----STATE ----
DO YOU ROUTINELY SPONSOR TRAINING PROGRAMS? ___ ~YES ___ ~NO 

IF YES, ARE THEY PRE-SERVICE ___ ~BOTH? IN-SERVICE ---

••• '. .- _. [~';J 

... 1 

I 
i , 

I , 
I 
I 
t 

IF YES, PLEASE INDICATE TARGET AUDIENCES (e. 9 ., line staff, supervisors, management) 

DO YOU HAVE A TRAINING tJNIT/DIVISION? YES --- NO ----
IF YES, PLEASE INDICATE UNIT'S NAME, PERSON IN CHARGE AND TITLE, AND ADDRESS AND 
TELEPHONE FOR CONTACT 

IF 'YOU SPqNSOR TRAINING l?ROGRAMS, AT WHAT PHYSICAL SITE DO THEY OCCUR? 

IF YOU SPONSOR TRAINING, APPROXIMATELY AT WHAT DATE(S) DO YOU SET YOUR BASIC 
PROGRAM AND FOR WHAT PERl:OD (S) OF TIME? 

IF YOU CURRENTLY HAVE A 1?lIDJECT;e:D SCHEDULE OF TRAINING EVENTS, WOULD YOU PLEASE 
ATTACH A COpy TO THIS FO~.~. COpy ATTACHED NO COPY ATTACHED 

IF YOU SPONSOR TRAINING P:t:tOGRAMS, WOULD IT BE POSSIBLE FOR NON-AGENCY AFFILIATED 
PERSO~~ TO ~rTEND SUCH :~ROGRAMS? YES NO 

IF YES, WOULD THERE BE A :~EE/TUITION? YES ---- NO ----

'11 
1 
~ 
.ii. 

:~ 
!~ 
.;; 

::~ 
" " :! 
.<~ 

~~ 
.,," 

~ ~' 

' .. 
i" 

" 
FORM B 

~: 

~.; DATA SHEET ON TRAINING EVENTS 

'~ 

r 
j1, 

" ~ 
~'. 

l 
{:' 

it 

I 
~ r; 
,~. 
1I. 
l~ 

~ 
it." 
j:.' 

J 
j' 
I' 
I 

\' 
~ 
J 

f 
~ 

I . "\' 

t 
.. 

i 
" 

) 

" 
I 
I , 
i 

(. -122-
'J 

______ __ ~. _____ ~ .. __ • ____ ~_J_~ ___ _ 



c 

·' __ ._ ........... ~ . . ... ___ .; "- ......... ___ '. _. ,.; _7~._ .... *.. .. . ............ _ .. ...1. ......... _ ~.~'; ." ... ...;~ __ .. ... 

FORM B 

DATA SHEET ON TRAINING EVENTS 

AGENCY N~~ ____________________________________ ~ID# ________________________ __ 

AGENCY ADDRESS/TELEPHONE __________________________________________________ _ 

-------------------------------------------(~--------------------
TITLE OF TRAINING EVENT~/ ________________________________________________ __ 

TARGET AUDIENCE __________________________________________________________ _ 

SPONSORSHIP ________________________________________________________________ _ 

DATE(S)/LOCATION OF TRAINING EVENT ________________________________________ ___ 

FACULTY/INSTRUCTORS _______________________________ , _______________________ __ 

PLEASE PROVIDE A BRIEF SUMMARY OF THE TRAINING EVENT (goals, objectives, expected 
outcomes, basic curriculum, training materials, etc.) (Please attach a syllubus) 

WOULD YOU ALLOW A NON-STAFF PERSON FROM ANOTHER AGENCY TO A'l'1'END THIS PROGRAM? 
____ YES NO 

IF YES, WILL THERE BE ANY FEES/TUITION OR OTHER COSTS FOR PARTICIPATION? 
__ YES NO ESTIMATED COSTS $ ______________________ _ 

WILL THERE BE ANY KINO OF EVALUATION OF THIS TRAINING EVENT? ____ YES ____ NO 

IF YES, PLEASE INDIc..l\TE THE NATURE OF THE EVALUATION (Please attach' evaluation 
instruments, if available) COpy A'l'1'ACHED NO COPY ATTACHED 

) PLEASE PROVIDE ANY ADDITIOtlAL INFORMATION ABOUT THE TRAINING EVENT NOT Gl:HERWISE 
COVERED BY THE QUESTIONS ABOVE (e.g_, residential/non-residential program, GXternal 
source of support, accreditation of program, academic credit available, etc. If 
such materials are available, please attach them to this for.m~ 

, 
Completed By: Date: 

f 
" 

If '. ... 
~ . 
~., . ' 

k, 

li 
'" l' 
f~" 

:1 
(;" 

r.: 
;! 

~, 
ii¥ I' 
:'1 
" t· 
:1: FORM C 
~ 

It 
ilL 
It 
~~ 

STORAGE DATA SHEET 

~' 

' .. ,; 
J »1 
~i.; 

f,: 
;! 

i ., 
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FORM C 

STORAGE DATA SHEET 

ID# ________________________________________ _ 
DATE ----------------------

AGENCY NAME/ADDRESS/TELEPHONE ____________________________________________ __ 

_______________________________________________ (---1 ________________ __ 

AGENCY CONTACT ____________________________________________________________ __ 

TYPE OF AGENCY __________________________________________________________ __ 

AGENCY SPONSORSHIP ______________________________________________________ ___ 

CONDUCTS TRAINING PROGRAMS _____ YES NO _____ PRE-SERVICE ___ IN-SERVIC;E 

TARGET AUDIENCE(S) _______________________________________________________ ___ 

j 

DATE (S) TRAINING PROGRAMS DEVELOPED ___________________________________ _ 

TRAINING MATERIALS IN FILE YES NO -----
EVALUATION IN FILE YES NO ---- ----
OUTSIDE PARTICIPANTS PERMITTED __ ...;YES __ .....;NO 

COMMENTS/NOTES __________________________________________________________ __ 

J 

P~~CED ON MAILING LIST YES NO DATE ---- ----- ----------.-------------------

1 •• _, :,_ •• , __ :--___ •• _....., ••• _". , 

," 

.•. 1 .. - ....... ". 

" 

t 
! ., 

',I 

I 
1 
f 

FORM D 

PARTICIPANT APPLICATION FOR SUBSIDY 

, 
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FORM 0 

PARTICIPANT APPLICATION FOR SUBSIDY 

NAME ID# 
------------------------------------------------~ ------------------

AGENCY/TITLE ______________________________________________________________ __ 

POSITION/DUTIES __________________________________________________________ _ 

AGENCY ADDRESS/TELEPHONE. _______________________________ ( ____ ) ______________ ___ 

PLEASE PROVIDE DETAIL5 ABOUT THE TRAINING EVENT, LOCATION, DATES, DURATION, AND 
BASIC COURSE CONTENT ____________________________________________________ ___ 

PLEASE INDICATE HOW ATTENDANCE AT THIS COURSE WILL BENEFIT YOU AND YOUR AGENCY 

PlEASE PROVIDE A DETAILED BUDGET OF ESTIMATED COSTS FOR ATTENDANCE AND HOW MUCH 
SUPPORT YOU.ARE REQUESTING (attach budget to this application) 

WILL YOU RECEIVE ANY ACADEMIC CREDIT, MEET ANY TRAINING MANDATE (hours), 'OR 
OTHERWISE SATISFY ANY AGENCY REQUIREMENTS BY A~NDING THIS PROGRAM? YES NO 

IF YES, PLEASE SPECIFY ______________ -----------------------------------------

WILL YOU BE ATTENDING THIS PROGRAM ON ___ ...;DUTY TIME ___ ...;PERSONAL TIME 

PLEASE ATTACH A LETTER OF ENDORSEMENT/AUTHORIZATION TO ATTEND THIS PROGRAM BY THE 
AGENCY HEAD/DIRECTORY 

SIGNATURE DATE 

Action Taken: __ ...;Approved ____ D.isapproved By: ____________ _ 

Amount of Subsidy $ ________________ _ 

Evaluation Form Submi·::ted __ Yes ____ ..;NO ~ ;1 

Date 
:' ,-,;' -:~.,': ."!,",~~,~ _':.:'!;;;' ;~'I;::; -:... ,;::;::::~--' ;.n.:.:::~:;::. ;;'~~~ .. t-~~~"' .. =",,,.,-. 0:0-0- " 

FORM E 

PARTICIPANT EVALUATION OF TRAINING 

. ) 
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0'0' .•.. _ .• _"'-_' __ '::.0 

FORM E 

PARTICIPANT EVALUATION OF TRAINING 

1. NAME, ____________________________________________ ID# __________ ~ ______ __ 

2. ADDRESS/TELEPHONE. __________________________________ ( ____ ) ____________ _ 

3. AGENCY AFFILIATION __________________________________________________ ___ 

4. ADiJRESS/TELEPHONE, _________ --------___________ ( ____ ) ___________ _ 

5. TITLE OF TRAINn-{G EVENT. ___________________________________ _ 

6. AGENCY SPONSORSHIP OF TRAINING EVE~'"T ___________________________ __ 

7. LOCATION OF TRAINING EVENT. _________________________________ _ 

8. DURATION OF. TRAINING EVENT AND DATES ATTENDED ____________________ _ 

9. PLEASE PROVIDE A BRIEF DISCRIPTION OF THE TYPE/NATURE OF THE TRAINING EVENT 

j 
10. PLEASE SPECIFY THE EXACT GOALS/OBJECTIVES OF THE TRAINING El7ENT ________ _ 

11. OVERA~, WOULD YOU RECG!MEND THAT OTHERS SHOULD ATTEND THIS PROGRAM? YES NO 

12. IF YES OR IF NO, PLEASE EXPLAIN WHY _________________________ _ 

~ 13. PLEASE SUBMIT COPIES OF ALL MATERIALS DISSEMINATED TO PARTICIPANTS AT THE PROGRAM 
MATERIALS ATTACHED MATERIALS NOT ATTACHED (If not at-t:ached, explain) --

14. PLEASE OBTAIN THE SIGNATURE OF A RESPONSIBLE REPRESENTATIVE OF THE TRAINING 
PROGRAM A~ESTING TO YOUR ACTUAL PARTICIPATION THROUGHOUT THE PROGRAM. 

SIGNATURE TITLE/POSITION DATE 

.. c 

} 

.OJ 

i 
,~) , 

, 

_00 _._ •. ~ 0 • 0 • : ........ _ ._ 

PARTICIPANT EVALUATION OF TRAINING -2-

15. IN YOUR OPINION I TO WHAT EXTENT WERE THE GOALS/OBJECTIVES OF THE TRAINING 
PROGRAM ACHIEVED? 

__COMPLETELY (100%) . ___ ...,..-ALMOST COMPLETELY(75%) , 
_--.;AIMOST NOT AT ALL'(25%) NOT AT ALL(O%) 

__ SOMEWHAT (50%) 

16. PLEASE EXPLAIN YOUR ANSWER IN NUMBER 15 

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

(Please circle the appropriate number) 

17. TO WHAT EXTENT DID THE PROGRAM MEET 
YOUR NEEDS/EXPECTATIONS? 

18. TO WHAT EXTENT WAS THE PROGRAM APPLICABLE 
TO YOUR AGENCY'S NEmJS~ 

19. TO WHAT EXTENT WERE THE FACULTY/INSTRUC
TORS APPRORPIATE AND QUALIFIED TO CONDUCT 
THIS TRAINING? 

20. WERE PARTICIPANT TRAINING NEEDS TAKEN INTO 
CONSIDERATION DURING THE PROGRAM? 

21. WERE PROJECTED OUTCOMESiGOALS/OBJECTIVES 
PRESENTED AT THE BEGINNING OF THE PROGRAM? 

22. WERE THE LEARNING OBJECTIVES CLEAR AND 
SUCCINCT? 

23. WEBE YOU GIVEN ANY OPPORTUNITY TO DEMON-
STRATE ACCOMPLISHMENT- OF GOALS/OBJECTIvES,? 

24. DID THE TRAINING PROVIDE AN OPPORTUNITY TO 
PRACTICE WHAT YOU WERE TAUGHT? 

25. WERE YOU KEPT INFORMED OF YOUR PROGRESS? 

26. DID THE PROGRAM FLOW AS EXPEcTED? 

27. DID YOU RECEIVE ANY HELPFUL F'EEDBACK 
FROM THE INSTRUCTORS? 

28. WERE YOU ABLE TO PROVIDE INPUT TO THE 
FACULTY DURING THE PROGRAM? 

Not Fully/ 
at Some- Ade- Very Com-
All what quately Much pletely 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 



__ R7 ••• 

• 

J 

PARTICIPANT EVALUATION OF TRAINING -3-

29. 

30. 

31-

32. 

33. 

34. 

35. 

36. 

37. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

g • 

(Please circle the appropriate number) 

WERE THE MATERIALS UTILIZED/PRESENTED AP-
PROPRIATE FOR THE COURSE AND UP-TO-DATE? 

WILL YOU BE ABLE TO UTILIZE ANYTHING .LEARNED 
IN YOUR DAILY ACTIVITIES IN YOUR AGENCY? 

WAS THE GROUP OF PARTICIPANTS MADE UP OF 
PEOPLE WITH SIMILAR ROLES AND EXPERIENCES 
AS YOURS? 

WAS THE' COURSE LONG ENOUGH TO ALLOW YOU TO 
MEET THE LEARNING OBJECTIVES? 

WERE THE TRAINING SUPPORT SERVICES (e. g • , 
copying, handouts, graphics, chalk board, 
etc.) ADEQUATE? 

WERE ARRANGEMENTS FOR YOUR ATTENDANCE BY 
THE HOST AG,ENCY ADEQUATE? 

WERE ARRANGEMENTS FO.R YOUR ATTENDANCE BY 
THE RESOURCE CENTER ADEQU~TE? 

WERE THE PHYSICAL ARBANGEMENTS (c lassrooms, 
lodgings, etc.) FOR THE PROGRAM ADEQUATE? 

Not Fully/ 
at Some- Ade- Very Corn
All what quately Much pletely 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 3 3 4 5 

TO WHAT EXTENT WERE THE FOLLOWING INSTRUCTIONAL METHODS UTILIZED? 

(Please circle the appropriate number) 

Not::. Some- 'Most of 

at All what often the Time Solely 

(0%) (25i) (25-50%) (75%) (100%) 

LECTURES '1 2 3 4 5 

DISCUSSION Q~UPS 1 2 3 4 5 

PANEL DISCUSSIONS 1 2 3 4 5 

ROLE PLAYING/SIMULATIONS 1 2 3 4 5 

AUDIO/VISUAL AIDS 1 2 3 4 5 

QUESTION/ANSWER SESSIONS 1 2 3 4 5 

INSTRUMENTATION (tests, exercises) 1 2 3 4 5 

. , - ~-~~~ ~-------~-

, I 
I 
i 

, .,j 

" 
I 

" . 

PARTICIPANT ~lALUATION OF TRAINING -4-

38. ON A 1 TO 10 BASIS (1 being least helpful and 10 being most helpful) BATE 
EACH OF THE FOLLOWING ASPECTS OF THE TRAINING PROGRAM (if not utilized, in
dicate with aN/A): 

a. LECTURES 

c. 

d. 

,e. 

f. 

g. 

h. 

L 

j. 

k. 

39. 

40. 

____ ~PANEL DISCUSSIONS 

__ ROLE PLAYING/SIMULATIONS 

____ AUDIO/VISUAL AIDS 

__ QUESTION/ANSWER SESSIONS 

~ __ ~INSTRUMENTATION 

__ HANDOUTS/TRAINING MATERIALS 

QUALITY OF' INSTRUCTORS --...: 
__ INFORMAL CONVERSATIONS WITH OTHER PARTICIPANTS 

____ OVERALL RATING OF THE TRAINING PROGRAM 

DID 'YOU COMPLETE AN EVALUATION INSTRUMENT ON THE TRAINING PROGRAM? 

YES NO ---
(Please attach a copy of. the evaluation instrument, if one was utilized) 

PLEASE UTILIZE THE SPACE BELOW FOR ANY ADDITIONAL COMMENTS CONCERNING THE 
TRAINING PROGRAM YOU ATTENDED. 

Participant Signiture Date 

" ' 
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NATIONAL ASSESSMENT OF JUVENILEj'USTICE 
----..----- TRAINING RESOURCES -..;....-------..., 

P.O. Box 950 . 
Rockville Maryland 20851 

301 929-1636 

Dear Colleague: 

The National Assessment of Juvenile Justice Training Resources is a 
National Institute of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (NIJJDP) 
funded project designed to develop a data and information base concerning 
on-going training programs for juvenile justice personnel in the United 
States. The project seeks materials about such traini~g for use in a pro
jected clearinghouse and resource center to be sponsored by NIJJDP. 

As such, we are very much interested in obtaining any material you may 
have concerning on-going training programs your agency or organization may 
be conducting as well as any you may be planning for the immediate future. 
We are interested in learning about the program, its sponsorship, funding 
sources, participants, and location and length of the various events. We 
are also interested in any'needs assessments that may have been completed 
and the results obtained there~f; curricula and faculty of the programs; and 
evaluations that have been completed, by both participants and outside evalua
tors. If there are any final reports which have been written about tT.aining 
projects or events, we are interested in obtaining copies of these as well. 

Although no date has been set for the establishment of the clearinghouse 
and resource center, it is expected that it.will endeavor to keep the juvenile 
justice community apprised of on-going training events throughout the country. 
Additionally, it is possible that it will provide some subsidies to individuals 
in the field to attend training events. Thus, the matreials you provide us 
will be extremely helpful to the project and to NIJJDP, and may be included in 
the files of the resource center. 

We will be most appreciative of your sending us any existing materials 
about training programs in your agency or organization as well as any refer
ences you care to volunteer about other training programs sponsored by other 
groups. Additionally, if you have any materials concerning training mandates 
or requirements in the field, we would appreciate your sending these to us as 
well. If you can only lend such materials to us, please so advi~e the project 
staff and we will be happy to return them to you. 

We very much appreciate your taking the time to forward materials to us 
and look forward to receiving your response at your earliest possible conven
ience. We have enclosed a mailing label for your use. 

If yo~ have any questions or inquiries about the project, please feel 
free to communicate with the project staff at the above address or telephone. 

Thank you very much for your cooperation. 

Very truly yours, 

Cd~,,-
Alvin W. Cohn, D.Cr~. 
Project Director 
3.1.81 
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NATIONAL AsSESSMENT OF JUVENILE JUSTICE 
--------- TRAINING RESOURCES ---------_ 

P.O. Box 950 
Rockville Maryland 20851 

301 929-1636 

Dear Colleague: 

As you are aware, the National Assessment of Juvenile Justice Training Re
sources recently communicated with you to obtain existing information, data, 
and documents which you alrea~y possessed concerning juvenile justice-relat
ed training programs you sponsor or about which you had familiarity. 

A considerable amount of materials have been forthcoming, most of which tell 
us a grea~ deal ~out these on-going training programs, who is being trained, 
and some ~nformat~on about the substantive areas that are the subjects for the 
actual training events. 

As w~s indicated ~n our previous correspondence, the materials being collect
ed w~ll be summar~zed and submitted to the National Institute of Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention (NIJJDP). The final report of this pro
ject will be utilized by NIJJDP in the development of a projected clearing
house and resource center, which it may sponsor sometime in the future. 

At this time, we would like to obtain some additional information, which you 
al~eady possess, and that is concerned with your knowledge about the priorities 
of needs for your staff in the area of training. 

Enclosed you ~ill find a list of substantive topics which many of you have sug
gested are be~ng taught during existing and projected training programs. Based 
on your own needs assessments of staff and. existing data and information, we 
would appreciate your sending us any material you have which rank o%ders the 
7opic~ li~ted.in terms of what you know to be the needs and desires of your 
Juven~le Just~ce staff. As you will note, the list is in three sections: 
(a) line staff, (b) supervisory staff, ·and (c) management staff. 

Please forward this material as soon as possible to the project in the enclosed, 
self-addressed, and stamped envelope. 

Your early response. will greatly a~sist the project in formulating a final re
port for submission to NIJJDP. 

We appreciate your cooperation and look forward to receiving your materials at 
your earliest possible convenience. 

Very truly yours, 

~)~-~/~ 
L/Af;tY7J:..$-/i:;S 
Alvin W. Cohn, D.Crim. 
Project Director 
7.20.81 
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NATIONAL ASSESSMENT OF JUVENILE JUSTICE 
---------TRAINING RESOURCES ---------.... 

P.O. Box 950 
Rockville Maryland 20851 

301 929-1636 , 
BASED ON YOUR EXISTING KNOWLEDGE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE STAFF TRAINING NEEDS, PLEASE RANK 
ORDER THE FOLLOWING MAJOR 'l'OPICS FOR ALL THREE CATEGORIES OF STAFF. (PLEASE USE "1" 
FOR MOST IMPORTANT, "2" FOR SECOND MOST IMPORTANT, "3" FOR THIRD MOST IMPORTANT, ETC. 
IF A PARTICULAR TOPIC IS TOTALLY INAPPROPRIATE FOR YOUR AGENCY OR STAJ:"F, MARK IT"N/A".) 

PLEASE INDICATE THE TYPE OF AGENCY: 
_---.;LAW ENFORCEMENT 

COURT --__ PROBATION 

__ STATE PLANNING AGENCY 
__ PRIVATE AGENCY 

COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS 
--LOCAL PLANNING AGENCY AFTER-CARE 

--CORRECTIONS __ OTHER (specify) ________ ~ ___ _ 

TOPIC 

LEGAL ISSUES 
INTAKE PROCEDURES 
COUNSELING 
INTERVIEWING 
CASE MANAGEMENT 
.MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEMS 
TRAINING AND STAFF DEVELOPMENT 
PERSONNEL ISSUES 
PLANNING 
PROGRAM EVALUATION 
PERSONNEL APPRAISAL 
COMMUNITY RELATIONS 
USE OF VOLUNTEERS 
SECURITY AND CONTROL 
CRISIS INTERVENTION. 
DEALING WITH VIOLENT YOUTH 
TREATMENT STRATEGIES 
REPORT WRITING 
SUPERVISORY TECHNIQUES 
DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 
DRUG ADDICTION 
TRAINING OF TRAINERS 
COORDINATION WITH CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM 
BUDGETING 
COMMUNICATIONS 
DECISION-MAKING/PROBLEM-SOLVING 

, INTERPERSONAL RELATIONSHIPS 
LABOR RELATIONS 
DEVELOPING COMMUNITY RESOURCES 

LINE SUPERVISORY 

PLEASE RETURN THIS FOBM OR OTHER MATERIALS IN THE ENCLOSED ENVELOPE. 

Administered By 

MANAGEMENT 
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