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INTRODUCTION 

In the spring of 1977, at the request of the Adjudication Division 

of LEAAls Office of Criminal Justice Programs, the Criminal Courts 

Technical Assistance Project at The American University convened a 

special study group to conduct a fundamental public policy-oriented 

assessment of judicial educatipn in the United States, with specific 

.attention to the following three areas: 

The educational and training experience of both a pre­

service and in~service nature that would be most 

desirable for judicial personnel; 

The degree to which present judicial education and 

training programs and resources can provide the 

elements identified in the above task; and 

The formulation of recommendations to initiate and 

develop a,career education track for sitting judges 

and for individuals who might aspire to judicial 

careers. 

In assembling the Study Group, the primary consideration was to 

assure the participation of individuals with diverse backgrounds and 

expertise to guarantee a wide range of views and ideas. Careful 

attention also was given to ensuring the representation pf judges from 

different judicial levels and environments, and individuals of prominent 

stature from different academic disciplines.' The members 

of the Study Group are listed below: 

John F. X. Irving (Chairman) Former Dean 
Seton Hall University Law School 
Newark, New Jersey 

-1-
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Hon. James Duke Cameron 
Chief Justice 
Supreme Court of Arizona 
Phoenix, Arizona 

Dean Roger C. Cramton 
Cornell Law School 
Ithaca, New York 

Hon. Margaret C. Driscoll 
Chief Judge of the Juvenile Court of Connecticut 

and 
Past President 
National Council of Juvenile Court Judges 
Bridgeport, Connecticut 

Dr. George L. Grassmuck 
Professor of Political Science 
Un i versi ty of t1i chi gan 
Ann Arbor, Michigan 

Hon. George G. Inglehart, Jr. 
Supreme Court of New York 

and 
Past President 
American Judges Association 
Watertown, New York 

Edward B. McConnell 
Director 
National Center for State Courts 
Will i amsburg, Vi rgi ni a 

N. Edd Miller ' 
President 
University of Maine 
Gorham, Maine 

Sofron Nedilsky, Esq. 
Director of Judicial Education 
Supreme Court of Wisconsin 

and 
Past President . 
State JUdicial Educators Association 
Madison, Wisconsin 

Hon. Theodore R. Newman, Jr. 
Chief Judge' 
District of Columbia Court of Appeals 
Washington, D.C. 

Hon. William C. O/Neill 
Chief Justice . 
State 'of Ohio 
Columbus, Ohio 

-2-

'. 

',-
) 



i>l 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I' 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Hon. George Revelle 
Superior Court of King County 
Seattle, Washington 

Maurice Rosenberg 
Professor of Law 
Columbia University School of Law 
New York, New York . 

Hon. Joseph R. Weisberger 
Associate Justice 
Supreme Court of Rhode Island 
Providence, Rhode Island 

Hon. James J. Richards 
Chief Judge 
Superior Court of Lake County 
Hammond, Indiana 

H. Ted Rubin 
Assistant Executive Director 
Institute for Court Management 
Denver, Colorado 

Study Group Staff Support 
R. William Linden, Jr. - Coordinator 
Caroline S. Cooper 
Sara Travis 
Sue Ann Krimsky 

To assist the Study Group in its consideration of the major issues 

involved in this study, a Resource Group composed of individuals with 

expertise in the field of professional education also was commissioned. 

Th'e, Resource Group consisted of the following persons: 

Dr. Nicholas N. Kittrie (Chairman) 
Interim Dean 
Washington College of Law 
The American University 
Washington, D.C. 

Douglas Lanford, Esq. 
Executive Director 
American Academy of Judicial Education 
Washington, D.C. 

Dr. R. Dale LeFever 
Associate Director of Faculty Development 
Association of American Medical Colleges 
Washington, D.C. 

Dean Louis W. McHardy 
Executive Director 
National Council of Juvenile Court Judges 
Reno~ Nevada 

Dean Ernst John Watts 
National Judicial College 
Reno, Nevada 

An initial planning meeting of the Study and Resource Groups-was 

held in Washington, D.C. in April 1977. At this meeting the methodology 

and parameters of the study were discussed and refined after formal 

-3-
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presentations on the topic of judicial education by several study and 

Resource Group members, including the following~ 

• International Perspectives'on Judicial Education: 
Dean Nicholas N. Kittrie 

e State Activities in Judicial Education: Sofron Nedilsky 

Legal Education Perspective on Judicial Education: 
Dean Roger C. Cramton 

Training and Education Needs of Juvenile Court,Judges: 
Dean Louis McHardy 

Judicial Education: A National Perspective: Douglas 
Lanford and Dean Ernst John Watts 

Career Education in Medical and Other Science Fields: 
Dr. R. Dale LeFever 

In the period between the April meeting and a second meeting at the 

end of June in Chicago, staff of the Courts Technical Assistance Project 

prepared a number of ~!apers for the Study Group· s use. Among these 

were an assessment of existing literature on judicial education, an initial 

survey of present state judicial education programs, and elaborations on 

some of the issu~s ~aised in the presentations at the, April sessions. 

At the Chicago meeti'ng, the Study and Resource Groups heard from 

Professor' Frankl in Zimring of the University of Chicago Law School on 

the inter-disciplinary education of judges; Barbara Fenoglio, Director 

of the Illinois League of Women Voters· Court Watchers ~roject, on the 

public·s perception of judges; John Ryan of the American Judicature 

Society on the judicial performance measurement study currently being 

conducted by the Society; and Dr. Peter Haynes of Arizona. State University 

on issues relating to the evaluation of judicial education programs. 

. The major part of the August meeting was devoted to the development 
("; 

of a draft position paper on many of the issues embraced by the study 
'I" • , 

and agreement on' an agenda for ,further work, by members of the group and 

technical assistance project staff, including a detailed survey of 
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present and recent state'-conducted Judicial education programs. 

At this meeting, also, the majority of the Study Group members 

present concurted, on the basis of deliberations to dafe, that the issue 

of a career education track for aspirants to a judicial career was too 

complex a field of inquiry and too tangential to the Rrincipal focus 

~f the Group's mandate to be adequately addressed within the time and 

resources available to it. Consequently, it was agreed that the Group's 

report would address itself ih the form of recommendations and 

commen~aries to the major issues involved in the need for, establishment 

and development of a comprehensive career education program for sitting 

judges and court support personnel. 

The final meeting of the Study Group was held in Washington on 

August 21-22, 1977. At this meeting, the Group was briefed by Dean 

Irving on his visits to the National Judicial College in Reno, 

Nevada, and the California Center for Judicial Education and Research, in 

Berkeley, and was given a progress report by Mr. Nedilsky on the state 

judicial education survey. 

The rest of the meeting was devoted to discussion and refinement of 

a second draft of the position paper, prepared by Chairman Irving, 

and to setting an agenda for an additional round of research and writing 

by the Chairman and staff on several of the i~sues addressed in the draft 

document. The results of this effort were circulated to each Study Group 

member for review and approval during March and April 1978. 

The present Report, having received the unanimous endorsement of 

the Study Group membership, is hereby officially transmitted to the 

Adjudication Division of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. 

Chapter II of this report is a discussion of the need and rationale 

for career judicial education programs. Chapter III, structured in the 

-5-
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form of recommendations and commentary, addresses the issues involved 

in this study in detail. Chapter IV is a compilation of resolutions 

relating to Judicial Education adopted by the Conference of Chief 

Justices and the American Bar Association and relevant standards from 

the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals 

and the American Bar Association Commission on Standards of Judicial 

Administration. Chapter V contains four papers formally presented to 

'the Study Group which provide an excellent overview of many of the 

administrative and substantive issues involved in judicial education 

program development. This chapter also includes a discussion and graphic 

summary of the Survey of State Judicial Education Programs (1974-1976) 
, . 

conducted by the State Judicial Educators Association for the Study 

Group. 

Finally, the Study Group wishes to express its appreciation to 

the Resource Group members for their valued assistance and support, 

and to the many individuals 'who took the time to meet with or' address 

them in writing. 

May 1, 1978 
Washington, D.C. 

The Judicial Education Study Group 
John F. X. Irving, Chairman 
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I. SUMMARY.OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

.. . , 

Comprehensive Career Education ~rograms 

1. The continuing education of judicial personnel being essential 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5, 

6. 

, , .. 

7. 

to the development and competente of the nation's judicial system, 
a comprehensive career education program consisting of the following 
elements should be available to each judge: 

(A) Orientation 

(B) Continuing in-service training 

(C) Degree-granting programs 

(D) Sabbaticals 

Every judge, priOl~ to assuming jud-icial responsibilities, should 
receive adequate orientation assistance. 

Within an appropriate period during a judge's first year on the 
bench, he or she should participate in a structured in-service 
orientation program. 

Sitting judges should be afforded adequate opportunities to 
participate in continuing in-service training -p~ograms. These 
progt<1l1ls shoul cI be stl~uctured to meet the uni que and varyi n9 needs 
of judges at different stages in their career. In-service programs 
should be available at the state, regional and national levels. 

National judicial education programs and otganizations should be 
utilized to complement state-based and regional in-service educa­
tional capabilities. Their involvement should include direct 
training, tesearch, and technical assistance to state-based 
education activities. 

Considel'ation should be given to the establishment of University­
based advanced degt'ee programs in subject areas rel ati ng to the 
judicial function. 

Sabbatical progrums for judges Sllould be encouraged, as one element 
of a comptehcnsive cateer judicial education program. 

.. 
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Special Concerns 

8. Continuing education programs design~d specifically to address the 
distinct educational needs of juvenile court judges "lust be provided. 

9. states should provide adequate training and education programs 
designed to meet the special needs of lay judges. 

10. States should provide continuing programs of in-service training 
and education for court support personnel as an intergral part 
of the overall judicial education program. 

Policy and Administl~ative Considerations 

11. The highest court of each state should exercise policy and 
admi ni strati ve respollsi bil ity fOl~ the desi gn and conduct 
of the judicial education program in that states with the 
pal~tic'ipation of al1 levels of the judiciary. . 

12. Professional staff capability should be available to the highest 
state court or its designee to plan, conduct, and evaluate judicial 
education programs and to provide nef:essary staff suppm~t to their 
policy development efforts. 

13. Budgetary support of judicial education programs should be viewed 
as an essential responsibility to state governments, and such 
programs should be offered at no expense to the individual 
participant. 

..8-
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II. JUDICIAL EDUCATION: A RATIONALE 

Comprehensive education for all state and local judges in the 

United States is an ideal which is long overdue. Thi~ goal, ambitious 

though not unreachable, underlies the series of recommendations made 

in this report. 

It may surprise some to learn that, by and large, judges must 

rely on their own initiative and motivation to improve their judicial 

skills. In far too many instances, a new judge is given little 

opportunity to participate in pre-service and in-service educational 

programs wherein he can be introduced to the procedural, sUbstantive 

and administrative challenges that will confront him during his tenure 

on the bench. As a result, judges are left to orient themselves. to 
~. 

their environment. This technique can, however, be both frustrating 

to the judiciary and potentially harmful to litigants. Fortunately, 

experience shows that there are better ways for judges to master their 

tasks. 

In thirty-three states, structured education programs are 

available to judges either on the local or state level, or through 

participation in national judge training orga~izations. Most of the" 

state programs are in the developmental stage, both in terms of the 

comprehensiveness of their program offerings, and the number of judges 

they reach. Also, some states have participated in regional program~ 

or are considering doing so. These endeavors represent a substantial 

and reasoned recognition of the necessary role which the state must 

play in providing these education .programs. 

In order to fully understand the critical needs involved here, 

one must first consider the role which the judiciary plays in our 

-9-
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governmental structure. Trial and limited jurisdiction judges 

exercise great authority over the lives and property of litigants, 

and it is here that the va$t majority of citizens view their 

judicial system in action. It is obviously in society's interest to 

ensure that the trial judges receive an adequate opportunity to develop 

required skills and gain needed knowledge which will allow them to 

function as effectively and fairly as possible. Also, even though a 

relatively small percentage of cases are appealed from the trial courts, 

appellate court judges play an increasingly important role in both 

reviewing contested decisions and in the continuing elucidation and 

.evolution of the law. Increasingly, our appellate courts have been cast 

in the r.ole of the social arbiter and mover. 

Two of the most important reasons for the development of comprehensive 

education programs is the difficulty judges often have in adapting to 

thei~ new role, and the relative lack Of resources now available for 

them to take advantage of in their efforts to do so. While this factor 

applies primarily to orientation needs, if neglected it can cause adverse 

ramifications throughout a judge's career. 
" 

The difficulties inherent in making the transition from other roles 

to the judicial role must be recognized. Some judges have never been 

able to truly make this transition; one is said to be "still a prosecutor", 

another "thinks he's the county sheriff!'. One courtroom may be relaxed, 

while the atmosphere in another may be unduly tense because the latter 

is presided over by ,a judge who dominates the proceedings in the same 

way he or she did while acting as trial counsel. Then it was good trial 

strategy; now it is often inappropriate. 

There is much mor"e involved in the transition from bar to bench . 
than the mere donning of a black robe and the juxtaposition of location 

-10-
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in the courtroom. Qua1tties essential to the successful advocate can 

often be unde~irable in the more passive and neutral role of a judge. 

New judges need assistance in developing essential judicial skills, and 

in orienting themselves to the new and difficult role which they are 

assuming. 

One criticism of courts and judges which is commonly voiced by 

citizen court watching groups and in bar association evaluations is 

that some judges do not possess the proper temperament needed to assure 

, that court proceedings project a view of impartiality and justice to 

participants and observers. This speaks to a need to provide judges 

with educational programs designed to acquaint them with the dynamics 

of interpersonal relations in the courtroom. The way a judge interacts 

with litigants~ lawyers, witnesses and court staff is one of the primary 

means by which these actors form their impressions of the justice system. 

Judges need to be made aware of the impact their actions in court have 

on these participants. In the survey on the image of courts recently 

conducted by Yankelovich, Skelly and White, Inc. (see page 13), a 

significant portion of those polled expressed concern with different 

elements of judicial behavior. 

Another factor which the Study Group deems of great importance 

concerns certain identified inadequacies in the education which judges 

receive prior to assuming judicial office. As a separate class within 

the judiciary, lay judges obviously have more pressing educational needs 

than their legally trained counterparts. In order to function at an 

effective level they nlust have an understanding of the judicial process 

and the areas of substantive law with which they are dealing on a daily 

basi s. The avai'l abi 1 ity of relevant judicial education programs geared 

to lay judges must be of the highest priority. 

-11-
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Legally trained judges--and these comprise the greatest number of 

the nation's 24,000 odd judges-- have a lesser ~eed to study basic legale 

principles, but they do have a critical need to understand the judicial 

function and process, the interrelation of the judiciary to other branches 

of government, the complexities of a rapidly changing society and its 

correspondent needs, and the ethical and humanistic elements of a judges' 

work. Outside of the issue of legal ethics, a typical law school curriculum 

may not offer the in-depth treatment of these subject matters which a 

lawyer needs in order to assume judicial responsibilities. The law 

schools are not to be faulted for neglecting these areas; their principal ,~ 

role is to teach the law. However, lawyer/judges must be acquainted 

with these areas if they are to effectively perform on the bench. 

There is a discernible trend in the professions, as a whole, to 

require in-service education as a prerequisite to continued licensure. 

While the Study Group has decided against advocating mandatot~y judicial 

education at this point in time, it is evident that there is a need to 

provide continuing educational programs in order to keep judges abreast 

of new developments in the law and the behavioral sciences. This need is 

prompted by the fact that federal and state'appellate courts are continually 

reviewing, modifying or Y'eversing case law. Also, legislative action often 

necessitates eventual interpretation and application by the courts of 

laws which are both complex in purpose and, sometimes, ambiguous in language. 

Along with this, new knowledge is evolving in the behavioral sciences 

that has strong implications for judges. Continuing and regular participa­

tion in judicial education programs is the most logical means of assuring 

that our judiciary is well informed and cognizant of factors bearing 

on their function. 

Continuing education programs for the bar are becoming common, and 

this factor alone puts substantial pressure on the judiciary to stay 

-12-
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abr'east of new developments. A few states have made the return- of lawyers 

to. school mandatory and to date, three states (Iowa, Minnesota and 

Wisconsin) have imposed similar requirements on their state court judges. 

In addition to this, specialized continuing education programs for other 

actors in the justice system are widespread. For example, the National 

Oistrict Attorneys College and the National College of Criminal Defense 

Lawyers and Public Defenders provide varied training programs in both 

regional and national settings. 

The law, as well as other disciplines, has been in a constant state 

of evolution since most of our judges were in law school, New fields of 

litigation have developed. The move toward social planning by the courts 

requires new knowledge and skills. Often, added pressure is placed on 

the judiciary to deal with issues which have been ignored or mishandled. 

It is obvious that few judges have any prior training in redesigning a 

school district to affect desegregation, in setting mandatory standards 

for correctional instit.utions, or in articulating reasonable tax formulas 

to insure equal and effective public education. These factors exacerbate 

the need for the judiciary to remain informed of all relevant developments 

in the world around the courthouse. 

Finally, the courts have a need to be understood by the public and 

a correlative need to understand the public. Judges must be aware of the 

citizen's perceptions. of the courts and must be alert to the expectations 

of justice system consumers. The results of a recent national survey* 

on the public image of courts conducted bY·Yankelovich, Skelly and VJhite, 

Inc. for the LEAA sponsored Williamsburg Conference on the Courts-II 

emphatically underscores this need. This same survey also revealed a will­

ingness on the public's part to expend tax revenues for the purpose of 

'*Vankelovich, Skelly and White, Inc., The Public Image of Courts: 
Highlights of a National Survey of the General Public, Judges, Lawyers 
and Comnunity, Leaders, National Center for State Courts, 1978. 
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effecting necessary reform in the courts. and to upgrade the quality 

of the judiciary. 

Considering these several realities; the Judicial Education Study 

Group concludes that continuing education of the nation's judges and 

court support personnel is increasingly essential to maintain the 

competency and effectiveness of the judicial branch of government. Further, -

the Study Group recognizes that in-service judicial education 

must be developed and implemented within the context of merit selection, 

and continue throughout a judge's career. The following section, Chapter III, 

structured in the form of recommendations and commentary, addresses these 

issues in detail. 
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III. STUDY GROUP RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. THE CONTINUING EDUCATION OF JUDICIAL PERSONNEL BEING ESSENTIAL 

TO THE DEVELOPMENT AND COMPETENCE OF THE NATION'S JUDICIAL SYSTEM, A 

COMPREHENSIVE CAREER EDUCATION PROGRAM CONSISTING OF THE FOLLOWING 

ELEMENTS SHOULD BE AVAILABLE TO EACH JUDGE: 

(A) ORIENTATION 

(B) CONTINUING IN-SERVICE TRAINING 

(C) DEGREE GRANTING PROGRAMS 

(D) SABBATICALS 

COMMENTARY: Structured and comprehensive education programs 

designed to meet the career-long educational needs of the judiciary 

are potentially the most effective means of assuring the maximum competency 

and sensitivity of the judicial branch of government. 

The desirability of, establishing career-long programs should be 

evident. Experience shows that in the past, and to a great extent now, 

judicial education programs have proceeded largely on an ~ hoc basis, . 

primarily; n response to developments ; n the 1 aw or soci ety whi ch have had 

an immediate, and often confusing, impact on the courts and the judicial 

process. This is not to say that program quality has necessarily suffered 

from this approach, but it is obvious that a well plann~d, structured and 

comprehensive approach to judicial education would be a more rational and 

product; ve way of meeting the career edUicati'on needs of our nat; on's 

judges. 

The development of career programs would necessitate clear identifi­

cation of the educational needs of the judiciary at different career 
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stages. It would also require a substantial and continuing commitment 

from the state courts, the legislatures, and, of course, the judiciary. 

Given the relativEly emBryonic stCigeofdevelopment of most state programs, 

the establishment and development of comprehensive career programs 

will require much planning resources and effort. 

2. EVERY JUDGE, PRIOR TO ASSUMING JUDICIAL RESPONSIBILITIES, SHOULD 

RECEIVE ADEQUATE ORIENTATION ASSISTANCE. 

COMMENTARY: It is unreasonable to expect newly selected judges to 

assume their judicial responsibilities without affording them an opportunity 

to participate in an orientation program designed to acclimate them to the 

administrative and substantive tasks they will face, as well as to the 

environment in which they will be function.ing. This type of assistance 

is essential to assure that novice judges have, at the very least, a 

basic understanding of the complexity of the tasks facing them before they 

are expected to function in a judicial capacity. 

A majority of the states presently offer: short .orientation programs 

for new judges. Most of these programs, however, do not reach the new 

judge prior to assuming office,but are held during his or her first 

year on the bench. It is conceded that not every state has the resources 

or need to develop a regular pre-service orientation program. In some 

instances, regional orientation programming may be the most realistic 

means of providing the necessary training at a manageable cost. The 

Study Group, however, wishes to suggest that the following pre-service 

in-state assistance should, at a minimum,be provided to new judges: 

• Recei pt of a IIbench book ll Did other reference 

materials, 
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• Audio cassettes dealing with the judicial function, 

judicial ethics, and any specialized'subject matter as 

warranted, 

Assignment of a senior advisor judge for the new 

judge to consult with, and 

An introduction, verbal or written, to court policies 

and other matters affecting da~-to-day court operations. 

Non-lawyer judges requir~, and should receive, more specialized 

, pre-service orientation than law trained judges. At the very least 

they should receive extensive instruction relating to the laws and 

procedures with which they will be dealing on a day-to-day 

basis. A subsequent recommendation will address this concern in greater 

detail. 

3. WITHIN AN APPROPRIATE PERIOD DURING A JUDGE'S FIRST YEAR ON THE 

BENCH, HE OR SHE SHOULD PARTICIPATE IN A STRUCTURED IN-SERVICE ORIENTA­

TI ON PROGRAM. 

COMMENTARY: The second part of the orientation phase of a career 

judicial education program should be a structured orientation program 

which judges should attend within their first year on the bench. In this 

phase, judges should be exposed in detail to appropriate substantive and 

procedural law areas, to an examination of the judicial role and demeanor 

in the courtroom, and to administrative and inter-disciplinary matters 

which impact their day-to-day functions. 

The Study Group is of the opinion that these orientation programs 

,would most appropriately be conducted on the state level, although it is 

recognized that some states will not have the resources or the need, in 

terms of numbers of judges, to fully develop such programs. In these 

circumstances, con~ideration should be given to the establishment of 

-17-



·1" 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I, 

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

a cooperative regional orientation program, perhaps with rotating state 

responsibilities for its conduct, or to the use of national judge training 

resources for this purpose. 

Decisions as to the length, comprehensiveness, format, and specific 

subject matter of orientation programs will have to be made by the 
, 

individual state court systems, and existing state, regional and national 

orientation programs should be looked to for guidance in this area. 

4. SITTING JUDGES SHOULD BE AFFORDED ADEQUATE OPPORTUNITIES TO 

PARTICIPATE IN CONTINUING IN-SERVICE TRA.INING PROGRAMS. THESE 

PROGRAMS SHOULD BE STRUCTURED TO MEET THE UNIQUE AND VARYING NEEDS OF 

JUDGES AT DIFFERENT STAGES IN THEIR CAREER. IN-SERVICE PROGRAMS SHOULD 

BE AVAILABLE AT THE STATE, REGIONAL AND'NATIONAL LEVELS. 

COMMENTARY: Subsequent to the orientation stage of a judge's career, 

opportunities must be provided to the judge to participate in periodic 

judicial education programs. These programs must be designed to meet 

the changing educational needs of the judiciary as a whole, ,and the unique 

and personal needs of individual judges. The Study Group recognizes that 

the development of these programs necessitates diverse resources on the 

state, regional and national levels, and that careful and continuous planning 

must be undertaken to forecast in-service training needs and to develop 

programs to meet them. 

There are a number of reasons why in-service judicial ~ducation 

opportunities must be provided to our nat~on's judges. Foremost 

among these reasons is the very nature of'our judicial system. Changes 

in the law and in other areas affecting the courts are continuous and of 

varying degrees of impact. In order to function competentlYil judges 

must stay abreast of these changes through their' individual efforts, and it 

is safe to assume that, given ev~r incre~sing caseloads and the stringent 
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demands on judicial time, many judges find it difficult to do so. 

structured education programs designed to acqua~nt and inf6rm judges 

of new and relevant developments of which' they need to be aware are a 

rational approach to keeping the judiciary well informed. 

Another factor underlining the necessity for in-service programs 

concerns the danger that judges, after having served for a time, may 

become restive and, perhaps, even weary of their duties. Many 

judicial functions can, after a time, become predictable. One purpose 

of in-service programs should be to provide a vehicle whereby judges can 

periodically question their roles and performance. In other words, these 

programs can provide a setting where judges can reflect on and critically 

appraise the quality of their performance away from the daily regimen 

of their position. In-service programs should strive to stimulate 

judges to reassess, and hopefully refresh, their approach to carrying out 

their judicial duties. 

While the details of these programs also should be determined by the 

individual states, it is suggested that, at a minimum~ judges should have 

an ~pportunity to participate in in-service programs in the following 

subject matters: 

0 Substantive and procedural law 

0 Community relations 

B Judicial administration 

0 Inter-disciplinary training 

0 Ethics and role-perception 

States should structure judicial education programs in such a way 

as to assure enough flexibility for judges to pursue both general and 

special interests relevant to the judicial function. If feasible, individual 

judges should be encouraged to develop their own career education tracks, 

geared to their personal needs and areas of interest. 
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The Study Group realizes that the states will necessarily vary in 

their capacity to develop comprehensive in-s.tate, in-service programs. 
o 

Those states which either do not have the need, in terms of number of 

judges, or the resources to develop an on-going program should consider 

organizing and participating in 'regional judicial educ~tion programs. 

Regional programs represent an effective, and cost'efficient, means 

of providing in-service education that, for one reason or another, could 

not be supported on a wholly in-state basis. Geographically adjacent 

states could save costs by holding regional programs where, for instance, 

faculty may be coming from distant parts of the country. Smaller states, 

where the number of sitting judges may not justify formalized, state-funded 

programming, could also derive benefits from this approach. 

While the administration of regional programs should be left to the 

participating states, national judge-training organizations have experience 

in designing and conducting such programs and should be looked to for assistance. 

5. NATIONAL JUDICIAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS AND ORGANIZATIONS SHOULD BE 

UTILIZED TO COMPLEMENT STATE-BASED AND REGIONAL IN-SERVICE EDUCATIONAL 

CAPABILITIES. THEIR INVOLVEMENT SHOULD INCLUDE DIRECT TRAINING, 

RESEARCH AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE TO STATE-BASED EDUCATION ACTIVITIES. 

COMMENTARY: National judicial education programs have played and 

should continue to play an important role in the education of our judiciary. 

National organizations should be encouraged to continu~to offer in-service 

education programs for all levels of the state judiciary. 

One very evident advantage oJ national prograJl1s is that they offer 

judges the opportunity to mix \'.Jith judges from different jurisdictions 
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and thereby be exposed to a wide range of viewpoints and ideas within 

the context of an educational program. Another advantage is that 

they often are able to attract top educators to instruct their 

programs, where as it may not be feasible for individual states to 

obtain the services of these persons. 

National organizations should also playa prominent role in research 

and study relevant to the'conduct and impact of judicial education and 

in the training of qualified judges and non-judges to be judicial 

. educators. The utility and relevance of state and regional in-

service programs depends, in large part, on the knowledge and experience 

of those who administer and teach them. The national organizations are 

encouraged to develop and sponsor programs especially geared to training 

the trainers in effective educational techniques, as well as in 

specialized subject matters. 

Finally, national programs should also assist the various states 

in developing in-service, in-state and regional programs. Their 

experience in this area 'should be ~hared with the states to assure that 

developing state and regional programs take advantage of the accumulated 

knowledge available at the national level. 

6. CONSIDERATION SHOULD BE GIVEN TO THE ESTABLISHMENT OF UNIVERSITY­

BASED ADVANCED DEGREE PROGRAMS IN SUBJECT AREAS RELATING TO THE 

JUDICIAL FUNCTION. 

COMMENTARY: The establishment of advanced degree programs for 

sitting judges is an attractive concept which potentially can serve 
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to accelerate the development of a highly trained and professional 

judiciary .. 

The advantages of degree programs for judges are numerous. They 

would allow judges to refine and polish their. skills in. a structured 

academic setting and, conceivably, could result in a po~l of judges with 

very specialized expertise in the judicial function from which to draw in fil':' 

ling high court vacancies. Advance~ degree programs of this nature also 

would significantly advance the development of knowledge in the judicial 

sciences and related substantive areas. Finally, they would certainly 

provide incentives for those judges who actively seek intellectual growth 

and career advancement. Benefits would also aacrue to the public in the 

form of a more knowledgeable and competent bench. 

Many universities presently offer MaSter of Law degrees in such 

specialized subjects as taxation and labor law. In structuring degree 

programs for judges, the nation's law schools would seem to be the logical 

setting. The actual degree requirements, and other specifics such as 

residency time and credit for experience, should properly be set by the 

participating law school. Because of the time demands on most judges, 

matriculation in a degree-granting program would probably have to be 

effected during a sabbatical year or a number of intensive summer sessions. 

7. SABBATICAL PROGRAMS FOR JUDGES SHOULD BE ENCOURAGED, AS ONE 

ELEMENT OF A COMPREHENSIVE CAREER JUDICIAL EDUCATION PROGRAM. 

COMMENTARY: Sabbaticals are one method of attaining thecontinyed" 

stimulation and refreshment which is necessary to assure the continued 
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vitality and effectiveness of the judiciary. Sabbaticals have long been 

a fixture in the American academic community and the universities should 

be looked to for guidance in structuring judicial sabbatical programs. 

Typically, faculty sabbaticals must be approved by appropriate university 

officials and the purpose of the sabbatical must be clearly identified and 

documented. The underlying rationale for this process is that the 

sabbatical period is to be used for relevant study or research and should 

result in a product of worth both to the faculty member and the university, 

and the academic community aSia whole. 

In structuring judicial sabbatical programs careful attention must 

be given to delineating specific criteria, preferably through legislation 

or court rule, relating to the permissible range of sabbatical activity and 

eligibility. Every effort must be made to assure that the sabbatical activity 

will benefit the judicial branch and the public. One possible procedural 

approach might be to have interested judg~s apply to the highest court 

of the state for specific permission for sabbatical leave. The highest 

court could then review t~e applicant's eligibility and the merits of his 

or her proposed sabbatical plan. Clear articulation of the objectives and 

methodology of a sabbatical proposal must be'made to ensure that the 

public and other branches of government harbor no misconceptions regarding 

the potential advantages and benefits of structured judicial sabbaticals. 

Admittedly, there is little precedent: in the Urlited States concerning 

sabbatical study for judges. The State of Oregon has a statute authorizing 

judges to take sabbati~al leave from their courts to engage in research 

or ~eaching, and there are'isolated instances of other states and, at least 

in one instance, of the federal judicial system allowing a particular judge 

to take an exten~ed leave to participate in a specific activity. Abroad, 

sabbaticals for judges seems to have gained some acceptance. In New South 

Wales, for example, trial and appellate court judges can take a six-month 
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sabbatical, at full pay, after five year~ of service, or a full year after 

ten years on the bench. Canada and Iceland offer similar opportunities. 

One further issue concerns whether sabbaticals should be at the 

judge's regular salary, a portion of it, or without reimbursement. ~Jhile 

the Study Group feels that sabbaticals should be at regular pay, this 

issue is best left to the state legislative bodies for ultimate determina­

tion. It will be the legislatuY'es, after all, who will have the 

responsibility to authorize sabbatical programs for state judges, and 

tangential issues such as funding and eligibility should be addressed 

by these bodies, with input fl~om the judiciary. 

8. CONTINUING EDUCATION PROGRAMS DESIGNED SPECIFICALLY TO ADDRESS THE 

DISTINCT EDUCATIONAL NEEDS OF OUR NATION'S JUVENILE COURT JUDGES MUST 

BE PROVIDED. 

COMMENTARY: Judges exercising juvenile jurisdiction function in 

a specialized judicial area and,as a result, their training and educa­

tional needs vary from those of their colleagues sitting in general juris­

diction courts. States should be cognizant of the unique educational 

needs of juvenile judges and should provide programs designed to meet 

these needs. 

It should be realized that while man~ of the procedural aspects 

involved in juvenile matters are similar to those applicable to adult 

criminal matters, the dispositional process differs both in its goal 

and its method. The disposition goal in juvenile matters is to determine 

why a child committed the crime and to fashion a remedy designed to prevent 

a recurrence. It is in choosing the method to achieve these goals that 
",=':' 

the juvenile judge is faced with a pl~thora of disposition alternatives 

from which a choice tailored to the needs and situation of each 

individual child. must be made. The dispositional method requires 
-24-
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that the juvenile judge be well acquainte9 with the behavioral sciences, 

as well as current developments in juvenile substantive law. This need 

is also present when dealing with matters involving child abuse and neglect 

and the termination of parental rights. 

It is suggested that state training and education programs for 

juvenile judges should include, at a minimum, the following subjects: 

substantive juvenile law; behaviorial sciences; management of juvenile 

courts; community relations; and dispositional alternatives. 

In structuring state programs for juvenile judges, input from the 

user group must be assured in order for the programs to be responsive to 

actudl needs and interests. Accordingly, juvenile judges should be 

repre$en:l;edDn .. thestate judicial educ:a,.tion committees di scussed in 

.Recommendation Number Ten. 

9. STATES SHOULD PROVIDE ADEQUATE TRAINING AND EDUC~TION PROGRAMS 

DESIGNED TO MEET THE SPECIAL NEEDS OF LAY JUDGES. 

COMMENTARY: Lay judges have distinct training and education needs 

which differ in many respects from those of their legally trained 
I 

colleagues. States should be cognizant of these needs and should provide 

structured educational opportunities designed to meet them. 

There are approximately 10,000 lay judges ih the United States. For 

the most part, . these .. judges are el ected and serve on a part-time basi s. They 

issue warrants of arrest and attachment and search warrants. They issue 

civil and criminal proc~ss. They set bail. They assess and collect fines. 

• ,1 
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They try cases, jury and non-jury. They sentence and commit in criminal 

cases. They may have full judicial powers of contempt. Unfortunately, 

however, these judges are generally treated as poor re1ations in the 

judicial firmament, and there ;s no exceptiQn to that practice in the 

field of judicial education. Many judges of courts of records, for 

example, attend seminars and schools to study the latest cases and Supreme 

Court pronouncements defining the rules for the issuance of search warrants. 

They are rejuvenated by the return to an academic atmosphere and stimulated 

to be awakened to the developing thrust of the Sixth Amendment, once 

dormant but now lithe sharp cutting edge of the law. 1I Rarely, however, 

do they have the opportunity to issue search warrants. That is often done 

by lay judges who have not read the Sixth Amendment, much less the latest 

Supreme Court decisions. 

So it is with baiL with contempt and many other basics of tile jud'iciai 

function. In the IICourts of First Jurisdiction,1I where these basics are 

taking place daily, many of the judges involved are lay judges. It seems 

fundamental that they ought to be given a priority in the educational 

process. 

Some states do have educational programs for lay judges and in a ' 

few they are m-andatory. It is unlikely that any state, however, devotes 

as much money for the education of lay judges as for the Ilregularsll. 

Education of lay judges also presents special problems in technique. 

Many of them have little or no academic experience and the standard law 

school methodology of training is not effective. It may even be offensive 

and counter-productive. 

As this report sets forth, the emphasls in judicial education for 

general trial judges is rightly in substantive Baw. But it is in procedural 
,,1 

law that most lay judges are weakest and we suspect, where most of their 

decisions and judgments are reversed on appeal. 
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10. STATES SHOULD PROVIDE CONTINUING PROGRAMS OF IN-SERVICE TRAINING 

AND EDUCATION FOR COURT SUPPORT PERSONNEL AS AN INJEGRAL PART 

OF THE OVERALL JUDICIAL EDUCATION PROGRAM FOR THE STATE. 

COMMENTARY: Properly trained court support personnel are essential 

to efficiently and effectively conduct the business of the judicial system. 

Commonly, judicial officers rely heavily on support staff to discharge 

their administrative duties, and a competent administrative staff allows 

judges to devote more time to their judicial responsibilities. Through 

in-service training and education programs court personnel will be better 

able to serve the public, as well as the courts. 

Education committees appointed by the state's highest court, should 

assess the training needs of court personnel, establish policies and 

guidelines for their participation in a continuing in-service training 

and education program, and be representative of the interests of all 

groups concerned in order to establish and maintain needed communication, 

and to assure court personnel that the program will be responsive to 

them. 

Because of its importance and its expected benefits to the state 

courts and the public, in-service training and education of court support 

personnel should be financed in such a manner as to encourage all eligible 

persons to attend. As is the case with judicial education (Recommendation 

Number 13) the Study Group is of the opinion that the principal funding 

support for these programs should come from'the states. Furthermore, 

in those states which have full financial responsibility for their courts, 

requirements for continuing in-service education should be set, and 

should relate to promotion and classification standards. 
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11. THE HIGHEST COURT OF EACH STATE SHOULD EXERCISE POLICY AND 

ADMINISTRATIVE RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE DESIGN AND CONDUCT OF THE 

JUDICIAL EDUCATION PROGRAM IN THAT STATE, WITH THE PARTICIPATION 

OF ALL LEVELS OF THE JUDICIARY. 

COMMENTARY: Responsibility for insuring the basic competency of 

the bench remains with each state's highest court, regardless of the 

state's court structure. Concomita'nt with this responsibility is the 

duty to develop and monitor a system-wide career education program which 

would be available to all judges within the state. Operational respon­

sibility for planning and implementing educational opportunities can 

be assigned to a Judicial Council which could designate a special 

committee for this pI)rpaSe, or to a spec'ially establ ished Education 

Committee. It is essential, however, that the program planning activity 

involve all levels of the judiciary in the state and also representatives 

of non-judicial court system personnel, if the Committee's responsibility 

extends to education program planning for the latter group as well. It 

is desirable that education planning activity include, representatives 

of non-legal disciplines and from the community at large to help assure 

the relevance, perspective and responsiveness of the educational program. 

12. PROFESSIONAL STAFF CAPABILITY SHOULD BE AVAILABLE TO THE HIGHEST 

STATE COURT OR DESIGNEE TO PLAN, CONDUCT AND EVALUATE JUDICIAL 

EDUCATION PROGRAMS AND TO PROVIDE NECESSARY STAFF SUPPORT TO THEIR 

POLICY DEVELOPMENT EFFORTS. 

COMMENTARY: The education of the state's judiciary should be viewed 

as a professional function requiring skills and experience relevant to 

\Je conduct of an adult education progranl for professional personnel. 
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It is important that judicial education program staff be recognized as 

professio~als by their judicial cl ientE!le, as well as by the judicial 

policy and planning groups which they serve. Only if judicial education 

'efforts are seen as falling within the framework of IIprofessional educa-
. 

tion ll will they be raised above the level of periodic orientation sessions 

in terms of both substance and impact. 

13. BUDGETARY SUPPORT OF JUDICIAL-EDUCATION PROGRAMS SHOULD BE VIEHED 

AS AN ESSENTIAL RESPONSIBILITY OF STATE GOVERNMENTS, AND SUCH PROGRAMS 

SHOULD BE OFFERED AT NO EXPENSE TO THE INDIVIDUAL PARTICIPANT. 

COMMENTARY: Regardless of the structure of a state's judicial 

system, whether primarily centrally administered or decentralized, whether 

state or locally funded, whether unified or not, the leadership, 

direction and resm~rces for educating its judiciary must come from the 

state level govGrnment. The state legislature should not rely entirely 

or primarily on the federal government for support of judicial education 

programs, nor relegate this responsibili'ty to local governments whose 

interests are necessarily more parochial. The provision of judicial 

education and training programs and resources should be an essential 

part of the state court budget, irrespective of the state's share of 

total court system support. Funding from federal and other non-state 

sources for judicial education should only be supplemental and for 

educational purposes or progranls consistent with state-developed 

educational priorities. 

State financing of a judicial education program should include re­

imbursement'of approved out-of-pocket expenses, such as travel, room, 

board, and registration fees, which are incurred by the progranl participant 
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IV. RESOLUTIONS AND STANDARDS RELATING TO JUDICIAL EDUCATION 

The following resolution's and standards adopted or promulgated 

by national judicial, legal and advisory organizations relate to 

comprehensive career judicial education. In many ways, ·these statements 

by the Conference of Chief Justices, the National Advisory Commission 

on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, and the American Bar Association's 

Judicial Administration Division and Commission on Standards of Judicial 

Administration complement and bolster the recommendations of the Study 

Group. Most importantly, however, they reflect a growing recognition 

of the need and importance of providing relevant pre-service and in­

seY'vice tr"aining and educationopportutlities to our flCltionls judicial"Y 

at this critical stage in the national court improvement movement. 
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RESOJ..JU'fION - I I 

GUIDEJ.JINES FOR JUDICIAL EDUCATION 

By The 

CONFERENCE OF CHIEF JUS'fICES . 

WHEREAS , it is now fully recogni7..ed that a progl'am of 

special educational training for judicial officers is both 

essential and necessary to the proper administration of 

justice; and 

WHEREAS, judicial educational programs for new judicial 

officers are absolutely crucial to avoid the problems inherent 

in having new judges learn only through mistakes made on the 

job; and 

WHEREAS, existing judicial officers desire and need 

educational programs to both bring them current in new 

developments in law and to provide a forwn for new ideas to 

improve the administration of justice. 

NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the Conference of Chief 

Justices that the following judiciaL educational guidelines 

are recommended for an effective judicial educational program 

to enhance and improve the administration of justice. 

1. New Judge Judicial Education. 

A. A new judge judicial educational program 

should be established and funded in each state 0\1'. region. 

Each new judicial officer should be required to att&~d 

a prescribed judicial educational program within his or 

-32-
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her first two years of judicial ·office. . Educa t ion al 

leave s'lOuld be allowed fo];' this purpose. 

B. Each new judge should be encouraged to 

a!,~end a national judicial educational program during 

his firs~ three years as a judicial officer. State 

funds should be provided for this purpose and the 

judge should be allowed three weeks educational 

leave to attend this type of educational program. 

2. General Judicial Education. 

A. Each existing judicial officer should be 

required to attend a minimum of one week or forty 

hours of approved state, regional or national legal 

educational courses every three calendar years. 

Educational leave should be allowed for that purpose. 

B. Each existing judicial officer should be 

encouraged to attend national or regional educational 

programs in addition to that required by subparagraph A. 

State funds should be provided for attendance at 

these programs and the judge should be allowed an 

additional two weeks of educational leave every three 

years for this purpose. 

3. Judge Expenses. 

Full per diem costs and expenses should be 

provided for all approved judicial educational programs. 
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4. Judge Faculty 

It must be recognized that in order for judicial 

educational programs to exist and be credible in their 

presentations, judge faculty must comprise a majority 

of the staff in such presentations. It is therefore 

recommended that each faculty member be granted educational 

leave for a minimum of fifty percent of the time away from 

his court on faculty duties. The remaining fifty percent 

would be credited against annual leave. The approval of 

the Chief Justice or a designated judicial official may be 

necessary for proper judicial administration. 

5. Judicial Educational BOard 

It is recommended that an educational board b~' establishe 

by the State·' s highest com:t whose representative voters at 

the Conference of Chief Justices in each jurisdiction to set 

educational policy, approve, progra~s, and prepare the neces­

sary budget to fund judicial educational program. 

This report was approved by the Executive Council in its 

meeting held in 1I1inneapolis on July 31, 1977. 

-34-

Respectfully submitted, 

Ben F. Overton, Chairman 

Francis G. Dunn 

Robert Boocbever 

Joe R. Gr'~enhill 

Albert W. Barney, Jr. 
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2. RESOLUTION RELATING TO JUDICIAL TRAINING AND 
EDUCATION RECOM~1ENDED BY THE JUDICIAL 
ADMINISTRATION DIVISION TO THE A.B.A. , 

HOUSE OF DELEGATES, FEBRUARY, 1978* 

*A modified resolution not affecting the substance of the recommended 
text was ultimately adopted by the ,House of Delegates. The official 
text of the House of Delegates Resolution was not available at the 
time of this publication. 

() 
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AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION 

REPORT TO THE HOUSE OF DELEGATES 

JUDICIAL ADMINISTRATION DIVISION 

RECOMMENDATION 

I The Judicial Administration Division recommends to the 
ouse of Delegates adoption of the following resolution: 

I BE IT RESOLVED, That the American Bar Association encour­
gcs and recommends creation of the follm'ling: 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

1. New Judge Judicial Education 

A. A new judge judicial educational program should be 
established and funded in each state OL region. 
Each new judicial officer shoul'd be required to 
attend, first, an orientation course of instruc­
tion for new judges as soon as practicable after 
selection or election and, second, a prescribed 
judicial educational program within his or her 
first two years of ju.'~;icial office. Educational 
leave should be al16wed for this purpose. 

B. Each new judge should be encouraged to attend a 
national judicial educational program during his 
first four years as a judicial officer. State 
funds should be provided for this purpose and the 
judge should be allowed four weeks educational 
leave to attend this type of educational program. 

2. General Judicial Education 

A. Each existing judicial officer should be required 
to attend a minimum of one week or forty hours of 
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approved state, regional or national legal edu­
cational courses every four calendar years. 
Educational leave should be allowed for this 
purpose. 

B. Each existing judicial officer should be encour­
aged to attend nationl5,\l or regional educational 
programs in addition to that required by sub­
paragraph A. State funds should be provided for 
attendance at these programs and the judge should 
be allowed an additional two weeks of educational 
leave every four years for this purpose. 

3. Judge Expenses 

Full per diem costs and expenses should be provided 
for all approved judicial educational programs. 

4. Judge Faculty 

A. It must be recognized that in order for judicial 
educational programs to exist and be credible in 
their presentations, judge faculty must comprise 
a majority of the staff in such presentations. It 
is therefore recommended that each faculty member 
be granted educational ieave for a minimum of two­
thirds of the time aT,'lay from his court on faculty 
duties. The remaining one-third would be credited 
against annual leave. The approval of the Chief 
Justice or a designated judicial official may be 
necessary for proper judicial administration. 

B. Teaching hours contributed. by a judicial officer as 
a faculty member of an approved judicial educa­
tional program shall be counted towards fulfilling 
any continuing legal education attendance require­
ment. 

5. Judicial Educational Board 

It is recommended that an educational board be estab­
lished by the state's highest court, whose representa­
tive votes at the meetings of the Conference of Chief 
Justices, in· each jurisdiction to set educational 
policy, approve programs, and prepare the necessary 
budget to fund judicial educational programs. 

_ '1 
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REPORT 

I· Judicial training and education are necessary and essen­
.al for the judges of this nation to stay abreast of current 

developments in the law, to develop new judicial skills and 

I ,chniques, to establish standards for judicial functions and 
understand the importance of their role under our system of 

government. 

I .It.is the responsibility of the governmental entity em­
oying a judge ±o provide necessary funding for his training 

l
d education. 

. The principal source of funds for the training and educa­
tion of state and local judges for the last several years hi3.s 
~en provided by block grants from the Law Enforcement Assistance 
J.inistration (LEAA) of the Departmen J

: of Justice. Recently, 
LEAA's appropriations for that purpose have been reduced, and it 
i •. expected that within the foreseeable future LEAA will not be 
~ing block grants available for judicial training and education. 

Thus, the Judicial Administration Division requests that 
tIL Association encourage and recommend the funding agencies of 
~ state and lower courts and administrative agencies to include 
in their budgets of appropriated monies funding to provide, as a 
m.1imum, training and education for judges of unlimited jurisdic­
t"n and full-time judges of limited jurisdiction, and administra­
tive law judges. 

I This recommendation is in conformity with the Association's 
Standards Relating to Court Organization which state in Standard 1.5: 

I 
I 

I 

Judges should maintain and improve their professional 
competence through continuing professional education. 
The court system should operate or support judges' 
participation in training and education, including 
programs of orientation for new judges and refresher 
education for experienced judges, in developments in 
the lavl and in technique in judicial and adndnistrative 
functions. Where it will result in greater convenience 
or economy, such program should be operated jointly by 
several court systems, or regionally or.nationally. 

I 
I 

This recommendation was approved by the Judicial Adminis­
tjltion Division Council on August la, 1977, and on February 12, 
1~8. 

I 
Respectfully submitted, 

WILLIAM A. GRIMES, Chairman 
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3. STANDARD 1.25 - STANDARDS RELATING TO COURT ORGANIZATION, 
AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION COMMISSION ON 

STANDARDS OF JUDICIAL ADI~INISTRATION, 1974 
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§1.25 

Standards with Commclltul'Y 

self avail1l61e to recall for active service on the bench should 
not engage in the practice of law. . 

References: 

AMERICAN JUDICATURE SOCIETY, JUDICIAL SALARIES 

AND RETTREMENT IN TIlE UNITED STATES (1970). 
WINTERS & LOWE, JUDICIAL RETIREMENT AND D!s­
ABILITY COMMISSIONS AND PROCEDURES (1969). 

1.25 Continuing Judicia! Education. Judges should maintain 
and improve their professional competence through con­
tinuing professional education. Court systems should oper­
ate or support judges' participation in training and educa­
tion, inclnding programs of orientation for new judges and 
refresher education for cxperieneed judges in developments 
in the Jaw and in technique in judicial and administrative 
functions. ,\Vhcre it ,vill result in greater convenience or 
economy, such programs should be operated jointly by sev­
eral court systems, or regionally or nationally. Provision 
should be made to give judges the opportunity to pursue 
advanced legal education and resem:ch. 

Commentary 

Continuing train,ing and education for judges is essential to 
establishing and maintaining a satisfactory level of profes­
sional competence in the judiciary. Newly appointed judges 
need orientation to their role, which is' novel even for law­
yers with long experience as advocates. They also need 
training in the administrative and collegial responsibilities or 
judicial ol1ke, which are quite unlike the ordinary profes­
sional experience of lawyers. At the same time, experienced 
judges need refresher education in ,substantive and proce­
dui·~l law; tl?e rate of legal change has become so rapid that 
few can stay abreast simply on the strength of'their own 

6S 
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§ 1.25 

Court Orcanizatioll 

efforts. Experiencqd judges also need training in new tech­
niques in court admini!)tration and performance or judicial 
duties, to benefit from advances and simplification!) in these 
functions. . 

The tasks of organizing and conducting continuing judicial 
education arc the responsiblity of the court systcm, and 
should be carried out under the supervision of the chief jus­
tice through the court administrative ofTice. Techniques of 
organizing and presenting programs of continuing judicial 
education are undergoing constant change. Certain types 
of programs, such as orientation for newjud.ggs-and rc·fre5-I'ler­
courses for all judges, should be provided through a regular 
periodic cycle. Other programs are designed to respond to 
specific new demands on the courts, such as the introduction 
of new procedural rules. Some states have a large enough 
judiciary to sustain their own programs in many fields, but 
organized programs in highly specialized subjects are beyond 
the capacity of all but the largest systems. This suggests 
the need for cooperation between court systems in estab­
lishing continuing judicial-education programs. Such co­
operation also exposes judges to the experience and outlook 
of judges from other systems. Like benefits result from ex­
posure of judges to lawyers and legal educators and to the 
"clientele·" of the courts, the latter exemplified in judicial­
education programs vihere judges have visited prisons, jails, 
detention centers, and mental hospitals to s~e and talk with 
their inmates. 

The recommendation that judges be provided opportunity 
to engage ill advanced study is b,ised on arrangements to 
this effect now operative in Oregon and other states. A simi­
lar underlying policy has led to the growing practice of 
establishing such arrangements as a maller or routine in law 
firms, business organizations, and some government agen­
cies. The opportunity for reflection and redirection of 
thought has always been an essential aspect or judicial of-

(j(j 
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~1.26 

Standards with Commentary 

flee. In the swift-moving niiliclI of the modern era., this op­
portunity can most effectively be provided by temporary 
disengagemenl from daily resp:onsibiliLies. 

References: 

Burgcr,Sc/woiforJudges, 33 F.R.D. 139 (1963). 
Gutman, Program. fo/' Judicial Educafioll, Vol. 7 No.3 
TRIAL 49 (1971). 
Hansen, The Continuing Education Program of the Wis­
consin. Judiciary, 52 MARQ. L. REV. 240 (1968). 
Karlen, Judicial Education, 52 A.B.A. J. 1049 (1966). 
Keleham, Summer College for Juvenile Court Judges, 51 
JUDICATURE 330 (1968). 
Leftar, The Appellate Judges Seminars, 21 ARK. L. REV. 

190(1967). 
O'Connell, Contin.uing Legal Edllccltionfor the J[{diciary, 
16 J. LEGAL ED., 405 (1964). 
Reichert, The Futu/'e of Continuing Legal Education, in 
,LAW IN A CHANGING AMERICA (Hazard, ed. 1968). 

1.26 Judicial Officers Assisting Judges. 
(a) Qualifications. Judicial officers are legally trained 

officers of the court ped'ol'm,ing judicial and quasi-judicia! 
functions under the authority of regular judges of the court 
systcm, as provided in Section 1.12 (b). They should have 
qualifications as prcscribed by administ'rativc regulations 
promulgated pursuant to Section 1.32. These qualifications 
should include good morai character, emotional maturity 
and stabiHty, good physical health, a general education 
through {he college level, and admission to practice law. 
Further qualifications may include a minimum period of 
experience in the practice of law or in government . 
. (0) Selection. The procedure for selection should be pre­

scribed by administrative regulation. Notice 01' prospective 
appoin{mcnts should be given publicly and well in advance, 

67 
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ADVISORY COMMISSION ON CRIMINAL JUSTICE 
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Standard 7.5 

Judicial Education 
E\'ery State should crente and maintnin a com­

prehensive program of conti/wing jlldicinl education. 
Ji.'l:.uming for this progrum should l'eCOjjIll;.e file ex­
tensive commitment of judge time, both as fucuHy 
Hnd as participants for such progrnms, {hat will IJ(~ 
necessary. Fu.r!ds necessary 10 prepare, udmiuister, 
and conduct the programs, and funds to permit 
judges to attend appropriate national niH} regional 
educational pl'Ogl'<IlIlS, should be provided. 

Each State program should hayc the following 
features: 

1. An lIew trial judges, within 3 ycars of assum­
ing jlldicial office, should a((clld both local and 

. national orientation programs as well as Cile of the 
national judicial ecillcalional progrllms. The local 
orientation program should come immedintcly be­
fore or after tlte judge fkst. takes olliec. It should 
include ,-is!ls to all institutions and facilities to 
which criminal oll'enders may Ile sentcnced. 

2. Each Slate should devclop its own Stllte. judi­
d:ll college, which should be l'CSpollsible for the 
oriclltatio!l program for new jll(l~cs and which 
should ll1!lke m'aiiahlc (0 all State judges (lie ~r:\(lll­
nte :nul l'cfr('sitcl' programs o[ (ile llational jutlid:ll 
educational (wgnniz:ltiulls. Each State also should 
plan specialized subjcct maill'r programs as well as 
2- ()I' 3-ela)' ~lIIlln:l~ Slate scminal's .fell' (rial unci 
uppl~llntc judgcs. 

156 
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3. The failure of :my judge, without good cUlIse! 
to pursue educntional programs as prescriued ill 
this standard should be considercd fly the judicial 
conduct commission as grounds for discipline or 
removal. 

4. Each State should prepare a bench manual on 
procedul'31 laws, with forms, samples, rn[e requirc" 
Illellts and other information that a judge should 
have readily availablc. This should include sentcnc­
ing alternatives amI inforniation cOllcel'l1ing cor" 
rectionul programs lUld institution!;, 

S. Each State should publish pcriodically-and 
not less thun CIllUl'tcrIy-a newsletter wHh informa­
tion from {he chi~( jusiice, the court administrator, 
correctional aUillOl'iiies, and others. This should in­
clude m-ticIcs of intcrest to judges, rC£crcnccs to IWW 

literature in the jucJiciaI lind corrccliollal fields, :\nd 
citations of important appclln(~ ;lml tdul ~c)lIrt 
decisions. 

6. Each Slafe should adopt a lll'ogram of sab­
"alienI le~l\'e fo!' (he purpose of cl1:lhlillg judges (0 
purSllC studies and research relevant (0 their judi. 
cial duties. 

Commentary 

The la:;ks of judging havc spccial rcquircments 
and c.Icmands Ihat arc best conveycd Ihrough an 
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I 
I I/,ganiZCd c:t1l1clItional program. Changing social 

1I1d legal con~lilj~)J):l .ill~~} .call for ". slrtlCLll!'l:d pr~­
gram or contlllillng )uciJclal education. In recOf,IlI-

_
ion of. the need for continuiilg education and trnin-
11g, the number and variety of legal education pro­
rams have inc,reased l.ubSllllllinlJy in recent years. 

'fl'iCl1tution Progl'ams for New Judges 

'It is more than just a slep ill a legal career when 
a I(lwyer becomes a judge. It is a major cHreer clJange 

10 a posilioll involving significantly diJrerent fUllc­
ions and requiring different skills and knowledge 

than were required ()[ the person in his prior pro-

•

esSional position. Orientation for new juoges on 
- - II trial comts therefore should be part of every 

'late jll!.lieial education plan. The program should 
be mandatory for each new judge before or il11l11cdi­

'Itc1Y after he begins his judicial duties. 
O~spHe tlle gre~t need, t~lCre nrc few Stale ori­

entatIOn programs III tJJe NatIOn today. An outstand­
ing exception, and a model which other states might 

I mulate l is the Wisconsin Judicial College. It con­
uets an annllal I-week orientation program for all 

new State trial judges. Teaching materials have been 

I Ollected into a looseleaf binder, which can serve as 
bench manual and can be updated easily. 
Each State should establish an educational pro­

gram of this sort. Such a program could be placed 

I OdeI' the administrative direction of the State su­
feme court or the State court administrator or the 

State judicial conference, perhaps with the aid of a 

'

w school or the director of the continuing legal 
ducation division of the State bar association-. 

.. Each orientation program should include visits to 
the various State institutions to which judges may 

~
nkC commitments. A judge should be fully in­

)rnlcd as to the kinds of programs and conditions 
o which he is selltencing offenders. Care should be 
laken to assure that the personnel of these institu-

I ons undcrstand (he purpose of these visits; if the 
isHs arc to be meaningful, thcy must reveal frnnkly 

the shortcomings ns weI! as the strengths of instilu­
_onnl programs and facilitics. 

Nntionnll1rogrums 

I To continue the judicial education process, every 
tat~~ sliould provide an opportunity for each of its 

"~ ncw jllc'ges to uttcnd a national in-resident program. 

I. hcrcnfter, judgt:s should be able to attend shorter, 
-depth grauunte or refresher courses at least every 
inl year. 
While the COlllmission docs not !ipl~cifically l'n-

IlrS(,~'\I\Y pal'licl1li1l' program or approach \0 jllllicini 
Illcatioll, it recllgni7;cs that scycl'al organizlltions 

I 

havc attempt cd to construct mcaningful courscs ami 
that a number of judicial education progra1l1~;, now 
offered on 11 regional or national level, might satis­
fy this stnndanl. Educational courses for judges arc 
.offlired, for cxample, by the Institute of Judicial 
Administration (appellate jutlc,es, 2 weeks at New 
York University); the American Academy of Judi­
cial Education (limited jurisdiction trial judges, 2 
weeks at the University of Alabama); the National 
College of the State Judiciary (general juri~djctjon 
trial judges, 4 wecks, and limited jUI'jsdielion trial 
judges, 2 weeks, at the University of Nevada); 
and the Nalional Council of Juvenile Court Judgcs 
(1- and. 2-week programs at the University of 
Nevada) . 

Thesc'national programs encourage 11 much need­
ed exchange of mcthods and ideas, and (hey can at­
tract instructional talent not otherwise available. 
Thcy providc an opportunity to examine the phil­
osophy of justice, the role of a judge, the doctrine 
of separation of powcrs, the interdisciplinary aspects 
of the criminal justice system, problems of bail, sen­
tencing, judicial ethics, and other matters with judges 
from all sectjons of the Nation .. These prdgmms 
tend to break down self-satisfaction with local ways 
and the pervasive sectionalism that often has char-

_ aeterized the judicial establishment. 
While most judges will be enthusiastic about j~di­

cial education, attendance at selected educational 
programs is so important that the C0l11tnission rec­
ommends a mandatory educational compone.nt of 
judicial office, with power in a judicial conduct com­
mission to discipline or remove judges who willfully 
fail to, participate in thc required programs. 

In States that already have created a State college 
of trial judges, attendance at a -national program 
could wait until the second year of judicial service. 
tn States where there is no program or only a brief 
orientation or an annual State judicial seminar, at­
tendance (:t an in-residence national program is 
morc urgent during the lirst year of judicial service. 

AUllual State Seminars' 

Two or 3-day annual seminars for trial and ap­
pellate judges should be conducted ill cach State. If 
manpower requirements make it difTicult to have the 
State's entire judiciary away from their courts at 
onc time, Iwo separatc sessions should be conducted 
each year. These seminars should include a rcport 
from the court administrator on thc needs, deficien­
cics, and innovations of thc Slate systelll, :lnd a re­
port on national (rends in judicial education pro­
grams. It also should include courscs un techniques 
ami skills used in judging and 011 mailers of Sllb­
stflnlive Jaw and procedure, stich as recent devclop~ 
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/llcnts in criminal Jaw, sentencing prohlt:ms, and 
evidence. 

These seminars should be Jocl1tcd so that they 
provide, over a period of years, an opportunily for 
the parficipating judges to visit or revisit the Slale's 
corrccliollal and mental il1!ititution:-;. They also 
should be strudured to provide an opportunity to 
open :Ind maintain cOIl1/Tlunicaliol1l; wilh other parts 
of the criminal justice system. While most of the 
seminar schedule :-.hould be devoted to law, court 
procedure, and problems of the ;judiciary, eaeh pro­
gram also should devote time to understanding the 
workings of other P,\J'ts of the system. Participants 
from police and correctional agencies might be 
pl:ofitnbly involved. 

Special Sn\)ject Programs 

Each State should include provisions for special­
ized subject matter programs in Us judicial cduca­

. tion plan. One selected subject each year, or each 
month, should be presented anc! a limited number 
or judges invited to participate. 

Smaller States might find It worthwhile to pur­
sue a regional approach to special subject programs. 
Several Stales, for example, might put on these pro­
grams together, with judges from ench State partici­
pating in eaeh program. Subjects that would be ap­
propriate for judges sitting on criminal cnses include 
psychiatry, social work, and the law; theory of gov­
ernment Hnd separation of powers; computers in 
courts; poverty law; criminal law-substantive nnd 
procedural; criminal lnw-sentencing; court admin­
istration, including special seminars for chief judges 
of metropolitan courts with emphasis on tecl,lIliques 
to assure a speedy trial; the relationship between 
corrections and courts; the relntiollship between law 
enforcement nnd courts; the relationship between 
courts 'and the executive and legislative branches of 
government; the reintionship between courts and the 
news media; family law; juvenile law; criminal pen­
alties for infractions of environmentnl law; and opin­
ion writing, 

The expense of judicial education is as necessary 
a cost of a good judicial system as are courtrooms 
and court clerks, The cost' will not bc insubstantial. 
But the Commission believes that money spent all 

an education pro~ram, such as thnt described in 
this standard, is well spent, and it recol11mends that 
specific provisions be made for direct co~ts as well 
ns indirect, sueh as Ihe loss of judicial tilll!.! that oc­
curs when ju~lges participatc in sueh programs, 
cither as inl-trllclors or :IS studellts. Cal'cful !.!x:llIlin­
!It ion SUllj~t:sts that the total time takcn from a 
judge's jl~~licial duties by an l'ducational program is 
not an unreasonable portion of his professiollal 
time. 
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If, during the firsl 2 years of' service, a judge 
spends IO court days in orielltatioll, 2 days each 
year at his .own State judicial conference, 5 to 10 
days at a Stale judicial college program, and 20 days 
at a national· educational program, the cntire time 
commitment to education for the ncw judge will 
have totaled 39 to 44 days dt/ring the lirs! 2 ycars 
of jutlidal service. Thereafter, he would (h.wotc only 
2 days per year to his Stale jlldicild seminar and an 
additional 10 days each third year to refresher pro­
grams of various kinds. In addition, some judges 
will be asked to mal\c a contribution of their lime to 
judicial education as members of the faculties in the 
various programs. The court system mllst accept 
these time commitments. 

In most States, creating and maintaining an effec­
tive education program will be an undertaking thnt 
requires a full-time professional stuff person with 
necessary !iupport personnel. He could be part of the 
judicial branch of government, as a member of the 
State court administrator's stall or the supreme 
court's staff. Or he could be on the staff of a con­
tinuing legal education program, either at a law 
school or with the State bar association. In any case, 
he will need to work closely with the judges in order 
to devise useful programs, and he will need to se­
lect carefully the faculty for the State-operated pro­
grams and work with them in developing tlp-to-date 
course mateI:ials. 

SOllie Programs of Interest 

The Commission studied 'a number of innovative 
programs that provide continuing education for 
judges. Virginia judges now attend two anJlual train­
ing sessions, each 2 days long, as part of the State's 
inservicc continuing education for judges. The pro­
gram is separated into sessions for jlldges of courts 
of record and for judges of courts 110t of record; the 
two sessions arc given 6 months apart. 1n additioIl, 
the Virginia Council oC J uvenik COllrt Judges has 
appointed a fiv.e-member committee to develop, 
plan, and present a 2-day progmm for judges spc~ 
cializing in juvenile justice, The Stale-coordinatcd 
training sessions keel' jut1g\!S informed of new laws, 
recent court decisions, and 'changes ill courtroom 
procedures. 

J Il 1972, West Virginia conducted a 3-day seminal' 
foI' all State judges, the first of ils kind in 3 years. 
The seminar; under the direction of the National 
Col1egl~ of the State Judic.iary, covered criminall:nY, 
cvidcllCC, civil procl'cdings beforc trial, and the in­
hercnt powers of I he COlll'!. Till.! semi liar wilS SPOll­

sorcd jointly by the C1o\'enll)r's COlllmittee on Crime, 
Delinquency, and Corrcctions, and the West Virginia 
Judges Associatioll, with Safc Streets Act funds. 

-.46-
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I The Center for the Admillistration of OJ tlstice, 
Wayne State University Law School, provides a 6~ 

• . wcek course for ncwly elected judge}; in Michigan. 

I 'flle'ccnter also conducts all ongoing series of 1- to 
5-day seminars for judges and high-level court ml­
Illinistrators in areas of law and court procccdings. 

I 
Other activities include ()fr~duiy extem:ion courses 
for all membcr.s of the Stllte criminal justice system; 
speciul leadership confcrences explaining the judicial 
process lI/ld its Ile(:ds to bll~illCSS, pl'Ofessional, and 

I political leaders of the Stnte; and special study proj­
ects conducted in cooperation with the Miehigun 
State Supreme Court. 

The Cnlifor)1ia Conference of Judges, a voluntary 

I professional orgnnization, has developed a 2-week 
course,' given every year at the University of Cali~ 
(ornia at Berkeley Law School, especially for new 

I and recently appoinled judges. Called the College 
of. T/'ial Judges, the course covers all aspects of ju~ 
dicial responsibility, including criminal law, ethics, 
and courtroom procedures. Members of the CCJ 

I and professional educators instruct the courses, 
conduct seminars, and arrange field trips to various 
7rimi Ilal justice facilities. 
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Relai'ecl Standards 

The following standards may be applicable in 
implemcnting Standard 7.5: 

10.5 Participation in Criminal J lIstice Planning 
12,4 Statewide Organization o[ Prosecutors 
] 2.5 Education of Professional Personnel 
13.11 Salaries for Defender Attorneys 
13.16 Training and )2ducation of Dcfenden; 
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INTRODUCTION TO APPENDICES A - D 

Over the, course of 'its work, the Study Group was exposed to a wide 

variety of lay and professional 'perspect'ives on judicial education in 

the"form of oral and written presentations. Four of these, presentations 

have been selected for inclusion in this report for their cumulative 

value in providing the reader with an overview of the public administration 

and intellectual context in which Ujudi~ial education~ as a distinct field 

of inquiry and endeavor is developing.' 

Sofron Nedilsky's paper highlights the interrelationship of the 

evolution of judicial education programs and the resurgent court reform 

movement of the 1960 ' s and 1970's. It also points up the variety of 

uncoo~dinated and yet unproven approaches being taken to this new alea of 

professional education. 

Dale Lefever'S analysis of the relevance of the medical school 

training of physicians to their subsequent practice demonstrates the gap 

that can exist between the formal preparatory training of a class of 

professionals and the skills required of them in the rerformance of their 

roles in society. He suggests that properly designed continuing education 

programs are the most feasible means of bridging that gap, given the relative 

resistance to change of the professional preparatory schools. He goes on to 

urge that judicial education planners study recent efforts at improving the 

practice-relevancy of continuing education programs for physicians and 

develop the necessary foundation of judicial performance standards which 

would enable the conduct of judicial education activities designed to rectify 

disparities between performance expectations and actual practice behavior. 

Roger Granlton1s perspective on judicial education needs stresses the 

central importance of value-oriented education not only to the professional 

and personal development of the individual judge, but to the relevance and 
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vitality of the judicial function in our system of government. 

Finally, ·Peter Haynes· evaluation perspective on judicial education 

argqes the need to document and assess the various approaches being taken 

to judicial education, as summarized in Mr. Nedilsky·s paper, and to research 

and develop goal-oriented judicial education curricula which would advance 

both the skills and the intellectual development of the judge participants~ 

as advocated in the Lefever and Cramton papers. 
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APPENDIX A - STATE JUDICIAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS, 

SOFRON N. NEDILSKY 
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STATE JUDICIAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS 

The first judicial education programs were presented in th~ late 
1940's by the American Bar Association Traffic Court Program directed by 
James P: Economos, at the invitation of a number of states seeking to 
improve administration of their traffic courts. In 1956', New York 
University Law School was the site of the first seminar for appellate 
court judges. By the early 1960 1 s, many states began to hold annual 
Judicial Conferences and other educational seminars. The JUdicial 
Council of California, in 1962, designated !ICy" Shain ~o organize and 

, present institutes and workshops for the judges in that state. 

'~ 

A flurry of organizational activity occurred on the national scene 
between 1963 and 1970. The National College of the State Judiciary was 
founded in 1963 and held its first session in 1964 at the University of 
Colorado at Boulder, Colorado.' The original funding came from W.K. 
Kellogg Foundation of Battle Creek, Michigan, but in 1965 the National 
'College received a ten-year grant from Max C. Fleischman Foundation of 
Reno, Nevada and moved to permanent quarters on the University of 
Nevada, Reno campus. The Fleischman Foundation was also the funding 
source for the establishment of the National College of Juvenile Justice 
in 1969. This educational institution for juvenile court judges is also 
located in the Judicial College Building on the campus of the University 
of Nevada, Reno. The American Academy of JUdicial Education held its 
first two-week residency conference for new judges of limited juris­
diction courts in 1970. The National College of Juvenile Court Judges, 
early in the 1960's, received grant support from the National Institute 
for Mental Health for a national series of training conferences, community 
team workshops and sensitivity training sessions. From this evolved the 
Summer College for Juvenile Court Judges in Boulder, Colorado. 

As the 60's reflected national program activity, the 70 1 s clearly 
belonged to state judicial education programs. The National Center 
for State Courts issued two publications entitled, State Judicial 
Training Profile. The profile, published in 1974, indicated that 
seventeen states identified personnel with sole responsibility for 
the development of judicial training programs. The 1976 edition of 
the profile reflected that the number of such states rose to thirty. 
Recognition of the need for the establishment of state-level judicial 
education programs was obvious. A forward-looking director of a state 
program in Indiana, Rosemary Huffman, made the initial survey of state 
programs and invited representatives to the first State Judicial Educa­
tion Roundtable, hosted by the Center for Judicial Education in Indiana, 
and held on February 26-27, 1973. About a dozen state programs \'Jere 
represented. It was s4ch a successful meeting that the participants 
resolved to meet again the following year and the Indiana program hosted 
the second Roundtable on February 18-19, 1974. The National Center for 
State Courts invited state program representatives, court admi ni strators, ~­
LEAA and state pl anning agency representati ves, and others to t~~ ~-~-­
National Judicial Educators Conference held at the Univers-i-tyof 
Mississippi on April 28 - May 1, 1974_~c. JUrec-tors-of state judicial 
education programs again <::,uJled for a third Roundtable meeting, which 
was held on February-T9::20, 1975 at the Palmer House, in Chicago, Illinois. 
·ParticipantS'at this, meeting resolv.ed to form a State Judicial Educators 
Association and elected interim officers. The F;irst Annuali~~eetingof 
'the State Judicial Educators Association was held on August 25-27, 1975 
in Chicago, Illinois. Twelve members attended the First Annual Meeting 
of the Association. The Second Annual Meeting was held on March 24-26, 
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1976 in San Antonio, Texas. The Third Annual Meeting was held on 
March 30 - April 1, 1977 in Santa Fe, New Mexico. Presently, the 
Associ a'ti on has thi rty-ei ght members representi ng twenty-seven s ta tes 
and five national programs. The constitution of the As~ociation, a 
copy of which is attached, limits eligibility for full membership to 
"any director or chief administrator of a state or local nonprofit 
program of education for judges and/or court-support personnel ... " 
As pointed out earlier, the State Judicial Training Profile indicates 
that thirty states have designated a director or chief administrator 
of a state judicial education program. With twenty-seven of these 
states represented in the Association, it is the determined wish of 
the members to continue to provide leadership and educational oppor­
tunities in this rapidly developing profession. 

A. Availability of State Judicial Education Programs 

AS' was noted above, apprOXimately thirty states have organized 
programs with specific personnel designated to plan and implement them. 
The remaining states rely primarily on statewide Judicial Conferences, 
meetings of associations of judges, and national programs, both to 
assist development of instate programming and training of judges at 
their own courses. 

B. Organizational Structure 

A great variety of organizational structures exist. The n~:i}t 
commonly found affiliation is with the State Supreme Court and/or a 
state court administrator1s office. Some programming exists on a local 
level within the offices of a trial court administrator. In a few states, 
such as Indiana and Mississippi, the state program is within the admin­
istrative structure of a university law school. Examples can be found 
of affiliation with a state bar association, judicial boards or asso­
ciations, criminal justice training centers, the office of attorney 
general, and the dol lege or center concept exhibited in the State of 
WashingtQn. 

For the most part, state programs express deep concern for a 
close relationship with the judiciary serviced by the progi~am. This 
is often provided by a board or committee representative of the users 
of the program. The responsibility and authority of such committees 
varies from state to state but in general term's they tend to be the 
policy-making ,bodies for the program. 

C. Fundi ng 

A number of state programs, generally those who have been in 
existence the longest, are now fully funded ,through state appropriations, 
with little or no reliance on federal funds. A quick review of the 
latest profile indicates that only two states, Kentucky and South 
Carolina, report that their entire judicial education budget comes 
from state funds. Almost all of the programs rely heavily on LEAA 
funds, \I/ith some funding made available from the National Highway Safety 
funds. The Center for Administration of Justice at Wayne State Univer­
sity Law School is one of the few programs that have received support 
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from private foundations. There are also efforts underway in ohe or 
two sta,tes to attempt using surcharges on fines as a source of funding 
for educational programs. This has been more extensively used in the 
area of law enforcement training. 

D. Who are the Users? 

Most of the programs on the state level were initially organized 
to provide educational opportunities for judges. There are some that 
still limit themselves to this purpose, as exemplified by the program 
in California. Most of the programs, however~ have expanded their 
services to include administrative and clerical personnel, probation 
officers, juvenile officers, court reporters, registers in probate, 
and even district attorneys and public defenders. 

In some states, such as Texas, separate programs are established 
for general jurisdiction judges from those that primarily serve the 
lay judiciary or judges of limited jurisdiction. 

The scope of any progNm is as much determined by the availability 
of funding as it is by predetermined objectives. 

E. Developing Program Objectives 

Most frequently, program objectives are determined in a very 
informal manner. They can be decided by committees, often composed of 
user representatives, or it could be as a result of unilateral direction 
from an individual or a statutory body. 

Some states have developed formal assessments of needs, using 
contracted personnel tO,do extensive assessments. A most recent example 
is the formal assessment of needs developed in the State of Michigan. 
Other programs depend entirely on in-house assessments of needs and 
limit themselves to formal or informal surveys of the users. 

F. Program Emphasis 

t~ost of the programs place their primary emphasis on o~ientation 
of iaw-tl~ained and lay judiciary. This is accomplished by various 
means and includes pre-service as well as in-service orientation. 
IIAdvisor Judge ll programs, such as developed in California, as well 
as internships with a sitting judge, are often the form of pre-service 
training provided at the state level. Several states h~ve developed 
extensive programs under the title of IIJudic;al College. 1I This concept 
can reflect a program of two days in duration or as ambitious as fourteen 
days long. In addition, many state programs provide benchbooks, pub­
lications, audio tapes, as well as video tapes, to suppl~ment their 
ori entati on programmi ng. SPf~ci a 1 ty semi nars, such as. sentenci ng ; nsti tutes, 
are often held annually, emphasizing an area of judicial functions of 
critical concern to the judges. Crisis-generated seminars in res.ponse 

- to th~ enactment of new legislation, both substantive and procedural~ 
often demand a change in program emphasis. 
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Finally, comes the emphasis of some progra~s on conferences and 
meetings of various judicial organizations. These are frequently held 
annually and are especially suited for programming on areas of general 
concern of the user judges. . 

G. Methodology 

Methodology or format of programming on the state level ranges 
from the very traditional to innovative. On the traditional end of 
the scale are the conferences, institutes, and seminars presented with 
a heavy reliance on lecture and group discussion. The more experimental 
the innovative formats include use of problem-solving, dramatization, 
gaming, and other participant-oriented techniques. Video-taped vignettes 
rais'ing issues in evidentiary problems and motion problems are more 
extensively used as educational tools in programming. More and more 
frequently, participants are limited in number of attendance at any 
specific program in order to allow the most extensive interaction in 
the group. 

To supplement live programming, and to reach users who are not 
available at these programs, more reliance has been placed on publi­
cations. These include materials for the live programs, bench books 
and m~nuals, and newsletters distributed to the users on a regular 
basis as a means of communicating changes and information. 

Audio and video tapes have been used basically in three ways. 
The first has exclusively an informational purpose by taping a speaker 
during his presentation. A second metho& is directed at a more instruc­
tive purpose with heavier emphasis on educational aids such as charts, 
exhibits, and other demonstrative tools. The third use of tapes 
emphasizes the participation of the viewer. These generally present 
brief problems and questions to which the viewer has to react. Accom­
panied by a manual, this 'form is exceptionally well-suited to self­
education. 

H. Fiscal Matters 

Many programs have exclusive responsibility for grant writing and 
accounting under the grants. Recently, more programs have established 
themselves within an office that can provide fiscal and accounting 
services to the program. 

There is still a great variance on the reimbursement policies 
among the various states. Some states rely on participants obtaining 
funding from other sources, while most states do reimburse the parti­
cipants fully for their expenses while in attendance at programs. 

, To my kMwl edge, none of the state programs have i llsti tuted fees 
or tuition as a method of covering the costs of the programs. 

I. Relationship to National Programs 

State progr'am rel ationshi p, to nati ona 1 programs vari es greatly, 
seemi ngly determi ned more by persona 1" contact than fi nanci a 1 cri teri a. 
In some states, there is no state level participation, meaning that 
no state funds are available to judges to attend national programs 
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and the state program does not utilize the services of national programs 
to assist with instate programs. Most state programs have a comple­
mentary relationship with the national programs. Hhere there is an 
extensive state program, funds are still made available to judges in 
that state to participate in national programs. There are a number of 
states that utilize national programs as exclusive providers of both 
instate training and orientation training of judges at the national 
programs. 

In some states, national programs provide a service that is of 
technical assistance nature. At the request of such states, they assist 
in the planning of programs, selection of speakers, preparation of 
materials, and even implementation of the program. In recent years, 
some national programs have also contracted with states to publish 
benchbooks, manuals, and other written materials. 

J. Evaluation 

In rare instances, some state programs have attempted to develop 
quantitative evaluations of their programs. These efforts have been 
costly and have been met with limited success. Almost all of the 
programs rely heavily on questionnaires and individual feedback to 
evaluate the success of each program. Although most programs maintain 
counts of participants, they recognize that this has no relevance in 
evaluating the quality of the program and utilize the data for planning 
and budgeting. 

\ 

A few states rely exclusively on an informal evaluation, such as 
unsolicited comments from the participants. On the other hand, there::..., 
are three states, namely Michigan, Delaware, and South Carolina, according 
to the latest "profile", that instituted testing procedures for the 
participants. This method of evaluation should become more extensively 
used as programs mature and become self-critical in their evaluations. 

K. Mandatary Judi ci a 1 Educati on 

Presently, there are three states that have instituted mandatory 
judicial education. Minnesota and Iowa plans are integrated with 
mandatory continuing legal education, requiring fifteen hours of .. 
accredited participation in a one-year period. . .. 

Wisconsin instituted a mandatory judicial education program on 
January 1, 1977, sepaTate from the mandatory continuing legal education 
plan, authorizing the Supreme Court Judicial Education" Committee to 
establish the guidelines and set the credits to be granted. As you 
will note in the attached order and guidelines, three programs are 
made mandatory for each justice, judge, and supreme court commissioner 
to attend once in a six-year period, in addition to the credit require­
ments. Due to the recent implementation date, Wisconsin is only now 
learning the issues that are involved in administering such a program. 

I; 
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APPENDIX B - A PERSPECTIVE ON CONTINUING PROFESSIONAL 

EDUCATWN FOR PHYSICIANS, 

R. DALE LEFEVER, PH.D. 
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Introduction 

A Perspective On Continuing Professional Education 
For Physicians 

One of the necessary starting points in designing continuing education pro­
grams for professionals is thl~ examination of the prior education they have 
received. It must be asked, for instance, whether this education was adequate 
for professional practice and whether it is an appropriate model for future 
training? 

The purpose of this paper is to provide a brief analysis of professional 
education in medicine relative to the above questions in an effort to stimulate 
similar issues in the design of continuing education for judges. 

Basic Issues In Program Design 

The initial question relates to who are the professionals we have produced? 
While this question can not be answered in an individual sense, we do know that 
60% of physicians establish office practices and 25% work in hospitals. Sixteen 
percent of hospital based physicians, however, are interns and residents, which 
mean~ that only 9% of physicians actually establish a hospital-based practice. 
We also know that 62% of practicing physicians work alone. Without great ela­
boration, it should be noted that the hospital context in which physicians are 
trained is not consistent with the office setting in which they will eventually 
practice. The preference for solo practice, however, is consistent with the 
highly competitive academic setting in which th~y "Jere trained, but may not be 
consistent with the growing need for health care teams and family oriented 
clinics. The educational issue is whether continuing education for physicians 
should be hospital-based and individually oriented or whether a community-based, 
health care team approach would be more appropriate? 

A second question that needs to be addressed is the kind of patients phy­
sicians actually manage in practice? Again, without presenting tedious details, 
we know that the typical patient comes to a physician with common complaints or 
no symptoms (74% of visits); they were seen previously for the same problem (61% 
of visits); he contacts a specialist (59%); he is with a physician less than 12 
minutes (5mb); he receives minimal, if any, history/physical or laboratory workup 
(70%); the problem diagnosed is slight or not serious (81%); drugs are prescribed 
(68%); and a return appointment is made (65%) .2 __ 

The educational issue this presents is that'there is an inconsistency between 
the patients managed in training at the university medical center~ and the patients 
which present in the eventual practice setting. Medical centers are tertiary (spe­
cialized) care facilities where patients with serious or, at least, un"diagnosed 
illnesses are referred. Medical students, therefore, are taught using patients 

ITh ;s citation and all citations ;n this paper refer to a paper by John W. 
Williamson entitled liThe Product of Our Medical· Schools in Perspectivel!, presented 
at the Council of Deans Meeting in April 1975. Dr. Williamson is Professor, 
Department of Health Care Organization, the Johns Hopkins School of Hygiene and 
Public Health. 

2See Footnote 1. o 
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that are less representative than the at risk population they will eVentually 
manage. This,might explain, for instance, why only a minimal history and physi­
cal examination is conducted. Most patients have had this completed prior to 
aqmittance to the nledical center. Medical students, therefore, are denied the 
opportunity to practice their skills in this area. 

The implication for continuing medical education is whether the programs 
wi 11 be rel evant to actual practi ce or whether they w; 11 be bri ented toward the 
critical, but unrepresentative issues of primary importance to academic medicine 
and research? 

A third question relates to the cost of health care and the professional's 
l"ol e and respons ibil i ty for cost contai nment. 5i nce the reader does not need 
to be convinced of the high cost of health, the issue relates to hOlt' to best 
introduce the cost variable into the education of physicians. Most medical stu­
dents are no~faced with the cost of treatments they request while in training. 
They never see the patient's bill and are rarely alerted to the cost-benefit 
approach to patient management. The challenge to continuing education is how to 
introduce professional accountabi.lity to the consumer in a profession where the 
physician "knows best". 

A final, and perhaps the most fundamental. issue relates ~o how well physi­
cians actually perform in practice. Without commenting on the many issues sur­
rounding the validity of malpractice suits, there is clear evidence of 1) observor 
error (serious lesions were missed in roughly 25% of 100 chest films), of 2) inade­
quate diagnosis (urinary tract infection \'Jas missed in 71% of 265 patients at a 
community hospital), and of 3) deficiencies in care provid~d (fetal age/viability 
examination was not conducted in 14.of 27 abortion cases). 

The implication here is not that unqualified physicians are the norm in 
society, but rather that physi'cians have an incredible responsibility in making 
judgments about the health of others and must practice this judgment frequently 
under pressure. The need for continuing education for the physician who practices 
apart from the .resources of the academic medical center is clear. This education 
must be directly related to the problems physicians face in practice and must 
begin with recognition on the part of the physician that continued assessment of 
his skills is appropriate. 

A Model For Professional Education 

\~; th the above issues as background, I woul d 1; ke to propose some ml mmum 
elements for conQucting educational programs for practicing physicians. Again, 
these comments are made in an effort to stimulate discussion of their relevance 
for judicial education. 

The initial effort must be to establish minimum standards for patient care. 
Education must be goal-directed. Unless there are standards for quality, educa­
tional programs will be arbitrarily designed and'predictably ineffective in 
changing behavior. Perhaps the best way to phrase the issue is to ask "what would 
medical practice be like if it were good?" 

3See Footnote 1. 
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One of the fundamental difficulties in attacking this issue has been the 
desire of profes$ionals to be inQependent and autonomous practit~oners. Most 
physicians take the position that only they can judge other physicians and that 
they knoVi better than the patients what is best. This attitude has delayed 
efforts to develop standards of care and must be overcome if relevant educational 
programs are to emerge. 

HOViever general or tentative the minimum standards are, they must ultimately 
be translated into educational objectives, i.e., statements of Vlhat the indivi­
duals are expected to learn through the educational experience. While this 
approach may seem obvious, it is simply not done. Very few programs eVer have 
stated objectives and those that do are neyer evaluated to determine whether 
the objectives have been met. Literally hundreds of programs are conducted each 
year without any attention being paid to the explicit purpose they are to accom­
plish. 

One of the difficulties related to this lack of clear objectives is the 
categorical approach taken in designing continuing educational programs. Gener­
ally, a topic is selected, the meeting is scheduled, and participants come, sit, 
and listen. The need for the program is frequently determined by the presentors 
and mayor may not reflect the actual needs of the practicing physicians. The 
presentors are genuine authorities in their fields, but they are not equipped to 
meet the specific needs of the heterogeneous audience. The result is that people 
pick up bits of information, but are not sure hoVi to implement the neVi ideas or 
procedures in their individual practice contexts. A few weeks or even days after 
the meeting, most of Vlhat was said is forgotten. 

An alternative to treating all physicians as a homogeneous group is the 
development of a mechanism for needs assessment by the parttcipants themselves. 
Teachers are alViays telling students Vlhat they need to know. Students, parti­
cularly adult students, hbwever, are quite capable of generating their own 
learning needs. The approach, therefore, should be to include participants in . 
a process that would begin Vlith an identification of needs at their level of 
practice and then proceed from this point with program design. 

The next step in this process Vlould be the development of methodologies 
for measuring behavioral change. If specific needs of participants have been 
identified and translated into objectives, the subsequent behavior of participants 
can be measured. Many people reject this idea suggesting that the issues are 
too subjective to measure. This is true if there are no standards for minimum 
care. If, however, you begin with standards of care, you can easily begin an 
evaluation process. An example Vlill illustrate how this could work. A minimum 
standard for the diagnosis of depression might be not more than 5% to 10% missed. 

.A hospital staff could be assessed to determine the per cent of findings com­
pared Vlith a panel of experts. If the findings were outside this acceptable 
range, educationally programs focused on diagnosing depression could be conducted 
and the hospital staff reevaluated three to ~ix months later. This has actually 
been done and has proven to be far more effective than a lecture on depression 
to a group of participants who aren't even aware of their need to improve. The 
issue here, I would suggest, is not whether performance can be evaluated, but' 
whether profess;on~ls will allow their perfprmance to be .assessed. 
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The final step in this process would be a study of the cost/benefit ratio 
relative to improved patient care. Most educational programs neglect the con­
sUmer in making judgments on the merits of a program. This is generally a direct 
result of the failure, cited above, to ~valuate changes in participant behavior. 
Continuing education programs often become an end in themselves. In Michigan, 
for. instance, physicians are required to complete 50 hours of continuing educa­
tion each year for recertification and relicensure purposes. The assumption is 
that ~ompleting a fixed number of credits wi11 result in improved patient care. 
This assumption, however, is not tested. We know, for instance, that physicians 
attend programs which present u new procedure for managing an ~illness that they 
will never be required to address. The program is expensive both in terms of 
real costs and reduced services, but the accumulation of credits is paramount. 
What is needed, therefore, is explicit attention to the cost of educational pro­
grams relative to the benefit accrued by the patient. 

In summary, the model I am recommending would involve: 1) the establishment 
of minimum standards for per10rmance; 2) the translation of these critical func­
tions irito educational objectives; 3) the assessment of specific needs; 4) the 
measurement of behavioral change; and 5) a study of the cost/benefit ratio in 
terms of improved services. 

Major Obstacles 

In the opening paragraph I suggested that the prior educational context 
of professionals must be examined to determine whether it provides an appropriate 
model for continuing education. My comments suggest that I have some definite 
reservations. These reservations have focused on the sUbstance of what phYsicians 
were taught, where they were taught, and the relationship of these contextual 
issues to practice. An equai consideration must be given to hm..,r they were taught 
and whether the educational process they experienced should be emulated in 
continuing education programs." 

The most striking feature of higher education in general and medical educa­
tion in particular is that it is normative and competitive in nature. Grading 
is based on what a student knows relative to his/her classmates. A score of 
40% on an examination, for instance, may warrant an A if everyone else scores 
below this point. This does not mean, however, that an individual is competent 
in the subject in question. A second consequence of normative evaluation is 
the competition it creates betv..feen students. Simply stated, one person's gain 
is another's loss. This does not produce an environment where individuals 
learn to assist each other and explains why most physicians choose solo practice. 

An alternative approach "and the one advocat~d for continuing education is 
competency-based and collaborative in nature. BY setting minimum standards for 
care the objective becQmes an independent criteria and not a subjective ~ompari­
son. This approach also'makes it possible to encourage collaborative efforts 

. among physicians and other health care professiohals. If the goal is to reduce· 
the number of misdiagnoses of heart failure, one person's success is contribu­
tary and not dysfunctional to the success of another. 

A second aspe~t of traditional education is that it is primarily technical 
and cognitively oriented. Students memorize an enormous amount of facts and 
pl~act;ce te.chnical procedures. They have no long term involvement \vith th~ 
patients or their families and have little training in the psychosocial aspects 

h) 
v 
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.of medicine. This is evident in the study that sho\,/ed that depression was 
missed in 84% of 274 patients with this finding. 4 

5 

The direction education must consider in response to this'approach is toward, 
a more clinical and person-oriented process. Continuing education that presents -
only factual information to a group of passive participants is inadequate. Pro­
grams must reflect the clinical setting in which physicians practice and address 
themselves to patients and not diseases. 

A third obstacle to be overcome is the specialized and autonomous approach 
fostered during tl"aining. Physicians are forced to continually narrow their focus 
in order' to maintain the exper'tise they desire in a given subject. They become 
superspecialists which in turn creates greater distance between themselves and 
their' colleagues. This autonomy makes 'it difficult to work collaboratively 
with others and to refer patients when necessary. The patient has several physi­
ci ans \~ho often do not communi cate well wi th each othel: and none of them assume 
total responsibility for integrating care. 

. The challenge for continuing education is to introduce a more comprehensive 
approach to health care and to coordinate these efforts in a team-oriented approach. 
One of the inhibiting forces here is that medical students did not relate to other 
health professionals while in school and have no appreciation for the contribu-
tion or availability of these people as resources for patient c.are. 

The final obstacle involves the emphasis on disease and episodic care. The 
patient is not the focus in clinical training. Rather, ~.tudents study diseases 
of the heart or 1 i ver' or 1 earn sped fi c surgi ca 1 procedur·~.:- These are certa; nly 
important, but they deny the student the opportunity to work with the whole 
patient. There;s no continuity of care provided and little emphasis on preventive 
care. 

In contrast to this narrow' focus, continuing education programs are beginning 
to promote patient-centered and even family-centered care. Programs G~the 
h'uman dimenSions of medicine, doctor;..patient relationships, and death and dying 
are now being offered. The issue of preventive medicine and patient education 
is also emerging\'~but the. progress is slow in view of the deep entrenchment of 
prior educational~~odels •.. 

The challenge is simply to evaluate the previous educational practices to 
determine their appropriateness for adult education .. While I would personally 
advocate a competency-based, clinically and preventive oriented program for all 
medica1 training, it is unlikely that these changes, which would require major 
organizational adjustments, w51) soon take place. Continuing education, however, 
is not as organizationally bound and perhaps more amenable to new approaches. 

Implications for Judicial Education 

The major challenge for judicial education is to relate the cqntinuing edu­
cation of judges to the; r pe\~formance and consequently to the qual i ty of the 
services rendered by them. The judicial profession and the public must look 

4See Footnote 1. 
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upon continuing education as a major element of any quality assurance effort. This 
connot be accomplished, however, unless the profession itself is open to the esta­
blishment of minimum standards and to the auditing of individual performance in 
relationship to acceptable practice standards. . 

In medicine, this process i-sn':!2njtored by independent Physician Standard 
Review Organizations (PSRO's) which review the medical necessity, quality, and cost 
of the medical care provided by both hospitals and individual physicians. If the 
average length of stay (ALOS) for hear"t attack patients, for instance, is eight 
days in one hospital and fifteen days in another, reasons for these differences can 
be explor:ed and individual practitioner's can be educated in aHernatives to lengthy 
and costly stays in intensive care units. For judges the approach could be to 
monitor the granting of continuances, or the use of plea bargaining, or the exis­
tence of pre-trial release programs to determine whether there were major descre­
pancies between courts or judges which need to be addressed. 

The ideal continuing education system, ther'efore, would help individual 
judges examine discrepancies between their performance expectations and their 
actual practice behavior and then design learning activities relevant to the prac­
tice problem. This is a major departure from many existing programs which focus 
strictly on broad conceptual topics or issues with the unexplainable hope that 
everyone will gain. something from what is said. The reality, however, is that, 
unless continuing education of judges addresses the practical aspects of their 
practice, most of what is taught will be forgotten with only minimal transfer to 
actual behavior. 

Summary 

The attitude that has been assumed in this paper is that educational pro­
grams for professionals must be explicitly designed with practical implications 
in mind. It is not that the existing programs are totally inadequate or inten­
tionally poorly designed, but rather that the individuals responsible have had 
little background in the teachin~ process. In the absence of any specific 
trai ni ng or di recti on, peop i e teach the \</ay they \'1el~e taught and thereby per"pe­
tuate the system. What is needed is an independent look at continuing education 
to uHderstand the unique qualities and requirements for such programs. 

R. Dale Lefever, Ph.D. 
Associate Director 
Division of Faculty Development 
May 9, 1978 
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LEGAL EDUCATION PERSPECTIVE 

ON JUDICIAL EDUCATION NEEDS 

Summary of remarks of Roger C. Cramton, Dean and Professor of Law, 

Cornell Law School, Ithaca, New York, at the April 18th meeting of the 

Judicial Education Study Group: 

Three dangerous tendencies, pervasive in higher education today, should 

be avoided in designing programs for the initial and continuing education 

of judges and other court personnel: (1) an instrumental approach to the 

educational process; (2) a preoccupation with the formal curriculum as 

distincit from the total learning environment; and (3) an avoidance of 

"value" questions. 

I 

The prevalent view of education today i~ utilitarian and instrumental 

in focus. While education is and should be useful, its aim and purpose 

are broader than merely a tool or instrument. The extreme "filling station" 

analogy should be avoided -- students going to school in order to get "tanked 

Upll with knowledge and skills. The transforming qualities of education 

should not be ignored. 

Western society has traditionally viewed education as a way of producing 

the whole man, one who could achieve his fullest potential in all aspects of 

life. Education is good for its own sake and not only because itt helps one 

to earn a living. As Plat.o said, "If you ask what is the good of education, 

the answer js easy -- that education makes good men, and that good men act 

nobly ... because they are good men. II 

(Judicial education shou~d be concerned with this deeper aspect of education 

and not merely with the paraphrenalia of judicial administration. Techniques 

and skills of processing cas9sor handling a docket need to be taught. But a 

ii 
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substantial portion of the educational effort should be devoted to broader 

ideas and concepts: the nature, functions and limits of law; the relationship 

of courts to other types of decision-makers; the values served by concepts 

such as finality and stare decisis, etc. Judicial education should include 

much of the i nte 11 ectua 1 exci ternent of good educati On everywhere: the 

stimulation of curiosity, the encouragement of self-learning, the reexamina­

tion of basic premises, and the like. Its goal should not be the limited 

one of judicial lIefficiencyli but the more fundamental one of contributing 

to the advancement and understanding of justice. 

II 

There is a marked tendency for those involved in educational programs to 

equate "Jhat the teachers are trying to teach with what the leatner~ learn. 

But exposing individuals to a curriculum will not necessarily result in their 

learning what the teachers want them to learn. The cause-effect relationship 

in education is much more complicated. The motivation of the student (what 

he wants to learn and why) is a critical factor. The reward mechanism that 

affects students is also important. And, finally, what is learned is 

greatly influenced by the total learning environment in which the student is 

placed. 

Much of what students learn is learned from one another; and this learning 

includes attitudes, values, information and skills that mayor may not be what 

the teachers are trying to communicate. Thus 'a program in which new judges 

are brought together for an educational experience is likely to have a marked 

effect on judicial attitudes and behavior; but much of what is learned will come 

from the example of influential peers and from the tableta1k in luncheons and 

cocktail sessions rather than in the formal classroom sessions. And what i9 

learned may be inconsistent in greater or lesser degtee with the formal atti-

tudes that are presented in formal sessions. 
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Much of the learning that is most vital self-identity as a judge, 

appropriate' judicial behavior, the implicit values of the judicial enter­

prise -- are more frequently learned by the example of respected peers than 

by any other means. In designing programs attention should be given to the 

total setting in which education occurs and not merely th~ formal curriculum. 

III 

A modern tendency that should be resisted is that of believing that 

education can proceed in a value-free context. Nothing is more common than 

an artifictal dichotomy between IIfactsll -- which are viewed as concrete, 

tangible, and real -- and "values" -- which are supposedly amorphous, intan­

gible and vague. Under this approach, disagreements concerning facts are 

soluble, whereas disagreements on values are insoluble and subjective. People 

can't agree on values, the argument goes, because differences of value rest 

on preference or taste, which are essentially subjective to character and 

therefore not susceptible to rational argument. The result, if this argument 

is accepted, is education that is technical, strictly utilitarian, and largely 

oriented toward discrete skills and information. 

This iS,not the place to rebut the basic proposition other than to state 

that it ..J1. possible to reason about values and that it is inevitable that basic 

choices will be made largely on value grounds. Human beings cannot operate 

effectively without answers to basic questions such as "who are we?lI, "where 

did we come from?lI, "what ,are we here for?lI, and IIwhere are we going?1I 

The avoidance of explicit discussion of values does not eliminate them 

from the scene or reduce their effect on policy. choices. It merely bans them 

from open discussion and considel~ation. Basic'values in many discussions tend 

to be unarticulated and unexamined. They continue to rule us, but from secret 

graves. 

-3-
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Value issues should be brought out in the open and made an explicit part 

of the educational program. Judicial education, like other efforts to 

transform the human mind and per.sona 1 ity through organi zed educati ana 1 effort, 

should be more concerned with ideas~ values, andideology .(e.g., what is justice, 

\A/hat kinds of order does society require, how should the exercise of official 

power be channeled and controlled) than it is with technical skills, specialized 
.-'J" 

knowledge and the nuts and bolts of judicial admfi8stration. 
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APPENDIX D - EVALUATION 'OF JUDICIAL 

EDUCATION AND TRAINING, 
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EVALUATION OF JUDICIAL 

EDUCATION & TRAINING 

Peter Haynes, Associate Professor 
Arizona State University' 

In assessing how well jUdicial education and training 
are meeting program goals, it is important that we attempt 
to reconcile two different types of activity which should 
be coordinated but which are presently carried out somewhat 
in isolation of each other. First, there is the issue of 
assessing how well present institutions are meeting the needs 
in this area. In other words, what do we knmv about the 
programs which exist at present. Second, we need to know 
what the true needs are in this field based on some type of 
rational analysis. F'inally, a comparison of these two should 
enable' us to assess not only the present stat.e of the art, 
but also indicate to us where we might be going if deficiencies 
are to be redressed. 

In this presentation I have attempted to explore each 
of these three areas and at the same time I have attempted to 
avoid duplicating any of the subject matter covered in the 
other presentations that you have already been exposed to. 

I. Attempts to Determine Training Needs 

The Federal government has supported a number of major 
attempts to analyze the work performed by various individuals 
involved in the justice process. Judges and judicial staff 
have been amongst those subject to thi p examination. The 
most prominent of these effo~ts have been Project STAR (Systems 
and Training Analysis of the Requirements for Crimi~al Justice 
Personnel) and the National Manpower Survey (NMS). In spite 
of the expenditure of millions of dollars($2.5 million over 
a three year period of STAR and $4.0 million over a two year 
period for NMS) , the worK is not used to any significant degree 
at present. Although it is true that the ~.fanpower Survey is 
only just being released, Project STAR results have been 
available for some time and yet the majority of judges and court 
officials have not even heard about it. Why.i~ this? Is 
there anything of value in these major undertakings, or do 
they justify the neglect they have received to date? 

A. Project STAR .. 
This project began in 1971 (May) and was wompleted 

in 1974 (November) and involved"work with criminal justice 
agencies in California, Michigan, New Jersey and Texqs. 

~, 
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The.research and development activity was focused upon 
police officers, prosecuting attorneys, defense attorney, 
judge, case-worker and correctional worker. In that 
regard, work was done which addressed at least three 
roles which could be within the jUdicial branch. 

Judge 

Jurists in trial courts who have jurisdiction over 
felony and misdemeanor criminal cases,. excluding 
Justice and Appellate Courts, but including Juvenile 
Court Judges. 

Defense Attorney 

Public defenders and, in those jurisdictions not 
served by a public defender, those private defense 
attorneys who are appointed by the court to represent 
persons economically incapable of securing private 
defense counsel. 

Case-Worker 

Full-time probation officers assigned to presentence/ 
probation investigation or caseload supervision 
responsibilities for juvenile and adult, felony and 
misdemeanor cases, serving trial court judges, in­
cluding juvenile judges. 

The project was designed so that initial attention 
was paid to iden~ification of roles, tasks and performance 
objectives. These were defined in the following ways. 

Role 

The personal characteristics and behavior expected 
in a specific situation of an individual occupying a 
position. 

Task 

An activity to be accomplished within a role and 
which usually involves a sequence of steps and which can 
be measured in relation to time. 

Performance Objective 

A statement of operational behavior required for 
satisfactory performance of a task, the conditions under 
which the behavior is usually performed, and the criteria 
for satisfactory performance. 
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This analysis was performed for every central role 
in the criminal justice process with the exception that 
performance measures were not developed for judges. 

Next, existing education and training programs were 
revie'\'led to identify where education and· training require-' 
ments were not being fulfilled. On the basis of these 
research findings, individual education and training 
packages were developed. These are now published and 
available commercially. 

J'udicial Process Role Training Program - 608 pages, 
$15.25 single/$12.25 six or more postpaid. 

Corrections Role Training Program - 752 pages, $15.50 
single/$12.50 six or more postpaid. 

All pUblications are available from: 

David Publishing Company, Inc. 
250 Patero Street . 
P.O. Box 841 
Santa Cruz, California 95060 
(408) 423-4968 

Anderson Publishing Company 
Criminal Justice Publications 
646 Main Street 
Cincinnati" Ohio 45201 
(513) 421-4142 

Division 

As a satellite activity, the project developed both 
futurist papers and social trends analyses, a,nd related 
these anticipated developments to education ahd training· 
requirements. 

As a result of this work, the project concluged that, 
for the six positions examined, seventeen roles could be 
identified. Of these, 13 roles were considered to be 
system goals as they related to multiple positions (See 
Table I) .It can be seen that the roles i,dentified are 
somewhat general in nature. 

These findings were then used to develop a comprehensive 
judicial process role training program for Judge, prosecu'tors 
and defense attorneys. One example of a training module 
is included to demonstrate what was developed in this area. 
(attached) • 
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Table 1 

Criminal Justice Role 

I Categories and Identifiers 
. 

POSITION H 

I . 
t!J I'l! 
Z P:: Z 
H ~ 0 
E-i!>of !>l H 

P:: ::>1"4 f.il.r4 P:: E-i 

I 1"4r4 UZ (l)Z 0 U~ 
FE UU r4P:: ZP:: r4 :s: ~~ HH (1)0 r40 t!J r4 c-l 

H~ 08 ~8 Cl (I) P::~ (I) ROLE CATEGORY Al~D O~ P::8 r4E-i ::> I'l! 00 !>l 

.1 ROLE IDENTIFIER P;O P;1'l! Cl~ lJ U U:S: t'Jj 

Ad,vpcate . 
---xdvocating for the Defense - X 

I Advocating for the Prosecution X 
Advocating Effective Judicial 

Ix) Process X X 

I 
:----

Community and Criminal Justice 
System Relations 

V Assisting Criminal Justice System X X X X X X 

I and other Appropriate Agency 
Personnel h . Building Respect for Law and the X X X( X' X X X 
Criminal Justice System ~ " I Providing Public Assistance X X X - X X X 

Seekihg and Disseminating IU10wledge 

~ I 
and Understanding X X X X X X --' Information Processing: 

~ Collecting, Analyzing, and X- X X X X X 

I 
Communicating Information I---' 

Manasrement 
~. Managing Cases X X X X X X 

I Managing Judicial Process ~ Personal and Social Development 

~ Assisting Personal and Social X X X X X X 

'I Development . t"-' -

Protection of Rig:hts and Dig:nity 
Displaying Oqjectivity and X X X ~ 'X X X 

I Professional Ethics '-;:::') 
. Protecting Rights and Dignity of X X X 1 X X X 

~ 
Ii Individuals 'I 

I Providing Humane Treatment X X X X X X 
Protection of Society I--

jt) Enforcing Law Impartially X X X X X X 

I Enforcing Law Situationally X X X '}C- X X X 
Maintaining Order X· ~) X X X 

I '- ...J 

I 
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B. National Manpower Survey 

This national survey has only just been completed 
and it is not readily available, even now. There is an 
abstract of some of its findings presented in your manual. 

~ I 

Essentially, the project attempted to broaden the 
number Qf positions subject to analysisi:o some twenty 
key occupations. Each of these was studied in order to 
determine existing and future personnel needs; adequacy. 
of local and federal programs to meet these needs; determine 
the effectiveness and sufficiency of training and academic 
assistance programs under the Omnibus Crime Con'crol and 
Safe Streets Act; and develop and issue guidelines based 
on revealed training and education needs in order t~ set 
£tfnding priorities for training and academic assistance 
programs. 

The products of this work include, (a) a nation~l 
manpower projection model which will produce projections 
of the demand for criminal justice personne+ by major 
occupational category and the.key occupatiofh, to. 1985; 
(b) a state prototype manpower model for use by states 
in producing projections of manpmqer demand for up to 
ten years; (c) a task bank of key occupations related to 
training and educational requirements; (d) an assessment 
of gaps betweenothe current training and educational posture 
and the current and future training and education needs; 
(e) recommendations for establishing guidelines for funding 
educational and training programs and allocating resources 
to meet manpower' 1 educa tion (~:nd training demands determined 
by the study. 

II. Assessment of Existing Programs 

Evaluation Report (1974) on National Training PackageiGrant. 

At one time LEAA channelled its support of judicial training 
activities to the National Center for State Courts, which in 
turn distributed these monies to six institutions. 'l'heSe were: 
(I) The Institute for Court Management; (2) The 'National College 
of the State'Judiciary; (3) The .American Academy of Judicial 
Education; (4) The Nationctl College of Juvenile'Justice; (5) 
The Institute of' JUdicial A.dministration; and (6) ,Louisiana 
State University~ Institute of Continuing Legal Education's 
appellate judges seminar series. 

The grant requirements/t'Lesulted'in an independent assessraeni;: 
of these activities being con\missioned.. An evaluation team 

.was formed, which was chaired by B.J. George from Wayne State Q 

'"i:\ 

a) 

" 
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University and this author was one of the team members. 
This group set out to evaluate whether these programs had 
achieved their goals and immediately ran into real methodological 
problems. !t was determined that the individual programs 
pad not: been designed in such a way that we could assess per­
formance. Goals of various institutions were somewhat general 
and no information about impact on participants was being 
collected (in the main). As a consequence, the evaluation 

,team performed a policy evaluation which essentially assessed 
three functions. First, the rela'tionships between these 
national programs and selected state judicial education programs. 
Second, the relationship between individual national programs. 
Third, an examination of the need for a planning model which 
would allow for more meaningful strategic and operational 
evaluations in the future. 

Our recommendations were as follo'V1S: 

1. That judicial education and training be viewed as 
a cooperative activity between national institutions 
and in-state programs wit.h each addressing its own 
specific area of expertise. 

2. That an in-state education program was the most 
desirable way td r~spond in a meaningful and cost­
effective way, to the basic requirements of the state 
judiciaries and their support staff. Accordingly, 
development of such programs should be of the highest 
priority. ' 

3. That national programs should eventually restrict 
their efforts to those subjects which are multi­
jurisdictional in nature. These include subject 
matters such as federal rule changes, judicial role, 

. administration, etc. In addition, they could assist 
state programs through technical assistance, curriculum 
design methods, material development, training of 
trainers, etc. 

4. That the national programs move away from presenting 
in-state programs (except in those states of minimal 
size) and that no such program be promoted without 
the approval of state judicial educatiqn leadership. 

5. That LEAA treat the national training pt'ograms equitably 
and not place more onerous conditions on on8 compared 
with the other, e.g., National College for the State 
Judiciary and the Academy of Judicial Education. 

6. That LEAA continue to support both the National College 
and the Academy and allow them to compete for attendees 
unt-il such a time tha,t it couldJDe demonstrated that 
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GOAL I: 

Availability/ 
Immediacy 

Eligibility 

Scope 

Duration 

GOAL II: 

competence 

Zeal 

Political 
Influence 

Judicial 
Control 

Discrim.inati..cn 

GOAL III: 

community 
Education 

System 
Improvement 

TABLE 1 

GOALS AND OBJECTIV~S FOR THE DELIVERY 
. OF DEFENDEi{ SERVICES 

To facilitate the effective and efficient delivery 
of legal and supportive services .to all persons who 
need and qualify for public representation in 
criminal and related proceedings. . 

Objective 1) Representation should be available ~ 
beginning at the time the individual is arrested or 
requested to participate in an investigation that 
has focused upon him to be the subject of an 
investigation, or at the request of someone acting 
in his/her behalf. 

Objective 2} Representation should be provided to any 
individual who is eligible and desires representation. 

Objective 3) Representation should be avail~ble 
throughout all criminal ~nd related proceedings at 
which·an individual is faced with the possible 
deprivation of liberty or continued detention. 

Objective 4) Repiesentation should be available 
·until all reasonable avenues of relief are exhausted. 

To insure that the representation of clien,1:s is of 
high quality. 

Objective 1) Representation on behalf of clients 
should be competent. 

Objective 2) Representation on behalf of clients 
should be zealous. 

Objective 3} ,. Representation on behalf of clients 
should remain free from political influence. 

Objective 4) Representation on behalf of clients 
should remain free from improper judicial control. 

Objective 5) Representation should not be affected c 

by racial, -cult~al, religious or sexual character~ 
is tic~ of clientis. 

'l'o assis t in the exposition and improvement of the 
adversary process within the criminal justice system. 

ObjectL~e 1) Defenders should contribute to the 
knowledge of the, community about the adversary 
process and the role of counsel. 

, ., 

rf' '" \) 

Object! ve 2) Defenders' should seeK' to 'imprOVe the 
criminal justice system, and other components therein. 

. ~ 

I ~) '.' C' .. . ~, ,'. .. ' ..,... " , \\ 

. ~ . 
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A more relevant attempt to appraise performance of 
individuals was made by a project designed to develop 
goals and objectives for delivery of defender services. 
This project sponsored by NLADA, and directed by Roberta 
Rovner-Pierczenik, developed instruments to assess public 
defender systems in the light of three goals and eleven 
objectives. This methodology might be used as a model for 
judicial performance. It has the virtue of recognizing that 
there are many tasks performed by a judge which are highly 
discretionary in nature, and that a true evaluation will 
require that each be assessed not just one task, e.g. sentencing. 

It should be recognized that assessment of professional 
competency is a difficult undertaking. Some comments on 
the difficulty in assessing the trial bar are almost certainly 
relevant to the issue of judicial performance. Paul D. 
Carrington emphasized in an article in Trial Magazine (p. 36, 
Dec., 1976) the following: 

IIFirst, it should be emphasized that ,the 
principal ingredients of competence are 
attitudinal. If one were to identify the 
most important attitude, which is probably 
central to all others, it is self regard, 
or pride. It is very difficult, if not 
impossible, to inculcate such attitudes by 
direct methods. One can hope that they will 
result from the right kind of experiences, 
but what those are,and how they can be con­
trived is less than clear. Not only are such 
attitudes difficult to produce, they are also 
very difficult to measure or identify. 

Secondly, competence is elusive because it is 
relative. Unless we could make all of us the 

. same, some will always seem more competent 
than others, and will in fact produce better 
results. Vonnegut has described a nightmarish 
plan to pursue equality by imposing handicaps 
6n those who have extraordinary talents. 
Producing universal competence would require 
some use of Vonnegut's proposed approach. 

Th~rdly, competence is situational. Some 
situations evoke much better performances 
than others. Thus, much of the adverse 
comment on lawyer performance is directed 
at sitl'~ations which all but prohibit com­
petent performance. I have in mind the great 



~----

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

bulk of criminal litigation which is co~ducted 
in such haste and volume that effectiveadvocacq 
is prevented. A lawyer prosecuting, defending, 
or settling several matters a day can haoc-dly . 
be prepared to do other than poorly when he 
is called upon to make a full presentation on 
an issue of fact~ Moreover, much criminal 
litigation is conducted in situations in which 
there is no recognition or reward for effective­
ness, and no deterrence or disincentive for 
ineffectiveness. Over the course of a few 
years, work in such situations erodes the pride 
and competence of all but the hardiest spirits."o 

This author went further and emphasized that high social 
cost can accompany efforts to achieve professional competence 
(e.g., medicine) and that the difficulties in assessment 
(measurement) result, many times in measuring things, that 
don't truly represent performance, i.e., we mistake quality 
for what we can measure. 

IV. 'Assessment of What Remains to be Done 

It is evident that we have not yet been successful in 
integrating r to any sign.ificant degree, attempts to analyze 
manpower needs, the nature of the judicial role, and the 
assessment of the training programs designed to meet those 
needs. There is a real need for a judicial education model 
which involves every aspect of manpower planning .. 

Second, it is evident that we cannot restrict this attention 
to judges alone. There are equally pressing needs in education 
and training for court support staff w~o contribute in many 
ways to the quality of justice delivered by the judicial branch. 
The better judicial education programs have recognized that it 
is essential to view judicial education 'as covering all judicial 
branch members. 

Third, the issue of how such services should be delivered 
still needs to be resolved. The proper relationships between 
state and local programs still require attention. These issues 
are inexorably intertwined ,.,i th issues of funding. How can 
judicial education be funded" What are the pros and cons of 
various alternatives, e.g., statewide training commission, LEAA 
funding nationally, earmarked state statu·tes, etc. 

Finally, there is considerable detailed work which still, 
needs to be performed to understand training methods, use of 
materials, scheduling across states of large geographical size, 
certification, required continuing education, e~c., etc. 
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v. Suggestions for Further Team Work 

1. That the team consider the possibility of developing 
the components of a model state education program by 
assessing states of various types. Assessment of a 
well developed state program, e.g., Wisconsin, a 
partially developed state program, e.g., Massachusetts, 
and a state which has no program at present, but which 
has the capability to develop one, e.g", Arizona, might 
be a fruitful way to pursue this approach. 

2. That the team consider following the approach followed 
by the Special Study Team on LEAA - Court relationships 
in developing recommendations. This approach involved 
buttressing the suggestions with as much detailed 
empirical observation as possible to assist in accept­
ance and to point the way for implementation. 

3. That the team consider addressing issues that can be 
dealt with based upon continuation of present trends 
together with some longer range recommenda-tions ylhich 
,,,ould stimulate improvement, but which would probably 
only come to fruition later.o 

4. That assessment of foreign court systems centralize 
around the practical problems that are involved in 
adopting various techniques to the reality of our 
constitutional system. This would involve borrowing 
subject matter, e.g., training programs, but, in 
addition, it is critical that an assessment be made 
of how such desirable aspects as are identified 
might be practically applied here. Unless this is 
done it will not be useful. 
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SUW~ARY OF STATE JUDICIAL EDUCATION' SURVEY RESULTS 

In conjunction with. the Judicial Education ~tudy conducted{under 

the auspices of the Criminal Courts Technical Ass1stance Project, the 

Stat,e Judicial Educators Association developed and distributed a survey 

questionnaire designed to elicit information regarding existing 'judicial 

education programs in the various states. The genesis of this undertaking 

was a resolution passed at the 1977 annual meeting of the Association 

to the effect that a formal survey shoul d b~' conducted of both member 

and non-member states to obtain programing information for the years 

10974-1976. To accomplish this) in mid 1977 a survey questionnaire was 

developed and s~n~ to those persons designated as the administrative heads 

of state Judicial education offices or departments in the fifty states 

and the District of Columbia. 

The questionnaire was divided into two main categories, state programs 

and national prografns. Under state programs, information was sought in 

eleven p\"ogram categories: Structured Orientation; Clinical Orientation; 

Self-Learning Orientation; Continuing Education, Judicial Conference; 

Continuing Education; JUdicial College; Continuing,Education, Association 

Programs; Continuing Education, Self-Learning; Special Programs; and 

In-State Programs in cooperation with national organizations. In addition 

" to the identification of .programs in these' categpries, information was 

also solicited concerning length, format, target group, purpose, facilities, 

and cost. 

Twen~y-eight states responded to the survey (eighteen responses 

from states having an officially designated judicial education officer 

or director), and these respons~~ were compiled and published in a separate 

document entitled State Judicial Ed~c~tion Programs: 1974-1976 which is 

available on request from the Criminal Courts Technical Assistance 

Project. 
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Once the survey was conducted and published, b/o principal questions 1\ 

regarding its utility became evident: 1.) for technology transfer'purposes 

what uses does the information have, and 2.) what implic~tionsdoes the 

survey have for future judicial educa,tion planning and programing. 

The answer to the first question rests almost entirely on the extent 

to Which the survey will be used by individuals involved irijudicial 

education programing. ,The survey contains the pieces of a puzzle that, 

if used and put together, will present a representative picture of the 

,efforts in judicial education on the state level. It may surprise many 

to see the scope and volume of programing that goes on in each state and 

,the extent of innovation and inter-disciplinary programing which has been 

developed. The information contained under the categoi"y of "National 

Programs" and in the category of "In-Stute Programs in cooperation with 

National Programs", provides an excellent indication of the extent of 

cooperative programing involving,the state and national judici6l education 

resources. Hhen viewed in its entirety, the survey represents a compilation 

of programs that could be des~ribed as, "Career Development Programing". 

They range from the most elementary orientation efforts to the most 

sophisticated specialty programing available. From another perspective, 

the survey can serve as a source of primary information on specific 

programs and as a means of indentifying states for further specific 

information in each individual program category_ 
I", 

The question concerni'ng future i'mpl i cati ons of the survey, is 

more difficult to answer. How the information contained in the survey 

is used for this purpose is purely a subjective'matter. Potentially every 

state \'-lOuld benefit fr'om a close scrutiny and ana'lysis of the information 

in the survey, coypled \</ith the objectives formulating realist;c~ long-term 

plans for continuing education of judges and cour~ support personnel. - Each 
[) 

responding state presents a potential 'answer to a problem being confronted 

in ~nothcr state. 

.. 

il 

. . 
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The following cross tabulation of state programs was compiled from 

the twenty-eight (28) responses to the questi9nnaire. The chart lists the 

eleven program tategories and the information from the 28 responding 

jurisdjctions. On the chart, the yeat followed by a number (i .e. ~ 1974-1) . 
reveals that in 1974 one program in a specific categoty was offered in the 

particular state. States which indicate thay they did present programs 

but did not provide yearly breakdowns, are designated by an IIX II , Of the 

twenty-eight states responding, sixteen (.16) provided specific information 

in all appropriate categories, ten (10) provided specific and general 

information, depending on the category, and two (2) ptov.ided non-specific 

information. 

A chart relating to national programs participation by state court 

judges and support personnel is also attached. Here, eighteen jurisdic­

tions provided information, and the chart depicts the number of national 

ptograms participated in by year, and the numbet of attendees where 

available. 
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- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ".,.~ ARIZONA CAll FORNIA CONNECTICUT IDAHO ILLINOIS IOHA KANC:;M Y.FNT\T('KY I C'\TiT~ANA 

IStructured Orientation I 
I i I 1974-1 1974-1 1975-1 1975-1 

1975-3 
I 1976-4 

Clinical Orientation ~: j X X 
ProgralT.s , 

ISelf-Learning Orientation X 
\ Program 

I 
I .. , 
:Continu;ng"Education, 1974-2 X I Judicial Conference 1975-2 
I 1976-1 I 

;Continuing Education, 
I Judicial College i 
~ 

IContin,ing E<,cation. 1974-2 1974-6 1974-1 1976-4 1974-3 1974-5 1974-5 1975-1 1974-1 
1975-1 1975-9 1975-2 1975-6 1975-5 1975-6 1976-1 1975-1 Annual Programs 
1976-2 1976-6 1976-.3 1976-6 1976-7 1976-1 I 

I 

IContinuing Education, 1974-3 1974-10 1975-3 1974-1 , :lon Recurri ng " 1975-1 1975-17 1975-2 

i Programs 1976-1 1976-9 1976-2 
1977 -1 

;Continuing Education, 
, 

I Association Progra~s 
I 
, 

: . . 
~Continuing Education, 

1975-1 i Self Learning " 
1976-1 " 

:Special Progra~s 1975-1 . 1974-6 . 
I 1976-1 1975-8 . 1976-2 , 

r j ~ s~· ? . 1974-1 X I n- ~a ~e rograms 1 n 
! Coo~eraticn with 1975-1 . . i 1,ati ana 1 Organizations' 1976-1 
,; 

." .~. , 

!~ , 







- - - - - - - - - - - .- - - !II!'''' C. N.t -Marvland Massachus. Hichigan Minnesota Montana Nebraska New ersev -. aro lna . a 0 a 
Structured Orientation 1975-1 1974-1 1976-3 

1976-1 1976-1 1977-4 

.. 

Clinical Orientation X X 
Programs 

Ise1f-Learning Orientation 
Prograr.l 

! 

Judicial Conference 
iContinUing Education, 

! 

:Contin~in9 Education, 
I Judicial College 
I 

I , 
IC~ntin~ing Education, 1974-5 76/77-9 

Annua 1 Prograr:1s 1975-6 
1976-4 

I 
fContinUing Education. 1~/b-~ 10/11-t. 

1977-2 :~on Recurring 

'" 
Prc;;ra:ros 

! 

jContinuing E'ducation, 
Association Programs X 

! 

:Continuing Education, 1976-1 X . Self Learning I 
I 
lSpecial Programs 1974-2 76/77-4 
; ~ 1975-T4 
/ 1976-2 , 
!In-State Programs in 
I Cooperation with 

I : National Organizations 
0 
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1974-5 
1975-'2 
1976-2 
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1974-1 1974-1 

I 
1975-1 
1977-11 

~~;t=~ 
1::114-1 

1975-2 
1975-8 
1976-1 -
1974-2 . 1974-1 
1975-1 1975-1 
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X 

X 1977-3 1976-6 
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1974-1 
1976-1 
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1974-3 X 

I 1975-2 
1976-4 

1974-2 
1975-2 
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1976-1 

1974-1 X 
1975-3 
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1976-1 
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mlT() PENNSYl.VAN. S. DAKOTA TENNESSEE TEXAS UTAH VIRGINIA W T srnN', T N 

Structured Orientation I 1974-1 
I 

i 1974-1 I I 1974-1 1974-1 I I 

1975-1 1975 1975-2 
I I 

1975-2 
I 

i 
1976-1 1976-1 1976-1 1976-1 I 

Clinical Orientation I Prosra:ns 

Self-LearninQ Orientation .. 
Progra:n X 

Contir.~ing Education, X 1974-1 1974-4 1974-1 i 
I Judicial Conference 1975-1 1975-4 1975-1 
I . 1.976-1 1976-4 1976-1 I , 
iContinuing Education, 1976-1 
I Judicial College 
I 
~ 

Continuing Education, 1975-2 1974-1 1974-1 1974-10 1974-6 
Annua 1 Programs 1976-3' 1975-1 1975-1 1974-6 1975-9 

1977 -1 1976-1 1976-1 1976-7 1976-9 

IContinuing Education, 1975-1 1976-4 1974-1 I Non Recurring 1976-1 Progra;;;s 
, 
:Continuing Education, 1974-4 1974-1· I Association Programs 1975-4 1975-1 
" 1976-4 1976-2 

:Continuir.g Education, .. I . Self Learning I 
I 

jSpecial yrograms 1975-4 1975-2 , 

I 1977-4 1976-2 ! 

lIn-State Prograr.:s in 
> Coo;Jeration with . 

, National Organizations I ! 
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NATIONAL JUDICIAL ,EDUCATION PROGRAMS 

" 

Number of Programs Number of Attendees (1974-1976) . 
Total Judi ci a 1 I Non-Judicial S--;,d'o bv Year t.._ ....... 

j 

I 
. . 

Arizona 1974-76 - 43 121 -- --

-------. , 
1974 - 30 . Cal; forn; a . 1975 - 27 
1976 - 30 182 -- --

.. 
, I .. . 

~ 

1974 9 . -
Connecticut 1975'- 14 160 "58 102 

1976 - 8 
. . 

1975 - 73 -. Idaho . 1976 - 30 85 85 0 

. 

. . 
Iowa ~ . 1976 - 9 30 -- --

. . . 
. . 

Kansas 3 (1974-1976) . 55-60 -- --, 
I 

. 
~ ; , 

• , 
l 

Ken~ucky. 16 (1974-1976) 30 -- --, , 
.. 

-11,-.-::,-

- - - -.--• • 't. - - - - - - - _ .. _ .... ,\-Q - -



. Number of Programs Number of Attendees (1974-1976) 
State by Year Total Judicial I Non-Judicial 

. . 

Nary1 and 2 (1974-1976) 15 15 ~ 

0 ' . 

. 
. Hichigan . 1 (1974:..1 976) 15 15 0 

. . \ 

. " 

~1ontana 10 (1974-76) 34 31 3 

I 
" 

1974 - 10 
~ NevI Jersey .1975 12 130 , - .' -- --.. . 1976 - 11 -, .. . 

=-. , . . ., 

Nortb Dakota 10 (1974-76) 15 . -- --. 
,., ,'I . , 

(? . 
. Ohio N/A 50-60 --

1974-75 - 24 . ; . 
1975-76 23 !i' -

Pennsylvania 1976-71 - 26 174 105 69 . , 
I~ 

C 

. 
If ' .. : 
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Numbor of Proqrams ... Number of Attendees (1974-1976) 
State by Year Total Judicia1 I Non-Judicial 

. . 
, ' . 

Texas 5 ( 1974-19 76) 8 -- --
t 

. Utah .4 ( 1 974- 1 976 ) 46 -- --
. 

", ' 
1974 21 66· 5 -. 
1975 - 25 58 58 '3 

I 
Wisconsin 1976 - 23 45 '43 2 . 

, . 
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" . 
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~ " . 
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