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FOREWORD 

The amount of conflict ,and misunderstanding among elements 

of the criminal justice system is significant and widespread. The 

1967 report by the President's Commission on Law Enforcemen't and 

Administration of Justice repeatedly stressed the need for improved 

cooperation and understanding among different elements of the criminal 

justice system. One of the suggestions for accomplishing this 

improvement and for upgrading the quality of the administration of 

justice has been to develop multidisciplinary training programs 

that involve all elements of the criminal justice system. 

An investigation of state criminal justice training legis­

lation shows that Washington alone among all states has mandated 

training for each element bf the criminal justice system (SSB2132 

passed this year). The fact that this law was passed in Washington 

can be attributed in large degree to the experiment in mUlti­

disciplinary training that is being carried out at the Washington 

Criminal Justice Education and Tr~ining Center (W.C.J.E.T.e.) at 

Providence Heights, near Issaquah, Washington. This experiment 

is one of the first and longest of its kind to be carried out and 

to survive in the United States. It is therefore important to 

, examine how the Center developed, what contributions it has made t 

and to analyze the problems and difficulties which were encountered 

in the formulation of this program. 

The Law and Justice Study Center (LJSC) performed this evalua­

tion under contract with the WCJETC. The basic objective of the study 

was described in the research proposal: 

. . . to evaluate the effectiveness of the training program 
of the WCJETC in order to provide information useful to the 
new Criminal Justice Training Commission in making decisions 
about the continuance of interdisciplinary training and the 
directions that criminal justice training will take in the 
State of Washington. 

i 
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In order to accomplish this objective, several kinds of information 

were collected, including: interviews with program designers and 

administrators, detailed descriptions and analysis of curricula of 

the Center, state and federally recommended training standards, 

costs for various types of training modes, questionnaire responses 

from law enforcement officers attending the most recent basic 

academy class at the WCJETC, and interviews with 300 criminal 

justice practitioners in the State of Washington. 

This report presents the results and interpretations from these 

data-gathering activities. The report is divided into an executive 

summary and five chapters. The executive summary is an overview 

of the results of the study. It contains interpretations of the 

data and conclusions concerning various aspects of the Center's 

programs. 

The rest of the report contains the detailed analysis of the 

data and specific recommendations for the improvement of the 

Center's programs ~ The first chapter outlines t.he history and 

background' of the development of the Center. The second and third 

chapters describe and analyze the curricula of the basic law enforce­

ment academy and the other program areas at the Center. The fourth 

chapter discusses the results of interviews with criminal justice 

personnel who have attended programs at t.heCenter and at other 

training facilities,} The fifth chapter discusses issues concerning 

the costs of developing and conducting training programs. 

While the Law and Justice Study Center takes the responsibility 

for the accuracy and presentation of the results of this st4dy, the 

research could not have been completed without the cooperation and 

helpfulness of people outside the LJSC. The entire staff of the 

WCJETC has been very open and cooperative in supplying information 

and making other re~;ources available during the whole course of 

this study. We are especially indebted to Jim Leach, Lucy Isaki, 

and Judy Kemp:!=' for their patience and helpfulness. We hope that 

this document accurately reflects the activities of the staff, and 

--~----------------':"-~-----'~ ~- --"" 
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that both praise and criticisms will be taken as constructive 

suggestions for improvements in the future. 

There are literally hundreds of members of the criminal 

justice system in Washington who have contributed time and energy 

to our efforts to collect information for this study. It is our 

hope that this report will compensate for these contributions by 

helping to improve the training that is available to them. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: EVALUATION CONCLUSIONS 

AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Washington Criminal Justice Education and Training Center 

at Providence Heights has been in operation under various organi­

zational arrangements, leaderships, and financial subsidies since 

1970. Despite enormous changes at the Center itself, it has 

offered continuous and nearly uninterrupted training programs 

for personnel in all parts of the criminal justice system. 

Regardless of differing philosophies that have merged or 

clashed in the Center's operation, three general goals have 

eInerged as the Center's guiding principles: 

-to ~e~t the feasibility of conducting multidisciplinary 
tralnlng on an ongoing basis 

-to promote integration of the criminal justice system in 
the State of Washi~gton 

.~o provid7 7ffective training oriented toward each discipline 
ln the crlmlnal justice system 

In an attempt to surrunarize and organize the present study's 
evaluative findings, ~hese go 1 h b a save een found to be useful 
measuring devices by which to assess the Center's experience 

of the Center's 

explanation of why 

performance. What follows is a synopsis 

attempts to meet each of its goals, with 

attempts have been successful 
or unsuccessful, and suggested 

avenues for improvement. 

FEASIBILITY 

and 

One of the clearest conclusions we can draw about the Center's 
success in reaching its goals relates to its test of 

feasibility. 
The Center has continued in existence for 

a four year period, 
offering uninterrupted training programs Th h ' 

, . • roug many lnstructional 
experlments the Center has demonstrated th' , . 

ere 1S sufflclent interest 
among people both inside and outside th " , , 
to su' e crlm1nal JUstlce system 

pport a varled and comprehensive multidiscipl;nary 
.... training 

program. Participation has increased each year since the C t ' 
incept' P t" , en er s 

lon. ar 1Clpatlon from each criminal J'ust;ce 
.... discipline 

iv 
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has also increased, with no one discipline becoming predominant. 

Agencies from almost every county in the state have participated 

in the Center's programs and, with one exception (the Seattle 

Police Department), no major criminal justice agency that 

participated in the beginning has significantly reduced its level 

of participation. 

This continued growth in participation demonstrates th~~ the 

need for training exists, and demonstrates that the Center has 

provided programs that meet these training needs. At the same time, 

the Center's experience has brought into bold relief three problems 

that make a training venture of this kind difficult to carry out. 

They are as follows: 

ethe grant experience 

emulti-jurisdictional training 

.centralized training 

The grant experience. The Center's experience as a grant 

entity (and thus by definition a short-term, unnecessarily 

vulnerable operation) has shown the undesirability of continuing 

to support and fund the state's criminal justice training project 

in this shaky, uncertain manner. Repeated applications and re­

applications for funding, combined with leadership changes, have 

led to unsystematic planning in many course areas, as well as to 

some non-competitive costs associated with administration and 

instruction. However, operating under a grant has provided a way 

to experiment with a number of different training modes and a number 

of different kinds of courses. If the Center were funded over a 

longer period of time, many planning difficulties and program 

discontinuities could be avoided. 

Multi-jurisdictional training. Even though course participants 

from a variety of cximinal justice jurisdictions expressed general 

satisfaction with training at the Center, demonstrated by their 

widespread, continued participation in the Center's programs 

many suggested that courses be specifically designed for smaller 
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jurisdictions. Experience has demonstrated that statewide multi­

disciplinary training is difficult to maintain when disparate juris­

dictions' individual needs are not met. If there is to be continued 

support from agencies around the state, courses must be custom 

designed for different types and sizes of jurisdictions, and greater 

access to training be provided for all the state's criminal justice 

personnel. 

Centralized training. While there are clear economies associa­

ted with centrally administered training, the Center's experience 

has shown that the feasibility of conducting training in a central 

location is severely tested by costs associated with maintenance 

and/or rental of facilities for that specific purp~e. Fixed costs 

for space rental and participant subsistence were particularly 

high. This resulted in what is considered to be undue expense 

(particularly in the Center's longest program, the basic academy, 

but also to other courses requiring subsistence for participants) . 

Although some diseconomies seen here may relate specifically 

to the present Center site, a larger question is raised concerning 

the feasibility of maintaining any central facility purely for 

conducting training; more desirable may be an operation that 

utilizes and shares already existing facilities around the state. 

In general, the Center has demonstrated there exists in Washington . 
state the capacity, the expertise, and the interest capable of pro-

viding multi-disciplinary training. But feasibility of such 

training can be maintained only when disparate needs are met, when 

long-term funding is provided, and when facility and subsistance 
costs are minimized. 

PROMOTE INTEGRATION 

Any analysis of the Center's success in meeting the goal 

of criminal justice system integration should consider the three 
following topic areas: 

-discipline-specific training 

-inter-disciplinary training 

-forum for communication 

vii 

Discipline-specific training. Discipline-specific training 

offered by the Center (i.e., law enforcement, corrections, and 

adjudications) was found not to contribute significantly to 

system integration. Criminal justice personnel who attended 

those Center courses did not differ significantly in their 

attitudes toward other disciplines after course completion than 

those personnel who did not attend. Discipline-specific training, 

while it may upgrade one's professional competence in his or her 

own discipline, rarely contributes to system-wide integration and 

cooperation. 

Inter-disciplinary training. On the other hand, inter-discipli­

nary training was found to contribute to criminal justice system 

integration. Those persons who participated in inter-disciplinary 

courses did demonstrate greater understanding for, and desire to 

communicate with, other agencies in the criminal justice system than 

did persons taking discipline-specific courses at the Center or 

persons having training experiences elsewhere. To the extent this 

desire to keep in contact. with others can be seen as promoting 

system integration, the Center's inter-disciplinary training has 

demonstrated some success. In this respect, the Center's 

hypothesis regarding existence of a positive relationship between 

system integration and inter-disciplinary training has proven 

to be valid and has distinguished the Center from all other criminal 

justice training programs in the state. 

One success in this area is the series of Snohomish County 

Workshops. Criminal justice personnel from within that juris­

diction have met regularly to discuss common problems of coordination 

and cooperation. This is a model that should be developed further 

d · th . ;sd;ct;ons However, a similar attempt and encourage ~n 0 er Jur..... ......... . 

to provide interdisciplinary training to persons having few common 

geographical juri~diction ties proved unsuccessful. The basic 

"orientation to the criminal justice system" course did not attract 

a high level of participation. Interdisciplinary training seems to 

be most successful where the participants' interdependence is 

clearly apparent to them. 



viii 

Another way to design courses where interdependence is 

apparent i.s to address two disciplines' coordination problems 

at a time. In our interviews, both prosecutors and law enforce­

ment officers expressed an interest in more joint courses. Bi­

disciplinary courses could include an orientation to eSch group's 

roles, but should also be addressed to specific problems of 

coordination between the disciplines. 

Forum for communication. Regardless of t.raining content or 

quality, it is apparent that significant potential benefits 

relating to system integration were provided by the Center. A 

majority of respondents indicated their most significant training 

experience was at the Center, and that the most important aspect 

of training was informal contact they made with other practitioners 

while attending the Center. Although incapable of being quanti­

tatively assessed, the Center's function as a discussion forum is 

a significant co~tribution toward promoting integration in the 
criminal justice system. 

EFFECTIVE DISCIPLINE-ORIENTED TRAINING 

The goal of providing effective training has in large measure 
been met. The Center developed and conducted training programs 
in the following areas: law enforcement, corrections, adjudicat:Lons, 

and interdisciplinary. Few training programs existed in those 

areas bf~fore. At the same time, however, some of the Center's 

efforts have fallen short. A look at each area of the curriculllm.s 

strengths and weaknesses as perceived by course participants and 

our research staff will highlight the degree to which this goal 
has been met. 

Law Enforc~t 

The following are four basic pr 
ogram areas under law enforce-

ment that should be considered. 

-basic academy 

-advanced skills 

-supervisory and management skills 

-communication skills 
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Basic academy. Of particular interest in this evaluation 

was the Center's basic academy; twenty percent of the Center's 

total training hours are consumed by this program. Officers who 

attended the basic academy felt that training was more relevant 

and profitable for their job performance than did graduates of 

other basic academy programs in the state. This is especially 

significant since graduates of Center programs had more on-the-job 

experience prior to training than did other programs' graduates. 

Thus they would likely be more impatient with training that seemed 

redundant. 

On the other hand, graduates of the Center's basic academy 

did perceive weaknesses in their training. Their general reaction 

was that the training was too theoretical and did not offer enough 

practical techniques for them to apply to their jobs. 

In our comparison of the Center's curriculum content with 

state standards, we found the Center actually bad less class time 

devoted to study of other criminal justice subsystems than do state 

standards. This does not necessarily mean the Center placed less 

emphasis on other criminal justice disciplines than did other 

basic academies in the state, but it does indicate the desirability 

of including more integrative material. 

Among members of the most recent academy class to graduate 

from the Center, we found an increase in knowledge about other 

parts of the criminal justice system. This was especially noticeable 

in officers with less street experience, no experience in a large 

department, or with less educational background. On our knowledge 

test, administered at the end of the academy session, they scored 

closer to their more sophisticated colleagues. 

One 'difficulty with the basic academy is its short duration. 

In designing basic training for the complex job of a police 

officer, it is impossible to squeeze all necessary topics into 

12 weeks of training. Basic training programs with over 400 hours 

are not uncommon. The Chicago Police Department has a 6 month pro­

gram. Police officers in Germany receive two years of training 

before they take on the full job responsibilities. In order to 

include all the subject matter in which a police officer should be 
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trained, the Training Commission should strongly consider a sub­

stantial increase in the number of hours devoted to basic training. 

A goal of one year of combined classroom and supervised street 

training is not unreasonable. Curricula should be expanded incre­

mentally and its effectiveness and pertinence to the job should be 

continuously re-evaluated. 

until training time is substantially increased, we recommend 

less emphasis on certain types of training currently offered in 

the basic academy. Specifically, we feel that major blocks of 

time now devoted to training in driving, firearms, and physical 

education should be reduced. While skills in all of these areas 

are essential to law enforcement officers, the basic training program 

cannot be expected to provide complete training in any of them. 

Training in these areas should be directed toward motivating 

officers to continuously improve their skills in these areas, 

rather than to provide the illusion of final training. 

Other parts of the curriculum should be reoriented so they 

reflect practical needs of the recruit officers' first work 

assignments, which are most often in the realm of patrol work. 

Analyses of activities that patrol officers engage in show that 

85% of their time is spent on tasks not related to enforcement 

of the law. Our ana~ysis showed that 50% of academy curriculum 

is devoted to law enforcement SUbjects. If the academy course 

designs were based on analyses of the patrolman's role, more 

training would be devoted to areas such as crime prevention, 

service functions, and communication skills. These are practical 

training areas that should receive greater emphasis to meet 
trainees' early career needs. 

Advanced 3~ills. Despite glowing comments from course 

participants, law enforcement personnel generally believe "on-the­
job experience" is the most sign;f;cant t ' , 

~ + ralnlng mechanism in 
helping them better perform their jobs. This finding suggests 

that the popularity of some law enfor~ement courses may have more 

to do with their one-shot appeal than with any last' t ' , . lng ralnlng value, 
and that unless training priorities and programs are closely linked 

·to the job requirements and responsibilities, their SUccess is 

likely to be transitory. 
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We found that law enforcement officers who didn't attend Center 

courses generally found their training more helpful than those 

who did. Of course, .most alternative training was given within 

local depar·tments, and we interpret these findings to mean that 

training designed and presented locally for law enforcement 

officers is generally more effective than that designed to cover 

the broad spectrum of jurisdictions. However, we also found 

that custom designed courses cost much more. If state-supported 

advanced training for police officers is to become more effective, 

the Training Commission should recognize that costs for designing 

and conducting these courses will be initially higher than those 

generally experienced at the Center. However, economies can be 

realized through long-run usage patterns, by an emphasis on law 

enforcement instructor training and by development of an ongoing 

research program to assess training needs. 

Supervisory and management skills. The Law Enforcement 

Supervisor's School can be considered a success both in terms of 

participation rates and of favorable comments received from 

respondents who took these courses. Participants have consistently 

indicated they deal more effectively with subordinates after 

having had this training. However, we believe the course, as it 

is presently designed, only touches the surface of topics that 

should be included. If theoretical topics are to be offered, the 

course should be expanded greatly. If present time constraints 

must remain, the course would have greater impact if practical 

methods of law enforcement supervision are given more emphasis and if 

greater use is made of techniques like communication exercises, role 

playing and video feedback. 

Communications skills. One of the Center's great successes 

in law enforcement training is its development of crisis inter­

vention courses. The Center learned from experience that a 

crisis intervention course designed t.o cover multiple juris­

dictions does not have the same impact as a course designed for a 

specific jurisdiction. Though costs associated with the 



xii 

custom-designed course are higher than for the original course, 

they can be justified by the increase in course effectiveness. 

Other areas of communication skills should be addressed, however. 

These include helping an officer improve his ability to communicate 

effectively in non-crisis situations, such as public presentations 

and report writing. Development of courses in these areas for 

the Mercer Island Police Department promises to be an important 
step in the right direction. 

Corrections 

There are three general program areas in the Corrections 
area: 

-counseling 

-orientation 

-jail management 

The Center's success in meeting the objective of effective training 

for cor~ections personnel has been mixed. The number of corrections 

course offerings has increased substantially and participation of 

corrections personnel in Center programs has advanced each year. 

The Center provides trarining that has previously been available 

to only a few corrections personnel in this state. 

Counseling. The basic counseling course designed early'in 

the Center's development has gradually evolved into a series of 

counseling courses covering special areas such as family 

counseling, crisis counseling, counseling by objectives, and one­

to-one communications Skills. Course pa~ticipants felt instructions 
in these courses was go 1 d th t 

oc an - a good use of student involvement 
techniques was made. However, many expressed ad' f 

es~re or more 
clear separation of course content and bett d' . 

er course escr~pt~ons. 
Orientation. The gr t t 

ea es need for improvement in the-
corrections area lies in its orientation courses. In-service 

agency-designed, training programs were generally thought to ~e 

['''' -=] 
~.- '.~.~ ,,;"'" R' 
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more relevant to particular needs of each agency. Unless orien­

tation courses are designed to relate more closely to the local job 

experiences and requirements of the trainees, there may be no strong 

justification for their inclusion in a centrally developed and 

administered training curriculum. The one orientation course that 

was designed for a particular agency (a detention facility) was one 

of the most expensive courses conducted by the Center. Since the 

research necessary to make training relevant to the needs of 

corrections personnel is not likely to be supported by individual 

agencies, it would be appropriate for the Training Commission to 

support it, and develop orientation training packages that can 

be adapted for each particular corrections agency. 

Jail_ management. Courses for jail personnel have been well 

received and have answered training needs for corrections personnel 

who would otherwise have received little training. Participants 

felt the iv ~ourses were highly relevant to improved job performance. 

They ~ated supplementary participation by guest speakers and outside 

authorities as being particularly helpful. 

Adjudications 

There are three program areas in the adjudications area: 

-judiciary 

-prosecution 

-defense 

Participants in these courses express mixed reactions. Some 

courses have proven very effective, while others could use 

substantial revision. 

Judicia1I' Courses for judicial personnel are one of the 

Center's most resounding successes. Not only judges, but also 

members of their administrative staffs, have found the Center's 

programs to be quite responsive and relevant to their needs. 

Curricula for the judiciary covers virtually every topic area recom­

mended by the National Advisory Commission on Standards and Goals. 

The exceptions are psychiatry, social work and sociology. Most 
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judges have never studied these subjects in adequate depth, even 

in college, but a passing competence in them is essential for jurists 

sitting at criminal proceedings. 

Judges who attended Center courses felt their training was 

more helpful in almost all aspects of their job than judges 

who have received training elsewhere. Th~ probable reason for this is 

that the Center's training is more applicable to local jurisdictions 

than training conducted at the national level. The Standards and 

Goals recommends about 40 days of orientation for judges during .' 

the first two years of their terms. If this goal is to be 

met in Washington state, training for the jUdiciary must be expanded 

substantially. 

Prosecutors. In contrast to judges, prosecutors expressed 

some unfavorable responses to their Center training. A good 

deal of the problem here would seem to relate to a point raised 

above regarding responsiveness of training to jurisdictional 

needs. Generally, prosecutors from small jurisdictions see 

Center training as having been designed for larger state juris­

dictions and so have found it irrelevant to many of their problems 

and needs. Apparently, courses for prosecutors are ones in 

which custom-design, based on unique jurisdictional needs, 

is essential. 

Defense. The 'Center has just begun to develop training prograI~~.s 

for public defenders. They have used the \Seattle-King County 

Defenders Associations' nationally recognized training 

program as a foundation for this training. dissemination of this 

training program to all public defender jurisdictions in the 

state should be an important Center thrust. 

, .' 

Inter-disciplinary 

As discussed above, one central aim in the inte d' '1' r- ~sc~p ~nary 

area has been to promote communication among differ'ent disciplines 

in the criminal justice system Generally cou . h b . , rses ave een 
successful in reaching this aim. However, there are other more 

specific training goals for courses in this area. The major 
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program areas are: 

.teaching and communication 

.project management 

.management trainiDg 

There is a dile~na inherent in development of training for multiple 

disciplLles. On one hand, there are economies and advantages to 

be gained by training members of several disciplines together, be­

cause a great deal of material is common to all, and integrated 

training provides a discussion forum for personnel from different 

disciplines who normally would share little personal contact. 

On the other hand, training designed with no particular discipline 

in mind tends not to address' specific practical needs of each dis­

cipline. 

One complaint of respondents who attended mUltidisciplinary 

courses was that- course offerings were not pertinent to their 

r.eeds. However, they did value the opportunity to meet with 

members of other disciplines. Most courses taught in the inter­

disciplinary area were not designed or conducted by. criminal justice 

practitioners but by experts with general knowledge and ability in 

each field. One way to solve these problems of over-generalization 

is through use of team teaching. If courses were designed jointly' 

by specialists with theoretical expertise in subjects to be taught, 

and by instructors who were familiar with procedures and policies of 

varied criminal justice agencies, improved curricula would result. 

Teaching and Communication. This course series is an important 

one for the Center to develop. Reactions to courses were generally 

quite positive. But a consistent complaint by participants was that 

they were too short. Since the feasibility of conducting all 

training at a central site is in doubt, the Center should continue 

to emphasize development of a cadre of criminal justice instructors 

who!can participate in course design and conduct tra~ning at locations 

around the state. A~ a ~ore of good instructors iis developed, they 

should also be employed in development of other teaching courses. 
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Project management. Courses in this area were generally 

well-received. However, participants did suggest the courses would 

be improved by use of specific case examples. They found the skills 

taught were difficult to apply to specific situations and suggested 

more individual guidance. The weakness in these courses seems to 

be that they only cover basics. A more effective way of helping 

criminal justice personnel develop, evaluate, and manage projects 

would be for the Center to coordinate a consulting service in this 

field and offer courses on a repeated, rather than a one-time-only 

basis. 

Management training. Management courses met with some criticism 

from participants. This was an area where they felt emphatically 

that some training did not meet their specific needs. Some thought 

they were exceptionally well organized and presented, while others 

fel~ they were poorly' organized. One way to resolve these problems 

is to develop a single management training package for all criminal 

justice managers. One part of the package should· be ap~licabLe 

to managers in all disciplines, while other parts should be 

specifically designed for managers from different disciplines and 

from different sizes and types of agencies. By employing a team 

of management experts and criminal justice practitioners, 

this package would be better able to meet the practical needs 

of criminal justice practitioners. 

On the positive side, people who attended courses at 

Providence Heights felt their ability to communicate with sub­

ordinates increased a great deal more than did those who hadn't 

attended courses there. This finding i~dicates that at least 

one aspect of the management and supervisory courses has clearly 

been effective. 

CONCLUSIONS 

With some qualifications the Center can be said to haVe met 

each of its goals. 

1) The experiment has shown that multi-disciplinary training 

on a state-wide level is feasible and is supported by the whole 

range of criminal justice agencies and personnel. However, 

xvii 

continued feasibility can be maintained only if the needs of 

disparate agencies are met, long-term funding is provided, and 

costs are minimized. 

2) While only those individuals participating in inter­

disciplinary course$ demonstrate increased willingness to 

communicate and interact with others in the criminal justice 

system, the very existence of the Center as a discussion forum may 

have contributed to system integration, the effects of which will 

only be seen in the long run. 

3) Even though many weaknesses in the Center's training 

programs do exist, it would be unfair to suggest that it has 

not succeeded in meeting the goal of providing effective 

training. Great deficiencies in training resources exist, and the 

Center has filled several important gaps. Indeed, it has been 

very successful in design and presentation of courses for the 

judiciary and similarly in some areas of law enforcement, 

corrections, and the inter-disciplinary program. 

We believe the Center's successes are all the more noteworthy 

because of uncertain financial support. Working in a politically 

vulnerable situation with little security regarding its 

professional future, the Center's staff has consistently endeavored 

to develop prugrams that will enhance the professional skills of 

Washington state's criminal justice personnel. 

Costs for this training have been high, but this is mainly a 

result of the program's experimental nature and the necessity of 

operating through a series of extremely short-term grants. With 

guara~tees of continued funding by the state, these costs will go 

down, the continuity thus provided will increase the Center's ability 

to plan and maintain course sequences. 

The Washington Criminal Justice Education and Training 

Center is a nationally prominent pilot program. Given, most state 

governments are reluctant to spend substantial resources on 

pioneering efforts; given, measurable results of the Center's programs 
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are mixed; still we believe that under the right fiscal and political 

circumstances the Center can do much to increase the technical and 

ethical competence of criminal justice personnel in the state of 

Washington. 
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Chapter I 

DEVELOPMENT OF THE PROVIDENCE HEIGHTS CENTER 

The Center clearly did not start with any detailed goals 

and objectives in mind. Rather, these goals and objectives 

evolved as the Center grew. In order to describe these 

developments, we conducted interviews with 23 persons involved 

with planning and management of the Center. Based upon these 

retrospective interviews, we identified three basic goals 

that emerged during the experiment: 1) to demonstrate the 

feasibility of conducting multi-disciplinary training; 2) to 

provide effective discipline-oriented training where it was 

lacking before, and 3) to promote the integration of the 

criminal justice system. How these goals we~e approached and 

developed are the subjects of this chapter. 

In this chapter, we do not attempt to evaluate the Center, 

but rather to provide a background for presentation of evaluation 

results later in this report. As far as possible, we have 

avoided making judgments concerning description of the back­

ground, history, goals and objectives of the Center. When 

observations are based on our own judgment, we state that 

explicitly. Our objective was to combine several different 

descriptions of the Center into a coherent one. While there 

were few clear differences in people's observa'tions, in cases 

where there were discrepancies, we have resolved them where 

possible by reference to objective material. Where no 

resolution was possible (which is the case when the material 

represents opinions of the interviewees), we present all 

observations. 

The first section of this chapter is a description of law 

enforcement training history in this state. That we pay special 

attention to law enforcement training reflects the fact that 

, 
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before the Center was established, no other element of the 

criminal justice system had developed a major training program. 

This should not be construed to mean that law enforcement 

training is the most essential element of the Center's 

programs. This section is followed by two descriptions of the 

development and implementation of the Center, first from an 

administrative viewpoint and last from a programmatic one. 

We then describe some of the problems the Center had in 

achieving legitimacy for its multi-disciplinary approach. 

We conclude with a summary description of the goals and 

objectives of the Center. 

WASHINGTON STATE LAW ENFORCEMENT TRAINING 

Prior to the mid-1930's, there was a great deal of 

reluctance on the part of law enforcement agencies to provide 

training or to support education for law enforcement officers. 

The only activity that could be called "training" was the use 

of coaching by experienced officers. Departments generally 

had a probationary period in which the recruit's talents were 

assessed. The first law enforcement training was organized 

by the officers for themselves. In about 1920, small study 

groups were formed in the Washington State Patrol. 

In the mid-1930's, a member of the Seattle Police 

Department named Emil Valet attended the FBI school in 

Washington, D.C., and became very interested in training. 

Upon returning to Seattle, he began promoting training for 

members of the Seattle Police Departnient. In the beginning, 

he was considered a maverick in the department; nevertheless, 

he was assigned office space in the old fire department 

building and began setting up training programs. The Seattle 

Police Department graduated its first class in 1940. During 

the early 1940's Tacoma and Spokane also began to recognize 

the need for training and set up training programs for their 
own departments. 
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During these early years of law enforcement training, 

there was considerable resistance to it, especially from older, 

more experienced officers. The question was how much one could 

really learn in a classroom that applied to the practical 

activities in which law enforcement officers engage. The 

controversy between an emphasis on theoretical, classroom 

knowledge and practical on-the-job training is still important 

today. 

The post-World ~'1ar II era. The big push for training 

came after the end of World War II. With the return of 

servicemen, police departments grew at a rapid rate. There 

was a large number of inexperienced officers all at once. The 

Seattle, Spokane, and Tacoma departments not only expanded 

training programs for their own men, but, on a small scale, 

they began to involve smaller departments and county sheriffs. 

In 1946 and 1947, the FBI began to be included in local 

police instruction by conducting "circuit schools." FBI 

instructors visited police agencies to conduct classes for 

anybody in the law enforcement field. These circuit schools 

also involved other members of the criminal justice system in 

their programs, though in a limited way. For instance, 

prosecutors were used to train law enforcement officers in 

their legal rights and responsibilities. 

In 1949, the idea of providing a centralized site for 

training began to gain support in the State of Washington. 

The result was that the FBI established a school for law 

enforcement officers at Fort Lewis. In May, 1949, the first 

centralized state police basic training program was conducted. 

It lasted for one week. Until that time, only three police 

departments and three sheriff's departments provided training 

for their personnel. This was the first training generally 
.. 

available for other law enforcement· officers in the state. 

The school was co-sponsored by the Washington Association 

of Police and the Washington Association of Sheriffs, and 

supported by the State Patrol and the Attorney General. 

However, the FBI had the greatest responsibility for adminis­

tration and provision of training. 
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In 1951, the basic training program was expanded to two 

weeks and was also put on in Yakima for law enforcement agencies 

on the east side of the Cascades. Basic law enforcement 

training continued in this way for the rest of the 1950's, 

directed primarily by the FBI and centered at Fort Lewis. In 

the meantime, police academies in larger agencies continued 

to grow. 

The Washington Law Enforcement Officers Training Commission. 

In the late 1950's there were efforts in many states to provide 

uniform training for law enforcement officers, administered 

and controlled by the state. In 1959, the first legislation 

to provide such training was passed in New York and California. 

In Washington, similar moves were being made. Bills to establish 

the Washington Law Enforcement Officers Training Commission 

(WLEOTC) were introduced in the state legislature in 1961 and 

1963. The legislation was finally passed into law in 1965; 

Washington becoming the seventh state in the nation to provide 

for law enforcement training directed by a statewide training 

commission. 

On July 1, 1965, the WLEOTC came into being. The first 

curriculum planning meeting was held on October 29, 1965. 

Participation in the WLEOTC's programs was voluntary, and was 

limited to jurisdictions other than the largest cities and 

counties. Until the time of the first meeting of the WLEOTC, 

42 classes had graduated from the FBI school at Fort Lewis. 

In order to preserve some continuity and to establish some 

rapport with law enforcement agencies, the first class to 

graduate under the auspices of the new commission was called 

class number 43. The first curriculum committee developed a 

300-hour smrriculum that was used during the first four years 

of training under the new commission. 

In the beginning, WLEOTC-sponsored training was carried 

out at Fort Lewis. The f 'l't' aCl 1 les were almost ideally suited 

and were inexpensive to use, but the Army couldn't guarantee 
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that they would be available indefinitely. The training 

commission began searching for a new training site. Community 

colleges were attractive alternatives, with the existence of 

facilities, teachers, and staff. The choices were narrowed 

to Olympic College and Big Bend College. Finally, Olympic 

College was chosen, and training moved from Fort Lewis 

to the community college in 1966. 

Originally, the men in training lived in nearby Navy 

barracks, but after new college dormitories were built, chiefs 

were given a choice of whether they wanted their men to live 

in the barracks or in the dormitories. The advantages of 

the dormitories were that they offered more comfortable living 

conditions and contact with other students. The advantages of 

the barracks were that it was easier to maintain discipline 

among the trainees. 

Starting in early 1967, other community college sites have 

become employed for training. If a need develops in a region 

for training at least 15 men, the WLEOTC assists local agencies 

by contacting community colleges and arranging for training 

to be conducted at those sites. The fiist satellite si~e was 

established at Everett Community College in January, 1967. 

This was followed by training programs developed at Bellevue, 

Green River, Lower Columbia, and Clark Community Colleges and 

at Washington State University in Pullman. The commission has 

recently been negotiating to provide training at Grays Harbor 

C:>nulluni ty College. 

In 1969, the curriculum was expanded to 400 hours. In 

addition, the training commission act was amended to include 

academic representatives on the commission. The WLEOTC also 

received a mandate to investigate the feasibility of conducting 

training at some site other than local community colleges. 

Under contract with Battelle-Northwest, a study was conducted 

and completed in early 1970 to investigate the relative merits 

of various sites around the state. 

i 
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THE ORIGINS OF THE WASHINGTON CRIMINAL JUSTICE EDUCATION AND 
TRAINING CENTER 

In 1968 and 1969, several different forces developed 

that eventually led to the establishment of the Washington 

Criminal Justice Education and Training Center (the Center). 

Perhaps most important was a growing recognition of the problems 

of fragmentation in the criminal justice system. As mentioned 

earlier in this chapter, the President's Commission of 1967 

had stressed the importance of fragmentation in the criminal 

justice system as a problem hampering control of crime. People 

now looked for ways to integrate the system. 

Early in 1969, Jim O'Connor, director of the Law and 

Justice Planning Office for the state, organized a series of 

meetings for the various functional groups in the criminal 

justice system. In these meetings, people from each 

discipline sat down to discuss the needs for training and 

the possibility of using training as a vehicle for bringing 

subparts of the criminal justice system together. The least 

positive response to this idea came from the law enforcement 

cornrriunity. They had an important reason for being wary of this 

movement. They felt they were ahead of other groups in providing 

training, and feared that if they had to combine with them, 
their training would suffer. 

Following these meetings, a report on inter-disciplinary 

training was prepared v'hich suggested a core curriculum as 

well as specialized training needs for each discipline. The 

concept of inter-disciplinary training gradually evolved to a 

concept of multi-disciplinary training. While there are no 

commonly universally agreed upon definitions of these terms, in 

this state they began to take on clearly different ~eanings. 
Inter-disciplinary training emphasizes the core curriculum, 

supplemented by specialized training for each discipline. 

Multi-disciplinary training places the emphasis on specialized 

training for each discipline, with joint training only where 
appropriate. 
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The Law Enforcement Technical Advisory Committee debated 

what kind of training it should recommend for law enforcement 

officers. At first, they were interested in developing a state 

police academy. This emphasis gradually shifted toward concern 

for improved training and understanding for all branches of 

the criminal justice system. As discussions about the 

curriculum for the Center gradually began to converge, some 

practical considerations for the training program were also 

being discussed. 

The availability of a site. One of the important forces 

operating to spur inauguration of multi-disciplinary training 

was the availability of Providence Heights as a training site. 

Providence Heights was originally built for the Sisters of 

Providence as a training facility. Because of changes in the 

Order's orientation and needs, there were not enough students 

to use the site to its capacity and the extra space was 

employed as a conference center. Eventually the property 

became available for sale. Providence Heights is a beautiful 

forested setting located on top of a hill overlooking Lake 

Sammamish, not far from popUlation centers, yet secluded enough 

to provide an excellent retreat. 

Many potential uses for the site were explored. The 

Governor's Office was asked to look at the site as a possible 

detention center for juveniles. There had been severe over­

crowding in the King County facilities during 1968 and 1969 and 

the county was seeking other facilities to accommodate this 

over-crowding. There were many objections to this proposal 

by local residents. For this and other reasons, the plan was 

dropped; however, it may have served to stimulate thoughts 

of using the Center for criminal justice training. The idea of 

using it for correctional purposes has not been completely 

abandoned, however; inmates of correctional institutions and 
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other ex-offenders have been involved in some of the training 

programs at the Center. 

In 1969, Phyllis Lamphere, Seattle councilwoman; Bob 

Schillberg, Snohomish county prosecutor,and Wes Uhlman, Seattle 

mayor, suggested the use of Providence Heights as a training 

center. This proposal was much more readily accepted by local 

residents and others than the original idea for establishment 

of a detention center. It was ideal for two reasons: the site 

would be used for some public purpose, and the pressure to 

begin an experiment in multi-disciplinary training would be 
taken care of. 

The Seattle Police Department. One ether occurrence took 

place during this period that was very important in developing 

the site for multi-disciplinary criminal justice training .. 

The Seattle Police Department knew that training would have 

to move out of the Seattle Police Department building. Facilities 

were getting too crowded and they were searching for a new 

place to provide training. The possibility of Providence Heights 
as a site was very attractive. 

The Seattle Police Department had carried out a successful 

experiment using sensitivity training techniques to improve 

police officers' understanding and ability to deal with citizens. 

They had used volunteers in a training course and careful 

research was done to determine effects of the course by 

comparing volunteers who were able to participate in the course 

with those who had volunteered but were not able to. Officers 

who had participated became more effective police officers in 
many ways compared with those who had not. 

Bill J. ~ 
R..ioaes, of the Seattle Police Department, heard that 

more funds were available through L.E.A.A. to conduct such 

sensitivity training. With the help of a couple of trainers 

from the National Training Laboratory, a workshop was conducted 
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at Providence Heights for members of all disciplines in the 

criminal justice system. The purpose was to discuss problems 

of fragmentation in the system and ways of dealing with them. 

The workshop. That first workshop began on April 8, 1970. 

Members of all criminal justice agencies were represented, 

including police, sheriffs, prosecutors, judges, corrections 

officials and correction workers. A total of 23 people 

attended the 3-day workshop. The importance of that first 

workshop to the development of the concept of multi-disciplinary 

training cannot be .overstressed. It was one of the first times 

that truly productive communication occurred between members of 

different parts of the criminal justice system. They had not 

come together specifically to discuss training, but the use of 

multi-disciplinary training to solve the problems of fragmen­

tation in the system emerged as a principal solution. Members 

of different disciplines felt they had learned so much by getting 

together and working out some of the problems among themselves 

that it would be a useful kind of experience for all members of 

the criminal justice system. 

One of the advantages of the workshop was that people who 

did not necessarily have to deal with each other every day could 

express themselves freely and bring problems into the open. 

The use of formal sessions of lectures was minimized in this 

v,7Qrkshop. Role playing and other communications exercises 

were extensively employed. One useful tool was to have members 

of each discipline write down their conceptions of their functions 

and responsibilities. Then, each djscipline group wrote their 

perceptions of other disciplines' functions and responsibilities. 

These perceptions were then discussed in large and small groups. 

At this workshop, a great deal of conflic·t came out. Some 

participants got angry enough to get up and walk out. Some came 

back. It was a situation in which strong feelings and conflicts 

were ventilated. Because of this openness, the workshop resulted 

in a real confrontation with the problem of fragmentation in the 

criminal justice system. Multi-disciplinary training emerged 

as a potential solution to the problem. 
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summarl. In order to understand the origins of the Washington 

Criminal Justice Education and Training Center, it is impor-

tant to consider all the forces that precipitated its development: 

• recognition of fragmentation in the criminal justice 

system; 
• availability of a site athat was ideal for public use; 

.the Seattle Police Department's need for a training site; 

.recognition by all. criminal justice disciplines of a 

need for training, both specialized and integrated. 

All these forces resulted in a workshop at which a steering 

committee for the new training center was born and the first 

stages of planning for a multi-disciplinary training center 

were begun. 

THE CENTER UNDER THE INFLUENCE OF THE SEATTLE POLICE DEPARTMENT 

Bill Rhodes as director. Bill Rhodes, then a lieutenant in 

the Seattle Police Department, always had an interest in training. 

He was instrumental in the establishment of the Providence 

Heights Center. He prepared the original grant application for 

the initiation of the Center. One of the foci of the Center was 

basic law enforcement training, not only for the Seattle Police 

Department, but for other, smaller departments as well. A $100,000 

grant was awarded in April, 1970, to begin the project, and Bill 

Rhodes became the first director. In the beginning, the rest 

of the staff consisted of Pat Bridge, as administrative 

assistant, and members of the Seattle Police Department 

training staff. During the first year, two more staff were 

hired. 

The director and his administrative assistant initially faced 

a very difficult task. It soon became clear there had not been 

proper recognition of the complexity of the problems in 

developing a multi-disciplinary training center. The size 

of the staff and the assignment of resources were not adequate 

for the task. Four classes went through the Seattle Police 

Academy that first year. Basic training was provided for all 

new recruits of the Seattle Police Department and for members 

of other law enforcement agencies. The basic academy began 
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(in the middle of a class) in May,1970. By October, two classes 

had graduated~ When George Tielsch became chief of the Seattle 

Police Department during this year, he recommended changes 

in. the curriculum of the academy. The course increased from 

12 to 21 weeks and several classes in behavioral science were 

added . 

By August of 1970, several short courses and seminars 

were planned and carried out during the next months. A series 

of inter-disciplinary classes were offered, entitled "The 

Community in Conflict." Other classes included advanced law 

enforcement classes, such as an auto theft investigation class, 

a bomb seminar, a law enforcement middle-management course, and 

a course for law enforcement instructors. In November, 1970, a 

series of classes for corrections personnel began. No courses 

were offered specifically in the adjudications area. 

Under the influence of the Seattle Police Department, many 

of the basic problems of developing mUlti-disciplinary training 

were being solved. However, othe~ problems could not be solved 

while the Center was directed by a member of the Seattle Police 

Department. One of the problems was the emphasis on law enforce­

ment that arose because the Seattle police had major control 

over the programs at the Center.. Some membe~s of the steering 

committee felt that this emphasis was contrary to the goal of 

developing multi-disciplinary training. 

Another practical problem was that no legal body existed 

to which the state could grant funds. Money was disbursed and 

programs put on, but there was no focus of fiscal responsibility. 

Also, there was no financial officer on the staff so the question 

of accounting for funds arose and it became clear that the Center 

lacked adequate control over expenditure of grant money. 

The basic problem was that the staff was too small to 

adequately carry out goals and objectives set down by the 

steering committee in the beginning of the experiment. Given 

the problems, complexity, and the scarcity of resources, most 

people feel the staff did an excellent job during the first 

year, even though there were obvious difficulties. 
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Early in 1971, two staff members of the state Law and Justice 

Planning Office, Jay Dixon and Page Carter, were sent to the 

Center to try to improve the situation and to audit expenditures. 

During the six-month period between January and June, 1971, 

the Law and Justice Planning Office assumed new control over the 

Center, and new staff was added. The Seattle Police Depart­

ment began to anticipate a loss of control over programs at 

the Center. They also realized the academy would begin costing 

them money. They felt it would be inappropriate for a state 

agency to have control over basic training programs for the 

Seattle Police Department. There had been no actual changes in 

curriculum, but the possibility for such change existed. Another 

area of disagreement was the relative emphasis that should be 

put on law enforcement training. Because of these factors, they 

made a decision to move the Seattle Police Academy to its present 

site in the city. 

Even though there was confusion about contrql of the Center 

during this six-month period, many innovative programs were 

developed and put on. Gene Lieburg became the acting director, 

since Bill Rhodes had moved back to resume duties in the Seattle 

Police Department. Bill Evans was hired as the course 

coordinator. The orientation of the courses was strongly inter­

disciplinary. The change in emphasis was away from law enforce­

ment to the criminal justice system. 

THE CENTER AS A NON-PROFIT CORPORATION 

As the Law and Justice Planning Office exerted more control 

over the Center and as the steering committee perceived that the 

emphasis on inter-disciplinary training would increase, the 

committee began to consider forming a non-profit board to operate 

the Center. With encouragement from the Law and Justice Planning 

Office, several members of the steering committee became members of 

the Board. The composition of the Board is the same now as it was 

in the beginning, except for one replacement. 
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Just before the non-profit Board was formed, a new 

director of the Center was chosen. There was some difficulty 

in finding candidates for the director's position, the main 

reason being that there was no guarantee the job would last. 

The State Law and Justice Planning Office was not prepared to 

give grants for an extended period of time. The Center was 

existing on a quarter to quarter basis. (This situation has 

not changed much since then.) However, in the end, Jay Dixon, 

who had been involved with the Center's operations since 

January, was named director starting on July 1, 1971. Before 

Dixon came to the Center, he had several years experience in the 

Seattle Police Department. Most recently, he had worked in the 

State Law and Justice Planning Office. 

Jay Dixon as director. One of Dixon's main aims was to 

shift the emphasis from law enforcement training to training for 

all elements of the criminal justice system. In the beginning, 

however, he felt the need for basic training was critical 

enough that it took precedence over an exploration of inter­

disciplinary training. He felt that it wasn't worthwhile to 

"pull teeth" to get participation in inter-disciplinary courses 

when such a glaring need for disciplinary training existed. 

Many training programs far prosecutors, corrections officers, 

judges, etc., were developed at the beginning of Dixon's tenure. 

(More details of the curricula will be given in Chapter III.) 

There was also a need to develop a basic law enforcement 

academy. In late 1971, the Center contracted with the King 

County Department of Public Safety to co-sponsor an academy. 

King County provided the instructors and the Center provided 

facilities, administrative services, and assistance in planning. 

The King CO,unty Department of Public Safety was committed 

to training all its personnel who had less than five years' 

experience in the Department. In addition, the academy was to 

be open to all law enforcement agencies in the state. 

During DixoD's tenure, many innovations in training were 

introduced. It was the first time training was ever provided 

I, 
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for judges in this state, the first time ,that crisis intervention 

training was given, and the first time that training for prose­

cutors was developed. An innovative program for wives of law 

enforcement officers who were attending the basic academy was 

conducted for'the first time. As these programs were put on, 

the emphasis on multi-disciplinary training increased. For 

instance, the first Snohomish County multi-disciplinary workshop 

was held in January, 1972. This workshop will be described in 

more detail below. Several publications were developed that 

received widespread circulation. 

In 1972, a nineteen member advisory committee was formed to 

advise on the content of programs and to help develop legis­

lation that created the new criminal justice training commission. 

This committee was distinct from the Center's Board of Directors. 

At its inception the advisory conimittee was very influential 

in setting direction for the Center, and was also influential 

in forming the new criminal justice training commission. 

However, the committee has not met for the last 7-8 months and 

so has not been strongly involved in the Center's programs 

this year. 

During Dixon1g tenure, the Center's staff increased to 13 

with 8 professionals and S clerical people. This organizational 

structure is simi.l.ar to the present one,with a Center director, 

a course coordinator/ and coordinators for each of the four 

areas: inter-disciplinary, corrections,law enforcement, and 

adjudications. 

In June, 1973, Jay Dixon decided to accept a position 

elsewhere. His resignation did not come under pressure, but it 

came rather suddenly. Again there \<las a need to find a new 

director of the Center l and again it was difficult to discover 

candidates willing to accept the responsibilities of director­

ship when there was a great deal of uncertainty about the 

Center's future. In the end James Leach became the new director. 
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Leach is an attorney who had broad experience in the criminal 

justice system in his work as director of the State Criminal 

Justice Coordinating Council. 

Jim Leach as director. During the summer of 1973, a great 

deal of energy went into planning for the next year. Ron 

Peterson, from Seattle University,came to the Center for the 

summer to assist in the planning effort. Jim Leach, Ron 

Peterson, and the course coordinators developed a comprehensive 

plan for the year 1973-74, and a catalogue of courses was 

published. 

In the 1973-74 year, programs at the Center had simil~r 

content and emphasis as the previous year. More will be said 

about course content below. One new course introduced during 

the last year was the first program put on for attorneys in the 

public defender's office. Acceptance of the course was good and 

this program area promises to develop further. 

During the las·t year, programs at the Center have reached 

a high level of development. The number of courses put on, 

the number of people attending, and the acceptar.-3 of the 

Center and its programs have all risen a great deal. Building 

upon the foundation of their predecessors, Jim Leach and his 

staff were able to greatly expand the number and range of 

courses provided by the Center. The question of the,Center's 

survival had to a great degree been settled by the time 

Leach assumed the position of Directo~ and he was able to 

concentrate more than his predecessors on consolidation 

of the Center's substantive programs. 

THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE CENTER'S CURRICULA 

There are iour program areas at the Center: inter­

disciplinary, law enforcement, corrections, and adjudications. 

The course coordinators for'these areas during the last year 

were Marvin Braunstein, J'im Anderson, Jerry Walker, and Bill 

Murphy, respectively. The coordinator is responsible for the 
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development of curricula in each area, although there is a 

great deal of sharing of responsibilities across areas. Bill 

Evans is the program coordinator and has overall responsibility 

for curriculum development. The description of the Center's 

curriculum presented here is an overview; a more detailed 

description will be presented in Chapter III. 

Inter-disciplinar~. In the inter-disciplinary area, the 

original courses were a series of inter-disciplinary workshops 

for all members of the criminal justice system. One problem 

of these inter-disciplinary seminars offered on a state-wide 

basis was that they involved people who didn't have to work 

wi th each other on a day-to'-day basis. While many problems can 

be openly discussed in this sort of setting, it is difficult 

to arrive at workable solutions when the people who participate 

don't have to go home and work them out together. To counter 

this difficulty, the Center took a new course of action by 

organizing an inter-disciplinary seminar on a regional basis. 

People from all parts of the criminal justice system in 

Snohomish County have participated in a series of seminars and 

workshops both at the Center and at a local community college. 

The initial workship was organized on a model similar to the one 

employed in the 1970 workshop where the idea for the Center fot 

its real start. In the follow-up workshops, participants 

discussed practical solutions to problems of communicatiOL 

and coordination among the elements of the criminal justice 

system in Snohomish County. The Center staff hopes this model 

can be successfully implemented in other regions of the state. 

In addition to these general workshops in the inter­

disciplinary area, several specialized courses have been offered 

that apply to practioners from all parts of the criminal justice 

system. These include Courses in management, proposal preparation, 

evaluation, teaching, data systems management and career develop­

ment. " Another responsibil.i ty oE the inter-disciplinary 

coord1nator has been to provide inputs for courses in the other 
three areas. 

["-"'~J 
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Law enforcemenl. In this area, courses fall under two 

categories, basic training and advanced or specialized training. 

The basic training academy is a police academy housed at the 

Center and co-sponsored by the King County Department of Public 

Safety. King County had its own basic training program until 

1966. The program consisted of four weeks of training. Between 

1966 and 1971, primarily because of lack of funds, no basic 

training was c0nducted by the county. Since King County is 

exempted from the act that created the LEOTC, the LEOTC 

program isn't available for county officers. In 1971, the 

opportunity to resume training at the Providence Heights Center 

became available and the new academy was inaugurated by the 

Center and the county. The objective was to provide basic training 

for all officers with less than five years of experience on the 

job. With the graduation of the most recent academy class, 

in June, 1974, this objective was accomplished. A description 

of the basic academy curriculum and its development will be 

presented in another part of this report. 

Most instructors for the basic academy are provided 

by the King County Department of Public Safety. However, many 

outside instructors are also used. 

responsibility to coordinate these 

It is the Center's 

instructors and help plan 

the curricula for the classes. The academy is open to any 

law enforcement agency in the state, and many of the agencies 

have participated. Approximately 30% of the graduates have come 

from agencies other than King County Department. 

In advanced or specialized training, a number of programs 

have been developed. The courses cover a wide range of 

subjects, from crisis intervention to basic photography. 

The Center's operating principle has been to contact law 

enforcement agencies, determine their needs, and develop 

courses that fit ,those needs. In the beginning, a great deal 

of energy was expended in gaining cooperation of law enforcement 

agencies. Recently, however, this condition has reversed and the 
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Center is receiving more requests for specialized training than 

it can respond to. The current problem is thus to determine 

priorities among requests for service. 

One course that has been given several times is the law 

enforcement supervisors' school, sometimes called the "sergeants' 

school". This course has provided training where practically 

none existed before. Fifteen law enforcement supervisory 

schools have been given. Supervisors from other parts of the 

criminal justice system have attended these courses. Since the 

skills of a first level supervisor are similar in many respects 

in all kinds of organizations, participation from other parts of the 

criminal justice system has been encouraged. In a recent 

school, a public defender's office supervisor attended. 

In order to determine needs for crime specific training, the 

FBI's Uniform Crime Reports and the state Attorney General's 

report have been studied in order to assess priorities. One 

pcpular course has been the homicide investigation course. Even 

though the subject matter of this course is somewhat specialized, 

there is a lot of carryover into other kinds of investigations. 

Other crime specific training ha$ included auto theft investi­

gation, narcotics investigation, organized crime investigation, 

and consumer fraud investigation. 

Training in crisis intervention has become very popular in 

America during the past few years. Crisis intervention is one 

of the most difficult and dangerous types of law enforcement 

activity. The Center has taken the lead in Washington state 

to provide training for this area. One ~roblem found in the past 

with this training and other training in communication skills 

has been that people who attend the class may develop some new 

skills, but when they return to their agencies and encoun.ter the 

same environment as before, they become frustrated. The Center's 

response to this problem has been to provide training for all 

members of one agency to prevent dilution of the training's 

impact. This approach seems to be much more effective than 

offering the course on a state-wide basis. 

r 
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One of the issues in law enforcement training has been the 

degree to which training for members of large and small, rural 

and urban, departments should be the same. Most people seem to 

believe that about 75% of the necessary curriculum is common for all 

la,,, enforcement agencies. The other 25% would be made up of 

specialized training for each jurisdiction or type of juris­

diction. For instance, some have claimed that human relations 

training should be different among officers working in urban, 

suburban, or rural areas. However, others contend that all 

human relations training is simply the enhancement of communication 

skills. They believe these principles can apply to all juris­

dictions and there is no reason to struc.ture different kinds of 

human relations training for officers working in different 

settings. 

Corrections. In the past, there has been a minimal amount 

of pre-service orientation or in-service training for 

corrections personnel. One main objective of the Center 

in the corrections area is simply to provide training where it 

didn't-exist before. There has never been much more than one 

week of orientation for new parole and probation officers. 

Institutional officers have received a minimum of training and 

orientation. 

One emphasis of the correctional program at the Center has 

been to design training to anticipate changes occurring in 

the correctional field. If new ideas about "community-based" 

corrections are realized, the correctional field would change a 

great deal. Personnel in correctior.s may be facing major changes 

in their jobs. The Center has tried to anticipate these 

changes in its training p~ogram by focusing on integration of all 

the different roles of corrections personnel. Probation 

officers, parole officers, custodial officers, counsellors, 

half-way house personnel--all corrections people have one 

basic set of functions to perform. Training programs at the 



-20-

Center have been designed to help people expand their under­

standing of their roles. 

Another correctional program objective has been to reduce 

turnover in correctional agencies. The Center makes the 

assumption that by preparing people for changes in their jobs 

and by enhancing their skills, they will increase their 

professional identification and be less likely to change jobs. 

Another aim of the correctional program has been to help correc­

tional people understand the legal requirements in the performance 

of their jobs, including legal rights of officers, prisoners, 

probationers, and parolees, and legal requirements for revocation 

of parole and legal definitions of the correctional officer's 

authority. 

In order to accomplish these goals, the Center has set up 

a number of programs, many through the Senate Manpower and Training 

Agency. The jail management course has been important in 

helping jailers think of jails as correctional facilities 

rather than as detention facilities. Multi-disciplinary 

courses in counseling techniques, family counseling, and crisis 

counseling have also been offered. An innovative program 

in detention facility architecture also is a part of 

this area. 

Adjudications. In adjudications, courses are divided into 

three areas: those for prosecutors, judges and public defenders. 

Reflecting what appear to be current national priorities and 

priorities of L.E.A.A., emphasis on conducting coUrses has been 

directed primarily toward prosecutors, with judges next, and 

public defenders being apportioned the least amount of time. 

Until about 1970, there were only five full-time 

prosecutors in the state. In recent years, the number of 

prosecutors and deputy prosecutors has risen a great deal. 

The deputy prosecutor often is a recent graduate of law school 

and tends to stay on the job for only a short period before 

entering into private practice. There is a continuing need for 

orientation programs for deputy prosecutors. It is to the 

advantage of the full-time, elected prosecutor to support 

training for his deputies in order to decrease turnover and 
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increase the deputy's professional identification. Because 

of this support, prosecutor's courses have been very well 

attended. About two-thirds of prosecutors and deputy pro­

secutors in the state have been to some course at the Center. 

They have attended the orientation course given for new pro­

secutors in the fall and other specialized workshops on issues 

in prosecution. 

Training for judges has been one of the most difficult 

programs for which to develop and secure cooperation in the 

adjudications area. Until five years ago, a training 

orientation for judges was almost nonexistent in the state of 

Washington. Some judges visited penal institutions or 

attended academic seminars on their own, but there had been 

no systematic orientation program for the judiciary. Since 

judges generally need a great deal of education and experience 

to occupy their positions, it has traditionally be difficult 

to design meaningful orientation programs they would support, 

especially when proposed courses involve people outside the 

judiciary. The National College of the Judiciary in Reno, 

Nevada, has had a great deal to do with changes in attitudes 

toward training. Because of that institution's success, there has 

been a much greater acceptance of training for judges in recent 

years. 

The Center provided the first systematic orientation for 

judges within the state of Washington. It was difficult to 

design effective curricula when there had been so little 

experience with training for the judiciary. So far, the 

main objective has been to design courses that would attract as 

much attendance as possible. There had been a much greater 

tendency for judges from courts of limited jurisdiction to attend 

courses than judges from courts of unlimited jurisdiction. This 

may be due to the desire of judges at lower courts to elevate 

their status among the judiciary. 

,I 
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Until May of this year, training for public defenders 

has been primarily directed toward investigators. The program 

put. on last May experienced very positive acceptance and looks 

like a valuable one to explore further. The cooperation 

that the Center has been able to achieve with public defenders 

is especially important since the Center's primary identification 

had previously been with prosecutors. 

PROBLEMS IN THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A MULTI-DISCIPLINARY PROGRAM 

From the beginning, the Center has faced some opposition. 

Although tension has abated considerably in the last year or so, 

a great deal of energy went into securing cooperation and approval 

from many people in the state's criminal justice system. As 

noted earlier, the primary resistance to development of a multi­

disciplinary program at the Center came from the law enforcement 

community. There were several objections to the development 

of a law enforcement training program at the Center, mostly 

based on the fear that law enforcement training, which had 

already developed a great deal, would be set back by a new 

multi-disciplinary approach. Law enforcement officials felt 

they would be held back by a training program that tried to 

include elements of the criminal justice system that didn't 

already have highly developed training programs. 

One disagreement concerned development of inter-disciplinary 

programs. Some police felt that law enforcement training might 

be weakened by introducing too much social science and other 

types of training that were applicable primarily to members 

of other parts of the system. Law enforcement officials 

felt they would lose control over curriculum that their 

personnel would be exposed to if the curriculum were designed 

to be applicable to all elements of the criminal justice 

system. One solution to this problem developed through gradual 

evol ution from the concept of inter-disJciplinary training 

toward multi-disciplinary training. Ili1W enforcement people 

began to recognize that multi-disciplinary training would be 

designed primarily to accommodate needs of each discipline 

and that material applicable to other disciplines would be 
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introduced only when i·t was applicable. As one person described 

it, more cooperation evolved when people realized mUlti­

disciplinary training was not intended to be "a marriage, but 

only cohabitation." 

Allied with the concern over multi-disciplinary training 

was the fact that the law enforcement community had been trying 

for many years to start a state police academy. The introduction 

of new concepts of multi-disciplinary training were perceived as 

a threat to establishment of this academy. At the very least, 

the new training center could delay the opportunity to build the 

academy. Even though this was a strong fear, the state police 

academy never became an important political issue. Any elected 

official or candidate who would support a state police academy 

in place of the Center would have gotten strong support from 

the sheriffs and chiefs? but there was never any strong 

movement to do so. 

Another objection to the Center was that its costs were 

perceived as being higher than the costs of conducting the law 

enforcement training at community colleges. It is not clear that 

actual costs were really different, because it is very difficult 

to account for all expenses of the LEOTC program. Most 

instructors' time at the community college programs is provided 

free to the training commission, but is ultimately supported by 

taxpayers. Administrative costs at the Center may be higher than 

those for the LEOTC programs, but the Center is responsible for 

programs other than the basic law enforcement course. It is 

difficult to separate administrative costs for the basic 

academy from other administrative costs at the Center. 

Perhaps greater support for administration of the LEOTC programs 

would have been justified if effectiveness of the training were 

taken into account. Because of the lack of funds, the LEOTC 

has not been able to finance a state police academy. Reliance on 

community colleges to provide a training setting has some 

drawbacks. Some chiefs and sheriffs have felt that discipline 

at the community colleges is not sufficient for police training. 
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Another result of the lack of funds is that the variety of 

instructors has been restricted. There has been less opportunity 

to explore new ways of training, and the community college programs 

have relied to a large degree on the FBI to provide training. 

Some of the finest law enforcement training is available through 

the FBI, but since the FBI is an investigatory agency, their 

training tends to emphasize a narrow range of law enforcement 

skills. The modern law enforcement agency needs to expand the 

range of its training. 

The objections of law enforcement officers to the Center 

resulted in a low participation in the Center's program by law 

enforcement agencies at first. At one time, the chiefs' and 

sheriffs' association voted to boycott the Center. Even thu(l.gh 

the boycott was unanimously supported by the association, many 

law enforcement agencies continued to participate in "t.he Center's 

programs. In addition to opposition by law enforcement agencies, 

community colleges also were opposed to development of the Center 

because they felt that their facilities were better able to handle 

the training. Even with this background of opposition, many 

cooperative relationships have developed. Law enforcement 

agencies frohl allover the state are participating in Center 

programs. How did this acceptance develop? 

There are four basic reasons that the Center became better 

accepted in the law enforcement community: 1) a clarification 

of the confusion surrounding its aims, 2) the exertion of pressure 

from the State Law and Justice Planning Office, 3) certification 

and cooperation from the LEOTC, and 4) the growing recognition 

that multi-disciplinary training is an essential approach. In the 

beginning, confusion existed about the Center's objectives. The 

solution to this problem came about as the Center clarified its 

own goals and objectives and succeeded in informing others about 

them. Many law enforcement officials believed that inter­

disciplinary training would be forced on them. When they 

recognized that participation was voluntary and that multi-disci­

plinary training simply meant including an orientation to the 
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criminal jvstice system by personnel from other subsystems, 

opposition abated a great deal. 

Secondly, the Law and Justice Planning Office played an 

important part in securing recognition for the Center. Pressure 

was applied at kEY points through insistence by the planning unit 

that funds for training be funneled through the Center. Law 

enforcement officials began to recognize that if they wanted 

to obtain training funds through L.E.A.A., they should cooperate 

with the Center and its programs. 

A third important reason for the increased acceptance by law 

enforcement agencies was certification of the Center's basic 

training academy by the LEOTC. The law enforcement supervisors 

school also was given under joint sponsorship of the Center and 

the LEOTC. As a result of the visibility of the cooperation 

between the Center and the LEOTC, cooperation from law enforce­

ment agencies increased a great deal. 

The fourth reason for acceptance of the Center's programs 

was the increased awareness that multi-disciplinary training 

could help increase cooperation within the entire criminal 

justice system and that this would be an advantage to all 

involved parties. This realization has grown for many reasons. 

One is the emphasis on a mUlti-disciplinary approach by L.E.A.A. 

This emphasis has filtered down through the state planning agencies 

and is evident in the kinds of programs the SPA promotes and 

funds. Secondly, the Center's programs themselves help people 

to see the benefits of mutual understanding and cooperation. 

Every time two people from different parts of the criminal 

justice system get together and realize the benefits of under­

standing the other person's problems, support for multi­

disciplinary training and interchange becomes stronger. It 

sells itself. Thirdly, the support of Governor Dan Evans was 

important. The issue of multi-disciplinary training has·never 

really become important in elective politics, and the governor's 

support was based on the merits of the idea rather than on its 

political advantage. 
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THE GOALS AND OBJECTIVES OF THE CENTER 

From our interviews with people inv'ol ved in the development 

of the Center, we have identified a set of goals and objectives 

against which to measure the Center's effectiveness. As can 

be seen from our description of the Center's background and history, 

the goals and objectives we describe here evolved in a long 

process of testing and redefining training needs and approaches 

to training. The absence of a clear definition of goals and 

objectives does not mean the program was deficient. In a 

demonstration project like the Center, one should expect to 

see changes in goals and objectives. It is a sign the people 

invol ved were flE!xible and that there was a strong cornrni tment 
to exploration. 

In our judgrnt:mt, there were three basic goals : (1') to 

demonstrate the fE~asibili ty of conducting multi-disciplinary 

training; (2) to provide effective discipline-oriented training 

where it was lacking; and (3) to promote integratioll of the 

criminal justicesystein. The first"goal could be renamed 

"survival." One goal of practically any organization is 

survival. At the Center, a great deal of energy initially went 

into attaining this goal. There was opposition and competition 

during the whole demonstration project, but the organization 

continued to grow and still exists. As far as we can tell, the 

Center was the first experiment of its kind to be carried out 
and survive in the United States. 

Under the second goal, the Center has pursued several 

objectives. For instance, one objective was to provide basic 

training for all officers i~ the King County Department of Public 

Safety with less than five years of experience. This objective 

was met. In the adjudication area, the objective was to develop 

new orientation and-tFaining programs for prosecutors, judges 

and public defenders. This objective was met. In the .corrections 
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area, the objective was to expand orientation and training 

for corrections personnel. This objective was met. In the law 

enforcement area, the objective was to provide advance? or 

specialized traini~g as needs were perceived. This objective 

was met. However, even though all these objectives have 

been met, it is important to clarify how achieving them 

contributes toward the goal of providing effective training. 

The purpose of the second part of this report is to make that 

clarification. 

Th':~re are two objectives under the ,third goal of promoting 

the integration of the criminal justice system. The first 

objective is to increase mutual understanding of different 

elements of the criminal justice system. The second objective 

is to actually promote cooperative efforts among the elements. 

The first objective is concerned with a change in knowledge, the 

second with a change in action. The first objective can be met 

by developing effective curricula; the second can bernet by 

providing opportunities for people to work out coordinated 

solutions to their problems. 
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CHAPTER II 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 

BASIC ACADEMY DESCRIPTION AND ANALYSIS 

\.)ne of ·the YOuls in es tablishing the Providence Heights Education 

and Training Center was to provide specialized training directed 

toward each criminal justice discipline. Basic training for law enforce­

ment officers is only one such type of training. However, for reasons 

outlined in the last chapter, a substantial amount of the Center's 

time and resources were devoted to the basic law enforcement course. 

Approximately 20% of training man-hours at the Center were given in 

the basic law enfrrcement academy during the last three years. For 

this reason, we have devoted a relatively large amount of our attention 

in this evaluation to a description and analysis of the academy. 

This portion of the evaluation is composed of three parts. In the 

first part we consider the potential that the academy has for provid­

ing effective basic training for law enforcement officers. By compar­

ing the Center's academy curriculum with curriculum specified in 

state standards we can see if the subject matter covered is adequate 

relative to that standard. This comparison is based on criteria 

that have been shown t6 relate to police officer's on-the-job performance. 

In the second part of the basic academy evaluation we examine one 

class as it goes th~ough the academy to measure what the trainees have 

learned and how their perception of their job changes as a result of 

the academy. 

The third part of the basic academy evaluation will be presented in 

a later chapter in which we analyze interviews with law enforcement 

officers who have attended the Providence Heights basic academy and 

compare their responses with law enforcement officers who have had 

other basic training experiences. In this measure of impact, among 

other things, we consider (1) the influence that the Lasic training 

had on the officers' attitudes toward other disciplines in the criminal 

justice system and (2) the influence that the officer feels that 

training had on his job performance. 
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DESCRIPTION OF THE BASIC ACADEMY 

~s described in the introductory section of this report, the first 

basic academy session at the Center was conducted under the auspices 

of tho Seattle Police Department. When the Seattle Department moved 

Lo its own academy location, the King County Department of Public 

Safety began to conduct the basic academy at the Center. During the 

three-year period of our analysis (from July, 1971, to June 30, 1974), 

seven basic academies were held by the King County Department or Public 

Safety at Providence Heights. During the first six months of this 

period, two Seattle academy classes were at the Center, but they will 

be excluded from the present analysis. 

A total of 279 trainees graduated from the academies, of which 58 

were from departments other than the King County Department of Public 

Safety. With the graduation of the last class, every member'of the 

King County Department with fewer than five years on the job had 

completed basic training. In Table II - I, the dates of the academies, 

·the number of trainees from the King County Department and from other 

departments, and the number of hours of training is shown. 

As one can see from the table, the number of hours' devoted to the 

basic academy has increased steadily. Many of these added hours were 

devoted to training in communications skills and training in the 

behavioral sciences. Emphasis in the last classes has been away from 

theoretical training in behavioral sciences to more practical skills 

in communication and counseling. The curriculum for each class was 

redesigned to respond to changing needs and drop classes that didn't 

prove to be very valuable to the trainees. 
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TABLE II-I 

Basic Academies Held January 1972 to June 1974 

DATES NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS HOURS 
King Cty. Other Total 

l. 1/31 to 4/14/1972 25 8 33 326.25 

2. 5/1 to 7/14/1972 52 8 60 L.00.24 

3. 9/5 to 11/22/1972 51 2 53 l.40.00 

4. 2/27 to 6/8/1973 29 4 33 445.50 

5. 9/18 to 12/21/1973 20 10 30 421.00 

6. 1/8 to 3/29/1974 22 10 32 425.00 

7. 4/7 to 6/30/197 1• 22 16 38 436.50 

221 58 279 2894.50 

CURRICULUM ANALYSIS 

In order to compare curricula of the basic training programs, we 

use a content analysis of the courses designed to respond to goals 

of the Providence Heights Center. That is, we have tried to measure 

(1) the contribution of the curricula toward promoting cooperation 

among the criminal justice disciplines and (2) to assess how effective 

the curriculum is for preparing trainees for their jobs as law enforce­

ment officers. The reader should recognize that we have used the 

goals of the Center in designing the method of comparison. Anydiffer­

ences in programs' curricula should be interpreted with this in mind. 

The reader should also exercise caution in interpretation of 

these results because they measure only the potential that the curri­

cula have for the effective training of police officers. The results 

do not measure the impact that the programs had on the trainees. The 

last two parts of the basic academy evaluation address this issue. 

" 
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The first part of the curriculum analysis was designed to measure 

the extent to which curricula might contribute toward cooperation 

among the criminal justice subdisciplines. We make the assumption 

that the more a law enforcement officer knows about other parts of 

the criminal justice system, the more he is likely to understand 

their problems and constraints, and the more likely he is to develop 

cooperative relationships with them. Each part of the curricula 

was judged according to its impact on trainees' knowledge of other 

parts of the criminal justic8 system. Three levels of involvement 

of other disciplines was considered: high, medium and low. ~l~ 

involvement with other disciplines meant that the class specifically 

concerned knowledge of, or cooperation with, other elements of the 

criminal justice system. Low involvement meant that the class was 

applicable to a law enforcement officer's job only, and that it had 

nothing to do with other parts of the criminal justice system. A 

class was judged as having medium involvement if it fell somewhere 

between high and low involvement. 

In the second part of the curriculum analysis, classes were 

judged according to which type of law enforcement activity they ap­

plied to. In the National Advisory Commision on Criminal Justice 

Standards and Goals report (1973), the recommendation was made that 

each basic training program contain a certain percentage of its hours 

devoted to six different training areas. The report also recommended 

that training curricula be developed and assessed according to the 

role requirements of the job of the trainee. For this reason, we 

have adopted a different set of content areas than the commission in 

our analysis of the curricula. In research to describe the role of 

a police officer carried out in the Cincinnati Police Division (Ulberg, 

1973), six different types of activities were identified that describe 

the police role. These six dimensions were derived from police officers' 

own descriptions of their jobs. The six types of activities are: 

(1) aid to citizens, (2) investigations, (3) patrol, (4) handling 

disorders, (5) crime prevention, and (6) maintenance functions. 

Two sets of judges were used to rate the basic academy curricula. 

One set was composed of present and former police officers. The other 

set was composed of three of the interviewers employed in this project. 

Since the judgements of the two sets of judges did not differ from 
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each other significantly, their judgements have been pooled for this 

analysis. 

In order to interpret these results, it is sufficient to know 

that each hour of the various curricula was classified according to 

(1) the level of involvement with other disciplines and (2) to 

which of the six types of law enforcement activities it applied. For 

instance, a one-hour class in fingerprint lifting might add one hour 

to classes with low involvement with other disciplines and one hour 

to activities in the investigations area. All of the classes were 

tabulated for the state standar~s in comparison with the Center's 

curriculum. The results are shown in Figure II - 1. 

As one can see from the figure, there was a difference between 

state standards and Providence Heights curricula in their involve­

ment with other disciplines. State standards, developed by the 

Washington Law Enforcement Officer's Training Commission, were 

judged to have more class time assigned to materiai that covers other 

elements of the criminal justice system than does the Providence 

Heights Center curriculum. These differences are statistically 

and substantively significant. However, one should remember when 

interpreting these data that judgments were based on titles of 

courses only. It may be that class titles did not accurately reflect 

content of courses. 

The differences in emphasis on disparate areas of the law 

enforcement officers' job are not significant in any way. It would 

be accurate to interpret data in the figure as showing that curricula 

were spread equally across activity areas. 

RECENT ACADEMY CLASS 

In order to complement the preceding assessment of the basic 

academy's potential for attining its goals, we gathered data from 

a group of trainees while they attended the basic training academy. 

These data covered the two questions we addressed in the curriculum 

analysis: (1) knowledge of the criminal justice system and (2) changes 

in attitudes toward the six areas of the law enforcement officer's job. 
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FIGURE II-I 
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The trainee subject group attended the most recent academy. 

This class consisted of 38 recruits, 22 from the King County Depart­

ment of Public Safety, and 16 from other departments in the State of 

Washington. .All trainees in this class were male. Table II - 2 

shows numbers of trainees according to length of experience on the 

job and according to education. 

TABLE II - 2 

Characteristics of Trainees in the Present Academy Class 

EXPERIENCE 

No experience 10 

Less than one year 11 

More than one year 17 

EDUCATION 

High School only 3 

Some college 25 

4 year college degree 10 

TOTAL 38 

Two things the reader should note are (1) the number of trainees 

with some on-the-street experience outnumber those with no experience 

and (2) the level of education is rather high. More than one person 

has observed that this class was probably the most intelligent and 

knowledgeable of all academy classes. 

The questionnaire was composed of two parts. The first part 

measured the trainee's knowledge of criminal justice disciplines 

other than his own. Again, our assumption was that the more a law 

enforcement officer knows about other parts of the criminal justice 

system, the more likely he is to understand and engage in cooperative 

relations with them. 

The second part of the questionnaire uses the six types of law 

enforcement activities described above to measure the trainee's at-' 

titudes toward the job. Trainees were asked to rate the importance 

of the activity types, their own capability to perform each type of 
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activity, and the freguency with which they expected to perform 

each activity. 

The questionnaire was administered twice to trainees in an attempt 

to measure change as 8\ result of academy experience. The second 

administration was just before graduation. However, because of the 

evaluation project's timing, the first administration was not given 

until nearly six weeks of the academy had passed. The trainees had 

probably undergone many changes during those first weeks. For one 

thing, many courses that covered material relevant to the trainees' 

knowledge of the criminal justice system were given during those 

weeks. It is possible, even probable, that the small changes in know­

ledge and attitudes observed could be attributed to the timing problem. 

If we had been able to administer the first questionnaire before the 

academy began, larger differences may have been observed. 

The questionnaire was administered to all trainees at once in 

their usual classroom with the researcher present. The administration 

took less than one hour. Many trainees commented that "the test was 

interesting". Questionnaires were anenymous and the two administrations 

were matched by having each trainee invent a code for himself. Very 

little identifying information was requested of the trainees in order 

to avoid suspicion that they could be identified. 

Knowledge of the criminal justice system. One part of the question~ 

naire contains 44 questions concerning the criminal justice system. 

Most items were derived from questions on examinations given to 

previous academy classes. Some items were altered or added by the 

research staff. The questions covered: the courts; the correctional 

system; laws governing arrest, search and seizure; regulations con­

cerning the handling of juveniles; parts of the penal code; and issues 

in citizen-officer interaction. 

The average scores were high. Scores on the first test averaged 

81% and, on the second test, 83%. The 2% increase in the scores is 

statistically significant. (It cannot be attributed to luckier guess­

ing the secorLd time around.) . However, the average improvement in 
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FIGURE II - 2 
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knowledge is not too significant in terms of the impact the course 

had on the trainees. The fact that improvement was so small could 

be attributed to the late first administration of the test. A great 

deal had probably been learned in the first six weeks of the class. 

If the questionnaire had been administered at the beginning of the 

academy class instead of part way through it, a greater improvement 

would very likely have been observed. 

Figure II - 2 shows the breakdown in scores for first and second 

administrations of the test. The scores are also broken down for each 

category of trainees. Differences in average scores by subgroups are 

as one would expect. Those officers with more experience tended to 

score better; officers from the largest agency (King County) scored 

better than those from smaller agencies, and those trainees with 

college degrees scored better than those without. 

Even though changes in scores were not large for any subgroup, 

one important observation should be made. Those groups which scored 

low on the first administration tended to improve more than t.hose who 

scored higher. By the end of the academy class, differences in know-

ledge that existed in the beginning, even though small, became smaller. 

The academy class enabled those who were behind to catch up. 

Perception of the law enforcement role. Attitudes toward differ-

ent aspects of the law enforcement officer's job was measured based 

on a method developed in research in the Cincinnati police depart­

ment (Ulberg, 1973). In that research, the police officer's job was 

divided into six activity areas using a combination of an analysis 

of activities that police officers perform and a factor analysis of 

the officer's attitudes toward these activities .. The six activity 

areas are derived from the way that police offic'ers themselves look 

at their job, rather than from some pred\:termined set of dimensions. 

Data show the average rank order that each trainee assigned to 

the six activity area~ based on three different questions. In the 

first question, we ask the trainee to rank order the six areas 
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according to how importan~ he thinks each kind of activity is to the 

job of a law enforcement officer. Figure II - 3 shows the averag'e 

responses concerning perceived importance for the two administrations 

of the questionnaire. 

Just as with data concerning knowledge of the criminal justice 

system, these changes are very small, and it is difficult to draw 

conclusions about the basic academy's effect on trainees' attitudes 

concerning the importance of various aspects of the police job. 

However, perceived change in importance of "maintenance functions" 

is statistically significant. It shows that trainees thought these 

kinds of activities were less important at the end of academy train­

ing than they did at the first administration. "Maintenance functions" 

are activities that concern preservation of the police organization. 

They include things like communicating with other members of the 

department, writing reports, understanding organization structure, 

and doing many seemingly unimportant tasks that are necessary to the 

preservation of the organization. In the Cincinnati stud~, and in 

these data, these activities were rated as much less important than 

any others. This is understandable. They are Lhe kinds of activities 

that a police officer must do, but at the same time are activities 

which seem to him to t.:..~e away from more important' aspects of his job. 

In order to better understand why maintenance functions were 

rated less important in the second administration than in the first, 

it is instructive to look at assessments of importance by various 

subgroups of trainees. Figure II - 4 shows these data. 

Differences in responses for trainees from different agencies 

and with different levels of education are almost exactly the same. 

These variables cannot do much to explain reasons for change. On the 

other hand, when trainees are divided according to experience, there 

are significant differences. Trainees with little or no experience 

changed their attitudes toward maintenance f'l.nctions a great deal, 

while those with over a year of ,experience stayed about the same. 
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FIGURE II - 3 
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FIGURE II - 4 

TRAINEES' ATTITUDES TOWARDS MAINTENANCE FUNCTIONS 
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The best interpretation is that the negati've attit\'l.de expressed 

toward these acti vi ties by experienced trainee's in the beginning was 

adopted by those with less experience by the end of the academy 

training. The recruits adopted the experiellce:d officers l values in 

this respect. 

In the second question, we asked the trai.nee to rank order 

activity areas in the order of his capability ·to perform each one. 

Overall results are shown in Figure II - 5.. Again, from these data, 

we can see there were no major changes in the ordering that trainees 

assigned to their capability in each area. However, the change in 

the rank order of capability in "aid to citizens" is statistically 

significant and the difference shows they felt more capable to per­

form in this area than in the first administration. This may be due 

primarily to a first aid course that was given Det\ ... een first and 

second administrations of the test, since that is a specific skill 

that is useful in activities presented in +he questionnaire. 
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Taking a look at the breakdown by c~tegories of trainees, in 

Figure II - 6 we see a pattern similar to that in Figure II - 4. 

In Figure II - 6, we can see that it was primarily trainees with no 

on-the-street experience who felt they improved in ability to give 

aid to citizens. In fact, 'they felt relatively more capable than 

the experienced officers. 

In interpreting these data, one should be aware that by using 

this method of assessment we detect only relative improvements in 

capability. It may be that trainees felt they were better in all 

activity areas after the training. However, the data indicate 

that perceived improvement was especially high in those activities 

related to providing aid to citizens. 

The third question we asked concerned the frequency with which 

the trainee expected to perform different types of activities in 

the police job. These measurements can indicate how accurately 

the trainee perceives the demands of his job. In Figure II - 7, 

we can see the average changes for all trainees in the academy from 

first administration to second. Once again, we see few large 

changes. The largest change is the exten.t to which they felt they 

will be performing activities that fall under the "aid to citizens" 

area. This change is probably largely influenced by the.change 

that they perceived in their capability to perform in that area, 

although it could be attributed to an increased awareness of a police 

officer's service function. 

One function of a police academy should be to introduce a new· 

recruit to his job and provide him with an accurate understanding 

of what he will be doing as a law enforcement officer. If this 

academy were successful in performing this function, we would expect 

that the inexperienced trainee's perception of the frequency with 

which he would perform law enforcement activities should be like 

the experienced trainee's perceptions by the end of the session. An 

analysis of the data shows this did happen. The inexperienced 

officers began to perceive the demands of their job more like the 

experienced officers by the end of the academy. 
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FIGURE II - 6 
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SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

In this chapter, we reviewed the content of the basic academy 

curriculum and considered two of three measures of potential and 

actual impact of the academy on trainees.,q!lO attended the Center's 

program. One should exercise care in interpreting these discussions, 

since we have looked only at the potential impact of the training 

and at some of the experiences of the trainees as they were in at­

tendance at the academy. The third part of the evaluation will be 

presented in Chapter IV. In that chapter we will discuss the inter­

views with police officers after they have had some experience on 

their jobs subsequent to completion of academy training. In discussing 

the first two measures of training, we will follow the format suggested 

by the goals of the Center. We will divide the discussion into parts 

dealing with (1) promotion of cooperative relationships between diff­

erent elements of the criminal justice system and (2) discipline­

specific training that the academy affords law enforcement officers. 

5 

4 

3 

2 

2.89 2_.80 

Handling 
Disorders 

FIGURE II - 7 

TRAINEE'S ATTITUDES TOWARDS LAW ENFORCEMENT ROLES 

Average Rank Order of Frequency of Performing Role 

(A) After 6 weeks of Basic Academy 

(B) At the end of Basic Aca4emy 

4.99 

4.17 
3.99 3.87 3.99 

2 69.2:14 r 
[ 

4.66 

Patrol Mainten­
ance 

Functions 

Crime 
Prevention 

Aid to 
Citizens 

2.452•63 

Investi­
gations 

1 
t 



( 

-46-

Interdisciplinary emEhasis of the basic training Erogram. Even 

though the Standards and Goals doesn't emphasize inclusion of multi­

disciplinary material in basic training, the document does suggest 

the minimum program should include a section devoted to an " ... examina­

tion of the foundation and functions of the criminal justice system 

with specific attention to the role of the police in the system and 

government." The document also emphasizes the importance of inter­

personal communication skills, especially as they would be useful to 

promoting cooperation within the criminal justice system. For these 

reasons, and since the Center has a multi-disciplinary emphasis in 

general, we feel that it is important to consider the degree to which 

the basic academy has adopted this emphasis. 

In our analysis of the basic academy's potential for promoting 

integration of the criminal justice system, we compared its inter­

disciplinary content with state standards for law' enforcement train­

ing. We found that b~,e n.UF:Der of hours devoted to material that 

involved other ela~ents of the criminal justice systlem was not 

exceptionally high". ~..pp;roxi.J.-aat:eI.:y" 12% of the class hours were 

judged to he 1i;,:,ig1':?l .fur. i..rr:b=r-c£'scip:Einar:l content. Almost half of 

the hours ,llVas dE'iroJb:a-a. 'Cf.:i:' 'Crcri'ni'.rrg: t.h.a:t was exclusively applicable 

to the la\i,r etic)1r(cem:.,,"'1tt. fU:i.'1:C"'-Jo.i:l.. There is no absolute standard 

aga.i:r:s1.t. 'i,,~:b;i:::3z ttw rnEE.'Z.~:.:rr~ tn"= a:mO"Gllt of inter-disciplinary content, 

so::::::: ~;;::-:.:Zl:::r: C08JC:::xr.d:.:: t'}:~t ti-:e c'J:rr:r..o...lI.m::: is deficient in this 

.reiS:p=·l:'tt:~ ·!.,~.t.tJ~ (J:..\"'T7 12 wee.1:.s: to provide basic training for police, 

:::hisi::;.mmlr.JI,t G:5;:, timE dlC:::7f.:!tea to .s:uhjec:ts. ot."F:ller than those necessary 

fc:r it~JE' Itr:ff:b::s::: b:i per'fCi:r:m h.ts job may be all that is possible. 

E:C:JI.rEc~i'i::r!'7 if the basic acadEmy '\\T'ere to be ;:xtended, more inter-dis­
cipn.:t.~a1:'l'" '3mn:iie$.ig~ should be. stronaly consi.dered. 

- - J 

}llliem:t me ,zE:;1.1:ter.:';g cu:t:riculum was compared with state standards, 

it "."as fo:uri to con:ta.tn less' inter-disciplinary content. As mentioned 

before, flo",re:V7er II' <our ana.lysis. -was. based on class ti t:les only, and may 

not be sensitive to. trle actual content of the classe~s. However, it 

does indicate that more· tin1e might profitably be dedicated to other 
parts of the criminal justice system. 

-47-

In the questionnaire administered to the most recent academy 

class, we found very small increases in knowledge about other parts 

of the criminal justice system. This should not necessarily be 

interpreted to mean that the academ~ didn't help promote the trainees' 

likelihood of cooperating with other agencies. There are two reasons 

that care should be taken in the interpretation of this result. 

-The first administration of the questionnaire came late. 

-Specific knowledge of other elements of the criminal justice 

system may not be as important as having a better understanding 

of people and the more subtle aspects of the rest of the criminal 

justice system's functions •. 

However, the small difference could reflect the limited amount 

of time devoted to these subjects. These data comprise one more 

piece of evidence that should alert program designers to look for 

ways to improve the inter-disciplinary aspects of the basic law 

enforcement training program. 

One class taught in the basic academy concerns the criminal 

justice system as a whole; a second class, three hours in length, 

is an introduction to the role of the prosecutor, judge, defense, 

parole and probation officers. However, both these classes were 

taught by one instructor. As recommended in the Standards and 

Goals, the presentation would be more beneficial if taught by 

practitioners, and if visitations were included. As in both the 

Seattle and Spkane academies, a unit covering federal and state 

agencies should be included to acquaint the trainee with the functions 

of those agencies. 
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The inclusion of more multi-disciplinary courses in the basic 

training curriculum would require an increase in the number of hours 

in the program, which may not be practical. If it is impractical 

to increase hours, consideration should be given to cutting some other 

classes. Major blocks of time are devoted to training in driving, 

firearms, and physical education. While skills in all of these 

areas are essential to a law enforcement officer, basic training 

cannot be expected to provide complete training in any of them. It 

is probably more important to impress upon the trainee the necessity 

for improving his skills in those areas rather than try to complete 

the training during the basic academy. For instance, in physical 

training, a trainee may improve his physical condition over the 

course of the academy, but if he isn't motivated to maintain his 

fitness and doesn't understand the necessity for it, that improve~ 

ment won't be very effective in the long run. More time should be 

devoted to building motivation and understanding than to actual 

physical training. We can't expect a trainee to become an expert 

marksman or driver in the short duration of the academy. However, 

he should learn when to use his weapon and what his limitations in 

driving are while in basic training. The hours of practice required 

to become truly proficient should be spread over the first year on 

the job and not concentrated during the short academy period. 

Careful consideration should be given to the amount of training 

in psychology and sociology in the basic training curriculum. For 

most officers with some colle:ge education, the introductory treat­

ment of the subject is redundant and the time Qould be used in better 

ways. For trainees with no exposure to these s~bjects, the intro­

duction should stress the usefulness of knowledge in those areas so 

that they will be motivated to acquire training in those areas on 

their own. It is probably not very effective to ery to acquaint 

trainees with these subjects in the short time they attend the 
academy. 
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In the Standards and Goals, the suggestions emphasize preparing 

the trainee for the role he takes as a law enforcement officer. If 

an academy is as short as 12 weeks, the emphasis should be on provid­

ing the trainee with the practical knowledge that he needs to begin 

his job. Those subjects that require a longer time to learn well, 

important as they are, probably would be better covered .in fewer 

hours if the emphasis were on motivating the trainee to improve his 

abilities in those areas after the training program. By devoting 

a large number of hours to cursory coverage of complex, advanced 

police subjects in the basic academy, the trainee may develop a 

false conception that he is proficient in these areas. 

Law enforcement-specific training. The Center's curriculum was 

judged to cover the six different law enforcement activity areas in 

the same proportions as the state standards. Seattle and Spokane 

academy curricula are much longer than either the state standards or 

the Center's curricula, but they devote approximately the same per­

centage of time to each of the six activity areas. However, simply 

because the Center's curriculum is like other curricula in the state, 

it doesn't mean the proportion is the best possible. The Standards 

and Goals specifies certain percen~ages of time that should be 

devoted to each subject area, but those standards were derived from 

some already existing academy programs, including the Seattle academy. 

It is instructive to go back to the activity areas that comprise 

the law enforcement officer's job and reconsider the amount of time 

that should be devoted to training in each area. 

The majority of instructional time at most existing basic academies 

is devoted to training an officer for patrol and for investigations. 

While these functions are clearly an important part of the police 

officer's role, the emphasis on these aspects may be disproportionate. 

Studies have shown that about 85% of an officer's time is spent on 

activities that have little to do with enforcing the law. When over 

50% of the hours in the academy are devoted to training an officer 

for 15% of his job, the emphasis on these areas should be reconsidered. 

Little specialized knowledge in investigations is needed by the patrol 
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officer. Generally, it takes several years before the officer has 

a chance to become an investigator and to use these skills. Curri­

cula should be designed to reflect the immediate needs of the officer 

in his current job. Given the present division of labor in most 

police departments, much of the class material covering investigations 

could be left out. 

The traditional ways of teaching patrol should also be carefully 

reconsidered. Research in the Kansas City Police Department has 

shown that some of our old assumptions about the usefulness of patrol 

should be questioned. Courses on patrol should be aesigned to take 

these findings into account. Courses should also include discus­

sions of the implications of this research. 

Since a great deal of the officer's time is spent in giving aid 

to citizens, we recommend that more attention be given to this area 

in the academy curriculum. In the present curriculum, the only 

directly applicable training is in first aid. Although this train­

ing seems to have been effective, according to the responses of the 

trainees in the recent class: it is not the only subject that could 

be taught in this area. One of the things police officers are often 

called upon to do is to refer citizens to other government agencies 

which can serve their needs. The Standards and Goals suggests 

having trainees spend part of their time in a social service agency 

to acquire an understanding of what services are available in a given 

jurisdiction. If it is impractical to spend the extra time required 

for this experience, we recommend the curriculum include some ...-:Lme 

teaching trainees about services that are available and how citizens 

may contact them. If police officers were able to perform this 

function well, they would not only serve a need of their clients, 

but would promote improvement in their relations with the community. 

Police departments alone should not be expected to control crime. 

No great change in the crime rates is going to occur unless citizens 

become involved in crime prevention. The burglary prevention unit in 

the academy goes part way in training officers to involve citizens, 

but a great deal more could be done in this respect. Units on public 

. '" ,,~ '.' - ~'. == '"""",. 
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speaking, counseling juveniles, and encouraging the reporting of 

crime are among many that should be considered. A block of academy 

time could be spent in discussion and development of ideas for crime 

prevention programs. 

Police are usually the first called upon to handle a dispute or 

disorder. Only 10% of class time is devoted to preparing an officer 

for this function. Classes in crowd control, family disturbances 

and defensive tactics help a great deal in teaching an officer tech­

niques to cope with disorders. Some of the techniques aught in 

these classes will apply to al~ disorderly situations, but it would 

be beneficial to officers to have some time devoted to a discussion 

of other types of disorders and how to handle them. Many disorders 

that officers must handle do not fall under the categories of family 

disturbances or crowd control. 

Maintenance functions are covered in the basic academy curriculum. 

The courses include report writing, learning departmental rules and 

regulations, and learning about the department's organizational 

structure. However, maintenance functions receive a relatively low 

rank in importance. Still, maintenance functions are essential 

to the organization's preservation. Some course should cover reasons 

. for these kinds of activities. If the need for these functions were 

acknowledged and discussed, perhaps truly useless maintenance functions 

would be eliminated or other ways found to perform them. 

Conclusions. This summary has included many sugges"::ions for 

additions to the basic academy <lurriculum. Until longer basic train­

ing programs become more generally supported, it will not be feasible' 

to include many of these suggestions in a program. .In many European 

countries, basic law enforcement training is much longer. In Gel~­

many, all police officers receive two years of training before going 

on the street. Even though the Standards and Goals recommend a 400-

hour minimum training time, a much longer period of training should 

be considered. A gradual increase in the time spent in basic train­

ing would permit the testing and refinement of curricula. A sudden 

increase in training time would probably not be effective, but a plan 

should be made to expand gradually and include some of the subjects 

discussed above . 
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The Center's present curriculum is not clearly better or worse 

than alternatives available now. According to our data, officers 

without the advantages of experience on the streets, experience in 

a large department, or with a strong educational background did 

increase in their knowledge of other parts of the criminal justice 

system. Their scores were more nearly like other officers by the 

end of the academy. The academy also served to socialize inexper­

ienced officers by the end of training. 
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Chapter III 

OVERALL CURRICULUM DESCRIPTION AND ANALYSIS 

The Center has conducted a large number of courses, 

seminars, workshops and conferences during the three year period 

of our study. These courses fall into four categories: 1) inter­

disciplinary and special, 2) law enforcement, 3) corrections, 

and 4) adjudications. Many courses were designed by ~he Center 

staff. Some were planned under contract with consultants, and 

some were sponsored by the Center,but were designed by people 

from other organizations. Usually, courses were designed using 

a combination of these methods. 

Part of our analysis describes the number of people, by 

criminal justice discipline, who have attended these courses. 

We have used five different classifications in our analysis 

of attendance. One classification is law enforcement, which 

includes members of police and sheriff departments. The 

second classification is prosecution and defense, which includes 

prosecutors, deputy prosecutors, public defenders, and defense 

attorneys. It also includes investigative and administrative 

staff from prosecutors' and defense attorneys' offices. The 

third category is corrections, which includes probation and 

parole officers, institutional staff, and st.aff at half-way 

houses and group homes~ The fourth area is the judiciary, which 

includes all types of magistrates and their administrative staff. 

The fifth category is miscellaneous, which includes primarily 

law and justice planners, but applies to all other persons who 

have attended courses at the Center. 

As we described in Chapter II, number of courses and number 

of people attending courses have increased a great deal over the 

three year period of our analysis. Figure III-l shows this 

increase by indicating the total number of person-days given 

during each of the three years. 
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FIGURE III - 1 

NUMBER OF PERSON-DAYS OF COURSES GIVEN DURING 3-YEAR PERIOD 
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While these data indicate a general increase in partici­

pation in Center activities, it is instructive to consider what 

the responses of each discipline has been to the programs 

offered at the Center. Figure 111-2 shows the total atte.ndance 

at Center courses by members of each discipline. 
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As one can see from the figure, attendance has increased 

steadily from each discipline over the three one-year periods. 

This is an indication that all kinds of criminal justiye agencies 

have found something of value in the Center's programs. 

What has contributed to the increase in participation by all 

disciplines in the Centeris programs? Each course area has 

developed differently, so we will describe the courses offered 

and who has participated for each course area. These descriptions 

are based on a review of information contained in the course 

books, and ·discussions with course coordinators. The course books 

contain information on agendas, attendance, course designers, 

and handout material used for the classes. The recommendations 

outlined in this chapter are based solely on the review of the 

curriculum. More detailed recommendations will follow the 

analysis of interviews with course participants. 

INTER~DISCIPLINARY AND SPECIAL 

The inter-disciplinary and special courses are particularly 

important to the accomplishment of the Center's goals. Courses 

are designed to attract all members of the criminal justice 

system. In many courses, 

the system's integration. 

that assembling members of 

training is likely to have 

communication. 

the overt objective is not to promote 

However, course designers recognize 

several disciplines together for 

the side benefit of encouraging 

Figure 111-3 shows the participation by different disciplines 

in the inter--disciplinary and special programs. The total number 

of person-days offered in these courses has increased dramatically. 

The rate of participation by each discipline has generally increased 

over time. However, rates in participation of prosecution, defense 

and the judiciary have not kept up with rates in participation 

by law enforcement and corrections personnel. 

In order to analyze the inter-disciplinary curriculum of 
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FIGURE III - 3 

PARTICIPATION IN THE INTERDISCIPLINARY AND SPECIAL 
PROGRAMS BY PERSONNEL FROM EACH CRIMINAL JUSTICE AREA 
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the Center, we will examine each program area in the inter­

disciplinary and special course areas. We have identified eleven 
program areas: 

-Orientation to the criminal justice system 

-Confrontation of specific coordinatio~ problems 

-Teaching and communication 

-Project management 

-Management training 

-Law and Justice planning 

- Youth problems 

-Other cross-discipline problems 

- Law enforcement (special) 

.. . . -~ ... "~-----. -~- ---,- . .- ' 

!. 
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-Corrections (special) 

-Courts (special) 

In·the description of each of these, we include a diagram showing 

course number, course title and how many times the course was 

given in each six month time period. The first time period is 

July 1 to December 31, 1971; the second, January Ito June, 1972, 

and so on. 

Ori~ntation to the criminal justice system. This a.rea 

included one series of courses designed for all criminal justice 

system members. 

A-lOO Orientation to the Criminal Justice 
System 

T,ime Perioc1. 

'123456 

232 

This series of courses included presentations by members of 

different criminal justice disciplines, class discussions, and 

tours of different agencies' ·facilities. In the beginning the 

course attracted many participants, but attendance began to 

fall off. Th~ m.ain reason seems to be that other courses which 

covered the same subjects were being offered by the Cente~ 

and fewer people were interested in attending a course with no 

specific focus. The course was, however, used in c~njunction, 
with the basic law enforcement academy as a part of that 

curriculum. Eventually, the course was dropped and its 

material was worked iHtO other courses. 

Confrontation of specific coordination problems. Two kinds of 

courses are included in this program area. 

A-205 Seminar on Law Enforcement-Prosecutor 
Relations 

A-302 Snohomish County Criminal Justice Workshop 

Time Period 

I 2 3 4 5 6 

1 

I I 
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The seminar on relations between law enforcement personnel 

and prosecutors was co-sponsored with the National College of 

District Attorneys, the King County Prosecutor's Office, and 

the Washington Law Enforcement Officers Training Commission. 

Participants were primarily chiefs of law enforcement agencies 

and prosecutors. The seminar consisted of lectures by 

prosecutive and law enforcement personnel, "reaction" panels, 

and small group discussions. This kind of course could be 

very valuable, since it involves two parts of the criminal 

justice system that must work together a great deal. However, 

the course could be more effective if more line personnel from 

law enforcement agencies were included. 

The Snohomish County Criminal Justice Workshops are part 

of a series of workshops for personnel in the criminal justice 

system from that county. It was originally designed in response 

to a request from the county to begin working on problems of 

coordination within that jurisdiction. The course was conducted 

by consultants from academia with expertise in communications 

skills. The fact thQt Snohomish County Criminal Justice 

personnel continue to participate in these workshops both at 

the Center and at other sites indicates the success of the 

program. This course format should be promoted for other 

jurisdictions as well. By getting people together from a 

specific jurisdiction to discuss common problems, it is more 

likely that practical solutions can be worked out than if 

the people never had to work with each other again. 

Teachin~ and communication. This program area consists of 

a introductory teaching methods course and several courses 

addressing specific topics in teaching and communication. 

. ~': . .:.::~..:o::;!=»=. ___ ~~~'".,.,~:_;~;:,;:>_ ,-.;;;:;:.';:;' ""'=IWJI=r....." 
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Tline period 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

A-206 Techniques of Teaching 112 

A-210 Techniques of Visual Ccrrmunication 1 1 

A-2l8 Video Techniques w:>rkshop 1 

A-306 Selection and Developrent of Instructional Mat.:erial 

A-307 Test Construction and Performance Evaluation 1 

A-308 Developnent of Learning Packages 1 1 

S-205 Criminal Justice FiJrn Conference 2 

S-302 Press Relations Seminar 4 

The basic course in teaching techniques was designed and 

conducted by conSUltants with backgrounds in vocational education. 

The course was devised to present a partic~lar method of 

instruction. It includes subject matter on factors and principles 

in learning, techniques for didseminating lessons, individual 

differences in students, evaluation of students, and different 

kinds of instructional media. This course has :received good 

evaluations by participants but many suggest that more criminal 

justice material be presented. This course could be improved by 

use of team teachin.g. That is, if a practitioner and the 

consultants designed the course together, experience and skills 

of both could be included. The course would not necessarily 

have to be designed for specific disciplines, but consideration 

should be given to moving in that direction. 

The techniques of visual communications courses were taught 

by an expert in graphics. They were designed to prepare a student 

-to conceive, structure and prepare a visually augmented story. 

This course is of questionable significance for criminal justice 

personnel, but received high ratings from the participants, who 

were primarily law enforcement and corrections personnel • 
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The video techniques workshop attracted a good mix of 

people from all disciplines and was conducte,d by the Community 

Television.Project. It included information on use of 

video tape; including pre-production planning, continuity 

and post-production techniques, multiple cameras, editing, and 

a critique of criminal justice training films. 

A series of courses were designed by consultants with 

backgrounds in vocational education to follow up on the basic 

teaching course. One covers the selection and development 

of instructional material. Another covers issues in test 

construction and performance evaluat.' '1. A t.hird was designed 

I 

to teach development of learning packa_ s. They are all directed 

primarily toward law enforcement training instructors. The 

courses received relatively high ratings by participants, but 

they couid probably all be improved by using a team teaching 

approach. 

Several conferences were held at the Center that were 

addressed to issues in communications. Two of the conferences 

were held to review and evaluate films in the criminal justice 

area. Given the spate of films on criminal justice topics 

that are becoming available today,these conferences will become 

more and more valuable. Every effort should be made to publicize 

results of the film evaluations for use by criminal justice 

agencies. 

Four press relations seminars were held in locations 

around the state. They consisted of presentations covering 

responsibilities of public information officers, effect of 

publicity on justice, and guidelines for reporting criminal 

justice news. Since fair presentation of publicity about 

the criminal justice system depends on both media represen­

tatives and the criminal justice practitioners, these kinds 
of seminars are very important. 

Project management. Several courses have bee~ designed 

to help criminal justice agencies plan, implement, and evaluate 
projects and obtain funding for them. 

dh t± 
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Tine period 

I 2 3 4 5 6 

A-208 Project Develo:pnent 311 

A-209 Project Evaluation 2 I 2 

A-219 Developing Trial Programs 

A-312 Project Management I 

1 

'A-511 Program Planning Budget Systems I 

The three courses concerning the development, evaluation and 

management of projects were designed by a consulting firm. 

Primarily, the project development course covers the process of 

preparing grant applications and gives, praetical infonnation 

about funding sources available to criminal justice agencies. 

The evaluation course lasts only one day and covers the concept 

and purpose of evaluation. It also includes an introduction 

to the techniques of evaluation by using a work-shop exercise. 

The management course covers the basic processes in project 

managment, including planning, organizing, directing and 

controlling. All three of these courses have been carefully 

prepared and use handouts that effectively present basic 

concepts in project development, evaluation, and management. 

The weakness in these courses is that they cover only basics. 

This is all that is possible in the short time available. 

A more effective way of helping criminal justice personnel 

develop, evaluate, and manage projects. that should be 

considered is to provide a consulting service in these topics 

and to run these courses on an ongoing rather than a one-

shot basis. 

The Program Planning Budget Systems course presents 

basic information on a budgeting system that is gradually 

replacing use of the traditional line item budget. A major 
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part of class time is spent discussing examples that trainees 

bring to the course. This format represents a move in the 

direction of providing a consulting service for project 

managers. This course has received high ratings in student 

evaluations. 

The course on developing trial programs introduces the 

concept of experimentation in a criminal justice agency. Topics 

covered include research design, control groups and random 

selection. Use of more specific problems in this course would 

help improve the ability of criminal j,ustice practitioners to 

apply concepts in this course to their own situation. 

Management training. Many management problems are the same 

across all disciplines. The Center has addressed these common 

problems in this particular program. 

Time Period 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

A-500 Criminal Justice Management Workshop 

A-501 Communication Skills for Managers 

A-512 Problem~lving and Decision Making 

S-401 Law Enforcement Management Seminar 

1 1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

The Criminal Justice Management Workshop offers instruction 

in basic concepts of management; including motivation, communi­

cation, planning, evaluation and organization. The course 

is taught by several instructors. This method of instruction 

has the advantage of presenting several different styles of 

management.. The inclusion of additional successjful criminal 

justice managers to the set of instructors for this kind of a 

program would be very valuable. If a team of psychologists, 

management consultants, and criminal justice managers were 
developed to continually review and improve this program, it could 

become a very effective tool, not only for improving managerial 

abilities, but to promote communications among personnel from 

different disciplines. 
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Courses on communications skills for managers and on 

problem solving and decision-making were conducted by another 

group of psychologists and consultants. In the communications 

skills course, considerable use of communication exercis'es 

was made, which served to involve participants to a greater 

extent than would a lecture format. The ratio of instructors 

to participants was very high.. For this reason and because of the 

class format~ it received very high ratings by participants. 

The course on problem solving and decision-making did not receive 

the same high ratings, which can be partly attributed to differences 

in subject matter. 

The Law Enforcement Management Seminar was constructed 

primarily for Jaw enforcement managers and was designed and 

presented by one person. It covered management topics such as 

police organization, first line supervision, moxale, discipline, 

corrununication and local problems~ No matter how good an 

instructor for a course like this is, it is poor policy to use 

only one person fol. the design of a course that teaches a complex 

topic such as management. There are a number of ways to approach 

such a complex subject, and the use of a team of instructors 

is highly advisable. 

Law and justice planning. In this program area, several 

workshops and seminars have been designed to bring law and 

justice planners together. 

Time period 

S-201 Law and Justice Regional Planners' Seminar 

S-202 Iriiian Justice Planner's Vbrks.l)op 

S-304 Improving the Planning Process 

S-500 State Planning Agency Vbrkshop 

123 4 5 6 

1 

1 

1 

3 
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The· first law and justice planners workshop was presented 

jointly by the Law and Justice Planning Office and the Zaring 

Corporation. The L.E.A.A. Region X and the State Attorney 

General were also involved in the presentation of this program. 

It was designed to examine the role of regional planning and 

to go into some basics of planning theory. Very practical 

aspects of planning in the Northwest we.re debated. 

The planning workshop designed for Indian justice planners 

covered the basics of applying for L.E.A.A. grants, project 

moni to ring , law enforcement planning, and tribal law enforcemen't 

planning. The course agenda covered areas of practical concern 
for Native American justice planners. 

The course entitled Improving the Planning Process in Law 

and Justice wa.s designed and conducted by professional planners 

from the University of Washington. It covered problem identifi­
cation, goal setting, intervention, work schedules and 

evaluation. This course is one of the few examples of courses 

designed entirely by individuals from outside the Center. 

The course could ha.ve.been greatly improved by using 

successful criminal justice planners in its design. 

Youth problems. Problems in the relationship between the 

criminal justice system and juveniles cut across the boundaries of 
all disciplines. Sev 1 era Courses were conducted that involved 
law enforcement, corrections and adjudications. 

A-202 Juvenile Problems Seminar 

A-211 Yooth Service Bureau Training Workshop 

A-305 State Cbnference on Volunteer.; in Juvenile Cburts 

S-210 Juvenile Court Cbnference Cornni ttee Workshop 

S-303 Juvenile Justice Symp::./siun 

Tirre period 

1 2 345 6 

III 

1 

1 

1 

1 

i r 
I 
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A series of juvenile problems seminars conducted at the 

Center involved a variety of participants from criminal justice 

agencies. In addition to lectures on problems of youth, 

visitations to juvenile detention facilities, case studies 

and presentations by residents of juvenile facilities were 

included. These conferences received consistently high 

evaluations by those who attended them. They afforded an 

excellent opportunity for members of different disciplines to 

discuss common problems. 

Both the Youth Service Bureau Training Workshop and the State 

Conference on Volunteers in Juvenile Courts were organized around 

lectures by experts in the field of juvenile problems, followed 

by group discussions. One important advantage of conducting 

conferences and workshops such as these is that they bring 

together practitioners from all disciplines. For that reason, 

a maximum amount of time for ·informal discussion should be designed 

into all programs such as these. 

Workshops designed for Juvenile Court Conference Committees 

used the same format as other conferences. Conference 

Committees are groups set up for areas in King County consisting 

of citizens and criminal justice personnel to help counsel and 

advise juven~les who have had minor contacts with the law. The 

workshop afforded the opportunity to discuss issues in 

counseling, alternatives for juveniles, and tho criminal 

justice process. 

The recent Juvenile Justice Symposium consisted of 

presentations on police processing, intake screening and 

prosecution, detention facilities,parental rights, functions 

of counf~el, and insti tutional condi tiOl1S • Again, this 

was an opportunity for personnel from all disciplines in the 

criminal justice system to get togetber and discuss common 

problems. 

Other cross-discipline problems. The Center has made use 

of other areas of common concern in the criminal justice system 

to gather people from different disciplines together. 
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Time period 

1 2 3 4 5' 6 

A-20l Al~lism WOrkshop 1 

A-2l6 Criminal Justice Data and Information Systems 11 

S-602 Pacific Northwest Conference on Violence 1 

S-60l Intelligence Unit WOrkshop 1 

The alcholism workshop was conducted in conjunction with 

the Seattle-King County Council on Alcoholism. It dealt with a 

problem that cuts across all disciplinary lines in the criminal 

justice system. The workshop made good use of role-playing 

and group discussions to involve participants. 

Courses on criminal justice data and information systems 

were conducted by the computer sciences training manager for a 

large company, an educational psychologist and practitioners 

in the criminal justice system. It covered the basic information 

concerning systems theory, and the use of computer oriented 

machine and processing methods. A discussion of specific 

applications in the criminal justice system was also included. 

This is a good example of a course taught on a specific subject 

by a team of instructors with different areas of expertise. 

The Pacific Northwest Conference on Violence was conducted 

in conjunction with the Law and Justice Study Center of Battelle­

Norhtwest. Several presentations were made by well-known 

criminal justice practitioners, sociologists, psychologists, 

and other experts on violence. The major benefi.t of this 

conference was to use a specific area of concern in criminal 

justice to bring together members of different disciplines 

and people from outside the system. 

The Intelligence Unit Workshop covered information on the 

theory of intelligence, organized crime, white-collar crime in 

relation to organized crime, the development of informers: sur­

veillance, and the issues of security and privacy. This course 
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was attended only by law enforcement personnel, but potentially 

could involve other elements of the criminal justice system 
as well. 

Law enforcement (special). One series of cours~s falls under 
this program area. 

8-101 Orientation for Police Officers' Wives 

8-102 Orientation for Husbands and Wives of Law Enforcerrent 
Officers 

Tine period 

12345 6 

2 1 

1 

Research on the family situations of law enforcement officers 

has shown that the demands of the job put considerable strain 

on relations in the family. This series of courses was designed 

to help alleviate strain by acquainting the spouses of law 

enforcement officers with some basics of the job·a1.1d give them 

a chance to discuss problems with spouses of experienced officers. 

80me topics covered include an overview of the criminal j~stice 

system, the police role, police training, police organization, 

police facilities and operations, and a discussion of job 

pressures. 

Oorrections (special). A couple of courses applied primarily 

to the corrections personnel but were called special courses. 

Tine period 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

8-207 New Careers - Probation and Parole Services 2 1 

8-208 Corrections and Carrramity SerVices Seminar 1 
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The New Care.ers course was designed for Native Americans 

in the criminal justice system. Several issues in probation 

and parole were covered. They include the role of the United 

States Board of Parole, the Indian Justice System, the 

roles of a parole or probation officer as an investigator and 

counsellor, rehabilitation, and community corrections. 

The Corrections and Community Services Seminar is 

conducted in conjunction with the Washington State Department 

of Social and Health Services. It was designed as a training 

course for counsellors and used small group discussions and 

panels for the discussion of the subject matter. 

Courts (special). Two courses were designed primarily 

for adjudications personnel, but were called special courses. 

Time period 

I 234 5 6 

S-209 Volunteers in Misdem::anant Cburts I 

S-211 Safe Staff Training Seninar 1 

The use of volunteers in misdemeanant courts was discussed 

by a district court judge in one course. Panel discussions 

on administration, evaluation, recruiting, screening and 

training of volunteers followed the lecture. The second course 

was designed to orient personnel involved in an experimental 

method of adjudicating traffic offenses in King County. Instead 

of going through the court system, most traffic offenses will be 
,~-

handled administratively under the new system. This course was 

designed to acquaint people with the new procedures. 

Overview. As noted above, the basic orientation to the 

criminal justice system courses have been dropped. The experience 

_______ .. . ;;w"" 
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of the Center has shown that, in general, it is more effective 

to organize courses around specific topics and to use informal 

discussion by participants from different disciplines to cover 

issues of system-wide significance. 

The Center has conducted two types of courses designed to 

confront specific coordination problems in the criminal justice 

system. Courses like the seminar for police and prosecutors 

should be redesigned with specific objectives for practical solutions 
" to coordination problems. Bi-disciplinary courses could be very 

useful, not only for promoting understanding between members of 

two disciplines, but for working out specific improvements in 

cooperation. For instance 1 police and prosecutors could meet 

to design a better method for keeping police officers informed 

about casE"': scheduling in order to cut down on the time officers 

must wait in court. Similar coordination problems between 

other disciplines could be addressed in joint sessions. Meetings 

of judges and coorections personnel could lead to improved 

methods of sentencing. The second type of course in this 

program area that the Cen'ter should develc.p would follow the 

format of the Snohomish County Workshops. The Center could 

provide a forum for criminal justice personnel from specific 

jurisdictions to debate and resolve mutual problems. 

The teaching and communication program area is a very 

important one for the Center to emphasize. A state Criminal Justice 

Training Center cannot be expected tp provide all training for 

the state. As individual agencies develop capabilities and tools 

to conduct their own training, the training function of the 

Center will be able to meet the needs of more people. One 

recommendation in this area is to increase use of the team 

teaching approach, using criminal justice practitioners in 

conjunction with educational experts, not only to instruct 

courses in this area, but to design them together with the 

objective of making them of more practical value. 



In the project management program area, it seems clear that 

little more than basics can be taught in courses using the 

present format. The Center can perform a more practical 

training function in this area by providing a center for con­

sulting services, drawing on the experience of the Center's 

staff, consultants, and other criminal justice personnel. 

Courses should be ongoing rather than one-shot, and should 

make maximum use of specific cases as teaching tools. 

The Center should not attempt to provide a substitute for the 

training a manager could get at a graduate school of business. 

However, not all criminal justice managers will be required to 

study business administration in academic settings. For those 

who rely on programs such as the Center's, and to supplement 

academic training, the emphasis should be on ~ractical tools 

and methods for criminal justice managers. One way to design 

courses with this emphasis is to use the team teaching approach. 

An issue yet to be resolved is whether to train managers from 

different kinds of agencies together or separately. By training 

separately, the programs gain the advantage of being able to 

concentrate on practical approaches for specific disciplines, 

but lose the advantages of contact among managers from different 

disciplines. By training together, integration of the criminal 

justice system is promoted, but i.t is difficult to discuss 

practical management skills for each discipline. Courses should 

be designed to incorporate advantages of both approaches. Managers' 

can meet together to debate topics Qf common concern and then 

break up into disciplinary groups to discuss discipline-specific 
topics. 

Maximum advantage should be taken by using specific common 

problems for the criminal justice system, such as juvenile 

problems, alcoholism, violence, data and information systems, 

and organized crime to bring members from all disciplines 

together. These kinds of courses also provide excellent 
opportunities for members of different d' '1' . ~sc~p J..nes to begin to 
ur.derstand each other's problems. 
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LAW ENFORCEMENT 

Law enforcement courses at the Center have been designed 

to fulfill in-service training needs of police and sheriff's 

depar~ments, especially those that are not large enough to 

provide training themselves. The types of courses cover a wide 

range of law enforcement activities. Participants in these 

courses have been almost all law enforcement personnel. Figure 

III-4 shows the number of person-days of training given at the 

Center for law enforcement personnel. 

The ra,te of participation by law enforcement officers increased 

substantially during the second year and then leveled off during 

the third. This can be attributed partially to the lOlrge increase 

in participation by law enforcement persorinel in 'the inter-disci­

plinary and special courses during the third year. 

Four program areas have been identified in the law enforcement 

area: 
-Advanced skills 
-Communications skills 
.Supervisory and management skills 
_ Mul ti _. agency law enforcement cours es 
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d d k "l Several courses and series of courses ha~e A vance s 1 •. s. 
been designed to train experienced officers in advanced skills 

necessary to carry out their duties. 

L-209 raw Enforcemant Cl:mnunications School 

L-2l2 raw EnforC€'1rel1t Basic Photography 

L-213 law Enforcement Crime Scene Processing 

L-2l8 stx~ialized Explosives Seminar 

L-316 Hanicide Investigations 

Ti.me period 

1 234 5 6 

1 

2 1 

1 

1 

1 1 

'rhe improved court testifying course was taught in conjunction 

wi th t>Je State Department of Motor Vehicles and the Alcohol 

Safety Action Program. It was addressed primarily to issues 

related to testifying in cases involving driving under the 

:.nfluence of alcohol. Several perspectives were covered by 

practitioners from the courts, prosecution, and law enforcement 

agencies. 

The Criminal Drug Investigations Academy was conducted in 

conjunction with the Washington Law Enforcement Officers' 

Training Commission. A good mix of people from different 

disc,iplines were instructors in this academy. The course lasted 

for three weeks and covered topics in drug investigations fn 

depth. 

The Auto Theft Seminars were conducted jointly with the 

Washington State La,.., Enforcement Association and the National 

Auto Theft Bureau. Instructors were from the NATB and from 

police agencies (the first time from the Seattle Police 

Department and the second time from the California Highway 

Patrol). The course evaluations for both content and instructors 
were very positive. 

" 
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The communications school was organized by the Center staff 

and employed several instructors from criminal justice' agencies. 

The topics covered were report writing, clerk's functions, 

computer operations, and department organization. This course 

was partly directed toward non-sworn members of police 

departments, who often are overlooked in police training 
programs. The Standards and Goals recommends that non-sworn 

personnel be included in law enforcement training programs. 

Since non-sworn personnel usually are involved in communication 

functions, t· 3 kind of course provides a practical opportunity 

for orientation. 

The basic photography schools were conducted primarily by 

representatives from Kodak. While thf= Center should continue 

to avail themselves of free instruction by professionals in 

specialized fields such as photography, the course content could 

probably be made more practical through use of a team teaching 

approach, involving criminal justice personnel on the design 

process to a greater degree. A prosecutor did discuss the 

evidentiary values of photographs, but this was a relatively 

small part of the course. Information concerning the evidentiary 

value of photographs far outweighs the importance of information 

about the more subtle technical asp~cts of photography. More 

time should be apportioned to the legal aspects of law enforcement 

photography. 

The crime scene processing course was taught by King 

County Department of Public Safety personnel. It covered basic 

subject matter in crime scene investigation "lith a series of 

lectures and demonstrations. If the course is given again, it 

should include more student participation techniques, such as 

role playing and videotape feedback. 

The explosives seminar covered a very specific subject that 

is of value only t.O a small fraction of la~N enforcement officers. 

It employed a good combination of instructors, but its range of 

application is questionable. It would be more efficient. to include 

basic information on different types of explosives and bomb disposal 

in other courses in the future. 
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The homicide investigation course has attracted many law 

enforcement officers. The course is attractive because it covers 

one of the more glamorous investigative activities law enforcement 

officers perform. The course covered legal questions, crime 

scene investigations, types of injuries resulting in death, and 

laboratory f!xamina·tions. Many investigative techniques are 

applicable to crimes other than homicide i and mor:e 

emphasis should be given to general investigatory skills. 

Use of student involvement techniques is important in this 

course as in the basic crim scene processing course. 

Communication skills. Courses in this program area cover 

topics related to communications between la\'l enforcement 

officers and the public. 

Time period 

12345 6 

L-201 Ccrnmmity Relations Conference 1 

L-21S Crisis Int.eIvention 1 2 

L-301 Police-Citizens Relations Seminar 1 

Both the Community Relations Conference and the Police-Citizens 

Relations Seminar were designed by the Center staff. They employed 

a format of lectures by a wide variety of practitioners, other 

professionals, and citizens followed by workshops to discuss 

topics in more depth. Instructors were attorneys, mental 

health workers, reporters, members of the Urban League, college 

professors and representatives from the Chamber of Commerce. Both 

conferences were attended primarily by chiefs and sheriffs. 

The Center has recognized that this format is not the most 

effective way to train people in skills that require more 

participant involvement. These kinds of courses have much 

greater impact when they employ techniques such as communications 

exercises, videotape feedback, and role playing. 
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These conferences did have Rome impact on the law 

enforcement people who attended. However, when they returned 

to.their agencies, they were frustrated because they found 

little support for new ideas and techniques that they acquired. 

The response of the Center to this problem has been to design 

programs in communications skills for entire agencies. Crisis 

intervention training was conducted three times for entire 

departments. The first time it was given to members of the 

Bellevue and Issaquah Police Departments; the second time, 

to members of the University of Washington Department; and the 

third time, to members of the Tacoma Police Department. A course 

is planned in th~ near future for the Mercer Island Police 

Department. Material covered in the courses has been very 

well received by participants. There has been a good utilization 

of student involvement techniques and handouts in the training. 

In addition to training in communication skills, handbooks on 

community resources such as drug abuse centers, and emergency food 

and lodging have been prepar.ed in each case. These are very 

practical materials that can help law enforcement officers handle 

crisis situations. 

Supervisory and management skills. Although most management 

courses have been assigned to inter-disciplinary or special 

course areas, some have been conducted primarily for law 

enforcement officers. 

L-400 Law Enforcement Supervisor's School 

L-SOO Law Enforcement Executive Developrent 

L-S04 Police Labor,/ManagE!Ilent Relations 

Tiroo period 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 3 1 5 2 3 

1 

1 

\ 
\ 

\ 
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" 'S h 01 has been presented 
The Law Enforcement SupervJ.sor s c 0 

15 times. Each time, ten days of instructions were given. Most 

have been first level supervisors in law 
of the participants 
enforcement agencies. Basic topics in motivation and 

, ~ around theories 
communication have been presented, organJ.zea 

b R d'ngs have also been 
of Maslow, McGregor, and Herz erg. ea J. , , 
assigned from the IACP's chapter on supervisory traJ.nJ.ng. 

J.'nstructJ.'on in areas like Program Planning Some specialized 
Budget systems and legal liabilities have been included in the 

class. In-basket exercises have been developed to teach some 

aspects of law enforcement supervision. The courses 
practical 
have been instructed primarily by people with ex~e~ience,and 
degrees in vocational education and business admJ.nJ.stratJ.on. 

Recommendations for this course wil~ be made below. 

The Law Enforcement Executive Development Course was 

organized and presented in conjunction with the same people 

who instruct the law enforcement supervisor's school. It , 
was designed, however, for higher level managers. RecommendatJ.ons 

made for the supervisor 1 s school apply to this course also. 

Last fall, a seminar was held to discuss police labor­

management relations. Designed primarily by a law enforcement 

executive, it employed a good mix of instructors and the 
use of exercises to involve students. With the developing 

interest in police unionism, this kind of course should 

prove increasin~ly popular. 

f t ses The Center has Multi-egency lawen orcemen cour . 
provided a forum for gatherings of ~epresentatives from several 

law enforcement agencies to discuss problems of mutual 

coordination. 

L-202 Mutual Aid Seminar 

L-211 Washington state Law Enforcerrent Association 
TrainiIlCJ Conference 

Time period 

I 2 3 4 5 6 

I 

I I 
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Law enforcement agencies have used the Center on three 

occasions to discuss topics of 'mutual concern. The first time, 

the question of mutual aid was discussed. The second and third 

times, the Washington state Law Enforcement Association met at 

the Center to discuss many topics, including training in law 

enforcement agencies. 

Overview. In the advanced skills program area, several 

topics have been addressed. Means used by the Center to det€"~cTtline 

priori tie~, and needs of law enforcement agencies is questionable. 

The Standards and Goals recommend that, in developing training 

program~, training facilities should carefully analyze the role 

of each position in criminal justice agencies, specify the r~quire­

ments for the fulfillment of that role, and design training 

programs that can meet those requirements. The Center has not 

employed a systematic method ~o determine the needs of agencies. 

Inclusion of courses with questionable significance for law 

enforcement personnel, such as the specialized explosives 

seminar, is a result of this unsystematic planning. With the 

multitude of advanced skills from which to choose, it is 

imperative that priorities for courses be set according to 

criteria that reflect the needs of agencies. 

The basic supervisory course has provided training for first 

level supervisors where very little was available before. The 

impact ten days of training can have on an officer's ability to 

supervise is probably not large. While use of the theories 

of Maslow, McGregor, and Herzberg has proven useful in 

communicating theoretical ideas about motivation and communication 

to law enforcement supervisors, the inclusion of these theories 

probably doesn't add very much to a short course in supervision. 

The IACP manual contains a great deal of well-presented 

material on management and supervision, but it is doubtful that 

course participants can cover the material adequately in ten days. • 

Our primary recommendation for the supervisor's course is to 
expand it in order to give instructors time to go into depth 

on theoretical topics in supervision, if they are to be presented 
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at all. If the cou~se continues to be limited to such a short 

time period, it will probably have a greater impact if 

practical methods of law enforcement supervision are given 

more emphasis and if there is greater use made of techniques 

like communications exercises, role playing and video feedback. 

. Training in the cormnunica tions skills program area has 

developed very well, Curricula have been changed to respond to 

problems observed in the training, and innovative packages 

for training in crisis intervention have been developed. There 

is, however, a need for training in more general communication 

skills. For instance, if law enforcement officers are to 

begin to be effective in enlisting the aid of citizens in crime 

prevention, they should learn how to make effective 

public presentations. Courses in public speaking, using 

material relevant to the officer's job would be very useful. 

Corrmunications skills are necessary in situations other 

than crisis intervention. The way officers handle themselves in 

taking simple reports can have a lot to do with the public's 

attitude toward the police department. Development of 

general communication skills courses that utilize role playing 

and video feedback techniques is highly recommended. 

One recommendation concerning the law enforcement area is 

that methods be developed to reach beyond the Center itself. 

Given the great number of police officers in the state and the 

Center's limited facilities! the use of learning packages and 

videotape courses and the training of law enforcement 

instructors is highly recommended. The Center is developing 

curricula on these topics in the inter-disciplinary area, but 

that program should be given greater emphasis. 

CORRECTIONS 

Courses in the corrections area have been designed to fulfill 

the training needs of parole and probation officers, detention 

facility personnel, half-way house and group home staff, personnel 
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in work release programs, and corrections administrators. 

Most personnel who ha.ve attended are from corrections agencies. 

However, a substantial nu~er of law enforcement officers 

involved in jail functions have also attended. Figure 111-5 

shows the attendance at Corrections courses by discipline and 
time period . 
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Attendance by corrections personnel increased some the second 

year and dropped off during the last. This drop can be accounted 

for by a great increase in corrections personnel participation 

in the inter-disciplinary and special courses area. The large 

number of person-days attended by members of law enforcement 

agencies in the first year can be accounted for by one class 

in jail operations taught for one month to 33 members of police 

departments. Seven program areas have been defined in the 

corrections area: 

- Counseling 
.Probation and parole 

-Halfway house, work release 

-Detention 

-Jail operations 
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- Corre!ctions management 

-General workshops 

Counseling. A series of courses have been designed to 

provide training in counseling for all corrections personneL. 

C-201 Basic Counseling Skills 

C-206 Counseling" Skills/Halfway House Staff 

C-212 Counseling" by Cbjectives 

C-216 Family Counse~l 

C-218 Crisis Counsel.i.n:;;· 

C-220 Basic Counseli.!1g _w Q::e-t:o-Ore Ccmnunication Skills 

T.irre period 

I 234 5 6 

I 3 I I I 

I 

2 2 I 

1 

I 2 

I 2 I 

;The basi.c cOi!.;l-nsE.~l:ing course originally covered many basic 

topics in. c01l.lnselmg;r ~"l!1lc!.uding crisis decision-making, new 

methods -of case wOl:5~.:r .group models of treatment, counseling 

by objectives J' and b1f:tE.~ change age:nt f s role. It was designed 

and conducted in conjunction with the state Man.power Development 

andTrain~ng AgenSt- One hasic counseling course was designed 
speci.fically for halfway house staff. 

Later on, specialized courses in counseling were developed 

to treat certain kinds of counseling in depth. The counseling 

by objectives course teaches corrections personnel techniques 

in forming contracts with clients to achieve certain objectives. 

The family counseling course covers issues dealing with entire 

family situations. The crisis counseling course grew out of the 

crisis intervention course taught·in the law enforcement area 

and includes topics such as interviewing, mediating and diffusing. 
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It uses many techniques to involve participants, such as role 

playing, modeling, small group discussion, and video. tape 

role rehearsal. ""The core of the original basic counseling 

course is taught in the one-to-one communications skills 

course and utilizes large and small group discussions to 
illustrate material presented in the course. 

Probation and parole. Counseling courses were designed 

for probation and parole officers as well as other corrections 
personnel. However, one course was developed to orient 
parole and probation officers to their whole job. 

C-207 Probation and Pa~ole Orientation 

Time period 

I 2 345 6 

I 

This course was designed for new probation and parole 
officers and included sections on the history and development 

of probation and parole, work release and furlough programs, 
counseling, arrest procedures, decision making, drugs, and 
caseload administration. 

Halfway house, work release. Some courses were designeD 
specifically for halfway house staff and staff on work release 
programs. 

C-205 Group Home/Halfway House Staff Training 
C-222 Work Release 

Time period 

I 2 3 456 

I 

2 

Both these courses covered general issues in counseling, 

but also provided practical information for administration of 
. group home, halfway house and work release programs. 
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Detention. A series of courses was designed specifically 

for detention staff personnel. 

C-204 Detention Staff Seminar 

C-223 Washington State Reformatory Training Workshop 

C-302 Advanced De'tention Staff Seminar 

Time period 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

311 

I 

I 

Both the Detention Staff Seminar and the Advanced Detention 

Staff Seminar used a series of lectures and films to present 

basic infomration on topics such as counseling, crisis handling 

(especially drug crisis), and treatment theories. They were 

designed, in part, to orient detention staff to new roles 

in corrections. In both course,s, good use was made of role 

playing and video tape feedback techniques to involve partici­

pants in the subject matter. 

The workshop designed for the Washington State Reformatory 

had a similar format to the detention staff seminars. However, 

its emphasis was on the particular needs of that institution. 

Research conducted by instrllctors was used as starting point 

fo~ discussion of problems, goals and objectives of the 

reformatory and training needs of its staff. 

Jail operations. Jails were designed to be temporary 

holding facilities, but they must be considered an element of 

the correctional system. Several courses in the corrections 
are~ have been designed in recognition of this fact. 

C-202 Jail Operations 

C-208 Jail Remodeling and Architecture 
C-209 Jail Operations 

~-

Time period 

I 2 345 6 
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The first course in jail opera\tions lasted one month and 

in,cluded lectures by several prac~~ tioners and professionals, 
physical training, and visitations. It was designed as an 

academy for jailers. This model was abandoned, and a shorter 

course on jail operations was taught that focuses on more 

specific practical problems in jail operations. Topics in­

cluded the jailer's role, transportation of inmates, morale 

of staff and inmates, security, civil rights of prisoners, 

report writing, administration, emergency procedures and 

supportive services. This course has received relatively 
high course evaluations by participants. 

The course on jail remodeling and architecture was not 
a course on how to build new facilities. Rather, the basic 

question that the course addressed was whether or not a new 

facility was needed. The course also covered ways of using 
existing facilities. 

Corrections manage~. Although a great deal of the 

training available for correctional managers is available in 

inter-disciplinary and special courses, some courses \'lere 
specifically designed for corrections managers. 

Time period 
1 2 345 

C-30l Corrections Management 

C-50l Corrections Management Seminar 
C-601 Jail Management 

I 

I 

I 1 

The correctional management seminar was jointly sponsored 

with the Washington Interstate Commission on Higher Education 
and the Manpower Development Agency of the Department of 
Social and Health Services. 

The jail management course included a lecture on the 

history of corrections by a history professor, and lectures 

by jail inspectors and ~epresentatives of the Bureau of 

L:.... ___ .....;,. _______________ .......... ~=,===-~=, ...... ----~-----.-
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Prisons on jail operations, jail administration, manpower 

planning, personnel management, public relations and legal 
problems. 

General workshops; The Center has provided a forum for 

corrections personnel to gather for several differef;lt workshops 
and seminars. 

Time period 

1 2 3 4 5 6' 

C-102 Washington Correctional Association 
Training Workshop 

C-2l0 Volunteers for the Criminal Justice System 
C-214 Washington Correction Association 

Convention 

C-303 Manpower and Development Training Workshop 

1 

I 

Overview. Content of courses in the correctional area 

1 

1 

is very difficult to evaluate since there are no specific 

standards against which to measure the content. We suggest 

that the Center follow the recommendation of the Standards and 

Goals in developing training curricula. First, the needs for 

different positions in corrections agencies should be evaluated 

and objectives set for the requirements to fulfill those needs. 
Then courses should be designed to meet those objectives. 

When systematic research on corrections roles is carried out, 

curricula can be planned most effectively. This evaluation 
report contains many suggestions for specific needs that 

criminal justice personnel express, but this type of study is 

not a sllbstitute for in-depth analysis of criminal justice 
personnel roles. 

Counseling courses form the basic core of the corrections. 

program. They employ a good mix of instructional techniques 
that involve the student. Every effort should continue to be 
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made to differentiate and separate subject matter taught in 

each of the counseling courses. If people attend a series 

of courses, they shouldn't be disappointed by finding redundancy 

in the material presented. 

Three program areas are just emerging. Orientation for 

new personnel in probation and parole, halfway houses, work 

release programs, and detention facilities has been offered. 

Wi th the high turnover rate in these posi 1:ions, orientation 

programs should take on an expanded role in the corrections 

area. Counselor training is important, but orientation courses 

should be developed further. 

Jail ooerations courses are very important in changing l: 

o~.mditions in our jails. The emphasis in this area should 

be continued. Courses should contain practical information ,to 

jailers; the course on jail remodeling and architecture is a 
good example of the kind needed. Courses should also contain 

information on the place of jails in the correctional system, 

crisis intervention techniques, and law. 

Careful consideration should be given to me:t'ging 

corrections management courses with others in the inter­

disciplinary area. Jail management courses cover material 

that is quite specific, but much of their subject matter could 

be merged with other management courses. 

The Center provides a service in furnishing facilities for 

conventions and convention-like workshops, but this activity 
does not effectively promo'te accomplishment of the Center's 

goals. If workshops are multi-disciplinary, or if they have 

specific training objectives, they should be included in the 

Center's curriculum.. If not, they should be dropped. 

ADJUDICATIONS 

Courses in adjudications are designed primarily to meet 

training needs of judges, court administrators, court clerks, 

prosecutors, deputy prosecutors, public defenders, defense 

attorneys and investigative and admi.nistrative staffs from those 

._ :zt 
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offices. Very few other people attended courses in the 

adjudications area. Figure III-6 shows the attendance at 

adjudications courses by discipline and time pe~iod. 

FIGURE." I~I - 6 
ATTENDANCE AT ADJUDICATIONS COURSES BY DISCIPLINE AND TIME PERIOD 
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The figure clearly shows a great increase in number of person-days 

of training given for adjudications personnel during the last 

year. Prosecutors have had an exceptionally high rate of 

attendance at Center courses. Approximately 70% of the 

state's prosecutors have attended at least one course and 

31 of 39 county prosecutors' offices have been represented. 

A much smaller percentage of the judges in the state have 

attended courses at the Center. The Standards and Goals 

reconmends at least 39 to 44 days of training during the first 

two years that a judge is on the bench. If one-third of the 

sta'te's judges are new in each 2 year period, this means that 

approximately 3,000 days of instruction per year should be 

devoted to orientation for new judges alone. This is large 

in comparison to the 922 days of training used by all judges 
at the Center. 
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Courses offered in the adjudications area fall into four 
program ,areas. 

ejudiciary training 

ecourt administration training 

eprosecutors' training. 

edefense training 

qudiciary training. Several courses have been designed for 

orienting new judges and for further training of experienced 
judges .. 

J -100 Orientation to the JUdicia.t:y 

J-201 Magistrates Spring Tra.:i..nin3' Conference 

J-202 Cr.iminal Law Sanina.r 

J-204 Trial Judges Law "Updates" 8aninar 

J-2t116 Trial Judges Conference 

J-207 Orientation to the Rules of a:mni:tl1~nt 

J-301 Conference on Opinion Writing 

Time perioo 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 1 1 

1 1 

1 1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

The orientat,ion course was designed for new judges in con­

junction with the: Superior Court Judges,. Association and' the State 

Office of the Administrator for the Courts. Experienced judges 

were the primary instructors for the course, which covered 
issues such as semtencing, criminal law, procedural issues, 

opinion ~riting,orientatioll to the parole board, and courtroom 
demeanor. The course included visitations to a center for 

alcohol rehabi1i·tat:i.on, jails, juvenile court, and correctional 

facilities. Mock trials were used to teach much of the practical 

procedures and courtroom demeanor . 

. .,..." -
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The magistrate's spring training conference was designed 

for district court judges. It covered much of the same 

material and a drug rehabilitation center. In addition to 

addressing new criminal laws the criminal law seminars covered 

new procedural rules, recent trends in sentences, and a review of 

developments in civil law. The C'pdates" seminar covered new 

areas in criminal law and included discussions of courtroom 

demeanor and a discussion of community-based corrections. The 

trial Judges Conference employed prosecutors, law professors, in 

addition to judges, to cover much of the same subject matter 

that other courses covered. 

Two courses covered special topics of interest to judges. 

One was a short course designed to orient judges to new rules 

of commitment for the mentally imcompetent in this state. The 

other course was taught in 1972 by law professors and judges and 

discussed techniqeus of opinion writing. 

Court administration training. New methods of handling case 

loads and administering the court are being developed rapidly. 

These courses were designed primarily to acquaint court personnel 

with these methods. 

Time period 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

J-205 Limited Jurisdiction Court Clerks Conference 

J-50l District Court Administrative Workshop 1 

2 

J-502 Trial Court Administrative Workshop 1 1 

The District Court Administrative Workshop and the Court 

Clerk's Conference were designed primarily to discuss problems 

of court clerks. A major amount of time was spent going over 

the Uniform Court System Accounting Manual. The Trial Court 

Administrative Workshop covered issues in public relations, but 

consisted mainly of a prc;sentation of Califo:r:nia' s Weighted 
Caseload System. 
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Prosecuto~.' straining. Several courses have been designed 
for prosecutors and prosecutive staff. 

Time period 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

P-1OO Prosecutor's Orientation 1 1 1 1 
P-202 Prosecutor's Legislative workshop 1 
P-203 Prosecutor's Summer Seminar 1 
P-204 Prosecutor's Annual Conference 1 
P-600 Prosecutor's Administrative Workshop 1 

The orientation course for prosecutors was taught by police, 

judges, experienced prosecutors"; defense lawyers, and law 

professors. It included discussion on relations with the public, 

trial strategy, trial preparation, evidence, criminal rules, 

and a review of the ABA standards. It was conducted in conjunc­

tion with the Washington State Association of Prosecuting Attorneys. 

The summer seminar and the Annual Conference covered much of 

the same areas as the orientation course. However, they went 

into more depth on special problems, such as corrections, 

shoreline management, and police operations. 

The legislative workshop was held in the state capitol while 

the legislature was in session. In this workshop, new legis­

lation was reviewed and an analysis was made of pending changes 

in the law. This kind of activity follows the recommendations 

of the Standards and Goals for prosecutors to get involved in 

improvement of criminal law. 

The prosecutors' administrative workshop covered issues 

such as tax problems, mental illness, schools, and the 

environment in addition to administrative matters such as 

automated typewriters. 
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Defense training. Two programs have been conducted for public 

defenders offices. 

Time period 

I 2 3 4 5 6 

D-IOI Public Defender Investigative Staff 

P-IOI Criminal Attorney Investigation Workshop 

I 

I 

------.,--,."..:..-_-------------------------

The Seattle-King County Public Defender's office has conducted 

training for its own personnel for a couple of years, including 

topics such as initial interview and investigation, pretrial 

motions, jury selection, opening statements,direct and cross­

examinations, instructions, closing arguments, post-trial argu­

ments and appeal. The program is cited by the Standards and Goals 

as a good example of a training program for defense attorneys. 

The Center has begun to serve the function of broadening coverage 

of this training to other defense offices. 

Overview. Training in the judiciary program area has 

covered most of the topics recommended by the Standards and Goals. 

Three ways of improving the program are possible. One is to 

expand the amount of training for judges so it will have greater 

impact on the state judiciary. The second way is to include 

some subjects that have not been covered, such as psychiatry, 

social work, and sociology. This is the kind of training most 

judges never receive, even in college, but is essential for 

jurists sitting on criminal cases. More attention could also 

be given to interrelationships between law enforcement and 

courts. The third way of improving the judiciary area would 

be to develop a more systematic curriculum. With present 

courses, judges attending more than one course are likely to 
find much of the subject matter redundant. 
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Curriculum in the prosecution area covers essentially all 

subjects recommended in the Standards and Goals. One improvement 

that could be made is to separate subject matter in the courses 

more systematically. Prosecutors, like judges who attend more 

than one course, are likely to encounter a great deal of 
redundancy. 

Defense attorney training is just as important as 

prosecutor training. Since the Seattle-King County Public 

Defender's association h~s been cited as having an exemplary 

training program, and since ,they represent the majority of 
the public detense in the state, greater use of and support for 

that office should be made by the Center. 

CONCLUSIONS 

One measure of course efficiency is the rate of participation 

by particular agencies. We examined the entire set of rosters 

for all classes over the three year period to determine if some 

agelicdes who participated a great deal in the beginning stopped 

participating later on. We found ~ law enforcement agency with 

over 10 members that decreased its rate of participation in 

the Center's programs substantially from the first year to the 

last, except the Seattle Police Department. We found ££ large 

correctional facility or agency that decreased its participation 

during the same time frame. The rate of participation by 

adjudications personnel has increased dramatically over the 

three year period. All these findings indicate taht agencies 

have found courses at the Center beneficial. Tuition or 

registration costs are small or non-existent for agencies that 

wish to have their personnel attend classes. However, it does 

cost the agency to give up the time of its personnel to training. 

Willingness of agencies to have their members participate in 
Center programs indicates that they find the programs of 

value. 

"The Center has experimented with a large number of different 

course contents and with di.fferent modes of design and presentation 
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of course material. We have made several suggestions for 

improving either the mode of presentation or the content, based 

on our review of the course .books. 
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Chapter IV 

ANALYSIS OF INTERVIEWS WITH CRIMINAL JUSTICE 
PERSONNEL 

.. ' 

As part of our research designed to assess the Providence 

Heights experiment impact on the criminal justice system, we 

interviewed 300 members of the system throughout· the state. We 

conducted these intex:yiews primarily to q,s·sess the Center's 

impact on 1) integration of-the criminal justice system and 

2) improvement in performance that resulted directly from 

training given at Providence Heights. We stress that we 

were seeking to assess. the ~~neral effectiveness of the Center's 

programs, rather than whether or not particular course objectives 

were being met. We did collect information on respondents' 

reactions to courses, and their suggestions for ~dditions or 
improvements to the curriculum. 

People interviewed covered the entire spectrum of the 

criminal justice system in the state of Washington. We inter­

viewed personnel in 39 police or sheriffs departments, 22 

prosecutor or public defender offices, 44 different cour-ts, and 

27 different corrections facilities or offices. Interviews were 

conducted in 29 of the 39 counties of the state. The largest 

number \vere conducted in King County (130), with Snohomish (40), 

Thurston (19), and Pierce (14) having the next la~gest 

representations. The remaining 110 interviews were spread 
among 25 other counties. 

The interviews were conducted in person by interviewers 

employed for this project. Interviews lasted from one-half hour 

to two and one-half hours, depending on the respondent's training 

experiences and interest in expressing his or her views. Only 

three or four who were requested to be interviewed refused. A 

nqmber of interview-s could not be conducted because people were 
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on long vacations, had left the state, or had resigned. Substitutes 

for those respondents were chosen randomly in the same manner that 

the rest of the sample was chosen. Most interviews were conducted 

while the respondent was on the job, but many respondents met 

interviewers while they were off-duty. The four interviewers 

employed for this project had a variety of backgrounds: 

ea master's degree in sociology, with recent experience as 
a prosthetist 

.a former police officer, who because of a job-related 
injury, retired and is now a university student 

.a master's degree in social work, with a variety of exper­
iences in counseling and mental health-related settings 

·a recent graduate in psychology, with experienc~working 
in a juvenile detention facility. 

Approximate.ly two-thirds of .all intervi.ews vvere conducted with 

respondents who had attended at least one course at Providence 

Heights; the remaining one-third were conducted with a group who had 

not attended any course at the Center. Table IV-l shows the number 

of respondents according to discipline and whether or not they had 

attended courses at ProVidence Heights. A separate sample of 75 

officers were interviewed to assess'the 'basic a9ademy I s impact. 

Respondents who attended courses at Provi.dence Heigh.ts will 

be referred to as the Providence Heights Trained (PHT) group and 

those who were not trained at Providence Heights will be referred to 

as the Comparison (C) group. VJe attempted to match C group respondents 

~ith PHT group respondents on characteristics other than attendance 

at Center courses. Of course, people who do attend Providence Heights 

courses can be assured to have different attitudes toward training 

prior to attendance than those who do not aittend. We fel·t the most 

closely matched comparison group could be obtained by interviewing 

C group personnel from the same agencies as those who attended 

courses at the Center. 
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TABLE IV-l 

NUMBER OF RESPONDEln'S IN EACH SUBSAMPLE 

WITH PROVIDENCE COMPARISON 
HEIGHTS TRAINING GROUP 

law enforcenEl1t 41 17 58 

Prosecutors and defense attys. 38 21 59 

Corrections 43 16 59 

Judiciary 32 17 49 

Basic acadeJ:I¥ - 1972 25 X 25 

Basic acadeJ:I¥ - 1973 25 25 50 

Total 204 96 300· 

We chose the PHT group randomly from rosters of courses given at 

the Center. Then we contacted the heads of agencies of those respon­

dents chosen for the PHT group and requested agency rosters. 

Approximately 65% of the agencies returned rosters. From those rosters, 

we randomly selected personnel who did not appear on our master 

roster list for those who attended courses at the Center. In this 

mar:mer we were able to successfully choose comparison groups for both 

law enforcement and corrections samples. 

In many prosecutor offices there was either only one prosecutor 

or everybody in the office had attended Center courses. In many 

cases, we had to select comparison prosecutors from offices where 

nobody had attended courses at the Center.' Only four public defense 

personnel were in our PHT group. We did not try to select personnel 

from public defense agencies for the comparison group. 

Most judges in the PHT group were the only judge in their 

agency. We selected a number of ,~omparison judges from other one­

judge courts. Since only 7 members of the Judiciary PHT group were 

court administrators or court clerks, we did not attempt to match them 

:rn the Judiciar¥ C gro\Sp . . , 
" 
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The basic academy PHT group was selected randomly from rosters 

of attendees at the center's basic academy. We selected one sample of 

25 from basic academies in 1972 and 25 from basic academies con­

ducted in 1973. We did this in an attempt to determine if the 

length of experience after academy training had a differential 

effect on reactions to that training. We found very few differences, 

so the Basic Academy PHT groups were pooled together.. The Basic 

Academy C group was chosen randomly from rosters for basic acade~ies 

conducted under the auspices of the Washington Law Enforcement 

Training Commission during 1973. 

A note on statistics. When we make comparisons between the Center 

trained groups and those not Center trained, most of the results are 

reported in terms of percents. For instance, 19.7% of respondents 

in all PHT groups were supervisory or management level personnel 

and 10.5% of respondents were at that level in the C groups. Clearly, 

there was a greater percentage of supervisory or management personnel 

in our sample of Providence Heights trained personnel than there 

were among the C groups. However, this does not necessarily mean 

that more supervisory personnel attend Providence Heights than line 

level personnel. 

This difference could be attributed to our sampling method,. 

However, we believe it is not, since supervisory personnel had 

an equal chance to be selected iromagencyrosters or course rosters 

as did line personnel.. OJ). the other hand, the difference could 

be attributed to chance. This is where Itst.atistical significance" 

is a useful tool. Since 'we did not interview everybody that went 

to courses at the Center, or that did not go to courses, we can 

only estimate the percent.ageof people i.n each group who were 

a t supervisory or management levels.. Thes·e ·est.imates are the per­

centages reported above. 

When we say these .es'l:.imates axesigllifi·cantly different, we 

mean the 9.2% difference in the percenta)1es ·cannot reasonably 
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be attributed to chance. There are more managers or supervisors 

among personnel who attend Center courses than among personnel 

who don't go to the Center. On the other hand, if the difference is 

not statistically significant, we must assume that the percentage of 

managers or supervisors who attend Center courses is the same as 

the percentage who don't. In many of our tables, for simplicity's 

sake, we will report percentages only if differences between two 

groups was significant. If it was not, the percentages in both 

groups will be pooled. Though the above noted percentages 

of managers and supervisors appear quite different, the difference 

is not statistically significant. We have to assume that the pro­

portion of managers and supervisors who attend courses at 

Providence Heights is the same as the proportion who don't attend. 

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SAMPLE 

In order to understand some results of the analyses, it is 

important to understand the samples' characteristics. For 

instance, since the percentage of supervisors in PHT groups is 

higher than the percentage in ~ groups, we must remember that 

differences between the two groups could be a result of th.e 

differenbe in kinds of respondents. 

E:!xperience. In Table IV-2, we show the percentages of res­

pondents with different amQunts of experience in their agencies. 

TABLE IV-2 

P~GE Oli' RESPONDENl'S BY YEARS OF EXPERIENCE 

Providence Heights 
Trained 

Canparison 

0::1 years 

20.9% 

34.4% 

2-4 years 5 or nore years 

44.3% 34.8% 

31.3% 34.4% 

I 
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The respondents in the C group tend to have less experience with their 

agency than those in the PHT group. The difference is statistically 

significant, so this also means we can assume new members of agencies 

are less likely to have attended Center courses. This, of course, 

could be a result of the fact that the Center has been giving 

courses for almost four years and newer employees didn't have the 

opportunity to attend during early years. 

We examined experiential differences in each discipline sub­

groups and found the same relationship between training and experience 

in each group. That is, for law enforcement officers, prosecution 

and defense attorneys, corrections personnel, the judiciary, and for 

the basic academy subsamples, the PHT groups tended to have more 

experience than the C groups. 

Locations of agencies. We also examined PHT and C groups to 

see i~ there was a difference in their counties' populations. 

Table IV-3 shows percentages that came from the four largest 

counties compared with percentages from the smaller counties of 

each group. 

TABLE IV-3 

PERCEm'AGE OF RESPONDENTS BY I.JX'.ATIONS OF A~IES 

Providence Heights 
Trained 

Canparison 

large counties 

76% 

50% 

small counties 

34% 

50% 

The percentage of respondents from large counti~sin the PHT group 

is higher than. that in the C group, and is significantly different. 

Other criminal justice experience. We .compared the PHT group 

with the C groups to see if there was a difference in the amount 

of experience in other criminal justice agencies than ones they 

were presently working in. Table IV-4 shows the percentage of 
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respondents in each group with experience in at least one other 

~riminal justice agency. 

TABLE IV-4 

PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS BY EXPERJ:E:ta IN 0l'HER AGEN:IES 

Providence Heights 
Trained 

Carparison 

at least one other 

34.8% 

22.1% 

none 

65.2% 

77.9% 

This difference is significant and shows that PHT groups have 

had more experience in other agencies than have C groups. We looked 

at each discipline subgroup to see if this difference was the same 

in all of them. We found a significant difference only in the 

corrections groups. 81.4% of corrections people in the PET group 

had experience in other agencies, while only 28.6% of the C group 

corrections personnel had that experience . 

Other training experiences. We asked all respondents what 

training experience they had had other than training at Providence 

Heights. We left out both basic academy groups in this analysis, 

since all basic academy C respondents had that experience by virtue 

of the sampling method. The data are shown in Table IV-5. 

The overall difference in outside training between PHT and C 

groups is not significant. However, when we look at the 

differences by discipline groups, we find ·that prosecution cmd 

defense, and judicial PHT groups tended to have greater am0~nts 

of other kinds of training than their respective C groupF. This 

means that adjudications personnel who go to Pro?idence Heights 

courses tend to have more training, in general, than those who 

don't go. 
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TABLE IV-5 

PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENrS WITH OTHER TRAINING EXPERIEN::ES 

Providence Heights 
Trained 

COTparison 

by discipline: 

Law enforperrent 

Prosecution and defense 

Corrections 

Judiciary 

other training no other training 

61.8% 38.2% 

48.6% 51.4% 

carparison between PH'!' and C groups 

same 

PH'!' greater 

same 

PHT g:reater 

Respect by the public. In order to try to understand how 

respondents felt they were perceived by the public we asked them: 

Do you think the general public has great respect, little 
respect or mixed feelings for (your discipline)? 

The results are shown in Table IV-6. 

TABLE IV-6 

AM)UN1.' OF RESPEX:T FELT FRCM THE PUBLIC 

, 
P:rovid~mce Heights Trained 

Cauparison 

great mixed 
respect feelings 

34.8% 

36.5% 

57.4% 

57.3% 

little 
respect 

7.8% 

6.3% 

These results show that very few people thought the public had 

little respect for them, and there was no significant difference 

between PHT and C groups. 
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There were also no significant differences within each 

discipline group. In Table IV-7, we show overall percentages for 

each discipline. They show that judiciary personnel feel the 

public has the greatest respect for them, and that corrections 

personnel feel the public has the least respect for them. 

TABLE IV-7 

AMJUNT OF RESPEX::T FELT FRG1 THE PUBLIC, BY DISCIPLINE 

great mixed little 
respect feelings respect 

Law enforcement 39.7% 48.3% 12.1% 

Prosecution arrl defense 42.4% 52.5% 5.1% 

Corrections 18.6% 69.5% 11.9% 

Judiciaxy 53.1% 42.9% 4.1% 

BasicAcadany 28.0% 68.0% ·4.0% 

We compared the respect our large county respondents perceived 

with respect small county respondents perceived. There was a 

large significant difference. 29.0% of the respondents from 

large counties felt the public ha~ great respect for them, while 

48.6% of respondents from small counties felt the public had 

great respect for them. 

Summary. In the comparisons of the characteristics of PHT 

and C groups, we found several significant differences that could 

have a bearing on responses to other questions. Comparison gorups 

did not match PHT groups very well. There were significant 

differences in experiences with their present agency, experience 

in other agencies, coun't:.y population of the agency they work in, 

and, for the adjudications personnel, differences in other 

training experiences they had. Because of these differences between 

PHT and C groups, we have examined our results to see if differences 
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could be attributed to these variables rather than to the effect 

of Center training. Wherever these differences are important to 

interpreting results, we have reported them. 

INTEGRATION OF THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM 

We asked our respondents several questions related to inte­

gration of the criminal justice system. We asked them 1) how much 

respect they felt other' disciplines had for their own, 2) how 

much respect they had for other disciplines, 3) if their performance 

in terms of communicating with other criminal justice personnel 

had improved in the last year or so, and 4) what effect training 

had on their ability to communicate and coopera",:e with other 

members of the criminal justice system. ~e compare res~onses 

by people in PHT groups with people in C groups to see if 

Providence Heights training is inany'\¥ay related to the potential 

improvement in cooperation among people in the criminal justice 

system. 

Respect from other disciplines. Very often lack of communic­

cation between people occurs because one person feels that another 

does not respect him, regardless of the other's actual feelings. 

We asked each respondent if they felt-that members of each of 

the other disciplines had respect for them with the question: 

Just considering people who work in the criminal justice 
system, how much respect wolllJ:l. you say they have for the 
job your agency does,. Would you .say they have great respect, 
some respect, 11tt.lere.spf3ct" or no respect at all? 

Then intervie'i'lersa.sked f'or :reSponses concerning each of the other 

criminal justicesys'tem-disciplines..Tab1eIV-8 shows differences 

in respect that respondent:s ,fxomeach discipline in PHT and C 

groups said theyfeltfxom 'Other iiisciplines. 

These data show there ~\T,as very little difference between PHT 

and C groups in the ·amOUJlt ,of respect they felt other disciplines 

had for them. 
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TABLE IV-8 

CCMPARISCl-i OF RESPEX:T FELT FRCM 01'HER A~IES 
BY RESPONl1ENI'S FRCM PHr AND C GROUPS 

Feel Responses by 
rrore 
respect Law Prosecution Basic 
fran: Enforcenent and defense Corrections Judicicu:y Acad€!ll¥ 

Judges sarre Cgroup sarre * sarre 

Probation sarre sarre * sarre same 
arrl Parole 

Law * Cgroup sarre sarre * 
Enforcement 

Defense Attys sarre same sarre same same 

Prosecutors· same * sarre sarre same 

Corrections sarre same sarre sarre sarre 
(Institutions ) 

* not enough respondents 

Huwever, prosecutors and defense attorneys who attended Center 

courses felt that both judges and law enforcement personnel 

respected them less than those who didn't attend the courses 

felt. 

One possible explanation for this is that prosecution and 

defense personnel in PHT groups tended to be from large counties, 

while those from C groups tended to be from small counties. 

Table IV-9 shows differences in respect felt from different 

disciplines according to county size. 



feel. great 
respect fran: 

Judges 

Probation 
arrl Parole 

Law 
Enforcement 

Defense 
Attorneys 

Prosecutors 

Corrections 
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TABLE IV-9 

PERCENTAGE OF RESID.IDENTS FEELThG GRFAT RESPECI' FRCM 
MEMBERS OF 0l'HER DISCIPLINES t BY COUNTY SIZE 

large counties small counties 

37.4% 40.0% 

28.1% 42.5% 

21.3% 3~.9% 

20.7% 4(\.8% 

50.7% 31.3% 

..... " 
35.8% 28.0% 

(Insti tutions) 

Data show that, in general, respondents from small counties felt 

that other people in the criminal justice system respected them 

more than those from large counties. The only exceptions were 

the amounts of respect felt from prosecutors and detention 

facility personnel. 

These findings led us to look at the comparison between PHT 

and C groups again, and analyze differ0nces separately for 

respondents from large and small counties. When this analysis 

was done, it showed there were no differences at all between PHT 

and C groups in the respect felt from other disciplines. 

There are several explanations possible for the fact that 

people who participated in Center courses didn't differ signifi­

cantly from those who didn't participate. One is that not all 

courses address the issue of communication among criminal justice 

personnel. Inter-disciplinary courses were designed partially 

to promote this communication, so we analyzed those respondents 

who attended courses in the inter-disciplinary or special areas 

separately. Again, we found no significant differences between 

people who attended those courses and those who attended other 
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Center courses. These findings indicate that either the respect 

one feels he receives from others is of no significance 

to promoting comm~nication among disciplines, or the Center's 

courses have not had a significant effect on communication. Let 

us examine some other data bearing on this question. 

Respect for otherydisciplines. Another reason people don't 

communicate with each other is that they don't feel respect for 

them. We asked each respondent how much respect they had for 

members of other disciplines: 

Considering the amount of respect that you have for people 
in other criminal justice agencies, how much respect do you 
have for, judges, etc.? 

The respondent could reply great respect, some respect, little 

respect or none at all. Table IV-lO shows the differences in 

respect that respondents from different disciplines in PHT and 

C groups indicated they felt for other disciplines. 

TABLE IV-lO 

CXM?ARISON OF RESP:ocT F'ELT FOR arHER AGENCIES 
BY RESPONDENI'S FJ.Uv1 PH'!' AND C GOC>UPS 

Feel Responses by: 
rrore 
respect Law Prosecution Basic 
for: Enforcem:mt and defense Corrections Judiciary Academy 

Judges same same same * saIl'e 

Probation Cgroup same * same same 
arrl Parole 

Law * same same same * 
EnforcercEl1t 

Defense same C group same same same 
Attorneys 

Prosecutors C group * same same same 

Corrections same same saI'Ce same saI'Ce 
(Institutions) 

* not enough respondents 
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\ 
Again, there were few diffeI'ences between PHT and C groups. 

The law enforcement, prosecution and defense personnel who didn't 

attend courses at Providence Heights expressed more respe.ct 

for some disciplines than did the same kinds of personnel who 

did attend Providence Heights. 

By examining data in Table IV-II, we can see that the probable 

explanation, again, is that people from small counties, in 

general, feel more respect for other people in the criminal justice 

ysstem than those from large counties. There are more people in 

PET groups from large counties than in C groups. When we 

analyzed respondents from large and small counties separately, 

we found there was no difference between responses from PET and 

C groups. 

When we analyzed respondents who attended inter-disciplinary 

courses separately, we again found no difference between them 

and those who attended other courses at the Center. 

feel great 
respect for: 

Judges 

Probation 
arrl Parole 

Law 
Enforcenent 

Defense 
Attorneys 

Prosecutors 

Corrections 

TABLE IV-II 

PEOCENrAGE OF RESPONDENl'S ~ GREAT RESP~ FOR 
MEMBERS OF Cf.I'HER DISCIPLINES, BY COtNl'Y SIZE 

large counties small counties 

44.3% 54.8% 

24.1% 54.8% 

33.3% 59.0% 

24.6% 41. 7% 

46.5% 47.1% 

26.5% 34.4% 
(Institutions) 

Communication with other criminal justice personnel. We asked 

all respondents if they felt they improved in different kinds of 

performance without specifically referring to the effect that 

training had on their improvement. We asked the respondent: 
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Over the past year or so, which of these aspects of your 
job performance have improved? For each aspect I would like 
Y0U to tell me whether there has been a"great deal of 
improvement, some improvement, no change in performance, 
or your performance has dropped slightly. 

One aspect was "communication with other criminal justice 

personnel." Approximately 60% of all respondents said there 

had been great or some improvement in their performance during the 

last year, but there were no differences between PHT and C groups. 

When we analyzed each discipline separately, we again found no 

significant differences, except for the correction~ group. 67.5% 

of the PHT corrections group said that they improved some or a 

great deal, while only 25.0% of the C corrections gorup indicated 

that they did. Table IV-12 shows data for that group. 

TABLE IV--12 

PERCEl:\frAGE OF RESPONDEN'l'S SAYlliG 'l'HEY Will EXPERIENCED 
GREAT OR Sa.1E IM.l:'ROVEMENT lli 

~ICATION WIW arHER CRIMINAL JUSTICE P1:!;RS()NNEL 

Law enforccrrent. 

Prosecution and defense 

Corrections 

Judiciary 

Basic academy 

Providence 
Heights 
Trained Pooled Comparison Interpretation, 

50.0% same 

78.0% same 

67.5% 25.0% PHT greater 

57.3% same 

57.3% same 

As one can see from this table, personnel from prosecution 

and defense felt they improved in their communication with other 

criminal justice personnel more than members of other subgroups 

did. Again, except for corrections respondents, we find little 

difference between those who attended courses at Providence Heights 

and those who didn't in their own perception of how their 

communication with other criminal justice personnel hds impr~ved. 



For those who said they had improved, we asked for reasons that 

led to i.mprovement. There were six alternatives they could 

respond to: training at Providence Heights, training within their 

agency, other training experiences, on-the-job experience, better 

working conditions or salary or cooperation from colleagues. 

Table IV-13 shows the percentage of respondents who said they 

improved in their communication, and who also indicated an 

important reason for improvement. 

An overwhelming majority said on-the-job experience was 

important to their improvement in communication with other criminal 

justice personnel. Among the training experiences tha-t were listed 

as important, the training at Providence Heights was considered 

the most important one. 

'I2\BLE IV-13 

PER:ENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS SAY~ EXPERJ:E:ra WAS 
IMPORrANT 'ID THEIR IMPOOVEMENT rn 

CXl'-M.JNICA'I'ION WITH arHER CRlMINAL JUSTICE PERSONNEL 

Prov. Hgts. training 
-4, 

"" -£ o.vn agency training 
~ 

Other training 

On-the-job experience 

Coop. fran colleagues 

Better work corrlitions 
-or salary 

Providence Heights 
Trained Carparison 

68.3% - not applicable -

31. 7% 23.7% 

45.8% 47.5% 

95.8% 96.6% 

68.3% 76.3% 

18.3% 23.7% 

.~ 

~-------------------------------------------------------------------------
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Respondents listed several reasons why Providence Heights 

training improved their ability to communicate with other criminal 

justice personnel. In order of importance, they were: 

-Increased contacts with other agencies 

-Better knowledge of other agencies and their problems 

-Improved attitude toward other agencies 

-Better court presentations and calendaring procedures 

-Increased understanding of project development 

-Learned communication skills 

-Learned where to go for information 

Data indicate that people who attended Providence Heights courses 

felt they improved less in communication with other criminal 

justice personnel significantly more than people who didn't attend. 

However, for those \'lho did improve the Providence Heights training . . . . 

. was considered very impor.tant to the .improvement. 

Effect of training on inter-disciplinary contacts. We asked 

each respondent to specifically relate iraining to his contacts 

with other criminal justice agencies. We asked four questions 

in this regard. 

As a result of attending , do you have a lot rrore understanding of 
other criminal justice agencies, slightly lOOre understanding, or is your 
understanding aoout the sane as it was ,before you attended the course? 

As a result of attending , will you have in the future a lot 
rrore contact wi.th other criminal justice agencies, slightly lOOre contact, 
or will your ccmtact be about the Sam9 as it was before you attended the 
course? 

Will the training you recieved at assist you and your agency in 
reducin:r significant~y the amount of conflict that may occur with other 
criminal justice agencies, or will the trainin:'J make only a slight difference, 
or no difference at all? 

As a result of a large number of people like yourself in your agency attending 
, will your agency be lOOre likely in the future to engage in innovative 

-p-rogr--ams--with other criminal justice agencies? 
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When we compared all respondents in the PHT groups with all res­

pondents in the C groups, we found no significant differences at 

all in their feelings concerning how training affected their 

interactions with other agencies. 

Within PHT groups, we compared answers to these questions 

from those respondents who had attended inter-disciplinary courses 

with those who had attended other courses. Table IV-14 shows 

these data. 'For all four questions, we found those who attended 

inter-disciplinary courSf~S responded differently from those who 

attended other kinds of classes. Those who attended inter­

disciplinary courses felt they have more understanding of other 

criminal justice agencies, will have more contact in the future, 

will reduce conflict between their agency and others more, and 

will be more likely to engage in innovative programs than those 

who attended other courses", 

RE.SIU~HS ':IO QTRSS'iiaJIIJlS iDi1Ii %~ 1!:!;:1~EC:I'S OF '.I'RAINTIK3, 
BE' 'i1"£"[lE G.iF aJil.l.f'..sB 

Urrlerstandin:i: 
J!!krir:e S=me 

Interaiscip:I!.furEry 'i74t.S¥', 25tP5% 

Other 'CCSI..:B:Ses 3X4 .. @}; ~~,~~~ 

Contact::: 
:ruO'.l1e S'~ 

IntE--rdi'Scipl±na;!lf ,0~7J:& 51~~3~ 

Other 1jQl.:!irlS.e:s Zill.~~ 68:~,g% 

Oonflict mJil!lCtt1i1i"'-:: 
Ri.9ilil.1'ce Serre 

Inte:r:dfusci!P~ 5:5~~; 44.,7% 

Other <OOU1:.~:::a; 42 .. 1% 57.3% 

InIlOfrat:k.1fS; 
ll.Ibre Sarre 

Interdisciplirrarj' 69~O% 31.0% 

Other courses 48.3% S1. 7% 
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We asked -those who attended courses at Providence Heights 

which aspects of the class helped improve their knowlege of other 

criminal justice agencies and of their knowledge of their own 

agency's role in the criminal justice system. These data are 

shown in Table IV-IS. 

'I2illLE IV-IS 

IMPORI'ANCE OF VARIOUS ASPECTS OF COURSES 

learning about other agencies: 

very i."llp • 

Infonnal contacts so.S% 

Formal lectures 3S.8% 

Infonnal seminars 24.0% 

Library .S% 

Learning about CMI1 agency: 

very imp. 

Infonnal o:mtacts 34.8% 

FOnIlCl.l lectures 33.8% 

InfonIlCl.l seminars 18.6% 

Library .5% 

saiEWhat imp. not irrportant 

27.9% 16.7% 

32.8% 20.6% 

19.1% 10.3% 

2.0% 3S.3% 

sarewhat imp. not :i.rrportant 

37.3% 24.0% 

34.3% ~2.1% 

21.6% 14.7% 

1.S% 3S.8% 

The data show that informal contacts were more important for 

learning about other agencies and about the role of their own, 

than were lectures, seminars, or the library. However, among the 

different instructional modes lectures were relatively more 

important in teaching participants about the role of their 

own agency. 

Summary. Results from this part of the interview are mixed. 

Some show that the experience of attending Center classes had little 

effect on the integration of the criminal justice system, while 

others show that there was some positive effect, especially for 

those attending inter-disciplinary courses. Respondents in PHT 
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groups had neither greater nor lesser respect for other members of 

the criminal justice system than respondents in C groups. Neith~r 

did they feel their ability to communicate with other 

members of the criminal justice system had improved more than 

those in the C groups felt. However, those who did feel they 

improved thought the Center's courses were more important to this 

improvement than their other training experiences. People who 

attended inter-disciplinary courses felt they had more understanding, 

would have more contacts, would have less conflict, and would be 

more likely to engage in innovative programs with other agencies 

than those who attended other kinds of Center courses. 

IMPROVED PERFORMANCE 

The second of the Center'; s g:oaJ .. s we were conceL'ned with in 

the interviews, is the improved performance of crimina.l justice 

personnel. Performance measurement is a complex problem. Organi­

zations continally seek to find ways to evaluate personnel per­

formance. The ideal method would include quantifiable measurements 

of actual output. In most social service institutions -- including 

criminal justice agencies -- this is difficult if not impossible. 

For example, how does one measure the quality of "justice" 

administered by a given agency? In our interviews, we decided 

to rely on agency members' own perceptions of the improvement in 

their performance~ While this kind of performance measure is 

clearly biased, it is still possible to make valid comparisons 

between groups of people who aren't expected to be differentially 

biased in their perceptions. We can make valid comparisons 

between those who attended Providence Heights courses and those 

who didn't attend -- if we can assume those who did attend 

don't bias their answers differently than those who didn't 

at~end. There is no reason to believe that they do. 

Before discussing results, let us examine data on respondents' 

perception of the difficulty of their jobs. Table IV-16 shows the 

answers to the question: 

How much more difficult are the demands Qf your job now, 
compared with, say, twq years ago? Would you say it is 
more difficult, easier or about the same? 
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As one can see from the table, most respondents thought their jobs 

were more difficult, and PHT groups had almost exactly the same 

responses as C groups. 

Some reasons that people gave (in order of frequency mentioned) 

for their jobs' increased difficulty were: 

• more red tape, complexity 

emore work, bigger caseload 

epressure, harassment 

ejob changes 

emanpower shortage 

Some reasons people gave (in order of frequency mentioned) 

if they thought their job was easier were: 

ehave more experience 

etraining has helped 

.public attitude is better 

eless work - more staff 

ebetter organization in agency 

emore self-confidence 

erelations with other agencies is better 

ethere is less crime 

ethere is less staff to supervise 

TABLE N-16 

PERCENI'AGE OF RESPONDENTS CONSIDERING THEIR JOB 
IDRE DIFFICULT, EASIER OR THE SAME 

more 
difficult easier sarre 

Providence Heights 63.0% 22.2% 14.8% 
Trained 

ccrnparison 62.8% 21.8% 15.4% 
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We also compared perception of job difficulty by individual 

discipline. Table IV-17 sh~ws these results. 

TABLE IV-17 

DIFFICULTY OF JOB, BY DISCIPLINE 
% who think it's 
rrore difficult: PHT Pooled Comparison Interpretation 

Law enforcemen't 

Pros. and, defense 

Corrections 

Jur..uciary 

48.4% 

90.3% 

82.1% 

59.7% 

68.6% 

35.3% 

C greater 

same 

same 

PET greater 

This table shows prosecutors and defense attorneys in general 

think their job is more difficult to a greater ~xtent than do others. 

Among law enforcement officers, the C group nasa significantly 
'* 

higher percentage who think the job is more difficult than the 

PHT group has. Judges in the PHT group are :tIore likely to 

say their job is more difficult than judges in the C group. 

General performance. We asked each respondent if he felt his 

job performance had improved in the last year or so in six 

different general job areas: 1) dealing 'W-ith me public, 

2) communications with direct superiors r 3) cL~w~~cation with direct 

subordinates, 4) writ-ten reports, 5) gen'.=:ra1. performance in 

relation to organizational goals, and 6) trj'.ing neTl't programs and 

procedures. We then compared percentag.es in the PET and C groups 

who said there had been great improvement or so::;;::e improvement. 

These data are shown in Table IV-lB. 
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TABLE IV-la 

PERCENl'AGE OF RESPONDENTS REPORTn~ JMPROVEMENTS IN PERFORMANCE 

Aspects 
ofjob: 

Dealing with public 

Camrunication with direct 
superiors 

Carmunication with direct 
subordinates 

Wri tten reports 

General perfonnance in relation 
to your organizational goals 

Trying new programs and. proce­
dures wi thin your agency 

Providence 
Heights 
TrC'.d.ned Pooled 

63.6% 

60.0% 

54.7% 

60.2% 

79.8% 

66.0% 

Comparison Interpretation 

sam::! 

sam::! 

40.3% PHT greater 

sam::! 

sam::! 

48.8% PHT greater 

For those performance areas in which percentages for PHT and C 

groups wer not significantly different, we pooled percentages. 

The data show that PHT groups felt they had improved 

significantly more than C groups felt they had improved in 

two areas: co~nunication with subordinates and trying new programs 

or procedures. In order to get a better understanding of these 

data, let us examine each performance area separately. 

Dealing with the public. Table IV-19 shows the percentages of 

respondents who felt they improved some or a great deal in their 

dealing with the public. There were no significant differences 

within any discipline between PHT and C groups in dealing with 

the public. The data show those who had attended the basic 

academy thought they had improved more than any other groups felt 

they improved. 
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TABLE IV-19 

PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENl'S SAYJNG THEY HAD EXPERIEtO!D 
GRFAT OR sa1E IMPROVEMENT IN 

law enforcerrent 

Prosecl1tion and defense 

Correptions 

Judiciary 

Basic academy 

DEALING WITH PUBLIC 

Providence 
Heights 
Trained Pooled Comparison Interpretation, 

60.8% sane 

61.0% sane 

61.5% sane 

47~9% sane 

74,.7% sane 

We asked each person 'w~frD.[l) mC!!!g)"Jb:.t: he improved in this area 

to indicate hOl~ i:qportti:!.nit. varciLlQ'.S1S eK}?e:lCiences were to him. 

Table IV-20 show<s p:ar,:c.e:r:rii::.a:§JES tD'IE 1l:'e.spondents who thought the 

exper ien:ce .inni.catE:B. 'W':3S :fun;p-m:rr:::taBit ro itIfi:e'ir. improvement. 

.Etlll'll~N~3EOF liJp,q-l@J)~'IlI$ £Ii'.!; f'l\R:r ~ElBIEI.\fC::E: 1i1ltS 
~lNII' 'nw '.lElI£lilll"« m'fliffi®J:!-j~'i'lElli'flf m 

Other trallring 

Coop. fran colleagno,s: 

Better '\'lOrk cor:di.tions 
or salary 

P~&fz1a:~ Ilfi~q91.ti:gJ 
:litairef,!i ~1l~:iiSC1'li 
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These data show that respondents almost unanimously considered 

experience important to improvement in dealing with the public. 

Those who attended Providence Heights courses thought training at 

the Center was relatively more important than other trai.ning. 

Reasons they gave (in order of frequency mentioned) for the 

importance of Providence Heights training are: 

-better able to deal with and report to the public 

-better qualified to perform duties 

-introduced new concepts and views 

-greatdr knowledge of the criminal justice system 

-more familiar with the laws 

-better able to teach 

'-contact with other agency personnel 

-increased self-confidence 

Communication with superiors. Table IV-21 shows percentages 

of respondents who felt they improved some or a great deal in their 

ability to communicate with superiors. 

TABLE IV-2l 

PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENl'S SAYING THEY HAD EXPERIENCED 
GRFAT OR SClvlE IMPROVEMENT IN 

CQ.l\MJNICATION WITH DIRECT SUPERIORS 

law enforcerrent 

Prosecution and defense 

Corrections 

Judiciary 

Basic academy 

Providence 
Heights 
Trained Pooled Canparison Interpretation, 

56.1% same 

46.8% sarre 

81.3% same 

very few respondents for whan this was applicable 

60.0% same 
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Again, differences between PHT and C groups \.v-ere not significant. 

Corrections personnel thought they had improved in communications 

with their superiors more than other discipline members thought 

they had. 
'. 

Table IV-22 shows the importance respondents 'olho felt they 

had improved their ability to communicate with superiors assigned 

to various experiences. 

TABLE IV-22 

PEOCENTAGE OF RES:F'a'IDENTS SAYING EXPE.RIEN::E 1~ 
rnPORTANT ill THEIR IMPRJ\i'.ENENT IN 

<:XM1UNICATION WITH DIRECT STJPERIORS 

Type of experience: 

Prov. Hgts. training 

OWn agency training 

Other training 

On-the-job experience 

Ccx::p. fran colleagues 

Better work corrli tions 
or salary 

Providence Heights 
Trained caIq?arison 

41.2% not applicable 

31.1% 31.9% 

38.7% 48.9% 

94.3% 93.6% 

81.1% 80.9% 

30.2% 38.3% 

Again, respondents considered job experience to be the most 

important reason for improving their ability to communicate with 

superiors. Providence Heights training vIas rated the most 

significant training experience leading to improvement in this 

abili ty to those \vho attended the Center,. Some reasons they gave 

for the positive effect of training vlere'! 

e improved knowledge of administration or sl~Lpervision 

emore resources for communicating program ideas 

eimproved ability to evaluate job performance 

emore confidence in communicatng with superiors 

ebetter able to improve job performance 

econ~unication with superiors at Providence Heights 
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Communication with subordinates. Table IV-23 shows percentages 

of respondents who felt they improved in their ability to communi­

cate with their subordinates. 

TABLE IV-23 

PERCEN'rAGE OF RESPONDEN'I'S SAYING 'l'HEY. HAD EXPERIENCED 
GREAT OR 8a1E IMJ:lROVEMENTIN 

CU1MUNICATION WITH DI~T SUOORDINATES 

Providence 
Heights 
Trained Pooled Canparison Interpretation. 

Law enforcerrent 72.2% 40.0% PHT ;greater 

Prosecution and defense 51.6% 25.0% PHTgreater 

Corrections 65.2% same 

Judiciary very few respondents for whan this was applicable 

Basic academy 46.6% same 

As one can see from the table, law enforcement, prosecutor, 

and public defense personnel in PHT groups all thought they had 

improved their ability to communicate with their subordinates 

more than those in C groups. 

Table IV-24 shows the improtance of the six kinds of experience 

that respondents said helped them improve in this area. 

Job experience was again considered the most important factor 

that helped people improve their ability to commu.nicate with 

subordinates. It is interesting to note that respondents in 

C groups consistently felt that experiences other than training 

were important to their improvement to a greater extent 

than those who went to Providence Heights felt.. Some of the 
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TABLE IV-24 

PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS SAYING EXPER.IEf:\K::E WAS 
IMPORTA..1'@ 'ID THEIR IMPROVEMENT IN 

COMMONICATION WITH DIRECT SUOORDINATES 

Providence Heights 
Type of experience: Trained Comparison 

Prav. Hgts. training 

CMn agency training 

Other training 

On-the-job experience 

Coop. from colleagues 

Better v.;rork conditions 
or salary 

Sl.Tt not applicable 

31.0% 25.9% 

50.6% 63.0% 

95.4% 100.0% 

81.6% 92.6% 

28.7% 40.7% 

reasons PHT group respondents gave for the helpfulness of Center 

training were: 

who 

eincreased communication skills 

~increased knowledge of supervisory skills 

-increased ability to evaluate job performance and training 

$improved training ability 

elearned procedures of the organization 

written reports. Table IV-25 shows percentages of respondents 

felt their ability to write repOl::t.s improved during the last 

year or so. None of the PHT groups differed significantly from 

the C groups in their perceived improvement in ability to write 

reports. However, all those who attendedthe basic academy felt 

their report writing ability had improved a great deal. 
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TABLE IV'-25 

PERCENrAGE Ol" RESPONDENrS SAYING 'l'HEY HAD EXPERIENCED 
GREAT OR SQ~ IMPROVEMENT IN .. -

Law enforcrnent 

Prosecution arrl defense 

Corrections 

Judiciary 

Basic acade.rrw 

WRI'ITEN REPORI'S 

Providence 
Heights 
Trained Pooled Comparison Interpretation, 

57.1% sarre 

41.2% sarre 

57.4% sarre 

40.8% same 

80.0% same 

Again, we asked respondents ,to indicate how important different 
experiences were to their improvement l.'n abl.'ll.'ty t 't o wrl. e reports. 
Table IV-26 shows these data. 

----------------------~~~.,---------------------------
TABLE IV-26 

PEICENTAGE OF RESPa-IDENTS SAYING EXPER:IEOCE WAS 
IMPORTANT 'IO THEIR IMPOOVEMENT IN 

Type of experience: 

Prav. Hgts. training 

CMn agency training 

Other training 

On-the-job experience 

Coop. fran colleagues 

Better work corrli tions 
or salary 

WRI'ITEN REPORl'S 

Providence Heights 
Trained Comparison 

53.3% not applicable 

42.9% 30.2% 

43.8% 58.1% 

100.0% 100.0% 

71.4% 67.4% 

19.0% 23.3% 
:,r 
I 
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The same pattern emerges as in other job performanc~ areas, 

experience is considered the best teacher, and Providence Heights 

training is the most important training experience for those who 

attended courses there. Some reasons they thought it helped 

were: 

• provided format and procedures for :wr.-i ting 

-was better able to organize thoughts to be communicated 

ebetter o.bservational skills 

ebetter understanding of what is required in reports 

emore competent in basic duties 

ebetter use of language 

eincreased knowledge 

General performance in relation to organization goals. We 

asked respondents to indicate .if they felt their overall ability 

to perform their job had imprQved. Table IV-27 shows the per­

centages that felt they had improved. 

TABLE IV-27 

PEOCENTAGE OF RESPONDENrS SAYlliG 'l'HEY HAD EXPF.JUEN.::ED 
GREAT OR SCME IMPROVEMENr IN 

GENERAL PERFORMAN:E rn REIATION 'ill ORGANIZATIONAL GOAIS 

Providence 
Heights 
Trained Pooled Ccmparison Interpretation, 

Law enforccrrent 77.6% Satre 

Prosecuti'~'1 and defense 87. 7% san~ 

Corrections 78.0% same 

Judiciary 64.6% same 

Basic academy 86.7% same 

i"'-);; . 
I.. U"', ,.. 

, 

t~'-1 
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A high percentage of all respondents felt they had improved in 

their general performance, but there were no significant differences 

between PHT and C groups within each discipline. Respondents 

from the judiciary were the least li~e1y to report imprt>vements ' 
in performance. 

We asked respondents to indicate which experiences contributed 

to their improvement. in general performance. Table IV-28 shows 

these data. 

TABLE IV-28 

PERCENTAGE OF RESPCWENTS SAYllL EXPER.IEN:!E WAS 
IMPORrANT ro THEIR lMPROVEMENT rn 

GENEPAL PERFORMAOCE rn RElATION 'ill ORGANIZATIONAL OOAIS 

'I'.Yl:--e of experience: 

Prov. Hgts. training 

CMn agency training 

Other training 

On-the-job experience 

Coop. fran colleagues 

Better work corrlitions 
or salary 

Providence Heights 
Trained Comparison 

72.4% not applicable 

42.9% 34.6% 

51.9% 53.1% 

96.8% 97.5% 

88.5% 88.9% 

30.8% 32.1% 

A relatively high number of respondents who felt their performance 

had improved attributed this to their Providence Heights training. 

Some reasons they gave were: 

ehelped clarify organizational goals 

eimproved technical skills and knowledge 

eintroduced new approaches 

egave inspiration, encouragement, insight 

eimproved training ability 

eincreased supervisory and management skills 

eimproved ability to communicate with other criminal justice 
personnel 
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It is interesting to note that the most frequently given 

reason for improvement in performance was the respondent felt 

training helped clarify organizational goals for him. This 

was important to more people than improvement in skills or 

knowledge. 

Trying new programs or procedures. One aim of training is to 

encourage people to try new approaches to finding solutions 

for their problems. Table IV-29 shows the improvement people 

felt they had in their own willingness to do so. 

TABLE IV-29 

'!EICENTAGE OF RESroIDENl'S SAYJNG THEY HAD EXPE:RIEN:ED 
GREA.T OR S01E IM.PROVEMENT IN 

TRYING NEW PID3RAMS AND PRCCEDURES 

Providence 
Heights 
Trained Pooled Canparison Interpretation, 

Lav enforcerrent 77.5% 52.9% PHT greater 

~ .osecution and defense 63.7% same 

Corrections 81.4% 50.0% PHT greater 

Judiciary 73.3% 40.0% PHT greater 

Basic academy 38.0% same 

The data show that for law enforcement officers, p~osecutors, 

public defenders, and the jlldiciary, PHT groups said they improved 

more often than C groups said they improved. This result is 

consistent with the general finding that people who attended 

Providence Heights felt their ~·lillingness to try new programs 

was much greater in comparison with the way people felt who 

didn't attend Providence Heights courses. 

Again we asked respondents who felt some improvemen't had 

occurred to i.ndicate what ha.d caused that improvement. 'rable 

IV-30 shows these data. 
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TABLE IV-30 

PEOCENrAGE OF RESroIDENTS SAYING EXPER.IEN::!E WAS 
lMPORrANT 'ID THEIR IMPFDVEMENT IN 

Type of experience: 

Prov. Hgts. training 

OWn agency training 

Other training 

On-the-job experience 

Coop. fran colleagues 

Better work corrli tions 
or salal:y 

TRYJNG NEW PI03RAMS AND PRCX:EDURES 

Providence Heights 
Trained Comparison 

55.4% not applicable 

39.2% 28.6% 

51.5% 38.1% 

90.8% 95.2% 

84.6% 88.1% 

28.5% 28.6% 

Providence Heights training was considered the most important 

training experience that contributed to an improvement in willing­

ness to try new progr~ms, b~t-it was not significantly more 

importaht than other training. Some reasons that respondents 

gave for importance of training at Providence Heights were: 

eintroduced procedures involved in developirig innovative 
programs 

einstilled desire to institute new and better programs 

eintroduced how other agencies handle their problems 

eimproved communication skills 

Effect of trainin~. We asked each respondent in the PHT 

group to indicate which aspects of his or her training affected 

improvement in job performance. The data are shown in Table IV-31. 
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TA.BLI!: IV-3l 

IMPORI'ANCE OF VARIOUS ASPECI'S OF COURSES ON IMProvEMENl'S IN PERFORMAOCE 

very iIrp. sarewhat imp. not irrportant 

Infontal contacts 34.3% 40.2% 21.6% 

Formal lectures 41. 7% 41.7% 9.8% 

Informal saninars 18.6% 26.5% 10.3% 

Library .5% 1.5% 36.8% 

These results show that formal lectures are the most important 

factors in training that led to im~rovement in performance. However, 

informal social contact was rated a close second. Library use was 

not important. 

We asked members of each discipline to indicate how helpful 

he or she thought training had been in performing various aspects 

of their job. The percentages \'7e report are percentages of people 

in each group who thought training they had received had been 

helpful at all in pe~formanceof each function. Table IV-32 shows 

these data for law enforcement officers. When percentages of PHT 

and C groups who report that training had been helpful are the 

same, we have pooled the percentages. 

For several law enforcement job functions, C group officers 

felt their training had been more helpful than PHT officers felt. 

The main reason for this difference is that the only training 

experience many C group officers had was basic training. It 

covered a broader range of subjects than the specialized 

training that PHT group officers had. The.c group found the 

training helpful over a broader range of functions than each PHT 
group officer did. 

Table IV-33 shows the same data for judges. 
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TABLE IV-32 

PERCENrAGE OF lAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICERS EINDING TRAINING HELPFUL 
IN VARIOUS ASPOCTS OF THEIR JOB 

Providence 

Jab categmy: 
Heights 
Trained Pooled Carparison Intel:pretation 

Prevention of cr.ine 46.3% 88.2% C greater 
Part.icipation in court 37.9% same proceedings 

Providing first aid 12.1% same 

Protecting people in danger of 
physical harm 

31.7% 58.8% C greater 

Control of traffic problans 17.2% same 

Family disputes 37.9% same 

Harrlling arrest, search and 
seizure 

31. 7% 58.8% C greater 

Handling civil disorders 31.1% same 

Deterrnir4ng Wfiether an offense 31. 7% 88.2% C greater has occurred 

Report writing 50.0% same 

Investigating cr.ines 53.7% 82.4% C greater 

-Provision of carmuni ty services 50.0% same 

Creation curl maintenance of a 34.1% 82.4% C greater feeling of security in the 
a::mrn.mi ty 
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TABLE IV-33 

P~GE OF JUDGES FINDING TRAINING HELPFUL 
IN VARIOUS ASPECI'S OF THEIR JOB 

Providence 
Heights 

Joo category: Train€d Pooled Comparison Interpretation 

Prevention or reduction of crime -

Handling court proceedings 

Family disput..~s 

Update of case lmq 

Update of nfM legislation 

Instructing juries 

Protection of t.OCl!lS"-dtmtn[i'l'1i.=,n 
guarantees 

,c:reatiDn .at:.d rol3ii?aan:r:a \Df 2} 

1;eeu:mg :of ,seG!:!trl~ .fun fts 
camut!.liilii:q 

84.4% 

23.3% 

16.4% 

24'.5% 

sane 

29.4% PHI' greater 

same 

29.4% PHI' greater 

29.4% PHI' greater 

11.8% PHI' greater 

23.5% PHI' greater 

23.5% PHT greater 

sane 

11.8% PET greater 

:iReSiUl]!:its sih.ow t-fulafc judges in the PHT group felt training has 

been mor,e belpflllll ito pe:r:formance af almost every job function 

than C group judges £eI.t.. The only exceptions are in crime 

prevention, familydispu.tes, and in assistance for those who cannot 

care for themselves or are in. danger of physical harm. It is 

interesting to nobe: that most judges rated these three functions 
as not applying to their job. 

Table IV-34 shows the percentages and areas in which corrections 
personnel felt their training had been helpful to them. 
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TABLE IV 34 

PERCENTAGE OF CORREX:.'TIONS PERSOONEL FINDING TRAINING HELPFUL 
IN VARIOUS ASPECTS OF THEIR JOB 

Job category: 

Prevention of crime 

Reduction of recidivism 

Participation in court 
proceedings 

Handling family problans 

Being an advccate for client 

Counseling teclmiques 

Report writing 

Personal and social history 
investigation 

Development and utilization of 
client resources 

Creation and maintenance of a 
feeling of security in the 
<XImIl1I1i ty 

Providence 
Heights 
Trained Pooled 

32.6% 

74.4% 

30.5% 

59.3% 

28.9% 

55.9% 

62.7% 

45.8% 

35.6% 

33.9% 

Comparison Interpretation 

same 

same 

same 

62.5% C greater 

same 

sane 

same 

sane 

43.8% PH'!' greater 

sane 

In almost all corrections job functions, PHT and C groups 

found that the training they had was of equal importance. However, 

PHT corrections personnel felt training had been less helpful 

in working with family problems than the C corrections personnel. 

On the other hand, PHT corrections personnel found training was 

elatively more helpful in the development and utilization of r __ 

client resources. Neither group seemed to find training helpful 

in court proceedings or in personal and social history investigation. 

Table IV-35 shows the percentages of prosecutors and defense 

attorneys who found training helpful in different parts of their 

job. 
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TABLE IV-35 

PEOCENrAGE OF PROSEOJ'IORS AND ATroRNEYS FINDING TRAINING HELPFUL 
IN VARIOUS ASP.ocTS OF 'l'HEIR JOB 

Providence 
Heights 

Job category: Trained Pooled 

Prevention of reduction of cr.iJre - 10.5% 

Case development 63.2% 

Participation in coort 44.1 
proceedings 

Family disputes 13.6% 

Updating of case law and 44.1% 
legislation 

Legal assistance or direCtion for - 28.9% 
those who cannot care for themselves 

Protection of constitutional 57.9% 
guarantees 

Preparation of witnesses 57.9% 

Obtaining information fran law 68.5% 
enforcement agencies 

Creation and maintenance of a 20.4% 
feeling of security in the 
cx:mnunity 

Comparison Interpretation 

sarre 

33.3% PHI' greater 

sarre 

SanE 

sarre 

sarre 

28.6% PET greater 

28.6% PHI' greater 

28.6% PHI' greater 

sarre 

In case development, protection of constitutional guarantees, 

preparation of witnesses and obtaining information from law enforce­

ment agencies, the PHT group respondents found training more 

h~lpful than did respondents from the C group. Most prosecutors 

indicated that crime prevention, family disputes, and creation 

and maintenance of a feeling of security in the community 
was not a part of their job. 

There is only one job area in which the basic academy PHT and 

the C groups differed in how helpful they thought their training 

had been. Officers in the PHT group felt training was very helpful 

for performing investigations, compared with officers in the C group. 
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It is interesting to note that relatively few officers who attended 

any academy felt their training had been helpful for protecting 

people in danger of physical harm, control of traffic problems, 

handling civil disorders, report writing, provision of community 

services, or creation and maintenance of a feeling of security in 
the community. 

TABLE IV-36 

PEOCENTA,GE OF Bt'\SIC ACADEMY GRADUATES FINDING 'l'RAINING HELPFUL 
IN VERIOUS ASPICl'S OF THEIR JOB 

Providence 
Heights 

Job category: Trained Pooled Cartparison Interpretation 

Prevention of crime 30.7% sarre 

Participation in court 34.7% same 
proceedings 

Providing first aid 58.7% sane 

Protecting people in danger of 28.0% sane 
physical hann 

Control of traffic problems 12.0% '":' same 

Family disputes 41.3% same 

Handling arrest, search and 88.0% sane 
seizure 

Handling civil disorders 22.7% sane 

Detennining whether an offense 52.0% same 
has oCcurred 

Report writing 28.0% same 

Investigating crimes 72.0% 44.0% PHT greater 

Provision of community services 6.7% sane 

Creation and maintenance of a 20.0% sane 
feeling ot security in the 
camnunity 



-132-

Summary. We found that respondents who had trained at Providence 

Heights were more likely to say their performance in communicating 

with subordinates and trying out new programs or procedures im-

proved relative to their counterparts in the C groups. The perception 

of improvement was the same in PHT groups as in C groups for all other 

general job performance areas. However, those who went to Providence 

Heights and felt their performance had improved, tended to rate their 

training at the Center as the most important training experience 

responsible for the improvement. 

We found that PHT la~i enforcement respondents did not tend to 

rate their Providence Heights training important to doing their 

job as often as b'le C gro.up ru .. d.. This is probably due to the small 

range of subject n.at.t:ers cov.ered in the law enforcement in-service 

training courses_ E:U;;t,iC\4e!:' ~adju.dications personnel, including 

judges, prosecutors 2!l:::~ de:EE.l.i:se, attorneys, ~vho a'ttended Providence 

Heights " te'nded t,O reIiab= ib:np-rave...1'll:E..1"lts in job performance with their 

training more DZ''te!:l tta::: t::n:o:S'€ wh.o didn l, t attend courses at Providence 

Heigh ts • Correctir::::.s P="-=.=:·;·l:"'r.ii.:I ±.n. both the PET and the C groups 

responded .a2:most ±.1:>.: 2=::ne to; th=S'E questions. 

Those who =f't±E::::l,~'e:ffi ±e: fu .• =sic acade.iny at Providence Heights 

rated the iIP.,port:a.:r:ce C.,I ,;;-;;"=£r train'1' ng to improved job performance 

in only one catego:r:f::: .:iEii-"'EStigations. Basic training graduates 

in both PHT and {C'!i)::r.D:.wps feLt their training was not particularly 

helpful in preparing &e::: for performing several different functions 

in their job. 

To summarize, there is evidence to show that the training 

at Providence Heights helped people perform their jobs better 

than alternative training that is available. This could be 

partly due to the fact that there aren't many other training 

alternatives available to criminal justice personnel in this state. 

PARTICIPANTS' REACTIONS TO COURSES 

We asked respondents in our sample who had been to courses 

at Providence Heights to re-evaluate their training experience after 

they had been back on the job. In most classes at the Center, 

participants fill out an evaluation form at the close of the session. 
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These evaluations have been consistently positive. However, it 

is instructive to study respondents' evaluations after they 

have been back on the job for .awhile. 

The first question we asked people concerned their reasons for 

attending courses at Providence Heights. Table IV-37 shows responses 

to this question: 

Here are some reasons why people went to Providence Heights. 
Could you tell me how important each reason was for you in 
deciding to go to Providence Heights? 

'.cA.BI2~ IV-37 

JMPORTANCE OF RE'.AS(l-lS -F~,)R OO.INt:i 'ID PROVIDEt-K:E HEIGHTS COURSES 

--Very Somewhat Not Don't 
Reasons: Important Important Important l<ncM 

Requested to go my my agency 42.6% 14.2% 27.0% 14.7% 

Considered that atterrlance could 5.4% '§,~4% 70.1% 17.2% 
lead to salary increase 

Considered that. attendance CXJUld 14.7% 15.2% 48.5% 19.6% 
increase my chances fo praootion 

Wanted to .inprove my professional 79.9% 15.2% 2.5% ~:2.~·S% 

skills 

Wanted a break fran rrw present job 4.4% 24.5% 57.4% 2.9% 

The most important reason for going was that the respondent wanted 

to improve his skills as a professional. Next most i.mportant was 

a request by his agency. These reasons were followed in importance 

by the promotion considerations, a salary increase, or because the 

person wanted a break from his job. 

General course evaluation. We have not attempted to re-evaluate 

each course that was given at the Center. There weren't enough 

respondents who had attended any single course to make valid 

conclusions. Respondents attended 66 different courses. One-half 

the respondents had attended at least two courses, one-fourth 
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had attended at least three, approximately 10% had attended at 

least four, and about 8% attended at least five courses. We grouped 

respondents according to the program area of the course that they 

attended. We use the same classifications as discussed in Chapter 

III. However, since very few or none of the respondents had 

attended classes in some of the program areas, we have pooled 

program areas. The areas we use for this analysis are: 

einter-disciplinary - general 

einter-disciplinary - management 

einter-disciplinary - teaching and communication 

einter-disciplinary - project management and development 

elaw enforcement - in-service training 

eadjudications - prosecutors and public defenders 

eadjudications judiciary 

• corrections counseling 

"corrections - orientation 

·corrections - jails and administration 

There were benleen 11 and 19 people attending courses in each area. 

~r;re first asked respondents to indicate what their colleagues 

thought about their attendance at Providence Heights. They were 

.asked if they thought it vias a waste of time, of no practical 

v.alue" or .if they had indicated that they would go themselves. 

Tie also asked respondents, what they thought other people in the 

class felt about it. Table IV-38 shows these data for the people 

'who attended courses in different program areas. 

Courses in the prosecutions and public defense area were 

consistently evaluated low,in comparison with other courses. 

Management courses are considered valuable by people who attend 

the courses, but respondents seem to feel their colleagues think 

they are a waste of time and of no practical value. People who 

attended corrections orientation courses also perceived that their 

colleagues didn't think much of the classes. Ther€~ is a consistent 

tendency in all program areas for respondents to think that 

people who attended the course rated it higher than people in 
their agencies. 

". 
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Table IV-38 also shows da-ta on how important respondents think 

it is for people like themselves to attend the courses. Lowest 

ratings went to project management courses, prosecutions and public 

defense courses, and counseling courses. 

Comparison of those who attended the Center's basic academy 

with thos who attended other courses shows that trainees felt 

fair ly po:;li ti ve toward their training. Law enforcement officers who 

attended basic training other than that offered by the Center felt 

less positively toward their trainipgthan any group which attended 

courses at Providence Heights. More of the basic training C group 

felt their training was a waste of time or of no practical value. 

They thought training was less important for others in their 

agency in comparison with the PHT group. These are the on~y data 

we collected that showed the PHT basic training group felt more 

.positively toward their training"than did of"'=icers in the 

comparison group .. 

The best and worst aspects of courses. We asked all respondents 

who attended courses at Providence Heights -co indicate the best and .,' 

worst aspects of their courses. Below, we 1is:'I:: the ten most f:r-.e­

quently mentioned best aspects of the courses together with the 

program area in which the greatest number of respondents mentioned 
it. 

ethoroughness and organization of 
training 

epresentation of instruction 

~increased knowledge and skills 

eincreased interaction with other 
alJ,encies 

-learned new methods of management 

-better decision-making skills 

eguest speakers/~-tside 
authorities 

ecourse content very practical 

Inter-disciplinary -
management 

Corrections - counseling 

Adjudications ~ judiciary 

Corrections - counseling 

Law.Enforcement - in-service 
training 

Inter-disciplinary -
management 

Cor~ections - jails and 
, administra"tion 

Adjudications - prosecution 
and defense 

[~] 
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elearning"techniques and concepts 
of teaching 

elearning problems and functions 
of other agencies 

Corrections - orientation 

Law enforcement - in-service 
training 

It is interesting to note that some of the best aspects of training 

Were mentioned most frequently in program areas other than those 

of which they were supposed to be part. For instance, neither 

increased interaction with other agencies nor learning the problems 
and functions of other agencies was mentioned most often by 
people taking inter-disciplinary courses. 

Below is a list of five most frequently mentioned weak aspects 

of the training and the program areas in which they were mentioned 

most often. We only list five, s~nce 40% of the respondents didn't 
mention anything they thought was weak i.n the courses. 

epart of the instruction 
was irrelevant 

• course was too short 

.poor instructors 

.poor course organization 

,.needs more grpup participat.ion 

Inter-disciplinary general 

Inter-disciplinary - teachi.ng 
and communication 

Law enforcement - in-service 
training 

Inter-disciplinary - management 

Corrections - orientation 

We also asked respondents who attended the basic academy at 
Providence Heights to list the: best and 'Jlorst aspects of their 
training. 

The ten most frequently mentioned best aspects of the basic 
academy were: 

.orime scene investigation 

efirearms training 

ecriminal law 

ecrowd control 

earrest, search and seizure 

.physical training 
efirst aid 

--------~------------~~-
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.patrol procedures 

.National Auto Theft Bureau presentation 

• dr i ving course 

The ten most frequently mentioned weak aspects were: 

.physical training 

-report writing 

• poor instructors 

.traffic investigation 

.psychology 

.crisis intervention 

.patrol procedures 

.too much theory, not practical enough 

.not enough law 

.program is not well organized 

As one can see, some aspects that were considered strong by some 

people were considered weak by others. However, the general inter­

pretation of these responses is that participants desire the intro­

duction of more practical content into courses and a de-emphasis on 

the more theoretical,aspects of training. 

Summary. Former course participants generally rated their 

participation in courses at the Center positively~ Three areas that 

received low ratings relative to the others were management 

courses, prosecution and public defender courses, and counseling 

courses. The most frequently mentioned weak aspects noted by people 

who took management courses or counseling courses was poor course 

organization. Prosecutors and public defenders often complained 

that part of the material presented in their courses was irrelevant,. 

In general, however, respondents mentioned more good things about 

their courses than weak things. 

Respondents who attended the Center's basic academy felt more 

positively toward their training experience than respondents who 

had attended other basic academies. However, they felt the 

academy should include more practical subjects anQ less emphasis 

on theory. 
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SUGGESTIONS FOR NEW COURSES AND IMPROVEMENTS 

We asked each respondent who attended courses at Providence 

Heights to suggest new courses that were not given which they 

considered would be of use to them. Most courees'mentioned are 

already given at Providence Heights, so we will simply list those 

courses or ideas that could be strengthened. Appendi4\: E contains 

a complete list of suggestions by the respondents . 

Law Enforcement respondents: 

a memory course 

radio operator training 

delinquency control 

writing skills 

handwriting identification 

arson investigation 

line-staff interaction among agencies 

interviewing 

sociology with practical applications 

classes with prosecutors 

crime specific reference materials 

laboratory techniques 

Correction3 respondents: 

orientation to criminal law 

writing 

group' counseling 

training in revocation and hear.ing process 

special problems of childhood 

community corrections 

national overview of criminal justice programs 

drug counseling 

reality therapy 

how to function in bureaucracies 

recreational therapy 

alternative living for dependent children 

team probation models 

alcohol workshop 

women in management 
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parole board orientation 

criminal careers 

v\}lunteer recruitment 

Prosecutor and public defender respondents: 

advocacy 

welfare fraud 

jury choice 

police forensics 

interagency program development 

plea bargaining 

course for small county offices 

interview techniques 

investigations 

job enrichment and career development 

post-trial procedures (records expungements) 

staff training methods 

classes with law enforcement personnel 

crime specific prosecutions 

professional ethics 

paraprofessionals in the criminal justice system 

racism and sexism in the criminal justice system 

orientation for wives of criminal justice personnel 

alternatives to incarceration 

Judiciary respondents: 

course to increase communication among agencies 

forensic law 

public education of the role of the judiciary 

hiring and personnel management 

trial setting procedures 

use of the law library 

intt.~rface between judges and court administrators 

investigatory techniques 

jury i.nstruction 

sentencing proceudres 

insanity defense 

use of videotape in court 
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We also asked respondents to indicate which areas they would 

like to see extended. Responses covered the entire range of Center 

programs. There was no single type of course that more than 7 

people mentioned as a candidate for extension (sev~~ corrections 

personnel mentioned extensions in role-playing class~s). 

We asked respondents to make suggestions for changes at the 

Center other than course content. The most frequent responses 

they made were: 

better physical facilities 

more access for all agencies 

better·food and beverage service 

moresocial contact 

state staffed facility 

better library 

better course descriptions 

more classroom participation 

better materials, handouts 

shorter mini-session format 

Summary. It is interesting to note that most suggestions for 

new courses or extensions of courses are already being offered at 

the Center. We recommend there be better notification of courses 

and better descriptions of course content. On the other hand, 

participants in the Center's courses generally feel that course 

content is meeting their needs, but that courses should be 

extended in length and frequency of offering. Courses should also 

be made more readily available to all criminal justice agencies in 

the state. 
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CHAPTER V 

COST ANALYSIS 

INTRODuc'rION 

The grant experience. Since 1971 when the Providence Heights 

Training Center was originated, it has received grant monies totalling 

$934,986.00. Over this same period, the C~nter has offered seven 

Basic Law Enforcement Academies and some 193 shorter training courses 

to criminal justice personnel in the state of Washington. In the 

first six months of 1974 alone, over 800 individuals have received 

some form of training either at the Center itself or through its 

auspices. 

The task of analyzing costs associated with the Center would be 

much easier were it possible to draw any conclusions from these ag­

gregate figures --- or indeed from any' set of figures generated by 

the project. Unfortunately, however, this cannot be done reliably. 

Training, as is true of any human development activity, is not easily 

"costed ll or "accounted for" in the strictest of terms. Instead, the 

best that can be hoped for is that costs associated with such activi­

ties be carefully monitored and chronicled; that both economies and 

diseconomies be learned from experience, and that changes in costs 

and the sources of those changes be recorded. It is at this point 

that decision-makers interested in training and the costs associated 

with it can decide whether to bear those costs or any part of them. 

What follows, then, is not a cost accounting of the Center and 

its programs but rather an analysis of costs chronicled throughout 

its lifespan; the apparent economies and diseconomies it has exper­

ienced; and how and from what sources its costs have changed. Where 

possible, comparable experiences of others offering similar training 

will also be discussed, but the Center's status as a "grant entity" 

is thought to present some significant caveats to such comparisons --­

caveats important enough to need clarification here. 

I 

J 
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To begin with, the grant experience (i.e., the experience of 

funding through short-term public or private monies) should never be 

understood as one from which generalizability is very possible. 

Grants and the entities created through them are unreal in both their 

limited focus and life span. This is particularly significant from a 

cost point of view because it means there is a limited frame in which 

costs can be spread, both substantively and actually. Thus, no 

matter how broadly defined a grant's "purpose", it still limits 

expenditure of funds or accounting of costs to within specified 

parameters. Similarly, it requires those expenditures to occur and 

be accounted for in a short-run time frame. 

Next, the grant experience introduces an element of uncertainty 

associated with programming of activities that affects all associa­

tions with it. This uncertainty derives primarily from its distinct 

(and certain) transitory nature. The very fact that the entity is 

designed to end makes any relationship with it finite, insecure 

and uncertain. Those persons or institutions, therefore, who agree 

to associate with it do so with some risk --- risk that must be com­

pensated. It is for this reason that salaries attached to full-time 

participation in grants are often higher than those associated with 

comparable positions in on-going endeavors. The same may be true for 

other sources of costs on which grant funds are expended. 

What both elements of the grant experience come down to is the 

lack of a "long run", and this lack of a long run is likely (and 

should be expected) to result in some cost inflation, making compari­

son with on-going entities difficult, and generalizability to future 

ones problematical. Of what use then is our present analysis of 

costs experienced in a training grant? 

The analysis is important for the following reason: the same 

elements of the grant experience that make comparison and generali­

zation difficult also make the grant experience one of the best 

generators of relative cost information presently available. Thus, 
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it is precisely because a grant is constrained in time and purpose, 

that all costs it experiences can be shown. No extraneous accounts 

or factors can absorb its costs, no "long run" exists over which to 

allocate expenditures. Instead, it is a laboratory in which all 

activities and their costs can be observed. More important, it is 

a lcboratory in which ~ources of costs and relationships between 

them can be defined and analyzed. 

The grant experience, then, cannot (and should not be expected 

to) tell us how much training will cost, but rather what is costly 

about training, from wha·t sources, and in what proportions. It is 

with this notion in mind that the followlng analysis has been pre­

pared, exploring in two parts (1) the Basic Academy (with some 

comparison made with other similar programs) and (2) Courses in 

Specific Discipline Areas (the cost experience of the Center) . 

I. THE BASIC ACADEMY 

Since January, 1972 f the Center, in conjunction with the King 

County Department of Public Safety, has offered seven Law Enforce­

ment Basic Academies. Each 10 weeks in length, the academy program 

is designed to offer intensive initial training to law enforcement 

officers in a wide range of areas, from first aid to criminal law 

education. 

The academy program clearly illustrates the four most significant 

sources of costs associated with basic training: (A) costs associ-

·ated with contractual instruction (i.e., consultant fees, tr~vel and 

subsistence); (B) costs associated with housing and subsistence of 

trainees; (C) costs of instructional supplies, and (D) costs of 

facility rental. 

Contractual instruction. In regard to the Basic Academy program, 

the Center has not directly employed a full-time instructional staff. 

Instead, it has used personnel from the King County Department of 

Public Safety and to a limited extent the services of its Law 
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Enforcement Coordinator for instruction. For those areas of the 

curriculum in which neither of these sources has specialized com­

petences, however, it has sought outside instructional services 

through both donations of time and contractual agreements. 

From a cost point of view, ths latter source of instruction has 

been most significant. In the last three basic academies (those 

offered from September 18 - December 21, 1973; from January 8 -

March 29, 1974, and from April 9 - June 28, 1974), for which cost 

figures are most reliable, consultant fees have totalled $6,040.78 

for an average of $2,013.59 per academy; consultant travel reimburse­

ments have totalled $284.46 for an average of $94.82, and consultant 

subsistence expenditures have totalled $1,444.45 for an average of 

$481.48. Costs associated with contractual instruction, then, have 

averaged approximately $2,589.90 per academy over the last three 

training experiences with this program, representing a significant 

cost in the basic academy budget. 

The inherent expensiveness of such direct cost instruction can~ot 

be truly evaluated, however, unless its relationship to other forms 

of instruction is understood. The Center has made use of three 

primary sources of instruction for the Basic Academy: contractual 

(or direct cost); King County Department of Public Safety personnel 

(indirect cost), and donated time ("free" instruction). These latter 

two sources represent two interesting and to some extent deceiving 

cost figures with regard to instruction. Donated time, for examp],.e, 

coming as it does from personnel within the criminal justice system 

is not really "free" instruction. It is free from the Center's point 

of view, of course, but in a real sense it is time paid for elsewhere. 

In this sense, the Center is no different from any other entity 

that solicits and receives such donations in time and services. While 

we think it should be noted that such donations are never really gratis, 

we see the Center as both justified and correct in calling it such. 

For all intents and purposes here, then, it will be called "Free 

Instruction". 
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King County instructional services are not, on the other hand, 

really without cost to the Center. While no direct charges are 

made under the agreement between these two entities, the fact tilat 

the Center does absorb the fees associated with King County parti­

cipants in the academy me.ans that Department's instructional services 

do have some indirect costs attached, minimal though they may be. 

While the Center! then, may choose to look upon this instructional 

source as donational, the small indirect costs associated with it 

persuade us to separate it for analytical purposes. 

Table V-I below presents these three instructional sources and 

their proportional relationships over six of the seven Basic Academies 

offered at the Center*. 

As can be seen, the proportional reliance on each of these sources 

of instructional services has varied considerably over time. The 

proportion of free instruction in an academy, for example, has varied 

between a high of 23% of instructional time in one academy to a low 

of 7.6%, recording an average rate of free instruction of 13%. How­

ever, in the most recent period (the last three academies), the pro­

portion of free instruction has stabilized at approximately 8.5% of 

total instructional effort. 

Contractual instruction has shown an opposite trend, having 

maintained an average use rate of 18.6% over time, but showing a 

more recent increase in the last two academies of approximately 26% 

of instructional time. King County instructional services have showed 

the most stable rate of participation in the Basic Academy, recording 

an overall average of 68.4%, and an average of 70% in the most recent 

period. 

Overall, then, the Center's Basic Academy has used a mixture of 

its three sources of instructional services in the following proportions: 

18.6% contractual (direct cost), 68.4% King County (indirect cost), and 

13% donated time (cost free) instruction, with free instructional time 

decreasing in the most recent period and a concomitant increase in 

contractual time. 

*Basic Academy #3, September 5 - December 1, 1972, is not presented 
here because the lack of an agenda made the time breakdowns impossible 
to compute. 

) 
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TABLE V - 1 

Proportional Breakdowns of 
Direct Cost, Indirect Cost and Donated Instruction 

in the Basic Academy over Time* 

63% 

23% 

~ LncI ICI DI 

Basic Academy - 1 

Jan - Apr 1972 

80% 

-!~ 
8% 

Basic Academy -

Sept - Dec 1973 

l 
5 

DCI = 
ICI .-

73 4% . 

19% 

7.6% 

DCI ICI DI 1 
Basic Academy - 2 

May - July 1972 

*Kex 
Direct Cost Instruction 
ILdirect Cost Instruction 

DI = Donated Instruction 

62 6% . 0 

29.6% 

7.8% 

-I 

Basic Academy - 6 

Jan - Mar 1974 

6M~ 

22% 

14% 

DCI ICI DI --L-_. __ 

Basic Academy - 4 _ 

Feb - June 1973 

(6.4% 

i 9.8% 

Basic Academy - 7 

Apr - June 1974 
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While the proportion of contractual instruction represented in 

the three most recent academies has shown an increase, costs of 

this time on a per hour basis do not bear a similar relationship. 

On the contrary, the proportion of direct cost instruction is not 

directly related to its costliness. Thus, in the same period in 

which direct cost instruction has increased, its cost per hour has 

decr'eased. Table V - 2 below demonstrates this relationship. 

TABLE V - 2 

PROPORTION OF DIRECT COST INSTRUCTION AND 
ITS COST PER HOUR 

L-100(5) L.E. Basic 
Academy, Sept-Dec 1973 

L-lOO(6) L.E. Basic 
Academy, Jan-Mar 1.974 

L-100(7) L.E. Basic 
Academy, Apr-June 1974 

(Average over these 
three academies) 

% Direct Cost 
Instruction 

12% 

29.6% 

22.8% 

21. 5% (average) 

Per hour,. cos t of 
contractual instruction 

$31. 86 

$19.69 

$20.09 

$23.88 (average) 

Indirect cost instruction through King County personnel has shown 

another interesting pattern over time. Cost of this instruction varies 

directly of course with the number of King County trainees in the 

Basic Academy. Table V - 3 below shows changes in costs per hour 

associated with King County instructional services for each academy 

along with the percentage of King County time logged in that academy 

an0 the number of King County students attending. Cost· per hour is 

computed on the basis of $10 per King County student or the average 

Basic Academy registration fee absorbed by the Center for those students. 
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Jan-Apr 

L-IOO (2) 
May-Jul 

L-IOO(4) 
Feb-Jun 

L-lOO(5) 
Sept-Dec 

L-lOO(6) 
Jan-Mar 

L-,lOO (7) 
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TABLE V - 3 

KING COUNTY INDIRECT COST INSTRUCTION AND 
ITS COST PER HOUR 

# of King Co. % of KJ.ng Co. 
students instruction 

45 63% 
1972 

50 73.4% 
1972 

29 64% 
1973 

20 80% 
1973 

22 62.6% 
1974 

25 67.4% 

Cost/hour of 
King Co. instruction 

$2.74 

$2.42 

$1.01 

$ .59 

$ .8J 

$ .85 

When both direct and indirect costs of instruction are taken 

together, an average cost of instruction per student can be obtained. 

For the three most recent academies, instructional cost per student 

has ranged f~om $58.70 in Basic Academy #5 (Sept-Dec 1973) to $84.39 

in Basic Academy #6 (~Tan-Mar 1974) to $54.86 in Basic Academy #7 

'(Apr-JUn 1974). These latter cost figures reflect the fact that 

while the proportion of direct cost instruction in an academy will 

not necessarily affect its cost per hour, it will directly affect 

instructional costs per student. Thus, in Basic Academy #6 where 

I direct cost instruction recorded its lowest cost per hour ($19.69), 

it also contributed to a high cost of instruction per student ($84.39) 

because such instruction accounted for nearly 30% of instruction given 

to that academy's students. 

Costs of contractual instruction~ then, though a significant com­

ponent of the budget of the basic academy, do not reflect a uniform 

level of expense over time. Instead, such costs can be seen to 

decrease in relation to increased usage while still contributing to 

an-overall ,increase in instructional costs. Unless other forms of 

instructional services are also taken into account, their true costs 

can be easily misunderstood. 
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Course subsistence. Another significant component of the Basic 

Academy budget consists of costs associated with the housing and sub­

sistence of trainees. The Center is charged by Providence Heights 

for such housing and subsistence at the rate of $15.50 per diem broken 

down as follows: $7.00 room per night; $1.75 for breakfast; $2.25 for 

lunch, and $4.50 for dinner. Over a ten-week course, then, sUbsistence 

for one trainee may amount to approximately $750.00. 

Obviously,sllbsistence costs are direct;.ly related to the number 

of trainees requiring live-in facilities where commutation distances 

would be prohibitive. Because the Providence Heights site is located 

near the population center of the state, these costs have generally 

.'been kept ,lower than might be expected. No King County trainees, for 

example, have required live-in services. And in general only one or 

two live-ins per academy has been the experience. In addition to 

trainee subsistence, course subsistence may also include meal costs 

of instructors who are not separately compensated and other special 

food services required in the course of the ~rogram. 

Over the three most recent academies, course subsistence costs 

have totalled as follows: 

Basic Academy #5 (Sept-Dec 1973) $1,618.69 

Basic Academy #6 (Jan-Mar 1974) $3,435.41 

Basic Academy #7 (Apr-Jan 1974) $8,170.04 

The large cost jump in the last academy. is accounted for by the 

large number of live-ins (six) in that program. 

In some sense, subsistence costs, although substantial, do not 

require much discussion for they have not been something over which 

the Center could exert much control. The prices are those normally 

charged by Providence Heights and since the Center was located there, 
* subsistence at those rates had to be accepted (Comparisons with 

subsiitence rates elsewhere are found at page 158 .) 

*Concern over such costs, ho~ever, has caused the Center to cdnsider 
moving to Seattle University's facili,t.ies where cheaper rates are 
available. 
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Instructional supplies. 

can be kept low 

In many training courses supply costs 

but the law enforcement basic 

academy has considerable expenditures in this area. Ammunition for 

firing range practice, for example, represents a significant but 

necessary expenditure for a basic academy. In addition, the basic 

academy, as the longest training course offered by the Center, has 

larger expenditures for training books and materials than do other 

courses. 

Over the three most recent academies, total supply costs have been: 

Basic Academy #5 (Sept-Dec 1973) 

Basic Academy #6 (Jan-Mar 1974) 

Basic Academy #7 (Apr-JUn 1974) 

$3,961.93 

$3,577.38 

$2,274.22 

These figures yield an average over the three academies of $95.28 

worth of supplies per student for the 10-week training program of 

which $40.45 is for ,'tmmunition. This is thought to be a fairly 

reasonable figure given the fact an incoming college freshman is 

expected to spend nearly $67.00 per quarter (i.e., 10 weeks) for 

books and supplies. 

Facility rental. The final major cost factor to be found in 

the basic academy budget is that related to the rental of rooms for 

the course. Once again, because the Center has been located at a 

private facility, charges associated w'ith the space it occupies will 

be direct and specific. Rental charges for rooms used for the last 

three basic academies are as follows: 

Basic Academy #5 (Sept-Dec 1973) 

Basic Academy #6 (Jan-Mar 1974) 

Basic Academy #7 (Apr-Jun 1974) 

$2,642.65 

$2,732.21 

$1 ") 1 -1 95 , , .. """ . 
summing up. Once the four major cost factors of instruction, 

subsistence and housing, training supplies and facility rental are 

considered, other costs associated with the basic academy become 
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fairly incidental. These other costs include such items as mailing 

costs (averaging $34.62 per academy in the most recent period); 

printing costs ($645.20 pe~ academy), and coffee and miscellaneous 

expenses ($78.55 per academy). 

Total cost figures for the last three academies, and their costs 

per student, hav2 looked as follows: 

Academy 

L-IOO(5) Sept-Dec 1973 

L-IOO(6) Jan-Mar 1974 

L-IOO(7) Apr-Jon 1974 

Total Cost 

$10,504.86 

$14,570'.90 

$15,097.47 

Cost/student 

$350.16 

$455.34 

$387.11 

It is clear from a close review of the ~cademy cost structure 

that of the four main cost figures, bnly t~o (instruction and sup-

plies) have been 'susceptible to control by the Center. Both sub­

sistence and facility 'rental cost,s, given the location of the Center, 

have been fixed prices they have been obliged to accept; To some 

extent supply costs have also been fixed with the Basic Academy cur­

riculum fairly well dictating the nature and scope of those expenditures. 

Instructional costs, however, have demonstrated the Center's 

discretionary spending ability in their wide variations over time. 

Without question the core of very low, indirect cost instruction 
c' 

" 

provided by the King County Department of Public Safety has repre-

sented the Center's greatest savings in this expenditure area. Where 

this core has been allowed to stabilize, and free and contractual 

instruction have traded off with each other, the Center'has probably 

received the most for its instructional dollar. Free offers of 

instructional services are qutie likely to vary as individuals' 

interests wane and good natures tire. This should be expected. It 

is at this point that contractual services can be, and often are, 

increased but it is thought more rational to increase or decrease 

direct cost instruction in response to variations in donated services 

rather than at the expense of a low, indirect cost instructional core. 
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In this way, the training program can develop as a well-defined and 

consistent course offering, llsing other instructional services (fee 

paid or free) to provide variations on that central theme. In 

some sense, this is how the Center has proceeded over time. It has 

undoubtedly experimented more than do on-going training programs 

but that is the freedom provided by the grant experience --- and 

perhaps the best learning experience possible. 

Making some comparisons. We have looked at two other basic 

academy programs that represent options to that offered by the 

Center: (1) the Seattle Police Academy represents the model of a 

full-time, in-house agency training program investment, and (2) the 

basic academy offered by the W.L.E.O.T.C. through community colleges 

represents the use of existing, external resources to accomplish 

the training of law enforcement personnel. The very fact, however, 

that each of these programs is so differently organized to accom­

plish the same basic task, demonstrates the dilemmas of drawing out 

true comparisons. 

The Seattle Police Academy. The Seattle Police Academy repre­

sents a substantial financial investment by the City of Seattle for 

the training and development of its law enforcement officers. The 

Academy is financed through a budgetary allocation, amounting in 

the last fiscal year to approximately $345,000.00. Of this amount, 

more than two thirds has gone to personnel expenditures neEded for 

maintenance of a full-time classroom training staff of 10 law enforce­

ment personnel plus four others for firearm instruction. Approximately 

90% of training is provided by this staff with the remainder of 

instructional services being provided from other departmental resources 

and only rarely from completely external contractual arrangements. 

There are several distinct advantages to operating in this manner. 

First, the permanent, on-going nature of this sort of training endeavor 

allows a much greater capacity to plan and develop a consistent program 

with some certainty as to continuing support. Second, the employment 

of a full-time staff means that individual training courses can be 

coordinated and aB~igned without having to rely on the good nature of 

other~ beyond one's control. And finally, long-term viability of the 

on-going budgeted program makes it possible to spread large-scale 
t 

facility or equipment costs over many years to take advantage of 
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depreciations from such investments, and thereby encourage expenditures 

designed to upgrade the program area. For example, the Seattle Police 

Academy has recently received a $50,000 federal planning grant in 

addition to a $300,000 block grant to develop what will be a $3.5 

million training complex. No short-term endeavor can even consider 
such large program investments. 

Despite advantages of having one's own, on-going training program, 
it' 1 lS C ear that only a large city with a large police department 

can afford such an investment. For most smaller jurisdictions the 

financial investment would be far too great as would be the drain on 

existing manpower for instructional purposes when such are needed for 

patrol and investigative duties. Opportunity costs associated with a 

full-time training staff bec:ome unfeasible except for large jurisdictions . 

The Seattle Police Department has realized this and has responded 

by opening a 12-week basic academy program to officers from other 

police departments. For this servi~~ other departments are charged 

$200.00 per cade\.: plus the student must buy his own·books and uniforms 

or have reimbursement for such paid by his department. This has been 

an efficient manner in which to proceed, for a current freeze on 

hiring in the Seattle Police Department might have caused an under­

utilization of their training investment which would be quite u~economi­

cal. Even while training outside police officer~, the Seattle Academy 

manages to maintain small basic training classes averaging 15-20 

students. 

Because the Seattle Police Academy offers advanced courses for 

police officers out of the same general budget allocation, it is not 

really possible to parse out those costs attributed to the basic 

,academy course itself. Howevf.~r, in looking at the general budget break­

down, some of the same cost factors dominate the Seattle program as 

were found in the Center's budget. 

Instructional costs, for example, are by far the largest component 

of the Seattle Police Academy budget reflecting the expense of main­

taining a full-time staff. For the la~t fiscal year, personnel costs 
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(including salaries r fringe and uniforms) came to nearly $252,000.00. 

Unlike the Center's budget, contractual instruction is a minor com­

ponent of the Seattle Academy budget, accounting for only $1,500.00 

in a $345,000 budget, of which only $80.00 has reportedly been used. 

Also unlike the Center's 60st breakdown is the absence of large 

expenditures for facility rental and subsistence costs in the Seattle 

Academy budget. The Academy is housed in city-owned temporary facili­

ties for which no rental is charged and although one building (an 

auditorium) is leased from the police athletic league, its cost of 

approximately $10,000 per year does not represent a major budgetary 

item. Similarly the Seattle Academy does not maintain or provide 

housing or food services so no major subsistence cost~ 're a part 

of its annual budget. While this represents a substant~~l saving, 

it does to some extent limit the geographic range from which other 

police departments t traine--;s can come unless those departments are 

willing to absorb commuting and/or subsistence expenses for their 

personnel in Seattle. 

Supply and servioe charges are a major component of both the 

Seattle Academy cc:s;t pic:ture and that of the Center. For operating 

supplies and mei.r car·e·and :Elaintenance, the Academy spent approxi-

~ifately $30.,OOO,.UO in'tne last :fiscal year. In addition, "Other 

Services" I including ren'itall.s o.f cars and the pavilion, educational 

funds for instruction.!' :u:iJ:.ili~y and communications expenses came to 

another $53 ,000. DO.. i"1aiI'lnena18ce and improvement of the firing range 

and driving course, u5ed uj{ others besides the Seati:le Police Depart-' 

ment, accounted .for aD adui:t..io.nal $11,000.00 in the Academy budget. 

The Seattle Police ~epar~....ent estimates that it spends in man 

hours (in maintenance oiE pen;.ranent training facilities and equipment
l
, 

and in provision of advanced or refresher course work) approximately 

$10,000 to train an individual Seattle police officer. l~or compara .. 

tive purposes, however, it is more meaningful to compute the expens'e 

of its training in terms of cost to other departments utilizing the 
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services of the Seattle Academy. In this case, another department 

can expect to spend, in addition to its uniform allowance for the 

officer, approximately $250 plus commuting or living expenses to 

send one of its officers through the 12-week Basic Academy in 

Seattle (i.e., $200.00 tuition, approximately $50.00 in books). 

The W.L.E.O.T.C. Program. Somewhere between the short-term 

existence of the Training Center and the on-going in-house structure 

of the Seattle Academy lies the Basic Academy program of the W.L.E.O.T.C. 

This program is truly an intermediate training model, long-term in 

the sense that the W.L.E.O.T.C. has an on-going existence bolstered 

by a continuing appropriation, but not a full blown training agency 

in the sense that it utilizes the existing facilities of others 

rather than employing and maintaining its own training facility. 

The existing facilities used by the W.L.E.O.T.C. for its basic academy 

program are the community colleges throughout the state. 

An interview with an administrator of the program at Olympic Com­

munity College (which has over time been the site of the largest 

number of W.L.E.O.T.C. basic academies) provided insight into some 

of the economies inherent in the W.L.E.O.T.C. program. Because the 

basic academy assumes existing but available space at Olympic, for 

example, the W.L.E.O.T.C. is not charged separately for it. This 

represents a signficant saving if one remembers that facility rental 

was ident':.fied as a major cost factor in the Center's basic academy 

budget. To the extent that this space remains available and that 

other college programs are not slighted to 3.ccommodate the W.L.E.O.T.C. 

needs, the arrangement will remain an economical one for both entities. 

Were accommodation of the W.L.E.O.T.C. program to eventually force 

additional capital outlays for facilities at community colleges in 

order to house its more traditional programs, however, then the 

arrangement could be considered uneconomical in nature. Unfortunately, 

such trade-offs are somewhat subtle and not readily account'ed for, 

but Olympic Community College does not foresee such a "space crunch" . 
in its future. 
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Another economy to be found in the W.L.E.O.T.C.-community college 

setting is the assumption of responsibility for both program supplies 

and coordination expenses by the community college. Olympic, for 

example, provides all necessary training materials, xeroxing services 

and instructional equipment necessary for conduct of the basic academy. 

In addition, the W.L.E.O.T.C. coordinator at Olympic is employed by 

the college with his duties split between teaching duties in the 

college's police science program and coordination of the W.L.E.O.T.C. 

courses given there. 

One final advantage of the W.L.E.O.T.C.-community college setting 

is its regional quality, that is, it brings basic training opportuni­

ties to a local area through the community college, minimizing the 

necessity for housing and subsistence expenses. Olympic is the 

exception to this rule, however, being primarily a live-in program 

except for persons living in the Bremerton area. At Olympic, room 

and board charges for the forme7'\y eight-week basic academy have been 

$320, but 'they are projected to ~~ up to $360 as the program is 

expanded to nine weeks. 

Instruction in the W.L.E.O.T.C. program is a mixture ,of both 
/ 

"donated" and direct cost time. Although no exact estimate of the 

proportions of each could be given, the program relies heavily on 

donated services of F.B.I. instructors. While this time is not 

technically "free", for all intents and purposes it can be considered 

so as far as W.L.E.O.T.C. is concerned. Instructors employed to teach 

the approximately five basic academies given in a year are paid at a 

rate of $5,000-6,000 per year, and short-term direct cost instruction 

has been pegged at a rate of $8.75/hour. 

Like the Center, the W.L.E.O.T.C. program has seen decreases in 

donated instructional services over time, with many agency personnel 

who originally were detailed to the program to teach now having ~o 

be paid for their services. The program's instructional core, rely­

ing as it does on the good auspices of the F.B.I., however, has 

allowed instructional costs to be kept low. 
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In computing an average cost per student for the W.L.E.O.T.~. 

basic academy, two main factors have been taken into account: 

(1) the W.L.E.O.T.C. computation of administrative costs per man hour 

of instruction (based on FY1972 figures), and (2) the average cost 

per law enforcement FTE student allocated to community colleges by 

the State Board for Community College .Education (figure used is from 

FY1974). On this basis the cost to the state for the average sized 

academy at Olympic, for example, excluding room and board charges 

and reimbursements, would be as follows: 

35 students (average academy class) 

X 17 credits (credit allowance/student in basic academy) 

595 credits generated by basic academy 

45 credits = 1 annual FTE 
-' 

595 credits divided by 45 = 13.2 annual FTE's 
generated by basic academy 

13.2 annual FTE's X $678.65 (a.verage cost/law enforcement FTE) = 
$8,958.13 in transfers to community college 

W.L.E.O.T.C. budget FY1972 $81,642.24 

W.L.E.O.T.C. admin. costs/man hour instruction $.48 

35 student academy represents 14,000 man hours of instruction 

14,000 man hours X $.48 admin. costs/man hour = $6,720 in 
admin. costs for a 35-student academy 

$8,958.13 FTE based transfers to community college 
6,720.00 transfers through the L.E.O.T.C. 

$15,678.13 total state fund transfers 
- 2,905.00 recouped in tuition charges ~ $83/student 

$12,773.13 total cost or 

$364.95 ,per student 
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Comparing these figures with the Center's program costs, the following 

is derived: 

$390.03 

161.37 

$551.40 

averagi.ng cost/student for course specific expenditures 
(including subsistence) in basic academy 

average admin. cost/student for academy based on average 
of $1.13 admin. cost/man hour of instruction over the 
last three academies 

Differences in cost are attributed mainly to facility and sub­

sistence charges in the Center program (costs which are not includ­

ed i; the W.L.E.O.T.C. calculation), as well as to differences in 

the administrative cost per man hour of instruction. 

summary _ basic law enforcement academies. A survey of expenditures 

associated with the three Basic Academy options described here demon­

strates the inflationary effects of the grant experience on training 

costs. The Center's program does introduce some significant costs 

greater than those of the other two programs particularly with regard 

to facility rental, subsistence, and administrative costs. This cost 

structure is not considered to have derived from poor management, 

however, but rather from a high level of fixed costs associated with 

the Center's site. In addition, unlike the programs of the Seattle 

police Academy on the W.L.E.O.T.C., the Center has not had the opportun­

ity of spreading costs over a long-run period or of taking advantage 

of economies to be derived from the shared usage of existing facilities 

and of previously budgeted personnel. 

~ If anything can be learned from the Center's experience with the 

Basic Academy, it would be the following: 

1. That facility costs for reimbursements for commutation 

remain a significant burden for any training program whose 

length requires them. 

~. That instructional costs are a large but controllable 

expenditure that is necessary to some desired level of 

quality. 
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3. That neither of the above costs can be adequately spread 

nor minimized in a short-run funding situation, but 

require instead an on-going structure of usage. 

DISCIPLINE-SPECIFIC AND INTERDISCIPLINARY CORE COURSES 

The Center has offered some 193 discipline-specific and inter­

disciplinary core courses over the period of its existence. A 

review of these course offerings and their aggregate cost figures 

over an eight-month period reveals that, in general, three price 

ranges can be seen to emerge: Price Range I --- courses costing 

under $50 per. student; Price Range II --- courses costing from 

$50-100 per student, and Price Range III --- courses costing more 

than $100 per student. Over an eight-month period the following 

breakdown of courses in each price range was offered: 

Price Range I 27 courses 

Price Range II 19 courses 

Price Range III 14 courses 

In general, it appears that, on the average, courses designed for 

the interdisciplinary part of the curriculum are relatively less 

costly (at $70.13 average cost per student) than those intended 

for corrections personnel (at $74.65) or the judiciary (at $76.47) 

and that courses for law enforcement are the most costly of all 

(at $124.23). 

The average cost breakdowns for each curriculum area, along with 

total expenditures in each of these areas for the eight-month period 

from November, 1973 - June, 1974, appear below i.n Table V - 4. 
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TABLE V - 4 

AVERAGE AND TOTAL EXPENDITURE COSTS IN 
EACH OF THE CORE CURRICULUM AREAS 

(Nov., 1973 - June, 1974) 

Law Enforcement 

Judiciary 

Prosecution 

Corrections 

Interdisciplinary 

* 

Average cost 
per student 
for all courses 

$ 124.23 

76.47 

(16.98)* 

74.65 

70.13 

Total Course 
Expenditures 
in core area 

$ 29,335.38 

14,728.49 

(1,380.80)* 

22,465.49 

32,887.48 

Based only upon two course offerings in this period. 

% of total 
program budget 
over this 
period# 

23 

12 

1 

18 

26 

#Excludes Basic Academy costs. Not shown are a~erage and total 
cost figures for special courses. 

Individual courses will, of course, deviate from this general 

rule and because many of those offered by the Center represent 

unique training experiences, we chose a few to profile specifically. 

Those chosen appear either because of their representative quality 

vis ~ vis a particular core area or because they demonstrate unique 

and interesting financial and design arrangements that might be 

of interest to decision makers. 

Law enforcement core courses. In the law enforcement program 

area we will look briefly at four course offerings: L-400 the Law 

Enforcement Supervisors' School; L-206 thl~ Auto Theft Seminar~ 

L-212 Law Enforcement Basic Photography course; and finally, L-215 

Crisis Intervention Training Course. 

1,-400 Law Enforcement Supervisors' School. This BO-hour 

course offering has been presented 15 times by the Center. It is 

a program designed basically to train line level law enforcement 

personnel for supervisory positions. The first supervisors' school 
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was given at, and in conjunction with, the Seattle Police Depart­

ment of Public Safety to provide instructional services in return 

for training their personnel, as well as a centrar core of direct 

cost consultants as instructors. 

Once a set curriculum and instructional format was developed, 

it became possible to "take the school" to those who wanted it. 

Thus, supervisors' school No. 11, held, in June of 1973 was conducted 

for and in conjunction with the Spokane police and sheriffs' department 

in Spokane, and the last two schools in Febraury-Ma,rch, " 1974, 'and 

June, 1974, have been offered in conjunction with the W.L.E.O.T.C. 

Costs associated with the supervisors' school have~aried over 

time with the school in Spokane being somewhat more expensive than the 

other -- given transportation expenses of the instructors. For the 

last two schools, those for which cost figures are considered most 

reliable, total costs have been $5,644.06 and $4,012.58.respectively, 

or $217.08 and $191.07 per student. The difference in costs can 

be attributed to two factors: (1) the course saw some redesigning 

at school No. 14 which i:ncreased consulting fees in that particular 

version; and (2) the course had a larger enrollment in the first 

period, increasing subsistence and supplies costs. Nevertheless, 

the course remains overall one of the costlier training programs 

in the law enforcement area. 

L-206 Auto Theft Seminar. The auto theft seminar is a two-day 

advanced, crime-specific course for police officers that has been 

offered by the Center on three occasions. The course is built 

around two instructors expert in auto theft and its investigation, 

and has, like the supervisors' school, been a mobile course, 

(given in Longview once and in Richland another time). 

The main instrudtor in the course is a representative from 

the National Auto Theft Bureau whose time has been donated to the 

Center. Assisting him there is generally a police officer 

(paid as a consultant) who works on an auto theft detail, these 

officers have come from the Seattle Police Department as well as the 

California Highway Patrol. The course is a relatively inexpensive 

one and can accomodate many students (the range has been from 

128 to 41). In most recent periods, its total cost was $967.57 

or $23.82/student. 
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L-212 Law Enforcement Basic Photography. This is an inter­

esting two-day course designed to train police officers in the photo-. 
graphy of crime scenes, the use of photography as an investigative 

tool, and the preservation of evidence for such purposes. The course 

was first offered in conjunction with the Kodak Camera Company 

which provides both instructors and equipment. 

Kodak has continued its support of the course in its two 

other offerings, being assisted by local agency people from through­

out the system who have explained and demonstrated the important uses 

of crime scene photography. Over time it has remained an economical 

course whose cost varies directly with the number of students requiring 

live-in housing and subsistence. Costs over the last two times have 

been $404.99 (total) and $701.96 (total) or $20.25 per student and 

$18.47 per student respectively. Because of equipment and super­

vision limitations, enrollment cannot be too large, although as many 

as 38 students have taken the courst at one time. 

L-215 Crisis Intervention Training. Crisis intervention is 

an excellent example of a totally fee paid law enforcement training 

course. The course has been offered three times and is designed to 

be given within the agency requesting it., It is an intensive role 

playing course designed to create difficult circumstances in which 

a police officer might find himself, and r'epresents an attempt to 

help him learn to deal with them effectively. 

The course was first offered at the Bellevue Police Department 

on an experimental basis with consultants retained to design, 

conduct and evaluate it. This made the course a very expensive 

training endeavor initially, with consultant costs alone 

(including paid actors) coming to $191.04 per student and with 

total costs of over $11,000.00. 

Next time it was given costs had come down considerably since 

design and evaluation fees were omitted. On this occasion the 

course was ufferea on a contractual basis with the University of 

Washington Police Department; its officers were trained in five 

three-day sessions. This time the total course cost came to 

$2,374.84 or $38.30 per student. 
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Most recently the course was offered in Tacoma to 20 officers 

in that department in four sessions. Costs rose slightly because of 

commuting expenses of instructors to $2,566.5'8 (total cost) and 

because of a smaller e~rollment to $123.33 per student. 

Core Courses for Prosecutors. P-IOO Prosecutors' Orientation. 

This course has been offered twice, once a·t Providence Heights and 

once at Seattle University. It makes use of local agency personnel 

from across the criminal justice system to orient new prosecutors 

to the job ahead of them. Unfortunately, not very reliable cost 

figures are available for this course but at its first offering it 

is estimated to have cost $1,251.50 for 17 students or $73.62 per 

student. Generally, the course was able to engage free services of 

many agency representatives as instructors, enabling instructional 

costs to be kept at a minimum. 

Core Courses for the Judiciary. J-204 Trial Judges Law "Update" 

Seminar. As its name implies, this week-long course was designed to 

help trial judges keep abreast of the latest legal developments. 

It was held in January, 1974 for 25 jurists and engaged local members 

of the bar and bench, representatives from the National College 

of the Judiciary and a field trip to Monroe Reformatory as part 

of the learning experience. Total costs for the seminar came 

to $2,227.67 with a large chunk of that going for subsistence 

charges, and its cost per student came to $89.10. 

J-502 Trial Cour·t Administrators' Workshop_ This course for 

the often forgotten court administrator was offered in May, 1973 to 

13 participants. It was a course contracted between the Center and 

the State Administrator for the Courts of Washington on the following 

basis: the State Administrator's office provided the program content 

and agenda and the Center assumed all expenses relating to facilities, 

materials, food, lodging anc transportation of instructors and 

participants. In this case the Center became a forum in which an 

agency-designed program could be conducted. 

The second time this course was offered it was under the title,. 

of Superior Court Management--Trial Court Administrators' Workshop 

reflecting the different jurisdictional milieu of its 23 participants. 



L 
I 

'f 
I 

-166-

A similar contractual arrangement v..'i th the State Administrat.or for 

the courts was derived whereby the Center was paid $15 per partici­

pant and assumed all lodging and transportation costs. Total course 

costs came to $365.42 or $15.89 per student. 

Core Courses for Corrections. C-201 Basic Counseling Skills. 

This three-day basic course has been offered seven times but with 

a consistent content and format. It is presented by two instructors 

from the Oregon corrections system on a contractual basis 

(with fees and transportation paid). The course has been given 

at the Providence Heights Center on most occasions but has also 

been taken to the Tri'-Ci ties area, having been given at Pasco in 

May, 1972. The most recent time it was offered total costs came 
to $1,432.84 or $89.55 per student. 

C-204 Detention S":aff Seminar. This blO-day seminar for 

corrections personnel has been offered five times in the last two 

years at the Center. Originally, it utilized donated time of 

individuals working in Washington State Corrections but its most 

recent offering saw a redesign of content. In this case a consul­

tant was employed to develop and lead the course with professional 

actors to assist in training. Total costs for this course 

offering were $1,178.29 or $56.10 per student. 

C-209 Jail Operations and Training Methods. This three-day 

course has been offered by the Center three times, utilizing on 

two occasions representatives from L.E.A.A., The Bureau of Prisons, 

the Fire Marshall's Office and the U.S. Marshall's Office and on 

the other occasion, a panel of jail administrators. In the 

former case, total course costs Cru~e to $795.39 or $53.02/studenti 

under the latter arrangement total costs were $1,496.43 or $93.53 

with differences due to increased consultant and subsistence costs. 

C-223 Washington State Reformatory Workshop. This two-day 

program was one requested by Reformatory personnel and which the 

Center undertook through a contractual agreement with the consulting 

firm "Organization Consultants of the Northwest." Under terms of the 

agreement, Organization Consultants provided the following: research 

preparatory to the workshoPi preparation and presentation of the 
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workshop program; questionnaire design and analysis; a workshop 

evaluation, and program update reports. The Center in return provided 

camera equipment necessary to the program; program coordination; 

all mate~ials; travel and expense reimbursements and fees. Work-

shop costs for 30 participants totalled $3,587.89 or approximately 

$119.59 with the largest expenditure for consultant fees and 

expenses. 

Interdisciplinary Courses. A-206 Techniques of Teaching. This 

four-day course on teaching methods is generally applicable to any 

personnel in the criminal justice system performing instructional 

duties. It has been offered three times, employing a professional 

education instructor on a direct cost basis at $15/hour plus meals 

and lodging. 

A-208 Project Development. This two-day course has been 

developed and conducted for the Center by the Zaring Corporation 

of Bellevue, Washington, under a contractual arrangement. The course 

has been offered twice at Providence Heights and once in Yakima. 

To present the course, Zaring provides a Director and a Senior Analysn 

at pre-determined per diem rates of $135.00 and $112.00. Total 

costs for the most recent Project Development Course were 

$1,089.46 or $49.52/student. 

A-302 Snohomish County Workshop. This two-day training workshop 

was designed to bring together representatives of all elemets of the 

Snohomish County criminal justice system. As such, it represents 

a unique training experience. 

The workshop has been conducted twice; once in 1972 and once 

again in June, 1974. This last time it was conducted under a 

contract between the Center and the Snohomish County Prosecutor's 

Office whereby Snohomish County personnel paid $15 each for 

attendance and the Prosecutor's Office provided instructors and 

facilitation. The Center in return provided lodging and subsistence 

for all participants and instructors, and provided needed equipment 

and materials. Total costs for the workshop were $1,598.48 for a 

cost per student of $45.67. 
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summary. From review of the core courses in. the various 

discipline areas offered by the Center, and revielW of the many 

different arrangements under which they have beeri conducted, it is 

clear that the core course program generally has presented enough 

unique training opportunities to make it difficult to evaluate 

from a cost perspective. Several general comments are in order, 

however; 

First, it becomes apparent that the most expensive courses 

have been those developed for particular agency or jurisdictional 

groups. This is to be expected. Custom design in any field is 

more amply compensated than are products developed for mass 

consumption. Also apparent is the fact that if specific training 

programs for specific criminal justice personnel are desired, they 

will be costly and these costs can only be minimiz:ed where a long­

run usage pattern is possible, or enough personnel can be trained 

over the short run to help absorb design and development costs. 

Second, it would appear that 'in the number of contractual 

arrangements for training courses between agencies and the Center, 

registration fees and subsistence charges have been pegged in 

such a way as to break even. This has been important for both 

the Center and the agencies concerned for it has allowed the Center 

to respond effectively to agency requests without cutting deeply 

into otherwise budgeted funds, ahd it has given agencies a forum and 

structure in which to conduct desired training programs. These 

services offered by the Center will undoubtedly never appear in any 

cost accounting of its activities for they are easily submerged 

in more tangible endeavors. And yet it is clear that had the Center 

not existed, some of these programs might never have taken place while 

i-all of them would have, of necessity, been conducted under short-

term training grants. How much time and effort on the part of 

interested agencies and their funding sources has been saved to be 

used in other endeavors is not easy to kn.ow, but it is thought 

to be a particula~t"ly important factor to consider when the 

administrative and coordination costs of the Center are reviewed. 
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Third, while contractual course offerings ha'.ve often achieved 
a "pay-as-you-go" status, it is clear that other training programs 

have required the Center to absorb costs and, in E.l:ffect, to "take 

a loss." In this r.egard, the Center has enjoyed a IIluxury" that 

many on-going endeavors cannot, and this ability has allowed for 

an experimentation and an innmTation that many on·-going enterprises 

fear to undertake. That is, we think, the way in wr.lich the grant 

experience should be organized-··without fear of ltrying new things. 

In this sense, the grant has been very successful. It has 

recorded for decision makers n.ea 'f every kind of training program 

arrang~nent one can think of; it has chronicled their costs and 

the sources of these costs. From this basis df~cision makers 

should be in a better position to understand and appreciate the 

many kinds of training opportunities that can be made available, and 

to assess their relative costliness. From that understanding, 

future decisions can be made more E~asily and accurately. 
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CHRONOu:::GICAL LIST OF COURSES 

Course 
No. Title 

A-I00(5»)Orientation to the Criminal Justice System 

J-202 (1) I ·C:· ~inal Law Seminar 

P-201 Prosecutor's Workshop 

A-202(1) Juvenile Problems Seminar 

1.-204 Improved Court Testifying 
I 

C-I02 I WCA Tr aining Workshop 

C-301 I Corrections Management 

C-202 I Jail Operations 

S-lOl(l)IOrientation £or O££icers' Wives 

Dates 

I 6/28/71 -
7/2/71 

I 7/12-16/71 

9/20-22/71 

10/18-22/71 

10/26-29/71 

10/27-29/71 

I 11/3-5/71 

111/1-26/71 

I 11/8-11/71 

Participants 
~aw . Pros./ 
Enf. Corr. Jud. Def. Mise Total 

16 11 0 0 ,0 29 

0 0 20 0 .0 20 I 
I--' 
-..J 
H. 
I 

0 0 0 17 0 17 

1 3 2 0 0 8 

34 0 0 0 0 34 

5 52 0 0 38 95 

4 16 1 0 1 22 

33 0 0 0 0 33 

~'---
0 0 0 0 17 17 
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Course 
No. Title 

A-I00(6)! Orientation to the Criminal Justice System 

L-201 I Community Relations Course 

C~201(1)1 Basic Counseling Skills 

L-400(1)1 Law Enforcement Supervisor's School 

L-202 I Mutual Aid Seminar 

C-205 f Group Home/Halfway House Staff Training 

A-302 Snohomish County Criminal Justice System 
Workshop 

C-402(1)! Jail Management School 

S-101(2)1 Orientation for Officers' Wives 

A-I00(7)1 Orientation to the Criminal Justice System 

C-203 I Line Level Corrections Course 

L-400(2)1 Law Enforcement Supervisor's School 
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S-101(3)1 Orientation for Officers' Wives 

A-201 I Alcoholism Workshop 

L-400(3)1 Law Enforcement Supervisor's School 

S-101(4)1 ,Orientation for Officers' Wives 

"" i 
r 

1 \l ---

S-201 Law and Justice Regional Planners Seminar 

J-301 Conference on Opinion Writing 

A-203 Organized Crime Workshop 

A-IOO(8)! Orientation to the Criminal Justice System 

J-201(2)1 Magistrate's Spring Training Conference 

S-101(5) Orientation for Police Officers' Wives 

A-lOO (9) Orientation to the Criminal Justice System 

S-101 (6) Orientation for Police Officers' Wives 

~ " i 

L..j 

Dates 

11/8-12/71 

11/22-23/71 

11/29/71 -
12/1/71 

11/29/71 -
12/10/71 

12/9-10/71 

12/15-17/71 

-1/13-15/72 

1/18-20/72 

1/31/72 -
2/3/72 

1/31/72 -
2/4/72 

1/4-5/72 

1/10-21/72 

Af ~ t( 

~ ,L--J. 

Dates 

2/1-4/72 

2/4-5/72 

2/7-18/72 

2/16-18/72 

2/8-10/72 

2/25-26/72 

3/6-7/72 

3/14-16/72 

3/15-17/72 

3/27-30/72 

3/28-31/72 

3/28-31/72 

~ 
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Participants 
Law Pros./ . 
Enf. Corr. Jud. De£. MlSC Total 

7 6 o 

17 1 o 

o 11 2 

37 o o 

29 1 o 

3 53 o 

19 11 13 

31 6 o 

o o o 

o 3 2 

o 28 o 

33 o o 
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1 3 
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o o 

o 9 

o 5 

o 14 

o 1 

o 41 

1 5 
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17 

21 

13 

37 
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61 

57 

38 

41 

11 

28 

33 
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Participants 
~aw Pros / 
Enf. Cc-rr. Jud. Def: Misc Total 

I) o o o 32 32 

o 28 7 1 44 80 

30 o o o o 30 

o o o o 33 33 

4 o o o 20 24 

I-' 

o o 13 o o l3~ 
I 

48 1 4 14 26 93 

16 3 o 2 o 23 

- 0 o 27 o o 27 

o o o o 33 33 

4 17 o o 2 23 

o o o o 6 6 
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Course I 
No. Title 

p-200 (lH ,Prosecutor's Workshop 

C-I0l 'Line Level Corrections Workshop 

C-402 (2)1 'Jail Management School 

S-101(7)! ,Orientation for Police Officers' Wives 

J-I00(1)j Washington State College of the Judiciary 

L-400(4)1 Law Enforcement Supervisor's School 

C-l01 Line Level Corrections Workshop 

A-202(2)1 Juvenile Problems Seminar 

L-301 Police-Citizens Relations Seminar 

L-205 Criminal Drug Investigations Acad~my 

C-204 (1)1 Detention Staff Seminar 

A-I00(1~) Orientation to the Criminal Justice System 
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Course 1 
No. I Title 
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Dates 

3/29-31/72 

4/4-6/72 

4/11-13/72 

4/13-14/72 

4/17-21/72 

4/24/72 -
5/5/72 

5/2-4/72 

5/15-19/72 

6/1-2/72 

6/11-30/72 

7/5-6/72 

7/10-14/72 

'f''-''.~ "'~. '( 
I ' . 
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Dates 

.,. ... ~. ~" '} 
"I 
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S-101(8) I Orientation for Police Officers' Wives 17/13-14/72 

C-204(2) I Detention Staff Seminar 18/23-24/72 

J-202(2) 1 Criminal Law Seminar I 8/27-31/72 

FS-500 (1)1 State Planning Agency Workshop I 9/18-21/72 

C-204(3) J Detention Staff Seminar I 9/20-21/72 

FA-600 Criminal Justice Management Workshop I 9/25-29/72 

A-205 Seminar in Law Enforcement-Prosecutor Relation~ 9/28-30/72 

FS-500(2)1 State Planning Agency Workshop I 10/16-18/72 

L-206 (1) I Auto Theft Seminar I 10/17-18/72 

L-400 (5) I Law Enforcement Supervisor's School 10/24/72 -
11/3/72 

A-207 Crisis Intervention Conference I 11/4/72 

S-101(9) I Orientation for Police Officers' Wives I 11/8-9/72 

FS-500 (3)1 State Planning Agency Workshop I 11/14-16/72 

Participants 
~aw - Pros / 
Enf. Corr. Jud. Def: Misc Total 

o o o 

o 18 o 

21 o o 

o o o 

o o 23 

15 o o 

2 11 o 

2 20 o 

41 2 o 

30 o o 

o 33 o 

2 o o 
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J" , r 
j 

N 
.j 1 ., 

')n 
GO 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

1 

J ~ 
f 

1 

o 

o 

37 

o 

o 

6 

5 

25 

o 

o 

1 

J 
I 

29 

18 

21 

37 

23 
I 

I-' 

15~ 
I 

19 

27 

68 

30 

33 

4 

r'~~J 

L~; L-~ .• b--j L···t .~ ~ ,~ 

Participants 
Law -, Pros. / 
Enf. Corr. Jud. Def. Mise Total 

o o o 

o 29 o 

o o 11 

3 o o 

o 29 o 

18 32 o 

23 o o 

o o o 

110 5 o 

25 o o 

3 .~ o 

o o o 

o o o 

o 34 

o 1 

o o 

o 34 

o o 

o 6 

24 o 

o 23 

o 12 

o o 

o 19 

o 17 

o 16 

34 

30 

11 -

37 

29 

I 
I-' 56 -....J 

47 

23 

127 

25 

26 

17 

16 

U1 
I 
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Course 
No. I. Title 

A-IOO (11) 1 < Orientation to the Criminal Justice System 

• C-201(5) iBasic Counseling Skills 

A-206(l)i Techniques of Teaching 

J-IOO(2) I Orientation to the Judiciary 

C-206(1) I Counseling Skills/Halfway House Staff 

L-500(1) I Law Enforcement Executive Development 

" 
1 C-206(2) Work and Training Release Centers y 

~ 
, L-400 (6) I Law Enforcement Supervisor's School 

C-204 (4), Detention Staff Seminar 

C-207 (1)', Probation and Parole Orientation 

A-206 (2) I Techniques of Teaching < 

A-202 (3), Juvenile Problems Seminar 

t!!< 

<~\ ~l ~ , 
1 < \ 

~ ,. i 1 <1 : 
11 . ~ 

1 J! 
<~ 

1 r'-~<r 

'.< t 
~ 

<I !, 

\ ! 
;~ 1..i 

.; 

19z-1 t,<~<J. 
~< ~ ~ ~ 

Course 
No. Title 

L-209(l) I Law Enforcement Communications School 

P-202 (1) I < Prosecutor's Legislative WO'rkshop 

L-400(7) I Law Enforcement Supervisor's School 

A-208 (1) I Project Development 

J-201(3) 

A-305 

C-201(6) 

A-306 

L-400 (8) 

L-214 (1) 

$-202(1) 

Magistrate's Spring Training Conference 

State Conference on Volunteers to Juvenile 
Courts 

Basic Counseling Skills 

Selection and Development of Instructional 
Material 

Law Enforcement Supervisor's School' 

Law Enforcement Drug Problems 

Indian Justice Planneris Workshop 

iIiii 

Dates 

11/27/72 -
12/1/72 

12/4-6/72 

12/13-20/72 

1/2-6/73 

1/8-10/73 

1/16-18/73 
2/21-23/73 

1/17-19/73 

1/22/73 -
2/2/73 

1/29-30/73 

2/7-9/73 

2/7'-14/73 

2/12-16/73 

I .. , j 

" 
. ~ ., 

Participants 
~aw Pros./ . 
Eni. Corr. Jud. Def. M1SC Total 

1 

3 

15 

o 

o 

16 

o 

24 

o 

o 

8 

3 

I 
III 

3 2 

23 o 

2 o 

1 17 

30 o 

o o 

29 o 

o o 

26 o 

28 o 

1 o 

21 o 

I • J ~ 

o 2 

o 2 

o 1 

o o 

o 1 

o o 

o 1 

o o 

o o 

o 1 

o 11 

2 4 

</ < 

8 

28 

18 

18 

31 
I 
I-' 
-' 
0'\ 

16 I 

30 

24 

26 

29 

20 

30 

;J ; 

ksd L~_~, t-~, L, L~~_. - L-t1 
J / 
L_~, "J ' 

':::«' ~< 

Dates 

2/14-21/73 

2/21/73 

2/26/73 
3/9/73 

3/13-14/73 

3/13-16/73 

3/15-16/73 

3/19-21/73 

3/19-23/73 

3/19-30/73 

3/20-21/73 

3/20-22/73 

Participants 
~aw ' Pros./ . 
Enf. Corr. Jud. Dei. M1SC Total 

19 o o 

o o o 

19 o o 

3 3 o 

o 0 48 

1 43 2 

o 27 o 

7 1 o 

14 o o 

53 o o 

2 o 4 

o o 

12 o 

o o 

o 5 

o o 

o 45 

o 4 

o 6 

o o 

o o 

o 22 

19 

12 

19 

11 

48 I 
I-' 
--.J 
--.J 

91 I 

31 

14 

14 

53 

28 

<, 
, ..... 



·~ 

Course 
No. Title 

C-209 (1) I . Jail Operations 

C-501(1) t Correctional Management Seminar 

A-209 (1) I Project Evaluation 

A--211 Youth Service Bureau Training Workshop 

A-208 (2) I Project Development 

L-215 (1) I Crisis Intervention 

C-212 (1) Counseling by Objectives 

L-400(9) Law Enforcement Supervisor's School 

P-200 (2) Prosecutor's Workshop 

A-500(1) Criminal Justice Management Worksho,p 

-V-213 (1) Law Enforcement Crime Scene Processing 

J-50 2 (1) Trial Court Administrative Workshop 

[ r~-~~Q~ ~IJ U .\.J u -. ~. 

Course 
No. Title 

A-209 (2) i . Project Evaluation 

C-210 (1) I . Volunteers in the Criminal Justice System 

A-210 (1) I Techniques of Visual Communication 

~: ), 
., !'"" )....- t 
~ 

L-211(1) I . Washington State Law Enforcement Association 
Training Conference 

L-400 (10)1 Law Enforcement Supervisor's School 

A-208 (3) I Proj ect Development 

S-101(10~ Orientation for Police Officers' Wives 

C-220 (1) I Basic Counseling 

C-212(2) I Counseling by Objectives 

C-221(1) I New Careers - Probation and Parole Services 

A-209(3)! Project Evaluation 

A-206(3) i Techniques of Teaching 

Dates 

3/26-28/73 

3/27-29/73 

4/4/73 

4/6-7/73 

4/11-12/73 

4/15-27/73 

4/16-17/73 

4/16-27/73 

4/19-20/73 

4/23-27/73 
5/14-18/73 

4/23-27/73 

5/1-2/73 

r: ... 

!!i!. 

Dates 

I 
i . 
j~ ---, ........... 

5/2/73 

5/2-4/73 

5/8-10/73 

5/11-12/73 

5/14-25/7,3 

5/23-24/73 

5/24-25/73 

5/28-30/73 

5/31/73 -
6/1/73 

6/4-8/73 

6/6/73 

6/11-15/73 

Participants 
Law Pros / 
Enf. Corr. Jud. Def: Misc Total 

19 o o o 1 20 

3 27 1 o 3 34 

2 2 o 3 5 12 -

2 32 .1 2 39 76 

4 2 o o 2 8 

I 

60 o o o o 60 ~ 
(X) 

I 

o 36 o o o 36 

13 o o o o 13 

o o o 44 o 44 

15 8 o o o 23 

27 o o o o 27 

o o 11 o 2 13 

'1 . r 

i:-~-' 
:1 r .. , 
an; 

, f . ~ t---c l 
r 

i ;-

i!!!!! 
J i-
;~----, 

~ 

1_- r __ -Ai i!~i 

Participants 
~aw Pros./ . 
Enf. Corr. Jud. Def. MlSC Total 

2 2 o 

3 90 2 

7 2 o 

81 o o 

28 o o 

3 3 o 

o o o 

6 11 o 

1 26 o 

3 30 o 

3 o o 

13 1 o 

o 4 

o 32 

o 7 

o 5 

o o 

o 7 

o 18 

1 o 

o 1 

o 4 

o 5 

o o 

8 

127 

16 

86 

28 I 
I--' 
---.] 

\.0 

13 I 

18 

18 

28 

37 

8 

14 



Course 
No. 

A-307(1) 

L-400(11) 

L-212 (I) 

A-216(1) 

A-208(4} 

P-203 (1) 

S-205(l) 

C-220 (2) 

S-601 (1) 

C-222 (1) 

A-308(1) 

J-501(1) 

lI\ 

"U 
n ! 
1 \ , . 
iTiiI 

Course 
No. 

L-504 (1) 

L-212(2) 

C-222(2) 

S-207 (2) 

C-212(3) 

C-601(3) 

C-218(l) 

A-312(1) 

C-214(1) 

L-316(1) 

S-401(1) 

P-600(1) 

Title 

Test Construction and Performance Evaluation 

Law Enforcement Supervisor's School 

Law Enforcement Basic Photography 

,Criminal Justice Data & Information Systems 

Project Development 

Prosecutors' Summer Seminar 

Criminal Justice Film Conference 

Basic Counseling 

Intelligence Unit Workshop 

Work Release - Probation and Parole' 

Development Learning Packages 

District Court Administrative Workshop 

1 I 

~ 
l-"~l 

~'-' 

Title 

l--'~l 

~ 
U 1 

~ 
.~ 'I 

'-i 
q 
~~ 

Police Labor/Management Relations 

Law Enforcement Basic Photography 

Work Release - Probation and Parole 

u , 

~ 

'1 
L_ , 

New Careers - Probation and Parole Services 

Counseling by Objectives 

Jail Management 

Crisis Counseling 

Project Management 

WCA Convention - Impotency in Corrections 

Homicide Investigation 

Law Enforcement Management Seminar 

Prosecutors' Administrative Workshop 

Dates 

6/11-15/73 

6/18-29/73 

6/19-20/73 

6/20-21/73 

6/27-28/73 

7/9-10/73 

7/27/73 

8/13-15/73 

9/4-7/73 

9/10-12/73 

9/10-14/73 

9/10-14/73 

I 
j 

Participants 
Law ' Pros / 
Enf. Corr. Jud. Def: Misc 

5 1 o o 4 

11 o o o o 

28 o o 5 3 

17 5 o 2 2 

2 2 o o o 

o o o 47 1 

32 7 o 2 15 

o 11 o o o 

37 o o o 1 

o 28 o o o 

8 1 o 2 4 

o o 19 o 2 

1 • j I i J i 

Total 

10 

11 

36 

26 

4 
I 

f-' 
(Xl 

48 0 
I 

56 

11 

38 

28 

15 

21 

L~1 1_·"-7 -- ~. --7 J. __ yJ ,Ed t.....J 
f ; 

~ i~._J 

I 

I Dates 

9/1l~13/73 

9/18-19/73 

9/19-21/73 

9/24-26/73 

10/1-2/73 
11/1-2/73 

10/1-3/73 

10/2-4/73 
10/10-11/73 

10/10/73 

10/10-12/73 

10/15·-19/73 

10/16-19/73 

10/19-20/73 

Participants 
La\-l Pros / 
Enf. Corr. Jud. Def: Misc Total 

16 o o 

16 o o 

o 23 o 

o 26 o 

o 19 o 

17 o o 

o o o 

9 4 5 

3 26 o 

28 o o 

19 o o 

o o o 

o o 

o 3 

o 1 

o o 

o o 

o o 

o 19 

2 7 

o 9 

o 2 

o o 

23 o 

16 

19 

24 

26 

19 
I 

t-' 
(Xl 

17 t-' I 

19 

27 

38 

30 

19 

23 
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Course 
No. 

P-IOO (2) 

Title 

Prosecutors t Orientation 

S-208 (1) 
Corrections and Community Services Seminar 

L-400(12) 
Law Enforcement Supervisors' School 

C-212(4) Counseling by Objectives 

C-201 (7) 
Basic Counseling Theories and Techniques 

J-I00(3) 
Orientation to the Judiciary 

C-302 (1) 
Advanced Detention Staff Seminar 

A-511 (1) 
Program Planning Budget Systems 

L-218 (1) 
Specialized Explosives Seminar 

C-216(1) Family Counseling 

A-218 (1) Video Techniques Workshop 

C-220(3) Basic Counseling 

--', "" -'j.- -'-'1 '..-'-l' .~ r~ l~ _ 

~ , " ! ' , • I ,,', "'" ~ IS 1 ,~l lU' -4 i, -Ii , ~ I .II. I .~. ' r~ .,f='!1 
-, ~ I ~ ; ," i ) L-l 1--\' ; ! Iii , ' \' 

. \ ' \ i'\ 1 1 l. t \ I ' ~ \ r'1 I 
~ t-..i&---I k--l '---"d e·-·\t~~-·, ~ hJ r - --~" -
Course 

No. Title 

S-602 1 Conference on Violence 

C-209(2) I Jail Operations and Training 

A~206(4) 1 Tectniques of Teaching 

S-205 (2) I Criminal Justice Film Conference 

S-302(1) t Press Relations Seminar 

S-102(1) Orientation for Husbands and Wives of Law 
Enforcement Officers 

C-208(1) I Jail Remodeling and Architecture 

A-500(2) I Criminal Justice Management Workshop 

J-204(1) I Trial Judges Law "Update" Seminar 

L-400 (13) I Law Enforcement Supervisors' School 

C-601 (4) I Jail Management 

A-208 (5) I Project Development 

r,r-'"J 
~ I 

1 , 
iI!::::..:.;;::j 
~ 

Participants 

Dates Law Pros / 
Eni. Corr. Jud. Def: Misc Total 

10/19-20/73 

10/24-26/73 

10/29/73 -
11/9/73 

11/5-6/73 
11/26-27/73 

11/"1-9/73 

11/12-16/73 

11/19-21/73 

11/19-21/73 

11/20-21/73 

11/26-27/73 

11/27-29/73 

I 
J 

!-l ~''''"-l :r-"l , , 
J ... -- ", '.! ;...J ~ ",",·""",...-_1 

J'j 
, '~" .. "'" 

1 o o 

o 156 o 

14 o o 

1 24 o 

o 15 o 

o o 6 

o 18 o 

24 1 1 

23 o o 

o 10 o 

16 9 o 

2 18 o 

q .... , 
d :1 

I ) 
l . 

r~.~.1 ~ ;....: 
'" .-'-

Pc:.rticipants 

31 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

2 

o 

o 

o 

o 

1 
i 

l .. _.-; 
\. .~:;: -,' 

2 

7 

o 

2 

1 

o 

1 

o 

4 

2 

5 

o 

L-.~ .... 

34 

163 

14 

27 

I 
16 I-' 

OJ 
N 
I 

6 

19 

28 

27 

10 

30 

20 

H 

, .1'--'; 

Dates 
La\·, Pros. / . 
Enf. Corr. Jud. D6f. M1SC Total 

12/6-8/73 

12/10-12/73 

12/10-14/73 

12/13/73 

12/14/73 

12/14-15/73 

1/3-4/74 

1/7-10/74 
2/5-6/74 

1/7-11/74 

1/7-18/74 

1/15-17/74 

1/21-22/74 

10 

15 

10 

14 

19 

o 

13 

5 

o 

17 

7 

10 

17 

1 

o 

1 

2 

o 

2 

3 

o 

o 

o 

4 

7 3 

o o 

o o 

o o 

o 2 

o o 

o 1 

1 5 

25 o 

o o 

o o 

o o 

68 

o 

o 

o 

3 

15 

10 

2 

o 

o 

o 

7 

115 

16 

10 

15 

26 I 
I-' 
OJ 
w 

15 I 

26 

16 

25 

17 

7 

21 
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Course 
No. 

S-210 (1) 

L-215(2) 

C-3 03 (1) 

S-209(1) 

A-219 (1) 

Title 

Juvenile Court Conference Corrunittee Workshop 

Crisis Intervention Training 

Manpower Development and Training Workshop 

Volunteers in Misdemeanant Courts 

Dates 

1/26/74 

1/29/74 -
3/7/74 

2/4-8/74 

2/7-8/74 

Participants 
Ioaw . Pros./ . 
Enf. Corr. Jud. Def. 1-1lsc Total 

1, 58 o o 8 67 

82 o o o o 82 

o o o o 21 21 

o 32 o o o 32 

Developing Trial Programs 
2/11-13/74 o 1 27 1 2 31 ~ 

C-218 (2) I Crisis Counseling 

A-209 (4) / Project Evaluation 

S-302 (2) / Press Relations Seminar 

S-3 02 (3) I Press Relatir));""s Seminar 

L-400(14)/ Law Enforcement Supervisors' School 

S-303(1) I Juvenile Justice Symposium 

S-304(1) / Improving the Planning Process in Law and 
Justice 

2/13-15/74 

2/14/74 

2/14/74 

2/15/74 

2/25/74 -
3/8/74 

2/28/74 
3/1/74 

3/7-8/74 

14/18-19/74 

I 
." ... - ~, r--- '1 ..-- --1 '.-----, ,w--t '.---- _. 

j i J ~ j I ~l! ' 1 I 1 ": i .... : ' i 1J ~ .~ l ~ n TI 11 it ~!, t!)-" r , 
H Ii " ".' \i L.,H u ~ LJ t ii I l ii, . ; i. ' .' 
"~.~~~p!!!l!I!!!!!!!-""~'" " ii, 'I '. 1 • j \ , ; 1 ~ '!"""! ~ ~ \ 19 r--1 r 

'01 I 1._ .•. ,,\ 1. ___ 1 ll.·.· .. ·.·ll ..... \ •.•.• 1 • j 1--.1 ~ ~ ~~ ~ 
;~""1 :~ ~ i~ ~ ~~,.:.:=, ~ ~ __ _ 

Course 
No. Title 

L-215(3) 1 Crisis Intervention Training 

C-204(5) 1 Detention Staff Seminar 

S-102(2) 1 Orientation for Husbands and Wives of Law 
Enforcement Officers 

A-512(1) I Problem Solving and D~cision Making 

C~218(3) I Crisis Counseling 

J-207(1) I Orientation to Rules for Commitment 

C-209(3) I Jail Operations and Training Methods 

C-223(1) I Washington State Reformatory Workshop 

A-216(2) I Introduction to Data and Information Systems 

C-212(5) I Counseling by Objectives 

S-207(4) I New Careers - Probation and Parole Services 

Dates 

3/8-18/74 

3/12-13/74 

3/21-22/74 

3/26-28/74 

3/27-29/74 

3/30/74 

4/2-4/74 

4/4-5/74 

4/8-9/74 

4/9-10/74 
4/30/74 -
5/1/74 

4/11-12/74 

o 16 o 

14 2 o 

20 1 o 

21 0 o 

26 0 o 

25 86 2 

9 6 o 

s 
j ; 

,. .. -.~ "1 

;J 

)-1 ..... 
" " 
1 t I . 
.~ 

a 
I 

W 

Participants 

o 

3 

1 

1 

o 

2 

o 

! 
) j 
tl·~ -

o 

12 

2 

1 

o 

10 

28 

... 

1 I' 
fO':'~7 

16 

31 

24 

23 

26 

125 

43 

OJ 

""" I 

:r- 1 
j·-~·t· . 
~ 

Law Pros / 
Enf. Corr. Jud. Def: Misc Total 

82 o o 

1 15 o 

o o o 

16 5 1 

o 9 o 

o o o 

13 2 o 

o 17 o 

21 3 o 

o 30 o 

o 12 o 

o o 

o 2 

o 18 

4 1 

o 7 

24 6 

o o 

o 3 

4 2 

o o 

o o 

82 

18 

18 

27 

16 ~ 

30 

15 

20-

30 

30 

12 

OJ 
U1 
I 



'I !.i 
;-', 

H 
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COurse 
No. I Title 

L-2l2(3) I Law Enforcement Basic Photography 

A-219(2} I Developing Trial Programs 

A-210(2) I Techniques of Visual Communication 

]~<-2il (2) I Washington State Law Enforc2ment Association 
Annual Seminar - Orgapized Crime 

J=-205 (1) I Limited Jurisdiction Court Clerks Conference 

C-220 (4) I Basic Counseling - One-to'-One Communication Skills 

J-205(2) I Limited Jurisdiction Court Clerks Conference 

J-502 (2) I Superior Court Management 

L-206(3) I Auto Theft Seminar 

J-lOl(l) I Criminal Attorney Investigator Workshop 

S-211(l) 1 Special Adjudications for Enforcement Staff 
Training Seminar 

j 

" .-l 
1 ~ ~i·· W· 1 -: .,- ! .;-; :r ~'! .:r-- ~ ,~ 

> ,~k !, ~ ~ j :. i i h ~ r .. I Q~. \l H \....J i n I j L.J i .G. .1 1 t ; i 
\ t' 1. 1 ! ~ ~ r-, PI .. 1 ~ . . r 
> ' "1, 'J < "{ • J 1 1 l: ," ! ~ J 1 f __ =~ b~--lk.:.~=l ~~~~) t .. oj Cr'" .~:-! ~ d J. 0_: 

i 

No. 1 Title 
Course 

L-316(2) Homicide Investigation 

A-209(5) Project Evaluation 

:~ 

Dates 
I Participants 

Lavl e Pros. / 
Enfm Corr. Jud. Def. Misc 

Total 

4/23-24/74 35 a a 

5/6-9/74 15 7 a 

5/7-10/74 6 2 a 

5/10-11/74 1121 a a 

5/13-15/74 a a 105 

5/15-17/74 a 21 a 

5/15-17/74 3 Q 85 

5/23-24/74 a 1 12 

5/29-30/74 41 o a 

5/31/74 o a a 

6/3-6/74 a a 5 

',r, r"-~"I .1"'", lTO

.-.

0 1 )f t:J ! , 
r I I ! I J.-J i..J J .. -.J . L~J _ -.---i ;--.j - - - -

Pa:r-ticipants 

a 5 

a 3 

a 1 

a 6 

1 a 

a 1 

1 a 

1 9 

a o 

33 2 

o 16 

Of ;.]-. 

~ 
i .. __ 

40 

25 

9 

127 

I 106 l-' 

22 

89 

23 

41 

35 

21 

';'~' 

i-~ 

00 
0) 

I 

Dates 
~avl Pros. / . 
Enf. Carr. Jud. Def. M1SC Total 

6/3-7/74 36 0 0 0 0 36 

6/6/74 4 5 0 0 3 12 

A-SOL (1) Community Skills for Managers j6/10-14/74 11 3 1 a a 15 

L-400(15)1 Law Enforcement Supervisors' School 

P-204 (1) 

A-302 (2) 

J-206 (1) 

S-302 (4) 

S-102(3) 

Prosecutors" Annual Conference 

Snohomish County Workshop 

Trial Judges conference 

Press Relations Seminar 

Orientation for Husbands and Wives of Law 
Enforcement Officers 

I 
6/10-14/74 21 

6/16-19/74 1 

6/19-21/74 9 

6/24-26/74 a 

6/27/"'4 23 

6/27/74 0 

0 O. 0 0 21 

0 0 49 0 50 
I 

I-' 

6 7 4 9 35 ~ 
I 

0 26 0 0 26 

3 0 2 1 29 

0 0 0 13 13 
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