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SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

SUMMARY STATEMENT

The first year Criminal Justice Planning Institute
(CJPI) offers a comprehensive introduction to basic planning
concepts, skills, and techniques to meet the needs of per-
sonnel with functional responsibilities for planning in a
state planning agency (SPA), a regional planning unit (RPU),
or local criminal justice agencies. Over a one-year evalu-
ation period, as a result of a series of course refinements,
the CJPI now offers a training program with a demonstrated
capability for increasing the skills and knowledge levels of
criminal justice planmers. The CJPI program can also increase
planning performance on the job, providing that the partici-
pant's work environment is supportive of the strategic and

mid-range planning processes that are presented at the

Institute.

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

1. The CJPI training program provides an opportunity
for increasing knowledge of basic concepts and skills related
to the criminal justice planning process, as determined by

a criterion test of learning outcomes.1

Participant scores
on the criterion test improved by an overall average of 13

percent from pre- to post training. Improvement was noted

L Available for those trained in Region X only.
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with respect to all subject matter areas covered during the‘
CJPI training, and among participants from every state repre-
sented at the seminar,

2. CJPI training can significantly increase job
performance of most participants in those situations in which
management is committed to the planning concepts presented
by the CJPI. There were an average per participant of 2.4
direct applications of training to the job resulting from the
latest seminar evaluated (Seattle, March 2-8), Unfortunately,
relatively little application of the CJPI training program
occurs in the absence of active administrative support for
the comprehensive criminal justice planning process advanced
by the CJPI. For example, there was relatively little impact
in five of the eight states in the evaluation sample,

3. A lack of relevance between training material
presented by the CJPI and participant job responsibilities
appears to be the largest constraint inhibiting direct appli-
cation of training on the job. Most eriminal justice planners
interviewed during the evaluation study are involved pri-
marily in "grants administration" and apparently have little
time, and in some cases, little inclination to iplan" in the
technical sense.

4. Post training attitudes of most CJPI program
participants are changed toward a greater belief in the need
for a strong data base, statistical analysis, and a mbre

rigorous approach to mid-range and strategic criminal justice

planning. This attitude surfaced for most CJPI participants
from all states involved with the training program,

5. The successful program in LEAA Region X
strengthens the conclusion that the CJPI program, using a

CJPI core faculty, can have a positive impact in areas of

the United States outside of LEAA Region IX, the region for
which the CJPI training program was specifically developed.
It remains to be demonstrated, however, whether or not the
CJPI training materials and instructional approach can be
absorbed by local faculty in various parts of the country,
and presented in a manner that will lead v« similar impact,

6. Those trained are generally poeitive toward the
CJPI training process, and in terms of the value of the course
to the individual participant. Attitudes toward both train-
ing process and value moved from "positive" to "strongly
supportive' with each iteration of the training program as
it was evaluated over the one-year period.

/. The training delivery system is adequate,
although needed refinements remain to be made. Considerable
effort was devoted by CJPI to the task of improving the train-
ing process as a result of evaluation input following each
training session. The present course is, in fact, much
improved over earlier sessions, but visuals are still inade-
quate, there is too much reliance on the "lecture format" as
opposed to other teaching methods, student exercises generally

need to be better supervised and better integrated into the
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total training program, and the recommendations of the
Technical Advisory Committee, a panel of experts commissioned
to review training materials, have not been completely imple-
mented.

8. TInformation overload is still a problem because
of the amount of subject matter covered in the CJPI training
program. This was especially true of earlier 8-10 day
versions of the seminar.

9. Training appears to be more effective when all
planning agency staff members are trained conjointly. If
this is not possible, less experienced planners benefit more
from the first year CJPI program than do more experienced
planners. TIdaho was the only state of the eight in the eval-
uwation sample which sent all of its staff personnel to the
CJPI training program. Idaho also applied significantly more
of the CJPI training concepts than did the other states.

When participants in Regilon IX were divided into groups of
those with more or less criminal justice experience, those
with less experience applied more concepts from the training
than did those with more experience, perhaps for the reasons
presented in Section 4.b4.4.

10. CJPI's core faculty are highly competent instruc-
tors, with extensive experience in criminal justice planning.
Core faculty were positively evaluated by both participants
and the evaluators monitoring the training program.

11. The training documentation prepared by CJPI

vii
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staff is extensive and of high quality, again as assessed by
both program participants and the evaluators.

12, CJPI learning objectives are vaguely worded in
some cases, and in general, are not stated in '"performance",

i.e., measurable terms.

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Administrators of state, fegional, and local
criminal justice planning agencies should consider strategies
for accomplishing the needed transition from their present
emphasis on ''grants administration'" toward more concern for
a strategic planning process.

2, Training should be provided conjointly for all
professional staff members of state and regional criminal
justice planning agencies, including the agency administrator.
If this is not possible, some version of the training program
should be made available to agency administrators and deci-
sion makers.

3. The CJPI training delivery system should be
further improved 1) by using a ''graphics specialist'" to redo
the visual aids; 2) by incorporating the use of teaching

methods other thén the traditional lecture approach, i.e.,
slides, video tapes, slide/tapes, panel discussions, etc.;
3) by better integrating student exercises with the overall
instructional program, and providing more active faculty
direction during exercises; and 4) by full implementation of

the suggestions made earlier by the CJPI's Technical Advisory

Committee,
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! 1.0 INTRODUCTION
4. Learning objectives need to be better defined | ‘
; Beginning in April of 1974 the Americaun Justice
and stated in measurable, job-impact terms. @
; Institute has been conducting an evaluation of the University
5. Alternate strategies and methodologies should :
; of Southern California's Criminal Justice Planning Institute
be developed and investigated for transfering the CJPI i
; (CJPI) under a grant from the National Institute of Law
program on a nation-wide basis for those states that have 9
g Enforcement and Criminal Justice. This final report contains
expressed an interest in this training program. E
; participant and evaluator reactions to two CJPI training
! programs presented during April and June of 1974 in LEAA
@
: Region IX (La Jolla, California), and a one-week program con-
ducted from March 2 through March 8, 1975 in Region X
(Seattle, Washington). Also included are the results of
®

impact studies conducted several months after completion of
CJPI training in Region IX and Region X. Only summary data
are provided in those cases where complete data were previ-
ously reported.1 The reader is referred to these papers
| where appropriate in subsequent sectioms of this report.

The Criminal Justice Planning Institute h%s received
second year funding and course development and refinement are
currently ongoing. Several short-term seminars have been
held or are planned using part of the CJPI curriculum and
faculty. This evaluation, however, concerns onl§ first year

CJPI activities,

! previous reports submitted by the American Justice Institute
include: Evaluation of the Criminal Justice Planning Insti-
tute Status Report, September 1974; Evaluation of the \
Criminal Justice Institute Impact Study Report, December 1974;
and Evaluation of the Criminal Justice Planning Institute:
Region X Initial Report, March 1975,

. -1-
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1.1 CJPI PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

The objectives of the Criminal Justice Planning
Institute (presented in detail later) evolved from a meeting
in Los Angeles on May 30, 1973 attended by representatives
from LEAA Region IX, the California Council on Criminal Jus-
tice, and the University of Southern Califormnia's Schools of
Business Administration and Public Administration. The intent
was to develop a plan for the design and implementation of a
training program which would significantly impact upon the
criminal justice planning capability of state planning agencies
as well as local criminal justice agencies in Region IX.
Impetus for the training came from a realization that,
although legislation had mandated comprehensive criminal
justice planning, many agencies and almost certainly the
criminal justice system as a whole did not have the technical
capability to engage in mid-range and/or strategic planning,

The plan that was developed and later funded by LEAA
Region IX involved the development of a series of prototype
training programs offering criminal justice planners an under-
standing of the planning pro;ess and the methodologies and
techniques required for ‘‘hands onﬁ planning. Training modules
were developed with the understanding that they might be used
in other areas of the United States,

Specific training content was determined after an
initial needs assessment in Region IX. A sample of planmmers

(N=59) from Arizona, California, Hawaii, and Nevada were

interviewed by CJIPI staff regarding their job responsibilities,
perceived expertise in planning techniques, and perceilved

need for training with respect to different approaches in the
planning process. CJPI training content was also influenced
by a staff analysis of the planning requirements outlined in
Title 1 of the Crime Control Act of 1973, and by input from

a Planning Advisory Committee (PAC). The PAC, comprised of
representatives from each state in Region IX, the LEAA Region
IX project monitor, and other LEAA officials, met regularly
during the first year to review the progress of the project
and to decide on the direction of further project development.

Faculty consultants were selected by CJPL staff on
the basis of experience in the criminal justice system, repu-
tation, and availability, subject to the approval of the
Planning Advisory Committee. Faculty consultants prepared,
and in most cases presented, a training module in their
specific area of expertise.

The first year CJPI effort resulted in the delivery
of a training program to 92 criminal justice planmers in
Region IX and Region X. Extensive training documentation was
also completed for a ten-day seminar. The course materials
developed consist of a series of training modules (complete
set of learning objectives, lesson plans, exercises, visual
materials, student and instructor reading referemces, etc,)
in criminal justice planning technology. These training

materials are contained in one manual along with suggestions

for using the training materials.
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Many of the suggestions in the user's guide and
other aspects of the completed CJPI training materials
resulted from input from a Technical Advisory Committee cre-
ated late in the first year. This Committee, comprised of
criminal justice planning specialists and training consultants,
reviewed all CJPI training materials and generated a number

of editorial comments and technical suggestions for improve-

ment of the training modules,

2.0 RESEARCH AND APPROACH

2.1 CJPI OBJECTIVES
The Criminal Justice Planning Institute's overall
objective is to develop and improve state-wide criminal jus-
tice planning for the reduccion of crime and delinquency, as
provided in the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of
1968, and as amended by the Crime Control Act of 1973. This
1s to be accomplished through the development of a series of
prototype training programs designed to help criminal justice
planners:
1. deal with the problems, methods, and techniques for
measuring crime, and analyzing crime statistics;
2, use techniques for forecasting, anticipating, and
analyzing future crime and related problems;
3. interpret trends that lmpact crime reduction,
prevention, and control;

4. use methods and techniques for relating trends to

e b

plan, program, and project development;

5. use methods and techniques for plan development and
implementation with full consideration of inter-
govermmental and community constraints;

6. apply methods and techniques for evaluating plans,
programs, and projects; and

7. 1increase the capability of criminal justice planners

to communicate with each other.

2.2 RESEARCH DESIGN OVERVIEW

The evaluation was conducted in four phases. During
the first phase, training effectiveness of the two sessions
in Region IX was evaluated by on-site observation, participant
questionnaires, interviews with faculty, and interviews with

CJPI staff. This was followed four to six months later by

the second phase of the evaluation, which involved interviews

with CJPI seminar participants in their home environment in
an effort to determine the extent to which training had
affected their work behavior. The third phase consisted of
an evaluation of training effectiveness for the program pre-
sented in Seattle (Region X). This assessment included the
same techniques used in evaluating the earlier sessions held
in Region IX. 1In addition, a pre- post test of planning
knowledge was administered. During the fourth phase of the
study, impact was again assessed five to six monthes after
the course by interviews with participants using the same

procedure utilized in Region IX. As indicated below, the



research approach and data collection instruments were
developed around each of the seven CJPI objectives outlined

above during all four phases of the evaluation.

2.2.1 Participant Questionnaires

Participants at all sessions were given a question-
naire at the end of the seminar concerning their reactions
to the CJPI training process and course content. Participants
were also asked to indicate the extent to which the CJPI
objectives had been realized from an individual perspective.
An example of the questionnaire that was administered can be

found in Appendix A of this report,.

2.2.2 Evaluator Observation

The course evaluator was present at all training
sessions. Training process, e.g., quality of instruction,
visual aids, timing, and course organization were rated.
Participant reaction to various elements of the training
program were observed, and informal feedback was obtained
throughout the séminar in terms of the possible impact of
various lesson modules. The extent to which each instructor
addressed the specified learning objectives for his module

was also recorded.

R

2.2.3 Pre- Post Criterion Test

A criterion test of planning knowledge was developed
for the Seattle seminar! using the learming objectives for
each module which appear in the CJPI Instructor's Manual.

The test (see Appendix B) contained a combination of true-
false, multiple choice, completion, and matching iteﬁs.
Question content was keyed to the specified learning objec-
tives for each lesson and the questions were thegefore not
representative of planning in general, but of thé“specific
skills, knowledge, and planning issues that were intended to
be addressed by the training program, |

Before its use in Region X, the criterion test was
administered as a field test to a sample of regional criminal
justice planners in California who had not been previously

exposed to CJPI training. Questions and format were refined

- as a result of this pilot test.

Region X course participants were given the refined
instrument during pre-training sessions conducted by CJPI
staff two to three weeks prior to training. CJPI staff read
the instructions found in Appendix B and monitored test admin-
istration except in the case of trainees from Alaska. The

test and instructions were sernt to Alaskan participants who

L The evaluation grant was issued just prior to the first

session in Region IX, which did not allow sufficient time
for the creation and pilot testing of a pre- post instrument.
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returned the tests by mail for scoring by AJI staff. Post-
tests were administered by the evaluator at the end of the

training session.

2.2.4 Impact Evaluation

The impact studies in Region IX and Region X con-
sisted of the preparation of semi-structured interview
protocols, followed by in-depth, personal interviews on site
with CJPI course participants four to seven months after the
training sessions. It is possible that this time frame was
not long enough for significant job-related impact to have
occurred, although a longer time period would have tended to
make it more difficult to isolate the CJPI experience as a
causal factor behind any change in persomnal attitudes or
work behavior.

The interview protocol (see Appendix C) was developed
in order to help participants analyze their work behavior in
terms of whether or not there had been a change in their per-
formance on the job since completion of the CJPI training
session, and if so, to what extent change had occurred. This
question was asked relative to each of the subject areas
mentioned in the CJPI objectives listed earlier. Probing
questions were‘then,used to determine, as specifically as
possible, what change had occurred, other factors which might
have had a similar effect, perceived extent and value of the
change in work behavior, etc. If there had been no actual

application of knowledge or skills resulting from the training

[T

session, participants were asked about possible changes in
their attitudes resulting from the CJPI experience.

Other interview subject areas concerned possible
application of the back-home project (Region IX only),
observable changes in the organization, structure or policies
of the participant's agency, desire for similar training in
the future, and constraints which might have limited oppor-
tunities for application of learning acquired during the CJPI
training program.

AJI project budget constraints did not permit in-
person interviews to be conducted with planners in remote
areas, In those cases where in-person interviews were not
possible, the same interview protocol was followed by tele-
phone. 1In all, 66 out of 79 interviews (84%) were conducted

in person,

3.0 SUMMARY OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING INSTITUTE
(CIPT) TRAINING RESULTS IN LEAA, REGION IX STATES

This section of the report summarizes the major

findings, conclusions, and recommendations from previous AJI
evaluations of two CJPI training sessions attended by 57
criminal justice planners from SPA and Regional Planning

Units in Arizona, California,-Hawaii, Nevada, and American
Samoa. The first session was presented at La Jolla, California
from April 15-26, 1974, and the second (also at La Jolla) was
conducted during June 2-13, 1974. This section also summa-

rizes the results of a previous AJI evaluation of a training
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seminar attended by 33 criminal justice planmners from Alaska,
Idaho, Oregon, and Washington. The later seminar was held

March 1-8, 1975 at Seattle, Washington.,

3.1 SUMMARY OF FIRST CJPI SEMINAR, LA JOLLA, CALIFORNIA,
APRIL 15-26, 1974 .

3.1.1 Participant Demographics

The total number of participants in the first CJPI
training session was 33, representing an unusually broad
distribution of experience in various areas of thg criminal
justice system. This was particularly true with regard to
experience in criminal justice planning, functional levels
(state or regional), course entry level knowledge, skills,
and previous training in planning. Of the total 33 partici-
pants, formal student end-of-course evaluation questionnaires
were only received from 23 due to early departures, and con-
flicts in participant schedules. The four-state participant

sample, job titles, and experience levels are shown below.

Participant Sample:

SPA Region Total
14

wn

California

9

Arizona 4 -
Nevada 2
1

Oregon¥* 1

4

4

_1

Total 6 23

o

* Observer participant from Region X.

-10-

Job Titles:
Nevada Arizona (California Oregon Total

State Coordinator (LEAA) 1 1
Executive Director 1 1
Director, Administration 1 1
Assistant Coordinator 1 1
Operations Supervisor/
Corrections Analyst: 1 1
Criminal Justice Specialist 1 3 4
Criminal Justice Planner 2 1 4 7
Court Specialist 1 1
Manpower Unit Supervisor 1 1
Police Planner 1 1
Correctional Specialist 1 1
Junior Staff Analyst 3 3

Total 4 4 14 1 23

Criminal Justice Experience Levels:

Range - 2 months to 14 years
Median - 3% years

Mean - 5 years

Four years or less - 10

Five years or more - 13

-11-



3.1.2 Major Findings and Conclusions

a. Because of the wide disparity of experience and
backgrounds shown above, negative feelings of disappointment,
resentment, and moderate frustration were expressed by many
participants. For a large number of students, CJPI's stated

objectives were not achieved; for others, especially those

with little experience in criminal justice or planning, the

results were quite successful. In view of the limited staff
resources available to CJPI for course design and development,
the almost total dependence of CJPI upon outside consultants
as course instructors, the wide range of experience and dif-
ferences in functional levels among course participants,
this first "dry-run'" CJPI presentation produced better
results than might reasonably be expected, The end-of-course
student questionnaires strongly supported this conclusion.
For example, 15 of the 23 respondents gave the course an
overall rating of "good" to "very good" and 18 of the 23
recommended that fellow workers with similar job responsi-
bilities attend the course, However, ratings of specific
aspects of the course, e.g., visual aids, course organization,
ratings of some instructors, etc., were less than satisfactory.
b. The daily sessions were much too long, lasting
between 9-10 hours per day. There was visible fatigue at the
end of each day, causing strong student resentment.

c. The course content did not appear to reflect the

conduct of an adequate training needs assessment, or perhaps

-12-

irzath b

e e 0 o

i i m |t e e w2

the wrong students were in attendance. Certainly, there was
not a good match between the participants' needs for skill
development, new knowledge, etc., and the CJPI subject matter
presented.

d. There was a wide range of lecturing skills and
techniques and subject matter mastery levels among the CJPI
instructors. Instructional delivery, timing, and subject
mastery were good for some instructors. They covered the
specific lesson objectives and the students participated
actively. Others did not cover the lesson objectives at all
and their presentations were sterile, Overall, the instruc-
tors did not pay much attention to the CJPI learning objectives
for each training module.

There was also considerable passive student partici-
pation, caused by the tendency of many instructors to '"talk

at" the students, without providing time for group instruction,

e. Unfortunately, this first CJPI training session

was held without a '"dress rehearsal'' of gll instructors. As

a result, the seminar did not present a well-articulated

"whole'", It lacked unity, organization, and cohesiveness,

'with many gaps in the course content and some overlap and

redundancy appearing in several presentations.

f. Visual aids were, in general, too few in number
and of poor quality. Many could not be seen from the back
of the room.

g. The first session was held without a criterion

test to measure, at the end of the lesson, or at the end of

-13-



the course, whether or not the students could demonstrate ‘ for five to six days, with some portions (2-3 days)
the successful achievement of the stated learning objectives ° attended by both groups and others remaining for
for each module. the entire course, depending upon their needs,
3.1.3 Recommendations After the First Session g. A pre- post-test be developed in order to assess
Evaluation findings resulted in a number of recom- o learning achievement resulting from this training
program,

mendations made through formal reports and through meetings

Subsequent ti : P
with CJPI staff and the LEAA evaluation monitor. 1In brief, d sections of this report indicate the

extent to which these early rec i :
it was recommended that: ® y ommendations were complied

with in subsequent CJPI traini i
a. The course be shortened by deleting some lesson : s AeRstons.

i:i::iij and by condensing and compacting course . 3.2 §g§gA§glg? igggND CJPI SEMINAR LA JOLLA, CALIFORNIA,
b. Additional instructional elements; e.g., video tape 3.2.1 Participant Demographics

presentations, self-instructional materials, slide/ The total number of participants in the second CJPI

tapes, etc., be included. .‘ seminar was 24, again representing a broad diversity of exper-
c. Poor instructors be replaced with more qualified ience in yarious elements of the criminal justice system,

faculty members. | Attendees,were, on the average, more experienced and occupied
d. Variety be added to the CJPI delivery system, e.g., » a higher position within the criminal justice system than was

exercises, simulation games, role playing, workshops, the case of those attending the first session. The partici-

panel discussions, etc. pant sample, job titles, and experience levels for the second
e. Prerequisite entry level skills and criminal justice » group are shown below,

planning experience levels be specified in order to
ensure a more homogenous group of student participants.
f. Over the long term, the program be developed into at >
least two separate courses; one for experienced SPA
and RPU criminal justice planners, and one for inex-

perienced personnel. The course might then be run D

Sl | -15-



participant Sample:

SPA Region Total
Arizona 1 3 4
Ccalifornia 8 4 12
Hawaii 3 1 4
Nevada 0 0 0
Samoa 1 - 1
Region X* 1 - 1
LEAA¥* 1 —= L

Total 15 23

% Pparticipant observers from the State of Washington and Idaho.

#% Participant observer from the Region IX Office.

Job Titles:

Director, Regional Planning Agency (RPU)
Criminal Justice Planner

Criminal Justice Specialist

Manpower Development Specialist (Planmer
Research Supervisor

Program Coordinator

Research Analyst

Division Chief

Executive Assistant to the Mayor

Tiscal Officer and Assistant Criminal
Justice Planner

Total
-16-

Total

N

R

Experience Levels (Criminal Justice System):

Range - 0~25 years
Median - 7 years

Mean ~ 8.2 years

3.2,2 Major Findings and Conclusions

a. Within the limited time available between the
completion of the first try-out session of the Imstitute in

April and the June 2 starting date of this sessicn, the CJPI

staff accomplished significant improvements in the overall
structure, content, and general tone of the course. Obviously
considerable attention and effort was devoted to revising the

most glaring deficiencies as noted during the first session.

b. Course participants during this second session

reacted positively to each of the series of questions directed

toward an assessment of the extent to which the specified

CJPI objectives were achieved.

c. Questionnaire respondents reacted strongly
"positive'" (18 of a total of 24) when asked whether they
would recommend this course to a fellow worker with similar
responsibilities. This result was almost identical to the
first class (18 of 23).

‘d. There was a much smaller gap in the range of
lecturing skills and subject matter mastery levels among the

instructors who presented the course this time as compared
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with the first try-out session. However, many instructors
were unable to "bridge" successfully from academic to oper-
ational criminal justice system planning applications. Their
lesson content was therefore sterile and lacked meaning to
the course participants,

e. There was still a strong current of negative
feeling among a sizeable number of course participants as to
the relevancy and validity of the CJPI in relation to their
"on-the-job" rusponsibilities as criminal justice planners.
Course expectations among participants apparently differed
significantly, depending upon their functional levels of
planning responsibility, e.g., state or regional planning
ageficy, and among states represented in this sample of course
participants,

f. The visual aids used throughout the second CJPI
training session were stilil essentially black and white word
slides, flip charts (some of which were crudely prepared),
line drawings, or lists of numbers and other statistics.

They lacked a professional tone, use of color, some imagi-
nation by an artist, or at least a graphics specialist,

g. As with the April session, pre-session orientation
for CJPI participation was essentially non-existent.

h. With the exception of three days, the length of
the instructicnal day appeared to be about right for the
majority of the participants. However, because of the treF

mendous amount of course content designed into the CJPI
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training program, the participants displayed cbvious fatigue
at the end of each day, especially during the last three days
of the course. Information "overlcad" was apparent among

most participants during the last week of the session and

.the quality of their participation lagged far behind the first

week's effort. It was apparent that the CJPI's attempt to
reduce the course from 10 days to 8 by dropping several of
the modules was only partially effective in reducing fatigue.

i. In both CJPI sessions, several instructors made
superficial attemﬁts at using exercises to elicit group
interaction and class discussion. However, there was usually
inadequate advance planning, little inherent group leader-
ship during the exercises, and insufficient time for the
various groups to complete the exercises, or for the instructor
to properly critique the group's report as a result of the
exercise,

j. Serious concern was veiced at the completion of
both CJPI programs as to the value of spending almost two
weeks at one time attending a training program for criminal’
justice planners. During both training sessions, strong
negative feelings were expressed by a majority of course
participants that there is too much information presently in
the course to absorb at one "sitting', even though it is
spread out over 8-10 days of instructional time. "Information
overload" occurred during both training sessions, despite the

efforts of CJPI staff members to shorten the instructional
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day, make "breaks'" more frequent, provide more group exer-
cises, etc,

k. Unfortunately, there was again no criterion
test provided to measure, at the end of the lesson, or upon
completion of the course, whether the student could demon-~
strate the successful achievement of either the individual
lessons or overall CJPI learning objectives.

1. The overall class consensus with regard to the
second session of the Imnstitute, based on an analysis of
student feedback at the end of each lesson module, and the
more comprehensive end-of-course student evaluation question-
naires, was that the eight-day course was an invaluable
learning experience, however, a course in need of refinement

and change in the ways suggested above.

3,2.3 Recommendations After the Second Session in

Region IX

The CJPI training program at this point was not

considered by the evaluators to be a "finished product'" and
suitable for transferability on a national basis. More
refinement and modification were needed. 1In brief, recommen-
dations made to the CJPI staff regarding course development
included the following:

a. Each day's trainingTSessions should allow for a
variety of learning activities, e.g., lectures in the morning
sessions, with group exercises, workshops, simulations, dis-

cussions, and required reference readings in the afternoon.
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b. The CJPI staff should continue to refine, revise,
and develop new and improved exercise material for lessons
which lend themselves to group interaction. Realistic time
requirements should be developed for conducting the revised
exercises.

¢. The CJPI staff should continue to improve ali
the visual material used in the course, including student
handouts. Consideration should be given to the use of color,
the assistance of a graphics specialist in this proc2ss, and
the use of multi-media, e.g., 35 mm film slides, motion
pictures, cassette and video taped interviews with LEAA plan-
ners and/or managers, panels, etc.

d. The CJPI course attendance requirements should
be developed more precisely (in writing) by the CJPI staff
in order to ensure as homogenous a participant group as
possible during CJPI training sessions. Specifications
should be described in terms of pre-session orientation
requirements (readings, ''back-home' project, course expecta-
tions, course objeqtives, anticipated learning outcomes,
student participation, etc,) for ﬁse by SPA and RPU adminis-
trative personnel in the selection of potential CJPI
participants.

e. Greater utilization of course participants as
"instructors' is necessary. A way should be found to have
experienced criminal justice planners share their expertise,

problems, and experience with other planners who are in need
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of such practical guidance. There must also be time set
aside for interchange between states during the training
sessions.

f. Greater utilization of key instructors should
be made. The CJPI core of outside consultants offers consid-
erable instructional competence and extensive experience in
criminal justice planning. However, they were underutilized
in both CJPI sessions. More attention also needs to be
devoted to recruiting additional CJPI faculty members who
have demonstrated credibility in operational criminal justice
settings and less in academic environments,

Consideration should therefore be given to the
possibility of dividing the present CJPI training program
into several shorter courses to meet the needs of different
levels of planning responsibility, e.g., SPA, RPU, smaller
states with differing roles, responsibilities, and organi-
zational structures for planning, etc.

g. A criterion test should be developed which would
allow measurement of the extent to which participants achieved

CJPI learning objectives.

3.2.4 Observations Subsequent to CJPI Training Sessions

The following conclusions were developed as a result
of AJI interviews with CJPI staff members, representatives
of LEAA Region IX, and course participants, Questionnaire
results from CJPI faculty members are also incorporated in

these conclusions.
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a. The initial CJPI training needs assessment
survey was inadequate. The needs questionnaire that was
developed was not created with analysis in mind and the
results were therefore very difficult to interpret. The
survey sample was adequate, although the effort suffered
generally from a lack of planning and pre-testing. Results
were very subjective, both in terms of information collected
‘from those surveyed, and in terms of the conclusions made by
CJPI on the basis of the data they collected, The emphasis
was on determining needs by interviewing planners before
elements of the planning process were adequately defined.

b. More commitment is obviously necessary from SPA
administrators, Participants at the CJPI training program
were typically not identified until one week or less before
the sessions. There seems to have been a general feeling of
"show me", particularly on the part of the smaller states,
Participants were generally not prepared for the sessions,
and some were openly hostile to the idea of attending the
CJPL program, |

¢. The CJPI principal investigator, CJPI project
director, LEAA Region IX monitor, and the SPA Planning Com-
mittee all had some degree of responsibility for the project.
Administrative lines were cdnfused as each attempted adminis-

trative control over some aspect of the program.
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3.3 SUMMARY OF CJPI TRAINING RESULTS IN REGION X;
MARCH 2-8, 1975, SEATTLE, WASHINGTON .
| I
3.3.1 Participant Demographics
The Region X participanté came from all four states,
as follows:
®
State Number
Alaska 4
Idaho 9 P
Oregon 8
Washington 9
LEAA 4
Total 34 ¢
Two of the CJPI participants from the four states
were regional level planners; all others represented state .‘
planning levels. Four were from local criminal justice
agencles, or state level criminal justice agencies not
affiliated directly with a SPA, Three of the CJPI partici- ¢
pants were from the LEAA, Region X offices. Job responsi-
bilities ranged from beginning level planning analyst to
director of a state planning agency. ¢
Participants had somewhat less experience, on the
average, than the Region IX trainees attending the second
seminar in La Jolla, although they were somewhat more experi- ¢
enced than those attending the first Region IX session.
Comparisons are shown in Table 1'below.
- J

-2

TABLE 1
PARTICIPANT EXPERIENCE LEVEL ~ REGION IX AND X

Criminal Justice Region IX Region IX
Experience Session 1 Session 2 Region X
Range 0-14  years 0-25  years 0-20 years
Mean 5 - years 8.2 years 6.2 years
Median 3.5 years 7  years 4.5 years
3.3.2 Major Findings and Conclusions

a, The CJPI training program in Seattle was signif-
icantly improved when compared with sessions conducted in
Region IX during April and June 1974. The major CJPI
deficiencies noted in earlier AJI evaluation reports were
corrected and the resulting improvements appeared to have
had a positive impact, not only on participants' general
attitudes, but also on learning outcomes,

b, 1In terms of their overall rating of the CJPI,
Region X participants indicated a much more positive response
than their Region IX counterparts. They also tended to see
a more direct relationship between CJPI's learning objectives
and their own job needs, were more supportive in terms of the
value of the course than Region IX participants, and unani-
mously‘recommended it to fellow workers with responsibilities

similar to their own. As a group Region X participants made
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relatively few suggestions for improvement of the CJPI
training program.

c. The length of the instructional day appeared to
be appropriate for the majority of participants, yet consid-
erable fatigue was apparent by the last day, suggesting that
an extended course would have led to the "overload'" problem
that occurred during the two-week sessions in La Jolla.
Unlike the Region IX programs, course administration was
handled smoothly in Seattle, with a minimum of disruption in
the lgarning setting.

d. The instructional staff was generally well
received., The faculty used lecturing skills and displayed
subject mastery levels that were sufficient to inspire
participants in most cases. The instructors were also gener-
ally available to students for informal discussions and these
sessions were well attended and received,

e. Although informal sessions were well attended,
there was relatively little cross-state interaction at the
seminar. Participants tended to remain in state groups
during both formal and informal learning activities and
during social hours.

f. A unique feature of the CJPI seminar in Seattle
was the presence of an entire professional staff from one
state planning agency, including its director., This unit
participated in the main simulation exercise as a group, had

an evening meeting together, and generally functioned as a
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team throughout the seminar, It should be noted that this
joint staff participation did not significantly affect the
participants' attitudes toward the CJPI training program.

It likewise made no difference on information assimilation,
as determined by pre- post test scores, as summarized in the
next section. However,; it did affect the impact of the
course on the job as discussed in Section 5.3.1.

g. The CJPI visual aids were not significantly
improved since the Region IX training programs. In most
cases, the visuals still lacked a professional tone, use of
color, and imagination by an artist (or at least a graphics
specialist), and they were still limited to overhead trans-
parencies, flip charts, and chalkboard. Unlike the Region IX
sessions, copies of visual aids and student handout materials
were made available at the conclusion of the lessons for
those students wishing them. Student participants welcomed
these reference materials.

h. The CJPI seminar still presents participants
with an inadequate variety of learning activities. The
lecture format predominated during four of the instructional
days with.an exercise (handled as a unit of instruction)
taking the remainder of the time. Less fatigue and better
learning might have resulted from mixing instructional modes;
i.e., lecture, exercises, panels, group discussions, etc.,
each day. This will become an increasing concern if the
seminar is presented by faculty other than the present CJPI

consultants.
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i. The major exercise was conducted with CJPI group
facilitators in each group, as well as a roving facilitator
who moved between groups. The facilitators intervened in the
group only at a minimal level. This resulted, however, in
slow progress in some groups and a feeling was expressed by
several participants that more direct facilitator involvement
would have increased learning.

j. State-by-state and subject matter comparisons
between the participants' pre- and post-test scores on the
CJPI criterion test were strongly positive, CJPI learning
outcomes, in terms of average gain scores (by state), in-
creased from pre- to post-test by 13 percent (61% in the
pre-test; 747 in the post-test)., This was also true for all
subject areas, and in every state, The range, in terms of
average gains, by state (in all subject matter areas) was
from 11 to 18 percent, The subject-by-subject average gain
by states ranged from seven to 29 percent, Pre-session
differences among states in knowledge of criminal justice
processes, functions, and issues disappeared after CJPI
training.

k. Most of the recommendations for course content
enrichment made by a panel of experts (Technical Advisory
Committee) after a review in Region IX of CJPI training
materials were not incorporated in the Region X seminar.

| 1. The concept of a training program in criminal
justice planning is viable. All participants to this point,

in bnth Region IX and Region X, strongly indicated the need

~-28-

for such training. Each presentation of the first year CJPT
program has improved, with the Region X session much improved
over previous seminars. Participants reacted favorably to
the training and demonstrated significant increases in plan-
ning knowledge,

m. The issue of full training transferability of
the CJPI training program to other areas of the United States
has not yet been resolved, The response to CJPI training in
Region X suggests that the need for training is nation-widé
within the criminal justice system. The successful transfer
of the program in Region X also indicates that the training
can be transported from one LEAA region to another, using

CJPI faculty. Still at issue is whether or not the program

can be as successful if handied by local instructors. Much
of the impact of the program appears to revolve around the

CJPI faculty and their unique qualifications.

3.3.32 Recommendations

a. Informal interactions between participants, and
between instructor and participants, should be maximized by
locating the CJPI training sessions in a more remote setting
which involves group dining and recreation. Doing so would
help overcome a natural reluctance on the part of some partic-
ipants to interact irformally. It would also increase the

opportunity to socialize in small groups away from the

training site,
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b, Recommendations for individual module improve-
ments made by the Technical Advisory Committee need to be
fully implemented.

c. Visual aids in the CJPI training package should
e redome to conform with the high quality of the other CJPIL
training materials in the instructor's and student's manuals.

d. The CJPI faculty consultants need to be more
involved in supervising group exercises.

e. An increased variety of learning activities

needs to be employed during each day of CJPI instruction.

4.0 SUMMARY OF IMPACT EVALUATION OF CJPI TRAINING
PROGRAMS IN REGION IX

4.1 SECTICN INTRODUCTION

This section of the report summarizes the major
findings and conclusions resulting from the AJI impact eval-
uation study of CJPI training programs in Region IX states,
i.e.,, Arizona, California, Hawaii, and Nevada. The impact
evaluation was conducted during September and October 1974,
which was approximately four to seven months following the
completion of the two CJPI training seminars presented during
April and June 1974 at La Jolla, California. A detailed
report of the AJI impact evaluation study Qas submitted to

LEAA in December 1974.
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4.2 RESEARCH SUBJECTS AND APPROACH

The impact evaluation was conducted using the pro-
cedures and instruments described earlier (cf. Section 2.2.4).
An attempt was made to interview all CJPI course participants,
with the exception of four individuals from LEAA Region IX,
and four from LEAA Region X} and two from Pago Pago.
Region IX and Region X participants were not interviewed
because of their dual role as participants and project moni-
tors. The cost of contacting the two individuals in Pago
Pago was prohibitive, Table 2 provides the number of

interviews conducted by state and region.

TABLE 2
NUMBER OF INTERVIEWS (STATE AND REGION)

State SPA Region Total
Arizona 6 4 10
California 18 9 27
Hawaii 3 2 5
Nevada 2 2 4

29 17 46

Participants from Region X monitored the course for
possible application in Region X,
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4.3 ANALYSIS OF RESULTS

Coding procedures for analyzing interview data were
relatively straightforward. If the participants indicated a
specific example of how his work behavior had changed after
CJPI training, as compared with before training, it was
assumed that skills and/or knowledge acquired at the CJPI
training program had been "applied”, The coding procedure
also assumed that there had been personal "attitude-.change"
if (1) the participant indicated that his attitudes had
changed, or (2) he indicated a specific change in his work
behavior that he planned to make as a result of thes CJPI,
but which he was prohibited frcm implementing because he
lacked time, did not have his supervisor's support, etc.
Examples of cémments and how they were coded are presented

below,

.

Comment Coded

"I implemented the Delphi technique in

determining regional priorities." Application
"I now see the value of statistics '

more clearly," Attitude

"I have prepared crime density maps . ]
for the area." Application
"I now go over project objectives one ] )
by one when monitoring." Application
'""My basis perspective toward planniug .

has been broadened." Attitude
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Other elements of the data provided by the inter-
views were analyzed as indicated under specific headings in
the "Results' Section, which follows. Where across-state
comparisons are made, those from the California SPA and those
from California Regional Planning Units have been separated

into two groups. This was not practical for the other states

because of the small numbers involved,
4.4 INTERVIEW RESULTS

4.4,1 Achievement of CJPI Objectives Across States

Applications Relevant to Course Objectives

The seven CJPI objectives listed in a previous
section of this report were analyzed across the four-state
study sample in terms of the number of participants who

reported an actual application of knowledge or skills

acquired as a result of their participation in the CJPI
training program., Table 3 presents the results. The

numbers represent respondents who were able to specify at

least one element of the training that had been applied in

their own job situation. It was rare to have more than one
application for a given objective per individual respondent,
It was not unusual to have an applicatiop relevant to more
than one objective indicated by the same participant.

Data in Table 3 indicate that there had been rela-
tively little application of the CJPI training program by

the time of the interviews. The principal application
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occurred with regard to the Institute's objective "to allow
planners a greater opportunity to communicate with :one
another", although here any experience which involved work-
ing together, even for a much shorter time, might have had
the same effect. Objective 6, "help with evaluating plans,
programs, and projects', was second in terms of CJPI effec-
tiveness. Here, however, only 22 percent of the participants
had actually applied something obtained from the training.
It is also true that the relatively high application rate
for the CJPI objective dealing with "evaluation' might have
been due in part to the general emphasis at the time on
evaluation within the criminal justice system,

As shown in Table 3, Nevadé participants applied
more aspects of the course on the job than did those from
the other states. California regional participants were
next in terms of the rate of application of concepts pre-

sented at the CJPI.

4.4.2 Attitude Change by Course Objectives

Six of the seven CJPI objectives were analyzed
across the four—statevsample in terms of the number of
respondents who reported attitudinal change attributed to
the CJPI program. Objective 7, '"increase opportunities of
criminal justice planners to communicate", was not included
in this analysis. Attitudes toward the value, of communi-

cating with colleagues were already very positive and the
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CJPI project staff did not intend to change attitudes in : .

this regard; the intent was to increase opportunity for ®

communication,

Table 4 indicates the instances of attitudinal
change. The numbers represent individuals who reported  .
attitudinal change with respect to each objective. Data in
Table 4 suggest that the CJPI affected attitudes to a greater
extent than it did actual job behavior, although here again, ®
the results were not impressive. As shown in Table 4, atti-
tudes were affected in at least one identifiable case for
less than one-quarter of the participants with regard to o
four of the seven training objectives. Results were only
somewhat better for the remaining objectives. Nevada again
gained more than the other states in terms of reported ‘..
attitudinal change.

4.4.3 Constraints Impinging on Application of CJPI
Instructional Content e

The respondents were asked to identify constraints
on the job that limited application of the training received.
With one exception, there were no differences between states ®
with respect to the constraints listed. In the one case,
Nevada participants tended to see the course content as
being relevant to their job requirements whereas most partic- 11.
ipants from the other states did not, |
As reported by most participants (70%), the CJPI (

planning course was not perceived as relevant to what was %"
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TABLE 4

CJPI ACHIEVEMENT OF ATTITUDE CHANGE ACCORDING TO STATES
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then being done on the job. This was the largest single
factor limiting application on the job. Most of the other
comments made by large numbers of participants were related
to course relevance; for example, '""too busy with non-planning
activities" and '"other assigmments take precedence''. The
"other assigmnments' and "activities'" identified were labeled
"grant management'" in each case. Also listed as constraints
were the following: '"lack supervisory or organizational
support for planning'; "insufficient personnel'; "insufficient
data base'; '"planning is not expedient'"; and "LEAA paper work
takes too much time'',

When asked if the CJPI course was relevant to what

they ought to be doing, 15 or 34 percent of the respondents

indicated a positive response., The majority of those so
indicating also reported that what they were doing is essen-
tial, and that if they were to do more "planning', someone

else would have to perform the "grant management' function.

|

4.4.4 Achievement of CJPI Objectives by Training Session

As suggested earlier, the experience level of CJPI
course participants varied greatly within and between sessions.
With certain exceptions, those attending the second CJPI
session were more experienced in planning and held higher
positions of responsibility within the criminal justice
system than the first group of CJPI participants. It is
interesting to note that those attending the first session

applied significantly more of the CJPI training content, and
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their attitudes were affected more often than those attending
the second session. Again, there was more attitude change
than direct application of results, and the overall impact

of the CJPI training program was limited.

Participants at both sessions were divided for
analysis purposes into more and less experienced groups.
Again, it was found that those with less experience applied
somewhat more of the course content than did those with more
experience. This difference could be due to differing expec-
tations regarding the value of the course, the novelty of
the concepts presented, and/or it could be due to the fact
that those with less experience are in a better position to
apply training concepts than are their more experienced
counterparts who often have primarily administrative respon-

sibilities.

4.4.5 Back-Home Project Results

The "back-home" project was designed to increase

application of CJPI course content on the job. The CJPI

staff planned for participants to come to the training

sessions with ideas in mind for "after-course projects',

which might then be developed during the CJPI training

period into definite plans for back-home implementation.
During the impact interviews, participants were

asked about their progress, motivation for completing a back-

home project, perceived merit of the activity, and the exact

nature of the project, They were then invited of offer



suggestions to the CJPI staff concerning future iterations “

of the concept of a back-home project. : [ ]
Results indicated that the majority of participants

had not and were not planning to complete a back-home project.

(0f a total of 46 interviewees, only six had completed a pro- [

ject; 10 projects were '"in progress', and 30 did not plan to

implement a project.) The results also indicated that a

greater percentage of follow-through occurred for those in @

the first session, as compared with the more experienced

planners attending the second session.

Reasons given for not completing projects centered .
around "insufficient time'" or a "general disinterest'" in the
concept., There were several participants who were surprisad
by the requirement when they arrived at the Institute and «“
resisted, in bart, on the grounds that they had no advance
warning or understanding of its purpose or importance. Four-
teen of the total group interviewed (30%) indicated that their L
involvement with a back-home project was motivated primarily
by the hope of getting graduate credit. Many of these did

not finish their projects once credit was guaranteed, . ®

4.4,6 Observable Changes in the Agency

Participants were requested to indicate if there
were any observable changes in their agency which may have
resulted from the CJPI experience in terms of personnel,
policy, objectives, organization, or structure. The only

positive responses came from CJPI participants representing | ‘
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three Regional Planning Units in California. One reported
that a '"systems analyst' had been added to the staff as a
direct result of insight obtained at the CJPI. The same
participant, and two others, indicated that there were
certain policy decisions now in force which had resulted

from the training.

4.4.7 Desire to Attend Further Training

At the end of the interview, respondents were asked
to indicate if they would be interested in more advanced
training in planning techniques. They were asked to respond
without assuming that the training would be conducted by
CJPI, or in a manner similar to their previous experience.

Some states were more positive toward the idea of
additional training than others, but overall, approximately
one-third of the participants were 'definitely in favor of
further training', one-third "definitely against'", and one-
third "undecided". Those in the "undecided" category indi-
cated that they would be interested only if the additional
training were of better quality than that received at CJPI

and better related to their job needs.

4.4.8 Supervisors' Interview Results

Interviews were conducted with 11 supervisors of
those who had previously attended the CJPI training sessions
in an effort to determine supervisory support for this type

of training, and to record the supervisors' perceptions
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i
regarding possible changes in their subordinates' work ‘
behavior following the training period. One supervisor was D
interviewed in Arizona, one in Nevada, and nine in California.

With only one exception, the supervisory group indi-
cated that there had been no observable change in their k!
subordinates' behavior, with three of the 11 respondents
indicating that the course was "a total waste'. The super-
visors were, in general, not particularly supportive of the P
CJPI experience, although they seemed positive toward the
general concept and the need for some type of training pro-
gram in criminal justice planning. It is significant that )
the majority of the supervisors noted that their subordinates
really were not planning in accordance with the criminal
justice planning model presented as an integral part of the ..
CJPI training program,
4.5 MAJOR FINDINGS OF REGION IX IMPACT STUDY

A review of all the available information obtained ’
from the AJI impact evaluation study indicates that the
specified objectives of the CJPI training program were not
achieved to any significant extent for the majority of CJPI ’
participants in the first two training sessions (April -
June 1974), 1In general, the results in the Region IX four-
state study sample were considered disappointing'in view of »
the time effort, and financial support that had been invested
in the CJPI first-year effort.

»
o
42 ,
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The negative results described are attributed, in
part, both to a range of technical problems in training
program design and development, and to training system
delivery, although it is doubtful if any effort involving
criminal justice planning technology would have had more than
minimal impact under the circumstances. Criminal justice
planning, in the technical sense, does not appear to be a
priority activity in Regiom IX State Planning Agencies, and
most Regional Planning Units, The results of the impact
study in summary are as follows: |

a. There had been relatively little significant
application of the CJPI training program in the four-state
study sample.

b. Attitudes were affected to a greater extent
than actual changes in CJPI participants' job behavior,
although here again, results were not impressive,

c. The largest comnstraint inhibiting application
of CJPI training to on-the-job planning behavior was an
apparent lack of correlation between CJPI course content and
on-the-job responsibilities. Most participants at the CJPI
apparently do not function as criminal justice system plan-
ners in the technical sense of this job title.

d. Less experienced planners benefited more from
the CJPI training program than the more experienced planners
who attended the second session,

e. There has been relatively little meaningful
follow-through on the CJPI '"back-home'" project by supervisors

of course participants.
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5.0 SUMMARY OF IMPACT EVALUATION OF CJPI TRAINING
PROGRAMS IN REGION X

This section of the report summarizes the major
findings and conclusions resulting from the AJI impact eval-
uation study of a CJPI training program conducted for states
in Region X; i:e., Alaska, Idaho, Oregon, and Washington.

The impact evaluation was conducted during July and August of
1975, which was approximately five to six months following
the completion of the training seminar held in Seattle during
the first week of March 1975. This study was also subsequent
to a two-day follow-up session held in June for Washington

State only (see Appendix D),

5.1 RESEARCH SUBJECTS AND APPROACH
The impact evaluation was conducted using the pro-
cedures and instruments described earlier (cf. Section 2.2.4).

All participants were interviewed in person or by telephone,

as indicated in Table 5.

TABLE 5
NUMBER AND TYPE OF INTERVIEW BY STATE

State In-Person Telephone Total
Alaska 0 4 4
Idaho 9 0 9
Oregon 7 1 8
Washington 8 1 9

Total 24 6 30
A

An additional three participants from the LEAA
Region X office were interviewed, although their responses
were analyzed separately due to the unique nature of their

job role,

5.2 ANALYSIS OF RESULTS

Coding procedures were identical to those used in
the impact assessment in Region IX (cf. Section 4.3).
For each CJPI objective,; it was determined if there had been
an application of training or attitude change resulting from
the Seattle seminar. Other elements of the data were analyzed
as indicated under specific headings in succeeding sections

of this report.
5.3 INTERVIEW RESULTS

5.3.1 Achievement of CJPI Objectives Across States

The seven CJPI objectives listed earlier were analyzed
state by state in terms of the number of applications of
knowledge or skills acquired as a result of participation in
the CJPI training program. Table 6 presents the results,

The numbers represent instances in which an actual example

was given of at least one element of the course applied on

the job, which would probably not have occurred in the absence
of CJPI training., It was uncommon to have more than one
application for a given objective per individual respondent.
It was not unusual to have an application relevant to more

than one objective indicated by the same participant.
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TERMS OF APPLICATION ON THE JOB (REGION X)
Alaska

ACHIEVEMENT OF CJPI OBJECTIVES ~TATE BY STATE IN

TOTAL

tion¥#*
X Number of épplications

unica

Objective
without the CJPI training experience.

and problems subsequent to the Inst

Crime Stat Analysis

Futures Research

Interpret Trends

Project Development
Political Comnstraints
Evaluation

Excludes LEAA Region X part

C omm

per participant

NOTE:

*% Applications in this category were concerned with personal communication about

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
*

P S Nt

Data in Table 6 indicate that there was application
in each state of concepts related to three of the seven CJPI
training objectives; i.e., 1) help planners deal with the
problems, methods, and techniques for measuring crime, and
analyzing crime statistics; 2) help planners use methods and
techniques for relating trends to plan, program and project
development; and 3) increase the capability of criminal jus-
tice planners to communicate with each other, Very little
application occurred with respect to the remaining four CJPI
objectives,

Table 6 also indicates that Idaho applied more con-
cepts from the training than did other states. The relatively
large amount of application by the State of Idaho is important
when considering that Idaho was the only state sending its
entire planning agency staff to the training, including the
agency's director. Constraints in applying concepts learned
through CJPI are discussed in Sections 4.4.3 and 5.4. One
of the most frequently mentioned constraints was lack of
administrative and organizational support for the kind of
planning taught at the CJPI. This problem was apparently
avoided in Idaho through conjoint training of all staff
members at one time,

Washington State had the next largest number of
training applications. Washington was unique in two respects.
First, a new director was appointed a few months before the

course who has actively advanced many of the concepts of
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planning taught at the CJPI. Secondly, Washington was the
only state to hold a two-day follow-up session for regional

and local planners (see Appendix D).

5.3.2 Quality of CJPI Training Applications

In analyzing the data presented in Table 6, there
was no attempt to place a value judgement on the quality of
the application; the occurrence was simply recorded. Listed
below in abbreviated form are examples of the kind of appli-
cations that have occurred. Probing questions and discussion
were used after each of these comments to ascertain that an
application had actually occurred and that it could well
have resulted, at least in part, from the CJPI training
experience.

"Now doing the plan before deciding on projects, rather
than the reverse,"

"Used a modified Delphi technique with the local board."

"Wrote a grant to develop a data base and to define
our system,"

"Now review grants with a much more critical eye in
terms of their problem identification process and
supporting data."

"Sold local decision makers on the merits cf crime
oriented planning."

"Duplicated some of the materials from the CJPI manual
and sent them to regional planners. Pushing hard now
for relevant data in grant requests.'

"put ‘'victimization survey' into our plan."

"Initiated a crime date and location study."

"Actually developed system rates for different parts
of the system."
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"Took data code sheets obtained at the course and used
them in getting data for a burglary study."

"Eight agencies have asked us to do a crime analysis
study for them after a concept selling campaign."

5.3.3 Attitude Change by Course Objectives

Six of the seven CJPI objectives were analysed
across the four-state sample in terms of the number of
respondents who reported attitude change resulting from the
CJPI program. Objective 7, "increase opportunities of crim-
inal justice planners to communicate with one another', was
not included in this analysis. Attitudes toward the value
of communicating with colleagues were already very positive
and the CJPI project staff did not intend to change attitudes

in this regard; the intent was to increase opportunity for

communication,

Table 7 indicates the extent of attitude change
resulting from the training. The numbers represent instances
in which individuals reported attitude change with respect
to each objective, As might be expected, there was more
attitude change than actual application when considering most
CJPI training objectives. Thc one exception was Cbjective 1,
which concerned techniques for data manipulation and analysis.
A number of participants were convinced of the value of sta-
tistics and data manipulation in criminal justice planning
prior to the course. The benefit of the course for these
individuals was the added insight and the new approaches

discussed at the seminar.
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TABLE 7

ACHIEVEMENT OF OBJECTIVES STATE BY STATE IN TERMS
OF ATTITUDES ON THE JNB

% of All
Participants
N=30

Washington
N=9 Total

Oregon
N=8

Idaho
N=9

Alaska
N=4

Objective

.63

19

Crime Stat Analysis

1.

.27
.00

Futures Research

2.

Interpret Trends

3.

.80

24

Project Development

4.

.17

Political Constraints

5.

i

U

o
1

.10

Evaluation

6.

59

18

11

26

TOTAL

X Instances of attitude
change per participant

2.0

2.0

1.4

2.9

1.0

Percentages

were calculated in terms of the number of participants (N=30) and therefore

The total number of instances of attitude change exceeds the total number of
do not total 100.

subjects since some participants reported more than one instance.

NOTE:

5.3.4 Training Impact Comparing the CJPI Presentations
In LEAA Region IX and Region X

In general, impact on both attitudes and job behavior
was significantly more pervasive in Region X than in Region
IX. As indicated in Table 8, the mean number of applications
per participant was 1.6 in Region X as compared with .70 in
Region IX. This was true for all of the CJPI objectives
with the exception of the two objectives related to futures
research and the training objective related to evaluatiom.
1t should be noted that much of the CJPI curriculum on
futures research was not presented in Region X, as a result
both of a shortened session (5 as opposed to 8 days) and
requests from officials in Region X that training emphasis
be placed elsewhere. The evaluation module was also much

.

abbreviated in Region x.1

The difference in the number of instances of atti-
tude change and the number of actual applications of CJPI
concepts on the job was not as pronounced in Region X as it
was in Region IX. There are at least two possible explana-
tions for this finding: 1) participants had somewhat more
positive attitudes toward the concepts taught by the CJPIL

prior to training in Region X; and/or more administrative

1 See Evaluation of the Criminal Justice Planning Institute:
Region X Initial Report, American jJustice Institute,
March 1975, p. 23 for a discussion of additiomnal problems
with the evaluation module as presented in Seattle.
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TABLE 8

APPLICATIONS AND ATTITUDE CHANGE - LEAA REGION IX AND REGION X SESSIONS
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.00

12 .26

.22

10
20

Evaluation

6.

NA NA 23 .77 NA NA

.43

Communication

7.

X per participant

2.0

1.6

1.54

.70

(excluding communication

objective)

support existed after the session in Region X for the appli-
cation of training concepts on the job.

There were, in fact, a number of differences between
the CJPI sessions held in Region IX and X, in addition to
those mentioned above, which help explain the increased
impact of the Seattle seminar,

a. The quality of instruction and the learning
process was much improved in Region X (cf. Section 3.3.2).
| b. There was better advance planning for the
Seattle seminar; i.e., briefing participants, sending
materials in advance of training, etc.

c. Idaho received follow-up technical assistance
by one of the CJPI faculty members, and the State of Wash-
ington held a two-day "mini-CJPI" for regional and local
planners.

d. The Region X session occurred in conjunction
with a general movement within LEAA Region X and several of
the states to move away from '"grants management' alone, to
include a more proactive form of planning.

e. There was an absence of negative feeling among
participants toward CJPI and its approach existing prior to
the seminar in Seattle,

5.4 CONSTRAINTS LIMITING APPLICATION OF CJPI

INSTRUCTIONAL CONTENT

Course participants were asked to identify con-

straints on the job that limited application of the training
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received, Table 9 indicates the constraints mentioned and The most frequently mentioned constraint 1nh1b}t1ng

the number of participants identifying each factor as a ° greater application of training was a lack of time due to

. . . . activities, is’ th
constraint, With one exception, there were no differences the press of other activities This was true also of €

between states with respect to the constraints listed. In participants from Region IX, although the largest single

the one case, Oregon participants tended to see the course factor limiting back-home application in Region IX was reported

o
content as being less relevant to their job requirements to be a lack of relevance between course curriculum and job
than did participants from the other states. responsibilities (reported by 70% of the participants). Non-
relevance of the course to what is done on the job was listed
[
as a constraint by only one-third of the Region X planmers.
Region X participants were also less likely than their
Region IX counterparts to identify a lack of administrator
TABLE 9 ® L ) .
or organizational support as a constraint,
CONSTRAINTS IN APPLYING CJPI INSTRUCTIONAL CONTENT
5.5 OBSERVABLE CHANGES IN THE AGENCY
Number:‘ Percent .‘ Participants were requested to indicate if there
Reporting  (Base N=30)
. . N were any observable changes in their agency which may have
Too busy with non-planning activities. 20 .66
resulted from the CJPI experience in terms of personnel,
The course content was generally not
relevant to job needs. 10 .33 e policy, organization, or structure, Both Idaho and Washington
Other assignments take precedence. 9 .30 respondents were nearly unanimous (one exception in each
Data for planning are not available. 7 .23 case) in their perception that agency policy had changed
LEAA paper work requirements take too ® significantly since the seminar. In both states there was
much time. 6 .20 '
. . . a feeling that change toward more use of the planning con-
Little supervisory or organizational
support for planning. . 5 .17 cepts advanced by the CJPI might have occurred anyway, but
Planning is not politically expedient. 4 .13 PY certainly not as rapidly as it had, and probably not in
Insufficient personnel in the agency. 4 137 exactly the same direction. Two of the Alaska participants
also noted changes in their agency, and one of the respon-
® : dents from the regional planning level in Oregon perceived
-55-
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a change in his organization resulting from the CJPI training. ‘
In each case the change was toward more reliance on data, o
problem identification, and other planning techniques in

contrast to general 'grants administration'.

5.6 BENEFITS FROM THE COURSE IN TERMS OF IDEAS, SKILLS, °
AND ATTITUDES
Toward the end of the interview, subjects were asked
to summarize their general feeling about whether or not they L
had personally benefited on the job from the CJPI in terms
of several specific categories. Table 10 gives the results
by state in Region X and for Region IX and Region X separately. o
The numbers represent individuals who indicated that they had
obtained something from the planning course. It was not
necessary that the particular "something'" be identified as Q.
was the case earlier. The categories used were new ideas
obtained directly during the course, new skills developed
for the first time, and new attitudes. Numbers within a ®
given category below represent one respondent., The same
respondent may be represented more than once across categories.
®
®
‘o
-56- ®

TABLE 10

BENEFIT FROM THE COURSE IN TERMS OF
IDEAS, SKILLS, AND ATTITUDES

New
New Ideas New Skills Attitudes
N % N % N %
Alaska (N=4) 3 75 3 75 2 50
Idaho (N=9) 7 78 4 44 7 78
Oregon (N=8) 8 100 1 13 6 75
Washington (N=9) 7 78 2 22 7 78
Total Region X 5 83 10 33 22 73
(N=30) . . . . s o
Total Region IX 15 33 14 30 13 28
(N=46)

When comparing the results above for Region X
states, more participants from Alaska and Idaho indicated
that they had developed new skills at the CJPI session than
did those from the other states. When comparing results for
Region IX and Region X, it is apparent that Region X partic-
ipants perceived that they had learned more in general at
the Institute than did their counterparts in Region IX,
although participant perceptions were similar between regions

x

with respect to the number of new skills developed.
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5.7 DESIRE TO ATTEND FURTHER TRAINING

At the end of the interview, respondents were asked
to indicate if they would be interested in mﬁre advanced
training in planning techniques. They were asked to respond
without assuming that the training would be conducted by
CJPI, or in a manner similar to their previous experience.

Eighty percent (N=24) of the participants were
definitely interested in additional training in the area of
planning. This compares favorably with 38 percent (N=17) of

the Region IX participants. When asked what areas should be

stressed in any additional training, responses varied greatly

depending on the position within the criminal justice system
of the interviewee. Most respondents were interested in
training which emphasizes how to implement planning concepts

in the context of their own present job responsibilities,

5.8 SUMMARY OF REGION X FINDINGS

In general, the CJPI session held in Seattle has
influenced criminal justice planning to some extent in all
four states involved, although there were great differences
between Region IX states in the degree of impact. Idaho,
for example, and Washington benefited more from the course
than did Alaska and Oregon. Other study findings are summa-
rized as follows:

a. Three of the seven formal CJPI objectives were
achieved by the Seattle session for most participants. Four

of the seven objectives were not realized, although these

~58-

o

objectives were addressed by training modules which were
either not presented or given only cursory attention during
the Region X session. As suggested earlier, several modules
were dropped due to time constraints and to the training
emphasis desired by Region X officials.

b. Attitudes of most participants were changed
toward a greater belief in the need for a strong data base,
statistical analysis, and a more rigorous approach to mid-
range and strategic planning.

c. Most participants gained new ideas and concepts
from the course which had not occurred to them before, and
approximately one-third of the group reported that they had
developed new skills because of the training.

d. Observable change in policy and organizational
direction were reported in the Idaho and Washington SPA and
in several regional planning units within all four states.
These changes were felt to be directly attributable to the
material presented during the CJPI session.

e. The press of existing activities and a lack of
time was most often mentioned as a constraint inhibiting more
application of training concepts on the job. Non-relevance
of the course content to the work situations was indicated
as a constraint by approximately one-third of the partici-
pants, down from 70 percent of those interviewed in Region IX.

f. 1In general, there was much more impact on both
attitudes and application of training concepts resulting from

the session in Region X than occurred in Region IX,

-59-



L .
g . ! ‘AppENDTX A ¢ b
ANSWERS TO THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS ARE EXTREMELY IMPORTANT IN EVALUATING
THE TRAINING COURSE AND IN MAKING IT MORE EFFECTIVE. INDIVIDUAL RESULTS

LLL NOT BE MADE AVAILABLE TO CJPI STAFF OR TO ANYONE IN THE SPAs.

® ESULTS WILL BE SEEN ONLY BY THE INDEPENDENT EVALUATORS.

Name: Highest Degree: AA BA MA Ph.D

Position Title: LLB

[

® vears Criminal Justice Experience: Area: (police, probation, etc.)

Years Criminal Justice Planning Experience: Where:

Present Affiliation: (identify your state and whether region or state level)

e
1. Please estimate the amount of time spent before the course began in
reviewing the materials provided in advance of training.
® materials not received
0-1 hours . 6-7 hours
2-3 hours __ 8-9 hours
APPENDICES .. 4-5 hours _ 10+ hours
2, From your perspective, could the pre-orientation session held a
few weeks before the course have been improved?
no
. D e ———
yes
did not attend
® If yes; in what way?
3. Estimate the amount of time spent during the course, outside of
| formal training sessions, in studying written materials.
0-1 hours 6-7 hours
2-3 hours 8-9 hours
$ 4-5 hours 10+ hours
-60~ ' ' -61-



11,

12.

APPENDIX A (contd.)

Very Very
Good Poor
1 give this course an overall rating af: / 1/ 2/ 3/ &/ 5/
The relationship between this course's
objectives and my job needs is: /] 1/ 2/ 3/ 4/ 57
The organization of the course was: / 1/ 2/ 3/ 4/ 51/
Can you suggest a better organization of
this course?
Very Very
Good Poor
i anvi nment (classroom
ggizphy81cal enviro ( ) 1 27 37 4/ 5/
very Very
Difficult Easy
th rse's level of difficulty
gggzme, e cou 1 2/ 37 4/ 5

Do you need to know more about any of the following topics?
(check any that apply)

Management Techniques
Strategy Formulation
Developing a Plan
Plan Implementation
Data Analysis
Developing Goals
Standards and Goals
Causation Effects

Techniques of Programming
Determining Trends

Trend Implications
Statistical Analysis

Pert Scheduling
Monitoring and Evaluation
Problem Identification
Crime in the Future

—————
————
PR
P
et
———
omm———
P ]

[HTTEET

Should these additional topics be included in: this course?
an avuanrsed course?

Was the quantity of exercises appropriate?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Too Appropriate Too
Few Quantity Many

-62-

13.
®

°

14.
o

15,
®
L g 16
°®
e 17,

APPENDIX A (contd.)

Were the exercises effective?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Very Very
Ineffective Effective

Would you recommend that a fellow worker with responsibilities
similar to yours take this course?

no yes

If you answered '"mno", why?

Were the evening sessions by state of value to you? Explain:

To what extent have the following CJPI objectives been achieved
as far as you personally are concerned?

a. Deal with the problems, methods and techniques for measuring
crime, and analyzing crime statistics,

1 2 3 ‘4 5 6 7
Achieved Not Achieved
Completely At All

b. Use techniques for forecasting, anticipating, and analyzing
future crime and related problems,

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Achieved Not Achieved
Completely At All
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APPENDIX A (contd.)
. . . . 19.
Interpret trends that impact crime reduction, prevention, and
control. '
1 2 3 4 5 6 / B
Achieved Not Achieved
Completely At All
Use methods and techniques for relating trends to plan, program,
and project development. »
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 20.
Achieved Not Achieved
Completely At All

Use methods and techniques for plan development and imp}ementation 2
with full consideration of intergovernmental and community ¥
constraints.,

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Achieved Not Achieved
Completely At All 9

Apply methods and techniques for evaluating plans, programs,
and projects,

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Achieved Not Achieved 2
Completely At All ¢ ‘

Increase the capability of criminal justice planners to
communicate with each other,

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 )
Achieved Not Achieved
Completely At All

If there is anything about this course, not already mentioned, which
should be changed the next time the course is offered, please let
us know, I
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If there are features of this course which you think are outstanding
and should not be modified, please let us know what they are.

Lesson Recocmmendations

Please select one or more of the following categories to indicate
your overall reaction to the individual lesson modules presented in
this course, particularly in terms of offering a better course in
the future.

Shorten
Delete (why?)
Modify (specify)

1. Leave as is 4,
2. New instructor 5.
3. Lengthen 6.

Lesson Instructor

Rating(s) Comment

1. The Planning Process:
Introduction and
Overview Nanus

2. Prepairing for Plan-
ning: Strategy Formu-
lation and Task
Allocation Trubow

3. Problem Identification:

Systems Approach Carter
4., Problem Identification:

Practical Techniques

for Identifying and

Analyzing Problems Cushman
5. Determining Planning

Goals King
6. Developing a Plan:

Programs and Projects King
7. Plan Implementation King
8. Monitoring and

Evaluation Springer
9. A Planning Exercise Weller
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Comments regarding positive aspects of the course not covered by

the preceding questions.

Comments regarding negative aspects of the course not covered by

the preceding questions,
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APPENDIX A (contd.)

APPENDIX B

INSTRUCTIONS FOR THX ADMINISTRATION

OF THY PRE-TRAINING GUESTIONNAIRE

This questionnaire has been designed to assist the staff and
faculty of the USC Criminal Justice Planning Institute(CJ£I) in
their efforts to more effectively meet your training needs when
you actually attend the Institute's training sessions sometime in
the near future.

The questions which follow are based on the content of a series
of lesson modules which will be presented by CJPI faculty members
during your attendance at the Institute. Please answer the quest-
ions from the perspective of your own background and experience in
the criminal justice system and in terms of your present duties,
functions and responsibilities in the agency where you are now
employed.

Ve are asking you to answer these questions now, in advance of
your participation in the Institute, so that we can determine your
present level of understanding of criminal Jjustice planning concepts
and processes as they are presented in the training sessions you
will be attending.

By obtaining this information from all prospective Institute
participants in advance of the training sessions, the CJIJFI staff
and faculty will be better able to structure the training program
around specific training needs, particularly in terms of overall
course learning objectives, lesson sequencing, methodology and the
most appropriate use of exercise materials. The information obtain-
ed from this questionnaire will also be useful at the completion
of the Institute, when it will be administered again in an effort
to assess the instructional effectiveness of our faculty in achieve-
ment of specified course learning objectives.

In administering this questionnaire we are not interested in
any individual.Cur task is to better understand the education and
training needs of groups-of working planners, supervisors of plann-
ers, and senior management staff at various levels within state and
regional planning agencies. o individusl names will be mentionea in
any reports or analysis of this questionnaire. The confidentiality
of your responses is therefore assured. We ask for your name only
in case we need to contact you later for additional information.

You will have approximately one hour to complete the gquestion-

‘naire, which should be ample time, based on a limited field trial.

PLEASE DO NOT WRITE ON THE ¢(UmSTIONNAIRE ITSELF. You have been pro-
vided with a separate answer sheet. Select your response and write
the letter corresponding to your choice on the space provided on the

snswer sneet.

Thank you for your cooperation. We are looking forward to your
participation in the Institute for criminal justice planners.
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CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION

Control No.
APPENDIX B (contd.)

CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING INSTITUTE

POST-TRAINING QUESTIONNAIRE

COMPLETION

Directions: The following statements have one or more blank

spaces, each blank indicating that a word or words have been
omitted. Below each statement are several lettered words or
sets of words. Choose the one word or set of words which,
when inserted in the spaces, most correctly completes the
statement,

1. Criminal justice planning may be defined as a
and process of bringing anticipations of
the future to bear on present decision-making.

(A) rational, short-range, scientific
(B) systematic, orderly, continuous
(C) precise, long-range, comprehensive

2. planning asks the question, ''What should we do and
why " planning 1s addressed to the questionm,
"What can we make happen and why?" planning is

directed to the question, 'What will we do and when?"

(A) operational (B) anticipatory (C) strategic
(D) remedial (E) normative

3. Ana1y81s of crime rates and trends, forecasts of social
and demographic data, identification of problem areas
and the setting of obJectives and priorities are
examples of the type of planning.

(A) normative (B) strategic (C) remedial
(D) anticipatory (E) operatiomal

4, The type of planning is characterized by problem
analysis, identification and evaluation of alternative
courses of action and the development of contingency
plans.

(A) anticipatory (B) normative (C) strategic
(D) operational (E) remedial

5. The development of personnel and organizational plans,
budgets and project schedules are necessary elements
in the preparation of the ___ type of planning.

(A)  normative (B) operational (C) remedial
(D) anticipatory (E) strategic

-68-

APPENDIX B (contd.)

TRUE and FALSE

Directions: In this section a series of statements is followed

by lettered indicators which provide a choice between (A) True
and (B) False. Read the statement, select the appropriate
response and write the letter of your choice on the answer
sheet which has been provided.

6. The execution of the "problem identification and
analysis phase" of the criminal justice planning model
is totally independent of decisions made in the ''prep-
aration for planning' phase.

(A) True (B) False

7. The "goal setting" phase of the criminal justice
planning model precedes the '"problem identification
and analysis'"' phase, as well as the '"preparing for
planning' phase.

(A) True (B) False

8. The '"problem identification and analysis' phase of the
criminal justice planning model involves a conscious
effort to relate the '"what" and "why'" sections of a
crime-specific problem statement to one another.

(A) True (B) False

9. Geocoding is the process of adding geographic infor-
mation to records which already contain street address
information.

(A) True (B) False

10. At various plannlng levels of the crlmlnal justice
system there is consensus that a project defines what
is to be done and a program describes in concrete
terms how this is to be accomplished.

(A) True (B) False

11. The basic similarity among the various levels of
criminal justice planning (LEAA, SPA) and local agencies
in defining ''program'" is that they all view a program
in terms of what they are spending their money for
and how it is packaged.

(A) True (B) False
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There is little similarity between the traditional
"role" distinctions with regard to a scientist and
engineer and those of a criminal justice planner and
an administrator of criminal justice projects and
programs,

(A) True (B) False

Sole responsibility for the implementation of compre-
hensive state plans to achieve the goals and objectives
of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act is

a mandate of State Planning Agencies (SPAs).

(A) True (B) False

In the context of criminal justice planning, imple-
mentation may be considered "accomplished" when an
idea has been translated into an action program and
embodied in an organization to the degree that it

influences the nature and operations of the organization.

(A) True (B) False

Goal-setting is a two-step process; identification
and selection of alternative goals, and selection of
alternative means of achieving those goals.

(A) True (B) False

Goal-setting and the selection of alternative means
of achieving goals is basically a technical, rather
than a political problem,

(A) True (B) False

"To reduce the use of dangerous drugs and narcotics,
and provide treatment for users'" is an example of an
operational goal which meets all the criteria for
goal statements and the goal-setting process

(A) True (B) False
Rational criminal justice planning and the realities

gf imp@ementing system change represent an almost
impossible dilemma to the working planner.

(A) True (B) False

In states where 75 percent of the state's action grant
funds flow through to Regional Planning Units (RPUs),
the responsibility for implementation and articulation
of related procedures rests with the Regional Planning
Units who receive these funds.

(A) True (B) False
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Alleviation of the underlying conditions that cause
crime is more effective in reducing crime than inter-
vention techniques and should have the highest priority
by state and local criminal justice planning agencies.

(A) True (B) False

The local criminal justice agency role in evaluation
activities parallels its role in the planning function,
i.e., they are mutually dependent roles and should
reinforce each other.

(A) True (B) False

During the implementation of criminal justice projects/
programs, evaluation should be conducted as an integral
part of the overall plan so that feedback is available
as input to the dynamic criminal justice planning
model.

(A) True (B) False

Project and program evaluations should be conducted

at both the local operating agency and the regional
criminal justice level, and the separation of respon-
sibilities for evaluation should parallel the division
of labor in planning activities,

(A) True (B) False

Since implementation is concerned with the actual
execution and day-by-day operation of a criminal
justice project, it is not really a part of the plan-
ning process and should not be considered as sucE.

(A) True (B) False

Criminal justice planning (at the regional level) for
the reduction of specific crimes should provide the
analytical framework and program context for local
operating agencies' functional planning.

(A) True (B) False

All forms of data that are required for planning and
management purposes that go beyond the ordinary scope
of local criminal justice agency planning should be
provided by the SPA or LEAA.

(A) True (B) False
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MULTIPLE CHOICE

Directions:

tollowed by several lettered words or sets of words. Choose

the one word or set of words which most correctlz answers the

question.

27.

28",

29.

30.

From the following list of roles and functions of
the criminal justice planning process, select one
which is not appropriate. ‘

(A) vehicle for developing coordination among criminal
justice agencies

(B) method for developing future-oriented perspectives
in planning activities

(C) means of receiving funds for local criminal
justice projects

(D) opportunity for non-professional, citizen involve-
ment

(E) preparation for contingencies

(F) mechanism for implementation of change

The systems approach to criminal justice planning
utilizes flow charts reflecting the decision points
in the system, insertion of criminal justice data and
calculation of various percentages, i.e., ''system
rates." Which of the following types of percentages
are not required for inclusion in system rate data?

(A) decision-point percentages
(B) crime~specific percentages
(C) input percentages

Which of the following techniques is the most cost-
effective for evaluating program interventions based
upon ldentified rate determinants?

(A) citizen opinion surveys

(B) regular recalculation of system rates
(C) analysis of police reports

(D) analysis of clearance rates

Which of the following types of data are not necessary
in the problem analysis phase of the criminal justice
planning model?

(A) classifying or sorting

(B) comparing

(C) measuring

(D) analyzing

(E) describing the "why" of a problem
(F) identifying possible interventions
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Which of the following characteristics of the planning
process reflects a marked difference between military,
urban and corporate planning, and criminal justice
planning?

(A) all operate within cost constraints .

(B) all deal with considerable uncertainty in the
future

(C) all have been using the planning process for
many years

(D) all have complex organizations ]

(E) all have uncontrollabie elements in their
operational environments

From the following sets of activities, select the
recommended sequences of actions to be undertaken
when using the "general planning process modzal' in
the criminal justice system:

(A) set goals; determine projections and anticipations;
define problems; select preferred alternatives;
implement plans )

(B) determine projections and anticipations; define
problems; set goals; select preferred alter-
natives; implement plans )

(C) determine projections and anticipations; set goals;
define problems; select preferred alternatives;
implement plans

The use of '"system rate'' techniques in criminal
justice planning is useful in a variety of ways.
Which of the following applications of these tech-
niques is not appropriate for planning purposes?

(A) systematic arrangement of past and present crim-
inal justice data )

(B) examination of the system as a whole, or detailed
analysis of a part of the system, e.g.,
corrections or law enforcement

(C) tracking crime-specific data through the system,
e.g., burglary, rape, etc. .

(D) planning for changes in system rates and the .
direction of change in all parts of the justice
system :

(E) projections of crime rates, interventions and
their evaluation.

Which of the following types of data are not necessary
in the problem identification phase of the criminal
justice pTanning model? '

(A) stating the problem

(B) describing the problem i
(C) defining and expressing the problem boundaries
(D) measuring the extent of the problem

(E) aggregating relevant data
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Which of the following types of data can be used to
describe crime and the community response to crime?

(A) social, demographic, economic
(B) victimization survey data

(Cy offenses reported to police
(D) arrest data

(E) offender process data

(F) all of the above

From the following list, select two factors which
presently do not inhibit thorough problem identifi-
cation and analysis activities by criminal justice
planning agencies:

(A) poorly integrated data collection effort
(B) gathering too much data

(C) inadequate time and budget

(D) lack of computing facilities

(E) premature conclusions

(F) limited staff

(G) interference from federal agencies

The goai-setting process which utilizes debate between
one person advocating one alternative and his opponent
another, is called:

(A) Delphi technique
(B) Mason's dialectical approach
(G) expert, informed judgment

‘Which of the following is not an appropriate '"hybrid"

role for the criminal justice planner in developing
plans for new programs or projects:

A) researcher and systems analyst

ng advocate of principles and ideas

(C) designer of new approaches

(D) project manager

(E) facilitator to help steer new projects through
implementation

Which of the following criminal justice project
development ''styles'" or "strategies" is the most
logical method of approach?

(A) select projects, define needs, write plan
(B) define needs, develop plans, select projects
(C) define needs, select projects, write plan

»
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Rate determinants are defined as factors or variables
which impact on system rates, i.e., clearance rate,
success rate, etc, Which of the following burglary
clearance rate determinants are not within the control
of local enforcement agencies? ~

(A) number of police officers available

(B) priorities assigned to burglary control activities

(C) poverty and unemployment in surrounding commupnities

(D) level of police officer training

(E) availability of adequate law enforcement equip-
ment, e.g., police cars, helicopters, etc.

Interventions in the local justice system to bring
about desired changes, e.g., burglary crime rates,
should be directed toward identified rate determinants.
Which of the following interventions would most likely
contribute to the lowering of burglary rates?

(A) upgrading of training programs

(B) assignment of high priority to burglary clearance
rates

(C) acquisition of more police cars and helicopters

(D) increases in the number of police officers
assigned to the burglary detail

(E) all of the above

The primary emphasis in the problem identificatiom
and analysis phases of the criminal justice planning
model is to:

(A) organize the necessary personnel resources

{B) identify the parameters of the problem

(C) consider alternative program intexventions

{D) attain a comprehensive sense of the total picture
(E) aggregate and analyze relevant data

"CAPER" (Crime Analysis Project Evaluation Research)
provides various data which are useful in reporting
and analyzing crime. Which of the following types
of data are not an output of this system?

- (A) diagnosis of crime incidenca

(B) data for project evaluation
(C) causal factors related to crime

Which of the following techniques is not recommended
for use in the goal-setting prwcess for criminal
justice agencies?

(A) discussion of normative and strategic issues
(B) Delphi technique

{C) research of statutes and relevant studies
(D) panel of criminal justice experts

{(E) analysis of national standards and goals
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Which of the following hus not been a major constraint
on State Planning Agencies (SPAs) in execution of
their implementation function?

(A) preoccupation with what have seemed to be more
important roles in the planning process

(B) reliance upon project monitoring, project progress
and evaluation reports as surrogate functions
for actual plan implementation

(C) lack of time, inadequate budget and excessive
public demands for crime reduction

(D) political constraints, i.e., negative relation-
ships with Regional Planning Units (RPUs),
local criminal justice agencies, other state
agencies, etc,

Which of the following '"roles" now performed by State
Planning Agencies (SPAs) has been most neglected to
date?

(A) technical assistance
(B) planning

(C) auditing

gD) monitoring

E) grant management

Which of the following types of problems is typical
of those encountered by local criminal justice agencies
in attempting to implement various, plans/projects?

(4) procedural, e.g., lack of training/knowledge in
grant preparation, etc,

(B) legal, -e.g., third party contracts, etc.

(C) fiscal, e.g., lack of synchronization between
local and SPA funding cycles, etc.

(D) political, e.g., failure to gain support from

a councils, boards of supervisors, etc.

(E) attitudinal, e.g., reluctance to change, etc.

(F) all of the above

Which of the following is not essential for assessment

of the adequacy of an evaluation report related to the

effectiveness of a particular criminal justice project

or program? ‘

(A) effect of extraneous variables

(B) level of evaluation employed

(C) transferability potential for other users
(D) adequacy of measures used

(E) appropriateness of statistics
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Change in social systems, e.g., the criminal justice
system, are most likely accomplished by

(A) changes in the roles of persons involved in the
system

(B) changes in the statuses of the persons involved
in the system

(C) changes in the combination of persons involved
in the system

(D) all of the above

In the formulation of local criminal justice plannlng
strategies, which of the following objectives is not
directly relevant to crime- -reduction goals?

(A) increase controls on criminal conduct
(B) decriminalize certain types of crime
(C) reduce the causes of crime

Immediately following the passage of the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, the LEAA
emphasis was on which of the following planning goals?

(A) improvement of the criminal justice system
(B) improvement of public relations activities
(C) improvement of management information systems
(D) reduction of crime and delinquency

Which of the following is not a required data element
in conducting crime analyses in the crime-oriented
planning model?

(A) target(s) or victim(s) LR
(B) event scenario

(C) offender characteristics v

(D) community attitudes toward crime

(E) case-specific court data

Please answer the three questions listed below the
following case study:

Little Herman received a citation resulting
from shoplifting. His parents also received a call
from Juvenile Division officers. WNeither he or his
parents received further snrziees. His subsequent
record, however, was compared with that of Susy, who
had also been a shopllfter Like hHerman, Susy received
a citation and a telephone call from Juvenile Division
officers. Susy also received counseling for six weeks
as part of a LEAA-funded dellnquency reductlon program.
Sixteen months later a review of Herman's and Susy's
offense records indicated that Herman had been involved
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in three more shoplifting offenses while Susy had
committed only one such offense. (Note: Assume
that Herman and Susy each represente H a larger group
in this delinquency program,)

(a) An evaluation of the pre-post delinquency reduc-
tion effects of this- program would most appro-
priately be considered to be evaluation at which
of the following levels?

(A) program audit level

(B) program impact level

C) admihistrative statistics level
(D) program monitoring level

(b) In all probability where would Herman be assigned
in an evaluation activity for this program?

(A) holding group
(B) random group
(C) experimental group
(D) control group

(¢) In all probability where would Susy be assigned
in an evaluation activity for this program?

(A) holding group
(B) random group
(C) control group
(D) experimental group

Using the above case study (herman and Susy), please
answer the following two questions:

(a) Which of the following is the best definition of
the independent variable?

(A) subsequent offense record
(B) call from Juvenile Division
(C) receipt of counseling

(D) receipt of citation

(b) Which of the following is the best definition of
the dependent variable?

(A) receipt of counseling

(B) subsequent offense record
(C) receipt of citatiom

(D) call from Juvenile Division
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D. MATCHING

60.

Directions: Match the statements in Column "B", which

define various types of criminal justice projects (in
terms of the methodology employed? with their corre-
sponding descriptors in Column "A", Write the correct
letters in the space provided.

Column '"'A" Column "'B"
a. Research A, Probes areas of concern
b. Feasibility B. Transferable project for

other jurisdictions
c. Experimental
C. Concerned with forming

d. Demonstration hypotheses

e. Exploratory D. Studies relationships between

causes and effects
E. Cost-effective methodology

F. Achievement of impact-
oriented objectives

G. Comparison of two or more

alternative intervention
methods
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APPENDIX C
INTERVIEW PROTOCOL

INTRODUCTION STATEMENT: Our interview is designed basically
to determine if anything has changed in yeur work as a result
of attending the CJPI. .I am going to read the objectives

of the planning institute one at a time and I would like you
to think over the last few months, and téll me if you are
doing anything differently now than you were before the train-
ing session. Any questions? The CJPI was designed to help
planners:

la, Deal with the problems, methods, and techniques for
measuring crime and analyzing crime statistics. 1Is
that part of your job? If yes; go to lb. 1If no; go
to lec. :

lb. Are you doing anything differently in the last few
months.in the way you use or interpret crime statistics?
If yes: Probe: example, effect, scope, would it have
happened anyway, did the idea come from the CJPI, are
tl:ere other factors that may have led to the same
result? 1If no; go to lec.
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po you feel any more confident in using or interpreting

crime statistics? Do you review the work of others

any differently? Has your attitude changed toward the

value of methods and techniques for measuring crime
statistics? Do you see any new applications? PROBE
POSITIVE RESPONSES.

Use techniques for forecasting, anticipating, and
analyzing future crime and related problems. 1Is this
part cf your job responsibilities? 1f yes; go to 2b.
If no; go to 2c.

Are you doing anything differently in terms of fore-
casting or analyzing future crime trends? 1If yes;

Probe: example, effect, scope, would it have happened

anyway, did the idea come from tae CJPI, are there
other factors that may have led to the same result?
1f no; go to 2c,
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If you were to get involved in forecasting techniques
would you feel capable of doing so? Do you have the ’
necessary techniques and skills? Did you have them
before? Have you referred back to the CJPI manual?

Has your attitude changed toward forecasting techniques?”
Do you see any new applications? PROBE POSITIVE RESPONSES.

Interpret trends that impact crime reduction, prevention,

and control., 1Is that part of your job responsibility?
If yes; go to 3b. If no; go to 3c. g 7

Are you doing anything differently in the last few

months in the way you interpret trends to crime reduction
prevention, and control? 1If yes; Probe: example, effect,’
scope, would it have happened anyway, did the idea come
from the CJPI, are there other factors that may have

led to the same result? If no:; go to 3c.
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If it were your responsibility, would you feel capable
of doing so? Did you feel that way before the CJPI”
Have your attitudes changed in this area at all? PROBE
POSITIVE RESPONSES.

Use methods and techniques for relating trends to plan,
program, and project development. Is that part of your
job? 1If yes; go to 4b. 1If no; go to 4c.

Has your approach to plan, program, and project develop-
ment changed at all? If yes; Probe: example, effect,
scope, would it have happened anyway, did the idea come
from the CJPI, are there other factors which may have
led to the same result? 1If no; go to 4c.

i
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Has the way you consult with or supervise others relative
to plan, program, and project development changed at all?
Have your attitudes changed toward any particular method
or technique for relating trends to plan, program and
project development? PROBE POSITIVE RESPONSES,

Use methods and techniques for plan development and
implementation with full consideration of intergovern-
mental and community constraints. Do you get involved
with this much? If yes; go to 5b. If no; go to 5c.

Do you approach political problems differently than you
did before the CJPI? 1If yes; Probe: example, effect,
scope, would it have happened anyway, did the idea come
from the CJPI, are there other factors that may have led
to the same result? 1If no; go to 5c.
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Are you aware of any political constraints that you
didn't realize before? As a result of CJPI? Aware of
any ways of dealing with constraints? As a result of
CJPI? PROBE POSITIVE RESPONSES,

Apply metheds and techniques for evaluating plans,
programs, and projects. 1Is this part of your job
responsibility? 1If yes; go to 6b, If no; go to 6c.

Are you approaching evaluation any differently now?
Probe: how, effect, scope, would it have happened
anyway, did the idea come from CJPI, are there other
factors that may have led to the same effect. If no;
go to 6b,
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i i 117
. as vour attitude toward evaluation changed at all?
be X}/thy?y Do you review the evaluation of others more
critically? PROBE PCSITIVE RESPONSES.

7a. TIncrease the capability of criminal justice planners to
communicate with each other. Have you commgnlcgted \
with anyone that you met at CJPI since the 1nst1tgte.
If yes; Probe: how, how often, about work, would you
have done so in normal course of activity?
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Have you completed a back-home project? If yes; go to
8b. If no; go to 8c.

Was academic credit an important factor in your finishing?
(PROBE)

What did the project entail? (PROBE)
Would you have done it anyway? (PROBE)

In what way has it been useful to you -

on the job?
professionally?
How much time have you spent on the project?

Are you working on one now?

Is academic credit an important factor in your finishing?
(PROBE)

What does the project entail? (PROBE)

Would you have done it anyway? (PROBE)

In what way is it useful to you -

on the job?
professionally?
How much time have you spent on the project?

Do you honestly plan to finish it?
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Do you have any suggestions regarding the general concept

of a back-home project? (PROBE)

Are there any constraints that have limited what you
have been able to apply from the CJPI on the job?
If yes; go to 9b. 1If no; go to 9c.

What are they? Economic (budget), political, role con-
flicts, attitudinal factors. '

Do you have support from your supervisor in your
planning effort?

Do you have enough people in the agency to get the job
done?
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Was the CJPI experience relevant to the job you are now
doing? If yes; go to 10b. 1If no; go to 10c and 10d.

Do you have a feeling for how much of it was relevant?
75%, half, 25%? (PROBE)

Was it relevant to what you ought to be doing? (PROBE)

Is what you are doing now essential?

If you were to do more planning would someone else
have to do what you are now doing? (PROBE)
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APPENDIX D

WASHINGTON STATE TRAINING SESSION

Subsequent to the one~week CJPI training seminar in
Seattle, a two-day session was presented primarily for re-
gional and local planners in Washington State, The later
session resulted from a special request of the CJPI by the
State Planning Agency for instruction in crime oriented
planning. This training program was not formally evaluated
by the Imstitute, although a post-session questionnaire was
created by AJI and administered at the seminar by the Wash-
ington State Director of Evaluation. Observational comments
were also obtained from the Washington evaluator, and from
the Manpower Development Ccordinator in Region X.

Faculty for the sessions consisted of Mr. George
Trubow and Dr. Robert Carter., The schedule for the first
day of instruction was as follows:

9:00- 9:50 Introductory Remarks Saul Arrington
9:50-11:00 Planning Process George Trubow
11:00-11:20 Break

11:20-12:00 Planning Process George Trubow
12:00- 1:15 Lunch

1:15- 3:50 System Rates Robert Carter
3:50- 4:30 Programs and Projects George Trubow

The second day involved less formal small group
discussions of the concepts presented on the first day.
Participants divided into three groups conducted by Dr.
Carter, Mr. Trubow and Ms. Wurtzburger, CJPI Director.
Emphasis in these groups was on the application of crime
specific planning at the local level,

Twenty-eight planners and administrators took part
in the first day of training and 16 attended both days.
Questionnaire results are given below, along with the ques-
tions asked. Responses have been summarized separately for
those attending the first session only, and for those
attending both days.
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I give this seminar an overall rating of:

4*;-—--n---------III!

First Day Only
Both Days

First Day Only:
Both Days:

The relationship between this seminar's objectives and

Very Very
Good Poor
1 2 3 4 5
6 5 1 0 0
5 8 2 0 0
Mean = 1.6
Mean = 2,0

my job needs is:

Very Very
Good Poor
1 2 3 4 5
First Day Only 5 4 3 0 0
Both Days 9 2 3 2 0
First Day Only: Mean = 1.8
Both Days: Mean = 1,9
The organization of the seminar was:
Very Very
Good Poor
1 2 3 4 5
First Day Only 6 4 2 0 0
Both Days 6 8 1 1 0
First Day Only: Mean = 1,7
Both Days: Mean = 1,8

For me, the content of the seminar was:

Very Difficult

Very Easy to

to Understand Understand
1 2 3 4 5
First Day Only 0 2 0 3 7
Both Days 0 1 1 5 8
First Day Only: Mean = 4.3
Both Days: Mean = 4,3
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5. Would you recommend that a fellow worker with responsi-
bilities similar to yours participate in a similar
activity?

No
Yes % No % Response
First Day Only 9 90 1 10 2
Both Days 16 100 0 0 0
Total 25 96 1 4 2

6. If you answered '"No", why?

Only one participant answered question number 5 in
the negative, The explanation of his response indicates
that he misinterpreted this question.

7. How could the seminar be improved?
All suggestions are recorded below with the number

responding indicated for those attending the first day only,
and for those attending both days.

No. Responding No. Responding
First Day Only Both Days Total
Comment (N=7)+* (N=11) (N=18)

Better define agenda and
objectives 1 4 5
Include more decision
makers 1 3 4
More emphasis on rural
planning 1 3 4
Send out materials in
advance 1 2 3
Longer sessions 1 2 3
More group discussions 1 0 1
Better lunch 1 0 1

* Multiple responses were allowed and therefore column totals do

not equal the total number of
question,.

participants responding to the
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APPENDIX D (contd.) - APPENDIX D (contd.)
8. What did i :
you like best about it? course agenda and objectives be better defined, 2) more
Acai , ) emphasis be placed on issues related to planning at the local
number re;gsgge al} gqmments are recorded below with the level, and 3) that course materials be distributed in advance
ponding indicated for those attending the first day of training.

only, and for those attending both days.
No. Res di ) _ These recommendations e§sentia}ly concur with thg
First Dgonol?g No. Responding suggestions made by the two session monitors. It was their
Comment (N-Sy nLy Both Days Total impression that objectives for the course were not clearly
A =5) (N=10) (N=15 defined, and that there was inadequate distribution of
materials and preparation of participants prior to the sem-
inar. The monitors also reported minimal group involvement

Good speakers 2 7 9 )
Group discussions 0 in the two presentations on the first day, although partic-
3 3 ipants appeared to be much interested in the material
Systems approach 2 presented, and attendance was good. Perceptions were that
0 2 the second day (small group discussions) was most effective,
Insight provided 1 particularly in those cases in which planners were asked to
0 1 discuss their own situation with respect to crime specific
planning.
9. ’ : - .. ;
Eﬁaﬁggngagioieggfd for additional training in the Again, this two-day seminar was not formally evalu-
' ated by AJI. 1Indications from the data available, however,
are that the seminar was effective. AJI impact interviews
Yes o ; . No i regarding the one-week seminar in Seattle were conducted
=== % No % Response subsequent to the two-day session. At that time, several
First Day Onl 8 89 participants and staff of the State Planning Agency indicated
y 1 11 3 that they were seeing a difference in the plans coming in
, from local levels, which they attributed largely to the
Both Days .lé }99 0 Q 0 seminar. It was élso reported that a numbergof local plan-
Total 24 96 1 4 3 j). ners had requested similar training for the decision makers

with whom they interact,

If yes; regarding what? Following what format?

Ten (56%) of the 18 ici i

) i n {507 e participants responding to thj

g?Lghgftgggo;;gg 9tsgec1£19d a need for additgonal geminar;s )
ented, wo additional partici
the need for long-term traini i ; S and one | BEested
need raining in planning, and indivi

ual indicated a need for libra i & fre thdivid-
‘ ry readings. Specific traini
content areas were not su g hts. roone
onter ggested by most particj
individuals mentioned the need f i oinins 10O
vl ] _Tor additional trainine in
pranning methodology, two mentioned data manipulationgtech- »

niques, and one indica ini i i
mcthodélogy. ted a need for training in evaluation

In summary i i i
o ) Summ » questionnaire responses indicate that
E?gilglge majority of those attending either or both days of ~
L‘ggemtstzlglwere positive toward the experience. There was ®
66ﬁfze130${dabgn3nimogi feeling among participants that the
QUL S aluable to others with job responsibiliti
: o the ibilitie
iiﬁliiéifzrtgiiis’ ngeral individuals mentiongd the need °
ning directed toward local decisi r
Recommendations for chan Rority of ress:
“ ¢ ge were made by a minority of res ‘
3 - " 3 - £ e O -
dents.  The most frequently made suggestions wereythat l)ptge ®
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