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SUMMAR Y 

This report is an as s e s sment of the proj ed Curriculum Development in Advanced 
J .. ~.alnt_~IELa.s implemented by John Jay Colleg.e of Criminal Justice. The program 
'-vas des igned to train middle management pel's onn81 in COr re ctions and other 
criminal justice agencies within the tri-state area of New York, New Jersey and 
Delav.:are, and to develop curricula materials for use in future management 
training programs. 

Members of the graduate faculty of John Jay College developed curricula 
rnaterials for a series of ten seminar s scheduled between June 197] and 
January 1972. They used a variety of teaching 'methods, adjusting their 
approach in response to the needs of the participants, Emphasis was on work­
shop and discussion groups in order to foster interagency comrnunication. 

The program drew participants frOlu 22 criminal justi.ce agencies in two states 
and the federal government. The total registration of 226 far exceeded the projected 
toLal of 125 to 150 participants, thereby reducing the LEAA cost from the estimated 
$600 to $205 per participant. The per capita cost of each seminar was approxi­
rnately $20 per session. The dual purpose of training management personnel and 
developing curricula materials for use in future luanagement training seminars 
ha:: been accomplished on a rnodest budget. 

Seminar m.embers came frOln several areas of the criminal justice system: 
carr ections, law enforcement, probation and pros eeutor s I offi.ce s. Only one 
private (preventive) agency took part in the program. The greates t participation 
47. 10/0, was by law enfor cement agencies. Corrections, the target area of the 
progralY.l3 sent 15.20/0 of the participants. Regretfully, these did not include 
prison correction officers. The entire complement of corrections participants 
consisted of 21 parole personneL 

The iaculty were impressed with the sophisticated level of member participation, 
one surpassing that found in the usual graduate seminar. The students used the 
seminars as problem-solving sessions. 

The traini.ng seminars generally satisfied the expectations of the participants. They 
gained knowledge of subject mattel', techniques, and methods which would be of 
practical value in their agency work. There was a great deal of enthusiasm £01' this 
opportuniLy for an interchange of ideas and experiences between members of various 
crim.inal justice agencies. 

Administrators from the participating agencies agreed that their personnel gained 
expertise that wi.ll be an asset in their work. They believed that silnilar training 
progl'an1.s should be further developed by John Jay College. 

i 
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lNTRODUCTION 
, ' 

The report describes the process of planning, directing and evaluatinO' a series of 
m::.ddle n1.anagement training seminars conducted by John Jay ColleO'e ~f Crin~inal 
3ustice and funded by LEAA grant (#C56340) as gurriculurn Derelo~ment in 
Ac!.~.:..a.:!2ced Corrections Training. In accordance with the original proposal 
,.F'llDF 7 16), submitted June 25, 1970 and subs'equcntly modified February 25, 1971,1 
t"ni -, evaluation will as s es s the comparative e£fectivenes s of the luethods and 
n!aterials us ed, primarily by means of evaluati ve instruments devis cd by the 
staff and administered by an officer of the project. 

PREPARATION 

According to program modifications submitted February 25, 1971, the initial 
trai.ning s en1.inar was s chec1uled for May 31, 1971. Final approval of the grant 
";as not received until April, however, leaving i.nsufficient tin1.e to advise 
crim.inal justice institutions in the three target states of this new program. 
CODnequently, it was deemed advisable to advance the starting point for the 
prograrn to June 14, 1971. 

Ten seminar s were s chedulecl between June 1971 and January 1972: 

june 14-25, 1971 

July 6-16, 1971 

S'2ptember 7-] 7, 1971 

January 17-28, 1972 

Table No, 1 

A. M. - Manpower Projection and Utilization 
P. M. - Organizational Models in Criminal Justice 

A. M. - Training Programs in Crirninal Justice 
P. M. - Community Relations in Criminal Justice 

Managen"lent 

A. M. - Utilization of Research Findings in Crhuinal 
Jus tice 

P. M. - Training ProgralY1S in Criminal Justice 

A. M. - 0 rganizational Models in Criminal Justice 
A. M. - Community Relations in Criluinal Justice 

.Managernent 
P. M, - UtiJ.i~~ation of Research Findings in Cl'iluinal 

Justice 
P. M. - Manpower Projection and Utilization 

WiChtG Lhis final schedule, the s tnlctuT C oi the pr ogra!'xl. retained its es s ential format 
of fivE' seminars, each to be offered twice, with sLlificient intervals between to allow 
for ne("essary curricula modification by the faculty. 

Curricula for thes e s emi.nars "vere developed and taught by nlembers of the graduate 
[ar..:ulty of John Jay College of Criminal Jus lice, The qualifications and expertis e of 
tlli3 staff were delineated to the granting agency i.n the original project proposal. 
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Olh(~l' renowned experts were asked to participate in the program as visiting 
!('c!llcc'r,,: Dr, Edward Lehman, Mr. Carmh;te Motto, Mr. Harold S. Seligson, and 
Dr. J05eph Frank ' Whiting, The brief rks umes of their respective backgrounds which 
a rt' appended to this report merely suggest the principle contribution each made to 
t;'J(' progl'an1. 2 ," 

RbCRorfMENT 

Th·[ \v(' ('n April and J1.I,ne 1971 ,more than 150 letters and seminar schedules were 
I'> (:.t l:' 103 criluinal jus tice agencies inviting their administrators to nominate 
1:J.ii~ib::(\ personnel as participants in the ne"vly developed middle management 
~,:·mitlal'B. 3 Tbe invitation specified that only those persons be nominated whose 
(,ducalional and professional qualifications were in accord with criteria established 
1 n trw project propos aL Each agency was limited to thre e or four nonlinations. 
1\ wa~ hoped that such linlit ations would as sure each seminar of a varied input by 
cll'ClWi 11g a balanced representation from Corrections, Courts, Prosecutors! Offices, 
PuHcf!, Parole and Probation Agencies within the tri-state area of New York, 
N(!w Jersey and Delaware. 4 

[J('nodic rnail and telephone follow-up by the Field Coordinator, Fred Hinte, 
"'(1'v('<1 La app'dse agencies of developments within the program. 5 More important, 
C(ll1[imLOlls personal contact helped perpetuate a high degree of interest in the 
SI tllillctl'S. In rnany cases Mr. Hinte!s tirnely telephone call directly influenced 
cd' ag,'Pl'Y nc1ministrator!s decision to participate in the program. 

'r III ~)l'll'ction of eligible participants was necessarily left to the discretion of each 
('l·in.ina1 jnsLice agency. In the project!s prime target area - corrections agencies -
(tclmlltiHLl'ators frequently expressed interest i.n the program but declined partici-
jJel~. 1, l'l, pleading rnanpower shortage s due to budgetary res trictions. In some 
1 n.~ l,t'lel'l:), it was indicated that the secondary supervis or was the Deputy Warden, 
'\'.11 ':;(.' <\hsc..>nce could noL be justified because of security problems. 

PAl{ l'lCIPAT,[ON 

Th. l'C8rons<.~ from the agencies was exceptionally gratifying, despite such 
dh,qJl',,)j nlmc'nts. Of the 103 criminal jus tice agencies contacted, 22 agencies 
11"tll ,J, ,;[ales and the federal gover11.1uent sent 138 persons to the management 
llcli!dllg RVl'ninars, The projected overall balance wa.s not exactly achieved however, 
t \, irit-ll( vel from the tabulation showing the degree of agency participation. 

1 
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Table NO.2 

}.J~ and Name of Agency 

Cor 1'e ctions (Parole) 
New York State Department of 

Cor rectional Services 

,;" 

." 

TOTAL: 

l.aw Enforcernent 
Federal Government: 

U" S. Department of Treasury, Customs 3 
State: lIiew Yorl,sJ 

N. Y. Port Authority Police Department 8 
N. Y. C" Housing Authority Police Dept. 5 
N. y, C. Transit Authority Police Dept. 3 
N. Y. C. Police Department 18 
Nas sau County Police Department 6 
Suffolk County Police Department 10 

(New Jers~) 
New Brunswick Police Deparhnent 2 
City of Nev;rark Police Department 5 
Irvington Police Department 3 
New Jersey State Police 2 

TOTAL: 

.Probation 
Federal Government: 

U.S. Southern District Court 1 
State: (New York) 

N. Y.C. Office of Probation 34 
Suffolk County Probation Office 2 

t~.~_3ersey) 
Administrati ve Office of the Courts 5 

TOTAL: 

Prosecutors Offices 
Gity~ (New York) 

Queens County Dis trict Attorney! s Office 1 
Bronx County District Attorney! s O££ice 1 

State: (New Jers~ 
Middlesex County Prosecutor! s Office 4 

TOTAL: 

Other: 
Private (preventive) Agency: 

Ea.s L Harlem Youth Employment Service 3 

John Jay College of Criminal Justice 1 
TOTAL: 

( ( 

Nurnber of 
Participants 

21 

65 

42 

6 

4 

0/0 of Total 
Participation 

15.2 

47.1 

30.4 

4:.3 

3.0 

'. 

I 

.I 
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1\J(lv('rlhdess, each selninar had a vari0d input because 64% of the participants 
(Inl'n~ 1 (,cl in two s e s sions. Multiple rogi s tration re sulted in a total enrolhnent of 
t.2() rariicipants in the series of ton sem.inars, This number far exceeds the 
proJl;ctcrl total of 125 to 150 participants, thereby reduci.ng the estimated per 
,ay,:Ld cost from $600 to less than $350 per participant. 

Di I' .idi I1g the total am.ount of LEAA suppor t by 1;he total. number of participants ' 
iurLhvr r()(luces the cost to $205 per student. This per capita figure repl'esents 
i1J; inv(>stInent not only in the training of tnanagement personnel, but also in 
1 bf devE loprnent of curricula tnaterials for use in future n1.anagement training 
~·~~nunars, The dual purpose of the proposal entitled "Curriculum Development 
hr Advanced T raining in Corrections" has been accomplished On a modest budget. 

MA~.JAGEMENT TRAINING SEMINARS 
'" .......... ~--.. .... . --. ........ - ..... 

N,~nt1ll(,cs for the management training seminars were inform.ed through their 
agencies of the designated time and place of seminar meeti.ngs. 6 They were also 
provided with a general information sheet as an orientation to the facilities located 
<.'I.t John Jay College and in the surrounding area, 7 

On tho ~irst schcclul<.~d semi~ar day, .regi~trants were asked to con1.plete registration 
Ll.l·nls, ,\nd to answer a brIef quesbonnalre about their expectations from this 
Pl·Ogl·Clll1.) A pre-lest was also adn1.inistcrecl at the initial seluinar lneeting. lO Its 
ethn Wil.S Lo ascertain one's level of current knowledge in the various areas covered 
Ily !ih'S(' seminars. Upon cornpletion of the course another questionnaire 11 and a 
llO:lt -l('st 12 were also admini.stered. All of these instrum.ents were part of the 
('va'~llCl.tif)n (lc:.~si.gn for the entire program. 

A (' ,,' t l i l'H at c of ac con1.plishmcnt was awarded to each par ticipant who succes s fully 
(")m pi ,'I l,r{ mw or rnorc of the training seminars. 13 The following sumluary of the 
:'Y:t<lbi, ruvthocls, and l'll.ateriuls used in each of these selninars ""ill accompany a 
bri,'!' c:tb<;,~ssmenl: of the level of nl.eluber pal'ticLpation which merited this award. 

C:(~:.'.~~l.~\~l}i.l.z...B.clations Seminal': (July 6-16, 1971 and January 17-28, 1972.) 

'J b' \'tl rrintlut11. for the Community Relations seminar was developed by two leading 
. ' x.p.t't t,; in th(! area of cornnHl11iLy relations, Drs. Arthur Niederhoffe r and Alexander 
II Slllllh. T}H~Y conceived the course as a series of panel discussions which would 
,dt"tnpi to define the concept of conwnunHy relations in the area of crhninal justice. 
'I'll,' cl a::.s would bE.' expected to give consideration to the problem.s and goals of 
Il)tllllllll); ly r l~lations prograp"ls boLh within the crin1.inal justice system and in 
1 (·Ltl i.lj\ to the cornrnunity at large, Their goal was to develop model community 
I' dlilln~i prog1'Clll"lS for indi.vidual agenci0s, while sinHlltaneously fostering inter­
a~~l'll', y nn(h~rst[lncling, 

( ( 
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T') acilleve these ends, Professors Nieclel'h')ffel' 1 S 'tl ff ' , , " "ant I n1.l·1 0 ectIvoly applied teatn 
t,~aclllng techniques whIch stuuulated an lnterchange of L-leas alnOna the course 
partidpants. The class \vas divided intu fottr groups: each partic~ant was assigned :0 the ~r,')up which best, reflected his agency' s"role within the criminal justice sys'tem, 
fne gr\)up s,tructur,es dlffer,ed somewhat betvleen the July 14 and January 15 sessions, 
11~ a,:-cf,Jl'd wlth the Job functlon of the registrants, Both the panel discussions and the 
c;,ass reports given in each session reflecLecl this va.riation. Under the direction of 
e!ecLed class leaders, the July group focused on pl'acticallaw enforcement issues 
'\\'hi1.e the January group reflected on legal and theoretical matters. 1 

In, .t)oth, S i:" S s,ions,' however, the r.eading lua tel'ials wel:e identi:al. Introductory matter 
pt oVlcted gUldellnes for developlng relevant comluumty relatJ,ons prograrns. 16 Class 
n:el'T'd),::~>s also, recrtted copies of ~e~eral journal articles to read in connection with 
cbs _cus ~non tOpl cs. .t: s elecl:d blbhography was given as an ele ctive r eacling lis t, 
Yif:Ltn the recqwmendabon that lt be used to provide background information, where it 
was needed. 

it was apparent to Professors Niederhoffer and Snl.ith i:hat lnost seminar members had 
read a considerable anl.01.mt of this supplen1.entary reading, In general, these seminar 
1:ad~r8 were impressed with the n1.embers' sophisticatecllevel of participation, saying 
toaf: It surpassed the level of the usual graduate seminar, They attributed this ex­
pr.:rtisc to the participants' unusual combinatIon of educational and professi.onal training. 

J>~<<:t}"p.0W<' r Proiection and Utilization: (June 14-2.5, 1971 and January 17-2.8 , 1972) 

The firsL of t'\vo sen1.inars concerned with personnel lJ.l.anagement within the critninul 
JUs tJ.C( S >rs t·etn, Ma:r:E,9wer Proi e cHon and Utilization propos ed to develop methods of 
·ong".range planning for n1.anpower needs, Dr, Charles Bahn, the pivotalluember of 
both ~(!ssions, "vas joined by Dr, Isreal Gerver in June, 19 and by Dr. Abraham S, 
Blumbt?li=)n January_ 20 They asked that seminar lnetnbers reflect on the problems 
of as s t s sing an organization's overall n'lanpower needs, of recruiting its new 
personnd, and of utili:-:ing available skills within its existing professi.onal and non­
professional staff, Particular emphasis was given to these aspects in correctional 
agendas. It was further planned that participants would identify and analyze these 
!.SSU(!S ,:;,'if:hin their own agencies in order to develop specific tnethods for projedion 
and utiU;:a,Lion of its m.anpo\vcr . 

T.he n.'~lstl'ants in the June session d8cicleclly favored a broad theoretical approach 
t J the (-ntne lnanpower question. Accordingly, the faculty presented the class with 
rnoclt.I,.:'o (if \'arious tnanpowo r situations fo), the discus sion of concepts and is sues 
J,>1volv('cl, In contrast, the participants in the January selninar preferred a 1nore 
pragn1 ,·lLi...: attack on [l1nc1arncntal problems. Following the same cours e plan us ed 
JUl' til(' r:a t'~i.'-!.l' session, the faculty thought lhe \vorkshop nH:thod would be m.ore 
ilpPl"OpJ'lCl.tv for the January gl'OUp. Metnbel"s were asked to do manpower pI'ojections 
for their U\'I.'l1 agencies and to develop theil' own projection and utilization models. 2.1 
These 1110clcl.s s ervecl as focal points for resolution of spedfic pJ.·oblems. Where 
t1.pp}j cable, the faculty provhlC'd the neces sary theoretical background. 
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A·., rd'lE ntalion to the course contcl:t, the f~cultl2suggcste~ that ~eminar members 
ol:~'ldp r general rnanpowcr goals tn Alnel'LCa, When chs cus stOns developed along 

loljJic;JllirH's, pertinen~:t'eadings, ~rom the ann~tated bi.b,liograph~ were mentioned 
c).,; ccS(}ttl'CC tnaterial. In ac1chllon, as r~S1'.1ued l'eadl.ng, semlnar members were 
1.:'.1"('11 l opit's of several published articles. Of T)articular note was Dr. Bahnls 
rndT11hcripl "The Problem of Coun,ter Training" which was specifically commissioned 
jt;!, Illc; pllrp()s(~ of thi.s seminar. 25 The State of New York Department of 
C;'n'l'vcl ional Sl!1'vices, having requested ~nd rece,ived~e~m.ission ~g reprint this 
pap"r, bas recently distributed copies of lt to then tral11mg staf£. 

(;'Jtr1pl.('t1H~ntinr.:l these readings were visual aids illushaHve of structural outlines 
of ()t'f~,atli7,ational manpowC:'t. Dr. Bahn and his colleagues showed transparencies 
r1qnding the graphics of rnanpower stratification in different ldnds of organizations. 
'I ileBe uLtlllnes c1ernonstratec1 the variety of organizational nl.odels available to 
fllrtll:tl!,l'trlc'ni in its long-range planning, and nl.adc manifest the genel'al principles 
uf ,harling an organi.:r,aHonls work flow. 

.s,·minal' pn.rlicipanLs were quick to grasp the application of general organizational 
principles Lo the uniqn(~ rnanpower problerns of cri'minal justice a~encies. Both 
;,ps",jOllH maintainec1 a high level of participation. Of the two smU1nars, however, 
lht' Janual'Y group was t.he lUorG clynanlic. Its n'len'lbers generated a greater en­
Ihlt.la:;lY\ thnn did thost' of the earlier session. This was precisely because the 
\'vll!'k slwp approach created Lhe alrno sphere £01' prob1elu- sol ving s es sions in which 
t() tlt·'.,t'lup practical techniques £01' future use. Participants of both sessions 
,·.IlLI~.";lt'd thaI simila ... · training programs be offered to individuals on a higher level 
.)~ llllllln.tlHl, since they bear greatel' l'E!sponsibility for long-:t:ange manpower plan­
Ill'1;T. ,I tid 1'(~(' l'uiLrYlcnt. 

Ur,\ \ It,l\"ing Ch'[(,l'ruined overall personnel needs within an organization, it becomes 
L. \ .,,~.al'y lo (kvdop rpl(~va.nL training progl'alnS to satisfy those requirements. 
WillI thiB t'il'llH'nt in 1'11in<1, Drs. Cha.rles Bahn and Abrahatn S. Blumberg prepared 
f Ill' ~;\'lll1ih\r ~I):.£::ini}].K.Rr'2.gl'arns in Cril2.~illal Justice as an overview of the training 
'L~'lJ\· d Ilf pl' r~{Hmt'l llHulngcnl('llL. They airl1f'd to encourage participants to 
l'l"liltt'y 111\\ training lll'~'ds of tb.eir own agenci(!s and to consider whether e::dsting 
: r.tJ1lHh~ pl'o~~r,tln~ !h,tv(;.,d Llwse lll~C'ds. In adc1i.tion, the participants would be 
'.h')\\'1\ tVI\\. to in.sLilnh· and administer nt~W training programs. Within this fran'lc­
\\. n'l. \ ht' da:Hl w(,mld (\lso suivtl the Pl'Ohlt'111S of wl'iting appropriate curricula and 
d,·\· : ,ping lools to llJ.'PPl'rly ('valuate til<' {'£fecLiveness of their training prograrns, 

Ea.ch subtopic of the COurse program 27 was introduced by a lecture which set i:he 
format for further discussion. In tbe July session Drs, Bahn and Blul1l.berg, 
operating as a team, lead the class to a consideration of the underlying principles 
in nl.;)c1e! traini.ng situations, Example s wet'e ell" awn from cor'porate training . 
pru&;l'atl1.S such as those developed by AT&T and ITT. In the ensuing class dis­
cus3ions, semi.nar metnbers identified areas of concern to their agencies and, 
unclel' faculty guidance, consi.dered the tools needed to develop, aclnl.inister, and 
evaluate appropriate training progra.ms. 

As vL:;iting lecturer, Harold P. Seligson 'provided an in-depth stud)r of a. continuing 
training program for professionals. Drawing upont:hirty-five years experience 
2.0 a leader in continuing education for practicing lawyers, Mr. Seligs on gave 
5E'veral i·.n.formative lectures in the July session, Responding to student queries 
lnade after these lecture sessions, Mr. Seligson :l'evisec1 his technique for the 
Septembel' selninar. In this session, he opened co.ch lectul'C period wHh a brief 
sY11.opsis of tl'aining program organization. The rernaining tin1.e was left for an 
h1.formal question/ answer s es sion with the participants . 

Dr. Blumberg was the seminal' leader in the Septembel' session. While Dr. Bah:n 
was on assignment in Europe, his colleague concluctecll:be September sCluinar 
:pr:imarily as a lecture program. 28 Dr. Blumberg stiJnulated das s dis CUSSiOll of 
the subject m.atter from the sociological perspective. The elnphasis was on in­
';1trvice training, with consideration of the advantages and pitfalls of profession-
8.lil,;ation in the criminal justice s y5 tern. A second visiting ledur cr, Mr. Carmine 
Ivlotto~ offered the class an example of pro£essionalization on the federal level. He 
ckscribed for them the highly specialized t:raining of special agents in United States 
St' cr et Service. 

The core :reading material for both seminal's es sions was S. W. Gellerman's 
~1ana~me~1t by Motivati.on. It was nsed extensivel! beca:lse it,is geared to, the 
middle management level. Othel' books and periochcfls 11s ted 111. the a,nnota.t:ecl 
bibliography identified u'lacerials of topical inte:r:est. 9 

Some of the published articles distributed to m.embers of this seminar, 30 it will be 
rJ)tec1) were also used in the M~nEow~E. seminar. It was felt that subject rnatte1cS 
c:)Vcred i.n these articles were applicable to both aspects of the personnel manage­
ment fj,;ld and therefore of value to participants in each sen'linar. In each case, 
th.:;se materials were related to the context of the appropriate syllabus. 

The c1.1l"ricult.nn for this seminar was well suited to the background of its n"tcmbc:rs. 
AlthoLlgh few participants were actually training oHicers within thell' agencies, 
everyone did some training as part of his role as sLlperV~Sol'. B~£orc ~al'tic~pati·n.g 

1n Training P't·ogranl.s in Criminal J\lStiC~l these superVlSOi:S had consl.cLcrccl 
ll'a.G~·i~;g as T)cripheral to their n'\ain function, Oncemacle aware of the im.por tanco 
of a \','011- conceived training p:rogl'arn, they reconsidered theb: pr i.or attitudcs about 
th('ir roles as trainers and bnCatllC interested in imlHoving theit' skills in this area. 
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'»).) '1\' 1!C' bPlwc!c!U mernbc'rs of diffc'nmt agencies revealed that hapha7..arcl training 
jll'l')',!' ,lila; an' Lhc! g(!n~ ra1 rule l'aLhcr than the exception within the criminal justice 
,_y',,\\ tn. Seminar tn.emhnJ;'s were concerned abont this deficiency, enough to suggest 

11',tlt'tlItlf.( th08(~ workshop s('ssions and deve]:bping other. program.s to remedy the 
Jllbdi!ll'J. It was also sugg(:stcd that John Jay College serve as a liaison with agency 

,'I ,,c,t'vi<'(' train.ing progratl:UL. 

'I ~l(' pllr PUtlC' of this seminar was to examine alternative organizational concepts 
,"Id 1111)(;('~!;, in parlinllar as they relale to the daily operat:i.on of agencies within 
\1" ( 1 iminill j\lBti<'(~ systel1:1. Drs, Sidney H. Aronson and Isreal Gerver prepared 
I , ":-::tllllllP 1111: many variables which entor 8.n orgClnizationalpicture and frequently 
\ I"'a! I' a dicholomy hcl.wc(~n goals and practices within an institution. Participants 
\' lilld hI' ctHl<:.vd to view thl~ <::riminal justice agency in its soci.al context Gince rn.ull.­
(law' IllaQi'irs oflt:n cii vurt frOln organizational il1.1.peratives and change its cornplete 
t'll<\ I iOll. 

J r, till' .Il1ll!' Ell'minar, the faculty loctu:n~cl on each top! c, allowing thirty minutes at 
t', {'lie] of Ill(' sl'Bsiol1 [or interagency discussion. By January, the l~!cture rnethod 
I d" ((jlllp! l'Il'ly <thandotwd, since it was evi.dent that the participants preferred a 
111'111' t.1)l1·din'( [iv,' uppro<lch. In the Janua.ry sen'linar the faCL1.lty acted priluarily 
.t eli ''('\l'i!1ion INl.cl('l"s by lirniLing themsdvt~s to introductory remarks delineating 
11." pr n 1Jlnlll for ('nch workshop session. The only instance where the lecture l'nethod 
,\.t' !'I Lliw'cl in 111(1 nt1cone! sClni.nal' was the occasion 0.£ Dr. Edward Lehn'la.nls guest 
" • (Ill''' nil sociological 11ll'clrY. 

, ). !I, 1'1,,'111 V, (',H h workshop s l~S sion was eli vidl~cl into intcJ:agency dis cuss ion groups. 
i i' l! :,I'\lUI> tlH'llllH'l' fH'J:Vt'c! as a resource for inform.ation on his agency1s 
III ,',dIll 'd I jOllal H pI ling n nd shul"l'c1 with the other s his own pl' oblelu- solving 
i,,11111.!\ll'll. (>lw wnrkHhuPI for eXalupIc, solved a menl.ber's problern of nl.ain­
Llll\IHI~ \) Il'm.tl plllin\ l\llH.'tiollS while allowing officers time for court appearances. 
'\!ll,~h, I pOlI'l1t'ipttnl Hai(l his agency had sc)lvccl the same problem by establishing 
II, "\, tl l ourl liaison gl.'llUp to schcchl'it' such appearances. 

.. l'I'tI~!:lIf~ helt Win, Cl!'ganizt.·d along tll(' sallll~ topica.l lines as was the course 
I'll' Il;1\ ,'" A I. (Ins itl\' 1".:l11,1~· port ion of Ll1<' tualc.'rials lis ted therein were l:epdnt:ed 
d .! d,~.tli1l\llvd in 11'Uo1t;.1)A (tHnpll'll' sc't of Llwsc articles was given to each Iner:nber 
• .1 tl p ' Ii n,[ St'Hsion of tll .. ' JUtll' ~eminar. IL was latul" decided that these rnatertals 

"1,,1 b ... b,'llI'1' ltlilL-~I..'d if tlll'Y \V(,l'U di.stributed iPtt'l·ll1.ittently. Thus, in the 
1.00.llll· .. · H,'mill;U', lhl.' l'l'pl'intt-l W(,l"t' nppol'li(m .. ,ci ac.'l'ol'cling to the topic under 
I!'" OJ ;,11111. TIll' l'l'ttding lisl wad also ttpdntt:cl in Janual'Y to include a number of 
!, "':Wl',~; fl'lltn llw n~~t~.(,ll.~~Hll~_>(~,f..Qr.ganj,,·.~ti~~~..l edited by Janl.cs G. March, 3<.1: 
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The parr' 'ipants in both sessions were well prepared for lheir classes and were 
!;e~n1.inely interested in creating efficient management within their ngcncies. However, 
Dn;. Aronson and Gerver l'eported a g:rcatel' dcgl'ee of dass participation in the 
Janual'}r seminar. Essentially, the group '.,vas· cornposecl of persons on a higher 
i~upl?rvisory level than those in the June group. Morc impol'lant, however was the 

t . h 1 ' C.t::tllge m met. ocology, The wO.l'kshop method pt'ovided thE' propel' seLting for 
br8.pp;ing with specific organizational probll'ms, 

The infr.Jl'ma1 atmosphere of a workshop session also allowod pa.:t'ticipants to 
communi cate acros s agency Enes on major is sues. 0 f par ticular concern Lo one 
~(-'minar member was the vulnerability of t.he cl"iminal jusl:ice systel'n in 1:he area 
of civil liberties. He genentted a debate on the issue of the conflict which arises in 
a demo{'~:atic system when laws protecting the constitutional ri.ghts of all iL8 dLizons 
inter £('1'0 \v~th t~e, police function of protecting the community horn. tho unlawful doings 
)f ,some of ltS Citizens. 

:.Egislation protecting civil liberties is reflected in th~ niles governing an. arrest. 
The student was of th8 opinion that these rules arc so stringent that 110 arrests could 
ever be ma.de if they were completely enforced. The only way the police ("an ful-
fill thei.r responsibility to n'lail1tairi. public order is to by-pass these l'uil's. In doing 
,;':); h-::>wevcl", the arresting officer nl.ust p(~l'jurc himself when he Lakes the stand as 
wUnes s for the pros e cution. The student concluded that this situation constituted a 
majul" threat to the democratic process, 

_~t21i3ation of Research Findings in Crirn.inal Justice:(Sept(~mber 7-] 7, 1<)71 and 
January 17-28, 1972) 

Drs. Martin Weitzner and Clarence C. Snerwooc1 designed thi~ seminal' to furnish 
nuddle rnanagers with objective criteria to be applied to thn vast prOliferation of 
research findings in the criminal justice field. While this course would f~jCllS on 
I.h(~ critical evaluation of such res car ch repol'ts, it would als 0 require ptuticipants 
lo develOp theii' own rcs ear eh proj cets and testing ins truU1.tmt.s. Thus it was planned 
ao a creative problen1.-solving seminar. 

IL will bE.' noted that the ('oU1'se outline was 1'~'vis('d hetween the September 35 and 
January 1b sessions. The faculty thought Lhis irnpl'ovoment would pt'ovicle a 
hroac1l~r t' es ear ch background for the pa rtidpants. 

Dt, Alan M. Goldstein of John Jay College joined the facnlty Lean'l COl" several sessions 
in lhe J""l1ual'Y seminar. In both s uminal's, howcve r, the faculty team did a m.inim.al 
arnount of h'cturing; they limited th(~ir direction to outlining the research methodology 
and :wLrodudng new materials, Initially the dass as a '1/hole was asked to discuss 
gtmcl'al res ear eh problems aCl'OS s agency lines. Following this, the faculty eli vtd!:!d 
the class into worJ.(shop sections along func.:tional lines, fOI: exmnple, courts, law 
enfol"('cment, correction, Each group was Lo ciev('lop an entire research project 
;1'0111. hY'pothesis through cvaluaLi.on, and to pres ent an o1'a1 ~·c~port on lts findings. 
Am<mg subJt:cts explored were liThe EHcds of Slreet Li.ghting on Cl'lt'l'lp' ll and 
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Paro1t· wtth Supervision vs. Unconditional Release". 

Til,' l'(·ading materials provided for each session reJated to the respective course 
r)ul "int'. In the September session, sevel'al journal articles were distributed to 

'17 
the cJa~s,.J Trese were replaced by copies 0/ two research papers completed by, 
Dr Sh':l"wood . .J8 In both sessions mem,bers con'1pleted an epidemiology exercise 
,In Sui deLe which rnade use of res earch findings in the ar ea of comrnunity and 
1.r\'vl:~~ti~; medicine. 39 A supplemenLal'y reading list On suicide was also provided 

'1 h h f' d' llO ,.;.., l)ackground niatena to t ese researc 1n lngs, 

Ph) faculty Observed that the sel£-ditected research projects completed by the 
... tttcknts were but slight indicati.on of their high level of motivation and partici­
I,Id.tion, Each group m,ember was VG1'Y knowledgeable in a particular area of 
"'p;:cjClli~ation. He contributed this e>"'Pertise to his workshop group project so 
I ""It each report was a highly professional perforn1.ance. This was an unusual 
uPP'lrt.uniLy to evaluate research findings in inter-l'elated fields of the crimiTlal 

JU'" ti c:e sys tern. 

FVALUATION 

The training seminars, prepared with a view toward their being responsive to the 
!1."!£'(\i; of the participants, covered areas of particular interest to middle management 
i r~cl i vi.cluals in the crilninal jus rice field. Each seminar was conducted for thr ee 
hour~ each day for ten days, a two week period totalling thirty clas s hours _ In-
eli viduals could participate in two setninars concurrently, One in the morning and one 
in LleV afternoon, 

'rlw pr<~t11.ises for this l~valuation report are several foci of rnajor evaluative interest 
to tl\(' program, Arnong tl1(~se were 1) a pre-post training evaluation of what 
FCI rh'~ipants hoped to get out of the progra.m (pre) and what they actually felt they 
dirl t!,d out of the program (post). 2) What they thought was the best way of 01'-

~ilni/.l1'1g and running the program (pre) and how they felt about the manner in which 
till' prograln was organized and run (post). 3) What were the special interests of 
thL' palt-icipants, i. e. security, rehabilitation, cor.o:munity participation, (pre) and 
.... 'hd1wr the progrant related to the participant's special interest (post). 

'1',11' plOg ratn m,anager felt that it ,vas of critical importance to evaluate the partici­
;)"dtls expectati.ons and perception of 'Lhe progral'n. as well as the extent to which they 
,' .... p,' l'i ('lleed benofil from their in vol venl.ent in the program. This aspect of the 
t\~111l;dion 111.ay be labeled prirnarily process; that is, how did participants view the 
Pl'u;:l',nn" what were the pl'ogran'l strengths and weaknesses and what recommenda­
II "1S f(ll' progran1 nloclification were contained in the review by -participants. 

'I h·, sl'c'oncl irnportanl focus of the present evahlati.on l'elated to pre - post evaluation 
:,1[ lbl' pal'tici.pants' knowledge in the areas covered by the seminars. The program 
'1>" rai:ors as sunl.ed that e}"'PoSl.L1'e to anyone of the selninar areas niight lead to 

T<t"dilicali.on in knowleclge rcgareJing the oHler al'eas, This was expected since it was 
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;, l (i'la: illtrjl:~i,. t" the five sentinar tupics ,-VetS an approach which rnighl be catego­
.' \ :'.t:~rl as ~'n'c.lLi V('; p t'oblenl so 1 ving, FurtbenTl,o l' e, ~he approach of (' ritical problem 
v It,,;jri('ntlioll in any sprni'1ar l'l~quil'(~d revi~'w of existi.ng knovvlc'dge and techniques 
:'1' rt· 1ati 11!2. to cur t('nl applied probli~lns, I:1c~rcler to gel at the issue o[ chango in' 
I, )""':' d~f' on. the pal·t of participant.s over the course of t.he two week sarninar. 

~':I" [ll'st pa l't of L.lis evalualion rr:port dl~als with process, nanll>ly vlhat did the 
jJd.rticip2J.l';Js t'Xpcct, ho,v did they feel the program. should bl' organized and run, 
;I~t(: cii,-[ tfw progl'i'l.rn relate to their special interests. 

'1"1",,' (:,\ta:uato r prvpa red a qLlestionna.irt, which was given imm.ecHately prior to the 
r·rnina.J" iprE'-l est) and again at the end of serninar (post-test). The pre-test 

Cill"";: ilJnna1l'E: related to partici.pant expectalions, v,rhile the post-test questionnaire 
. ) ai eel to the parti cipant' s aC'tual experience with the seminar 01' serninars. (See 
n:atcrials appended for nol-e8 9 through 120) 

-j r'lE' first q1lestion asked participants what they hoped to get out of the program. At 
. 'Il! end of l:1C serninar the')r "vere again asked what they actually got out of the 
,-':pericnce, Table 3 shows the results [or this question by seminars a.ttended for 
pre. (1) and post (2) setnina.r responses, 

A':, l'Yl;:ty lJe ::::(,011 in Table 3, the lnajority of participants calne to the seminars with 
t,if e::qJeL:tcll:ion of gai.ning tnore knowh:clge of the subject, gaining mOre general 
[d' ,)\';h~rige in the criminal justice fie1c1,or learning new techniqLlcs, Incthocls, or 
,.,pp.ications with "'bi.ch they could relurn to their agencies. Almost without ex­
('plion p3.~tjcipants p"I'ceived the serninar as providing th~m with this knowledge. 
A s'-'C";':'ldary gain i.lclicated by parti.ci.pants 'was lhe personal contact "'li.t.h rnembcrs 
, : ,')(f[cr cl'llninal Justice agc'1cies Only one participant in all of the serninars 
! .. erCf~\"(~d (:1~ prof-ranl. as bdng a clisappointmcmt al1d of little value. 

l'dt);" A· 6 hml,'s Pl'l' and post seminar responses to the questions: what is the best 
'':',\ to organiz<.' :)nd run the course (pre) and ho'.v do you feel about the Inanner in 

.. :\ich the ;:lL'lnin::l,1" ,\vas Ol'ga11iL',::d and run (post). On the whole, participant l:'C'action 
',' iLl rC:ipcc,' to fl.,",,_, rnal1lH'l' in \vh1('h the program "vas ol'ganizccl ancl run was quite 
i",n!'C:!,'c A Vf"!'y srncl11 percentage o[ parUdpants were critica.l of SOme aspect of 

:". llL1 •. :"r pr·)gratn. Thi s included such statem.enLs as; lhe (,Ou),so failed to pre-
.r;t ","l1t'l'('l'" (11(','.) solutions lo probh~lT1S and was too theoretical. instructors W€:.'11t off 
'. li.ll'·~:e'lt instnlction v:as inaclc'q1.late. the course was too sharI;, and the courSe was 

';Il'1.l( lu"cd Ht.;comm,::l1<[ations by participants inclndl>d involving pel'sonnc:i who 
".·'Ild.;y nL1t)r'J~ralnS, police, pro'bation persons etc" aUo,v rnorE: tilne [or each 
"l:.:i'·l<'U and II'1lpl'C)vec1 t'l:ac!tng aSSignments. Again,as 11'lay b~' notec1 in Table 4thl' 
,\',,],,1,':1,: lll,in,~ m,c..lority 01' padicipants were quite positive i.n their reactions to the 

rJl,,~·111t.>1' j'1 '}.;hich tlw sc'rninars we1'l~ organized ancll'un. It is also worth noting that 
'r, i;~'n'1inar which appear,-'d to elicit the m,ost positive responses was LhaL em Re .. 

";l','ch Ut]ll7.at1,II1. This C'an18 as a surprise to the sC!n"linar operatol'S si.nce they 
:dr[ inlliall\, a.ssul1ll.:'cl that the partici.pants ' .. v()uLc1 bu ttlost llltCl'C'sLecl in arcas of 

r!;r·'c\ o.pplic:d ('Oll( (;'rn suc.h as those covered in the sel11.inars on Cornrn1..lnily 
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RC':.aLinl' :, and Manpower. 

Tah:c :1 presents Lhe percentage distdblltion of responses to the question of whether 
thC' program related to areas of special interest to the parti.cipants. There was only 
a singic instance where any participants indicated that the seminars had little or no 
relation LO their areas of interesL. This resp'onse was given by three melnbers of the 
'ienlinar on m.anpower who represenled 18% of the course pa.rticipants. A small 
pC'rcC'nta~0 of parLicipants indicated that the seminars had only partial relevance to 
fheir BPl'cific areas of interest. In all other instances, smninar participants 
indicated that the program. effectively related to theil' al'eas of intel'est. Finally, 
t.:gardl.;.;ss of which sem.inar was attended, individual participants felt tha.t the 
pro?:rarn gonerally dealt with areas of specific interest, such a.s, police, crime 
pr p,r,~nti~n, tnanpower, suicides, l'ehabiliation, and drugs. 

Th(, 'H'C'oncl aspect of the current evaluation was concerned with change in knowledge 
';:'V('i "h(l course of the two week prograln. This was assessed through pre-post 
,'H minc..!' aclnlinistration of a test designed to tap those subject areas considered in 
ttH' 8 eruinars: r:nanpower I organizational m.odels, comm.unity l'elations, and 
ut 11ization of res ear ch findings. This approach to evaluation obviously containacl 
mvthoclological difficulties which included such pl'oblems as, fol' example, the 
shalt intel'val between pl'e and post testing, l'eflecting memory as well as change 
in knowlt:clge, and the lack of standardized test items. The test, therefore, was 
a Vf hi.c1 e for determining whether gros s changes in knowledge could be as certa.ined, 
and the direction of these changes, if any. Test items were constructed by each 
,yf tlH~ S Nl.1.inar leaders and subn1.itted to the program directol' and to the program 
,;valua1or. They reviewed the questions and, after careful screening, selected 
hvcniy".[ive considered to be representative of the areas covered in the seluinars. 
The gene l'al findings regarding change in knowledge are shown in Table 6. In 
f,('I,"f'n ~\f the twelve seminars, a larger percentage of participants itnproved, than 
;.'lfhl't· cihowed no change or a decrease in knowledge. In three other serninars, 
a !.cnp~'r p,-'rceutage of individuals showed some decrease in knowledge than 
.::i.~l'_n'({l no change or itnprovenlent. Finally, there were two sen1.inars in which 
appr n;.,.imatc1y equal percentages of pal'ticipants delnol1strated an improvement and 
a clt'ere'aBe 111 overall knowledge, In general, a larger percentage of participants in 
the lIhl.jodty of seminars dernonstrated in1.pl'ovement than showed either nO change 
I)" a dt'crease in knowledge. It was difficult to assess the overall irnpact upon 
:1jlvcif~\ areas of knowledge and no systernatic differences were found am.ong the 

b.,tn i 1\<1 "'3. 

Ttl\' pcu tidpants generally responded favorably to the program, percelvlng it as 
''l..lving ;l'nprov!::'d thei.r skills and having been pertinent to their specific ancl 
1!,('lH!l'a! arc'as of int(ll'cSt. 'While the Lest results were inconclusive in detennining 
',hn.t\~.!1 ill knowledge, they nevertheles s suggestecl an overall irnproven1.ent in 
1\'1l·Jw1.\d~c f,)f the l11ajority of partici.pants. 
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Table 4 (continued) 

---------..,------~-----~-~ _ .. _. ,-_ .. -. _. -_. __ .'------_ ... 
",--

12. 

13. 

14. 

Group Dis cus sian is desirable and helpful 

Instructol-s went aff in tangents (at times) 

Student wouid nke to be able to select courses aDd 
subjects 

15. Group size and combination and length of course w'ere 
perfect 

16. Course failed to present concrete (new) solutions to , 
problems. Tqo theoretical. I 

____________ ____ • ___ '.' "'_ ._, ____ •. __ .. ___ ... _____ . _______ . __ ._1 

REMARKS: All percentages refer to relevant answers 
given, and not to number of people answering 
as one person often had more than one remark 
on each point. 

Table 4 

nswers Relevant to Question 2: 

Cours e was excellent 

COUTS e_ was good_ 

Fair, good with reservations 

Poor 

Course is too structural 

Formal presentation is desirable (not excluding 
roup discussions) 

The course plan and instructors were good 

Course was too short. Allot more time for each topic 

Readings need improvement 
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Include various involved people in presentation (people 
who run progl-ams, community police coordinators, etc.) 

Ins tructi on was inadequate / ineffe cti ve /insuificient 
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Table 6 

Changes in scores of tests taken before and after the seminar. 

IMP (Improve); NC (No Change); DEC (Decr'ease) 

-- i Community i Organiza-

r Manpower I Total Research Relations tional 
0/0 0/0 

I 
0/0 %---1-

Utilization of Research Findings 

J September 1971 IMP 50 50 50 I 100 
NC I 100 50 50 I DEC 50 

Utilization of Research and I , 
Training Programs IMP 56 38 38 25 69 
September 1971 NC 44 56 44 44 25 

DEC 1 6 19 31 6 

Manpower Projection and I 
I 

Utilization (only) IMP I 50 100 50 , 
June 1971 NC I 50 

DEC I 50 50 100 50 
I 

Organizational Model I 
I (Only) IMP I 20 20 

June 1971 NC I 60 80 20 40 20 
DEC 20 

I 
80 60 80 

I 

t , -. 
Manpower Utili.zation and 
Organizational Model IMP 26 26 I 30 26 48 
June 1971 NC 48 60 43 35 17 

DEC I 26 13 26 39 35 

Comm.unity Relations (only) I . 
July 1971 IMP i 33 ! 33 I 33 33 33 I I 

NC ! 33 

I 
67 I 67 33 

DEC 33 i 67 33 
""_.'--- t -. .. -

Training Program (only) , I I I 
I 

July 1971 IMP i 50 25 , 25 
NC I 100 75 50 25 
DEC i 25 50 25 50 

(continued next page) 
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Community , Organiza-
I 

Research 
% 

33 
50 
17 

50 
50 

Relations 
% 

." 
39 
56 

6 

58 
33 

8 

I tional 
, 

0/0 I , , 
I 11 

72 

I 17 
I 
! 

I 50 
17 
33 

~ 

I Manpower 
, % 
! 
i 
1 56 
j 17 

I 

28 

33 

I 42-
25 

Total 
% 

61 
17 
22 

67 

33 
.•• ~** __ • _________ ' ____ -i_. ____ +-____ +-___ --'i--__ 

. i~j;u,aLi()n of Rosearch Findings 
d ~;Uttry 1972 IMP 

NC 
DEC 

All scorecll00% on both tests 

\' i.lllpOWOl" Projection 
~, .• l~uary 1972 

:.1rnnmnity Relations 

IMP 
NC 
DEC 

.1 "uary 1972 IMP 
NC 
DEC 

- ------- - ------------

100 

; 

I 
32 I 
42 I 

! 
26 I 

I 
I. 

100 

67 
33 

47 
47 

5 

80 
20 

33 
6 'r 

37 
37 
26 

80 
20 

33 
67 

63 
21 
16 

60 
4:0 

67 

33 

63 
26 
11 

-' ( 
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JMPL.EMENTATION AND CONTINUATION 

No nlarlagem.ent training program can be deernec1 suece s s£ul unle s stop adminl-
s trators arc con~mitted to it. As part of the (;lval1.lati ve and follow- through 
process, it was therefore thought necessarito elicit corom.ents on the prograr:nt's 
effectiveness £rom agency admi.nistrators who had sent participants to the 
managEm~ent training seminars. 

After due consideration, it was decided that a joint evaluation meeting of these 
agency adl11.inistrators would be most practical and would certainly cost less than 
extensive interviewing in the field, The pr:i.rna:ry purpose of this meeting would 
be to secure participant agency evaluations. This occasion would also afford the 
p:t'oject staff the opportunity of fulfilling its obligation to give the agencies a progress 
t'oport, 

Tn addition, it was felt that an appropriate way to cnco\,.1.:rage agency acln'linisb:ators in 
demons trating their commitm.ent to and support for training was to utilize parl of 
the agenda of the evaluation meeting as a training experience for the agency heads. 
Therefore, an invitation was extended to Donald Eugene Santarelli, Associate 
Deputy Attorney General of the Department of Justice, to speak on "Criminal 
Justice IFuture Shock", 41 Videotape cassettes of this training experience are 
available at the College. 

Letters were sent to the heads of the 22 participating agencies inviting them to 
attend the evaluation m.eeting and luncheon scheduled £01' March 16, 1972. t12 In 
accordance with the dual purpose of this r:neeting, invitations wcr(~ also sent to heads 
of 27 agencies, who had not sent parLicipants to the program. 43 All were asked to 
bring with them their Director of T1'aining as well as other associates. 

:More than 100 persons attended the evaluation meeting. 4
t
.1, Of these, the vast m.ajority 

were achninistrators and son~e of their training men. The participant agel1.cies all 
took part in the meeting with 1'no1'e than 50% com.pleting evaluation 45 and projection 
forms. 46 The r espons e from non-participant agencies was exceptionally goodj 
more than 80% of those persons contacted came to the meeting and of these m.ore 
than 65% sent in projection forms. 

:F'ive of these respondents were officials horn corrections agencies which had not 
parti.dpated in the seminars. They showed a strong interest in rnanagcn1.ent trai.n­
ing and internship programs. Many of the non-participant agencies also sont in 
evaluation forms on the luncheon meeting 'vvhich they considered a II one day seminar". 
They viewed this lueeting not only as a training session, but also as an opportunity 
to establish a close working relationship with the College staff 0.11(1 with other 
m.embers of the criminal justice system. 

Those agoncy heads who had sent participants concurred with this viewpoint. They 
had the advantage, however I of as s es sing the value of thes e training s es sions within 
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their own age neics. In one instance, Lho 1'e was in1.mediatc feedback from the p 1'0-

gram. Since the New Yod<. State Parole has become part of the Stale l s Division of 
COl'l'l!cLional Services, those 21 persons who attended the seminar from State 
Parole havc been given the l'l~f'jpont»).bjiiLy fol' run:ting all the training progTam.s 1n 
t11(; Stale Corrcctional system. 

Finally, the ovcrwhclnling opinion of thobe whQ c()rnph~ted the evaluation and. 
projedion forms (820/0) was that John Jay should continue to develop training pro­
gl'ams fen' criminal justice personnel. Some suggestions n1adc \vere regional 
8('minars, in-service and intership prograrrts. They saw the College as a valuable 
rt~HOUl'('(' for improving the training techniques within crirninal justice agencies. 
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