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SUMMARY

-

This report is an assessment of the project Curriculum Development in Advanced
Training as implemented by John Jay College of Criminal Justice. The program
was designed to train middle management personnel in corrections and other
criminal justice agencies within the tri-state area of New York, New Jersey and
Delaware, and to develop curricula materials for use in future management
training programs,

Members of the graduate faculty of John Jay College developed curricula
materials for a series of ten seminars scheduled between June 1971 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 communication.

The program drew participants from 22 criminal justice agencies in two states

and the federal government. The total registration of 226 far exceeded the projected
total 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-
mately $20 per session. The dual purpose of training management personnel and
developing curricula materials for use in future management training seminars

hae been accomplished on a modest budget.

Seminar members came from several areas of the criminal justice system:
corrections, law enforcement, probation and prosecutors' offices. Ounly one
private (preventive) agency took part in the program. The greatest participation
47,1%, was by law enforcement agencies., Corrections, the target area of the
programs sent 15, 2% of the participants. Regretfully, these did not include
prison corrvection officers. The entire complement of corrections participants
consisted of 21 parole personnel,

The faculty 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 training seminars generally satisfied the expectations of the participants. They
gained knowledge of subject matter, techniques, and methods which would be of
practical value in their agency work., There was a great deal of enthusiasm for this
opportunity for an interchange of ideas and experiences between members of various
¢riminal justice agencies.

Administrators from the participating agencies agreed that their personnel gained
expertise that will be an asset in their work. They believed that similar training
programs should be further developed by John Jay College.
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The report describes the process of planning, directing and evaluating a series of
middle management training seminars conducted by John Jay College of Criminal
Justice and funded by LEAA grant (#C56340) as Curriculum Development in
Advanced Corrections Training. In accor dance with the original proposal

tFllDF 716), subrnitted June 25, 1970 and subsequcntly modified Febr vary 25, 1971',l
tals evaluation will assess the comparative effectiveness of the methods and
reaterials used, primarily by means of evaluative instrumeuts devised by the

staff and administered by an officer of the project.

PREPARATION

According to program modifications submitted Feburuary 25, 1971, the initial
training seminar was scheduled for May 31, 1971. Final approval of the grant
«wvas not received until April, however, leaving insufficient time to advise
criminal justice institutions in the three target states of this new program.
Consequently, it was deemed advisable to advance the starting point for the
program to June 14, 1971.

Ten seminars were scheduled between June 1971 and January 1972:

Table No, 1
June 14-25, 1971 A, M., - Manpower Projection and Utilization
P. M. - Organizational Models in Criminal Justice
July 6-16, 1971 A. M, - Training Programs in Criminal Justice
P. M., - Community Relations in Criminal Justice
Management
September 7-17, 1971 A, M. - Utilization of Research Findings in Criminal
Justice

P.M. - Training Programs in Criminal Justice

January 17-28, 1972 A. M., - Organizational Models in Criminal Justice
: A, M., - Community Relations in Criminal Justice
Management
P.M, - Utilization of Research Findings in Criminal
Justice
P. M, - Manpower Projection and Utilization

Within tais final schedule, the structure of the program retained its essential format
of five seminars, each to be offered twice, with sufficient intervals between to allow
for mecessary curricula modification by the faculty.

Curricula for these seminars were developed and taught by members of the graduate
faculty of John Jay College of Criminal Justice. The qualifications and expertise of
this stalf were delineated to the granting agency in the original project proposal.



Other renowned experts were asked to participate in the program as visiting
teciurers: Dr, BEdward Lehman, Mr. Carmine Motto, Mr. Harold S. Seligson, and
Dr. Josceph Frank Whiting., The brief resumes of their respective backgrounds which
are appended to this report merely suggest t%}e principle contribution each made to
tre prograni. ) '

RECRUITMENT

Betlween April and June 1971, more than 150 letters and seminar schedules were
sent 0 103 criminal justice agencies inviting their administrators to nominate
e.igibie personnel as participants in the newly developed middle management
~sminars. > The invitation specified that only those persons be nominated whose
ecducational and professional qualifications were in accord with criteria established
1n the project proposal. Each agency was limited to three or four nominations.

't was hoped that such limitations would assure each seminar of a varied input by
drawing a balanced representation from Corrections, Courts, Prosecutors' Offices,
Puiice, Parole and Probation Agencies within the tri-~-state area of New York,

New Jersey and Delaware.

Perindic mail and telephone follow-up by the Field Coordinator, Fred Hinte,
scrved Lo apprise agencies of developments within the program. 5 More important,
conlinuous personal contact helped perpetuate a high degree of interest in the
stminars, Inmany cases Mr. Hinte's timmely telephone call directly influenced

av agency administrator's decision to participate in the program.

The nelection of eligible participants was necessarily left to the discretion of each
criminal justice agency. In the project's prime target area - corrections agencies -
adiniuistrators frequently expressed interest in the program but declined partici-
patton, pleading manpower shortages due to budgetary restrictions. In some
mnslances, it was indicated that the secondary supervisor was the Deputy Warden,
wh s absence could not be justified because of security problems.

PAR LICIPATION

The response from the agencies was exceptionally gratifying, despite such
dirappointments, Of the 103 criminal justice agencies contacted, 22 agencies

lrom 2 otates and the federal government sent 138 persons to the management
raining seminars. The projected overall balance was not exactly achieved however,
evidenced from the tabulation showing the degree of agency participation.

-3 -

Table No, 2

Number of
Participants

% of Total

Type and Name of Agency Participation

Corrections (Parole)
New York State Department of
Correctional Services
TOTAL: 21 15.2

t.aw Enforcernent

Federal Government:
U.S. Department of Treasury, Customs

State: (New York)
N.Y. Port Authority Police Department
N.Y.C. Housing Authority Police Dept.
N.Y.C. Transit Authority Police Dept.
N.Y.C. Police Department 1
Nassau County Police Department
Suffolk County Police Department 1

(New Jersey)

New Brunswick Police Department
City of Newark Police Department
Irvington Police Department
New Jersey State Police

O O~ 0C0 W Ul [ON]
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TOTAL: 65 47,1

Probation
Federal Government:
U.S. Southern District Couxrt 1
State: (New York)
N.Y.C. Office of Probation 34
Suffolk County Probation Office 2
(New Jersey)
Administrative Office of the Courts 5

TOTAL: 42 30. 4

FProsecutors Offices
City: (New York)
Queens County District Attorney's Office 1
Bronx County District Attorney's Office 1
State: (New Jersey)
Middlesex County Prosecutor's Office 4
TCTAL: 6 4.3

Dther:
Private (preventive) Agency:
East Ilarlem Youth Employment Service 3

John Jay College of Criminal Justice 1
- TOTAL: 4 3.0
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Nevertheless, each seminar had a varied input because 64% of the participants
enrn'led in two sessions. Multiple registration resulted in a total enrollment of
226 participants in the series of ten seminars. This number far exceeds the
projected total of 125 to 150 participants, thereby reducing the estimated per
Lapila cost from $600 to less than $350 per participant.

Dividing the total amount of LEAA support by the total number of participants
further reduces the cost to $205 per student. This per capita figure represents
an investment not only in the training of management personnel, but also in

the development of curricula materials for use in future management training
seminars.  The dual purpose of the proposal entitled "Curriculum Development
for Advanced Training in Corrections' has been accomplished on a modest budget,

MANAGEMENT TRAINING SEMINARS

Nomiuees for the management training seminars were informed through their
apencies of the designated time and place of seminar meetings.~ They were also
provided with a general information sheet as an grientation to the facilities located
at John Jay College and in the surrounding area,

On the first scheduled seminar day, registrants were asked to complete registration
farms, ™ and to answer a brief questionnaire about their expectations from this
program, ° A pre-test was also administered at the initial seminar meeting.10 Its
aim was Lo ascertain one's level of current knowledge in the various areas covered
by these seminars. Upon completion of the course another questionnaire 1 and a
post-lest 12 were also administered. All of these instruments were part of the
evaiuation design for the entire program,

A certificale of accomplishment was awarded to each participant who successfully
compicted one or more of the training seminars. The following summary of the
syiiabi, methods, and materials used in each of these seminars will accompany a
briel assessment of the level of member participation which merited this award.

Communily Relations Seminar: (July 6-16, 1971 and January 17-28, 1972)

The curriculum for the Community Relations seminar was developed by two leading
Sxperts in the area of community relations, Drs. Arthur Niederhoffer and Alexander
B osSmnth, They conceived the course as a series of panel discussions which would
altempl to define the concept of community relations in the area of criminal justice.
The ¢lass would be expected to give consideration to the problems and goals of
communily relations programs both within the criminal justice system and in
velatinn to the community at large. Their goal was to develop model community

ve ations programs for individual agencies, while simultaneously fostering inter -
wrens y understanding.

T achieve these ends, Professors Niederhoffer and Smith effectively applied team
teaching techniques which stimulated an interchange of ideas among the course
participants. The class was divided into four groups: each participant was assigned
to the group which best reflected his agency's"role within the criminal justice system,
Thne group structures differed somewhat between the July and January 1 sessions,
m accord with the job function of the registrants. Both the panel discussions and the
ciass reports given in each session reflected this variation. Under the direction of
elected class leaders, the July group focused on practical law enforcement issues,
while the January group reflected on legal and theoretical matters.

I both sessions, however, the reading materials were identical. Introductorv matter
provided guidelines for developing relevant community relations program.s. 1 Class
members also received copies of several journal articles to read in connection with
discussion topics. A selected bibliography was given as an elective reading list,
with the reccirgxmendation that it be used to provide background information, where it
was needed.

it was apparent to Professors Niederhoffer and Smith that most seminar members had
read a counsiderable amount of this supplementary reading. In general, these seminar
leaders were impressed with the members' sophisticated level of participation, saying
that it surpassed the level of the usual graduate seminaxr. They attributed this ex-

partisc to the participants' unusual combination of educational and professional training.

Manpowe r Projection and Utilization: (June 14-25, 1971 and January 17-28, 1972)

The first of two seminars concerned with personnel management within the criminal
justice system, Manpower Projection and Utilization proposed to develop methods of
‘engerange planning for manpower needs, Dr. Charles Bahn, the pivotal member of
toth scessions, was joined by Dr. Isreal Gerver in June 19 and by Dr. Abraham S.
Blumber;in January, They asked that seminar members reflect on the problems
of assessing an organization's overall manpower needs, of recruiting its new
personnel, and of utilizing available skills within its existing professional and non-
professional staff, Particular emphasis was given to these aspects in correctional
arencies., It was further planned that participants would identify and analyze these
issues within their own agencies in order to develop specific methods for projection
and utilization of its manpower.

Thne registrants in the June session decidedly favored a broad theoretical approach

ts the entire manpower gquestion. Accordingly, the faculty presented the class with
modeis Gf various manpower situations for the discussion of concepts and issues
1mvolved. In contrast, the participants in the January seminar preferred a more
pragmatic attack on fundamental problems., Following the same course plan used

for the nardier session, the faculty thought the workshop method would be more
appropriate for the January group, Members were asked to do manpowexr projections
for their vwn agencies and to develop their own projection and utilization models.
These models served as focal points for resolution of specific problems. Where
applicable, the faculty provided the necessary theoretical background.




A= oryontation to the course content, the faculty suggested that seminar members
onstdor general manpower goals in America, When discussions developed along
topical lines, pertinent readings from the annotated bhibliography were mentioned
asd resource material, In addition, as regunired reading, seminar members were
piven copies of several published articles. Of particular note was Dr, Bahn's
triamiscript "The Problem of Counter Training" which was specifically commissioned
f;r the purpose of this seminar. The State of New York Department of
Correctional Services, having requested and received permission ztg reprint this
paper, has recently distributed copies of it to their training staff.

Compilementing these readings were visual aids illustrative of structural outlines

ot organizational manpower. Dr, Bahn and his colleagues showed transparencies
deprating the graphics of manpower stratification in different kinds of organizations.
These oullines demonstrated the variety of organizational models available to
management in its long-range planning, and made manifest the general principles
of ¢ harling an organization's work flow.

Seminar participants were quick to grasp the application of general organizational
principles to the unique manpower problems of criminal justice agencies. Both
sessions maintained a high level of participation. Of the two seminars, however,
the January group was the more dynamic, Its members generated a greater en-
thwasin than did those of the earlier session, This was precisely because the
workshop approach created the atmosphere for problem-solving sessions in which
to develup practical techniques for future use. Participants of both sessions

- pested that similas training programs be offered to individuals on a higher level
o camrnand, since they bear greater responsibility for long-range manpower plan-
ey and recruilment.

Training Programs in Criminal Justice: (July 6-16, 1971 and September 7-17, 1971)

Orve having determined overall personnel needs within an organization, it becomes
e anary to develop relevanl training programs to satisfy those requirements.
Wit this clement in mind, Drs, Charles Bahn and Abraham S. Blumberg prepared
e cemaar Training Programs in Criminal Justice as an overview of the training
aspect of personnel managemeoent,  They aimed to encourage participants to

vlentdy the training needs of their own agencies and to consider whether existing
franue programs served these needs, In addition, the participants would be
shown tow to institute and administer new training programs. Within this frame-
work the class would also solve the problems of writing appropriate curricula and
deve toping tools to properly evaluate the effectiveness of their training programs,

Each subtopic of the course program 27 was introduced by a lecture which set the
format for further discussion., In the July session Drs. Bahn and Blumberg,
operating as a team, lead the class to a consideration of the underlying principles
in moade! training situations. Examples weré drawn from corporate training ‘
programs such as those developed by AT&T and I''T. In the ensuing class dis-
cussions, seminar members identified areas of concern to their agencies and,
under faculty guidance, considered the tools needed to develop, administer, and
evaluate appropriate training programs.

Az visiting lecturer, Harold P. Seligson provided an in-depth study of a continuing
training program for professionals. Drawing upon thirty-five years experience

as a leader in continuing education for practicing lawyers, Mr, Seligson gave
several informative lectures in the July session. Responding to student queries
made after these lecture sessions, Mr. Seligson revised his technique for the
September seminar. In this session, he opened each lecture period with a brief
synopsis of training program organization. The remaining time was left for an
informal question/answer session with the participants.

Dr, Blumberg was the seminar leader in the September session. While Dr. Bahn
was on assignment in Europe, his colleague conducted the September seminar
primarily as a lecture programs. Dr.Biumberg stimulated class discussion of
the subject matter from the sociological perspective. The emphasis was on in-
service training, with consideration of the advantages and pitfalls of profession-
alization in the criminal justice system. A second visiting lecturer, Mr. Carmine
Motto, offered the class an example of professionalization on the federal level. He
described for them the highly specialized training of special agents in United States
Secret Service,

The core reading material for both seminar sessions was S. W. Gellerman's
Management by Motivation. It was used extensively hecause it is geared to the
middie management level, Other books and periodicals listed in the annotated
bibliography identified materials of topical interest.

Some of the published articles distributed to members of this seminar, 30 5 will ve
nnted, were also used in the Manpower seminar. It was felt that subject matters
cavered in these articles were applicable to both aspects of the personnel manage-
meant {ield and therefore of value to participants in each seminar. In each case,
these materials were related to the context of the appropriate syllabus.

The curriculum for this seminar was well suited to the background of its members.
Although few participants were actually training officers within their agencies,
everyone did some training as part of his role as supervisor. Before participating
in Training Programs in Criminal Justice, these supervisors had considered
iraining as peripheral to their main function. Once made aware of the importance
of a well-conceived training program, they recounsidered their prior attitudes about
their roles as trainers and became interested in improving their skills in this area.




i oo ue between members of different agencies revealed that haphazard training
proyrans arce the general rule rather than the exception within the criminal justice
sy-tora,  Seminar members were concerned about this deficiency, enough to suggest
Comtivwing these workshop sessions and develtping other programs to remedy the
gvaation, It was also suggested that John Jay College serve as a liaison with agency
s service braining programs.

Drpangzational Models and Corrections: (June 14-25, 1971 and January 17-28, 1972)

Tue purpose of this seminar was to examine alternative organizational concepts
ardl muodels, in particular as they relate to the daily operation of agencies within
the riminal justice system. Drs. Sidney H. Aronson and Lsreal Gerver prepared
(o exatnine the many variables which enter an organizational picture and frequently
(rente o dichotomy between goals and practices within an institution. Participants
woould be asked to view the criminal justice agency in its social context since mun-
dane malters often divert from organizational imperatives and change its complete
fare tion,

I the June seminar, the faculty lectured on cach topic, allowing thirty minutes at
(v end ol the session for interagency discussion, By January, the lecture method
*aa completely abandoned, since it was evident that the participants preferred a
more non-divrective approach., In the January seminar the faculty acted primarily

a- discussion leaders by limiting themselves to introductory remarks delineating
1he problem for cach workshop session. The only instance where the lecture method
wa rotained in the second seminar was the occasion of Dr. Edward Lehman's guest
cochure on sociological theory.

Ot rwise, cach workshop session was divided into interagency discussion groups.
il proup member served as a resource for information on his agency's

ot sational setling and shared with the others his own problem-solving
vennuqes,  One workshop, for example, solved a member's problem of main-
tainin,s vormal police functions while allowing officers time for court appearances.
Anothe o participant said his agency had solved the same problem by establishing
1t owncourt liaison group to schedule such appearances.

Do reading list was organized along the same topical lines as was the course

vl LA Considerable portion of the materials listed therein were veprinted

a D distribated fu class A complete set of these articles was given to each member
at e fiest session of the June seminar., It was later decided that these materials
ot he better wliilized i they were distributed intermittently. Thus, in the
Fowry semadnar, the veprints were apportioned according to the topic under
dravnsaon, The reading list was also updated in Januvary to include a number of
vosetint from the Handbook of Organizations, edited by James G, March.

The part’ :ipants in both sessions were well prepared for their classes and were
genuinely interested in creating efficient management within their agencies. However,
Drs. Aronson and Gerver veported a greater degree of clasg participation in the
January seminar. Essentially, the group was composed of persons on a higher
supervisory level than those in the June group. More important, however, was the
change in methodology, The workshop method provided the proper selting for
srappliing with specific organizational problems.

The informal atmosphere of a workshop session also allowed participants to
communicate across agency lines on major issues. Of particular concern Lo one
seminar member was the vulnerability of the criminal justice system in the area

of civii liberties. He generated a debate on the issue of the conflict which arises in

a democratic system when laws protecting the constitutional rights of all ils citizens
interfere with the police function of protecting the community from the unlawful doings
o some of its citizens.

l.egislation protecting civil liberties is reflected in the rules governing an arrest.
The ztudent was of the opinion that these rules are so stringent that no arrests could
ever ve made if they were completely enforced, The only way the police can ful-
fill their responsibility to maintain public order is to by-pass these rules. In doing
5D, however, the arresting officer must perjure himself when he takes the stand as
witness for the prosecution. The student concluded that this situation constituted a
major threat to the democratic process.

Uulization of Research Findings in Criminal Justice:(September 7-17, 1971 and
Januvary 17-28, 1972)

Drs. Martin Welitzner and Clarence C, Snerwood designed this seminar to [urnish
mitddle managers with objective criteria to be applied to the vast proliferation of
rescarch findings in the criminal justice field. While this course weuld focus on

the critical evaluation of such rescarch reports, it would also require participants
to develop their own research projects and testing instruments., Thus it was planned
as a creative problem-solving seminar.

TL will be noted that the course outline was revised between the September 3 and
January 30 Sessions. The faculty thought this improvement would provide a
broader research background for the participants.

Dr, Alan M, Goldstein of John Jay College joined the faculty team f[or several sessions
in the January seminar. In both seminars, however, the faculty team did a minimal
amount of lecturing; they limited their direcction to outlining the research methodology
and 1introducing new materials. Initially the class as a whole was asked to discuss
general research problems across agency lines., Following this, the faculty divided
the class into workshop sections along functional lines, for example, courts, law
suforcement, correction. Each group was to develop an entire research project

{rom hypothesis through evaluation, and to present an oral report on its findings.
Among subjects explored were "The Elfccts of Strect Lighting on Crime" and



Parole with Supervision vs. Unconditional Release!'.

The reading materials provided for each session related to the respective course
outinoe. In the September session, several journal articles were distributed to
the class,”’ These were replaced by copies of two research papers completed by
Dr  Shorwood, ° In both sessions members completed an epidemiology exercise
on Suicide which made use of rescarch findings in the area of community and
]g\tt;t—r;(: medicine. 39 a supplementary reading 11.St on suicide was also provided
a» hackground material to these research findings.

Thoe faculty observed that the self-directed research projects completed by the
~tudents were but slight indication of their high level of motivation and partici-
paticn, Each group member was very knowledgeable in a particular area of
sprcialization., FHe contributed this expertise to his workshop group project so
that each report was a highly professional performance. This was an unusual
wpporiunity to evaluate research findings in inter-related fields of the crimival
juslice system.

FVALUATION

R

The training seminars, prepared with a view toward their being responsive to the

neeas of the participants, covered areas of particular interest to middle management

individuals in the criminal justice field. FEach seminar was conducted for three
hours cach day for ten days, a two week period totalling thirty class hours. In-
dividuals could participate in two seminars concurrently, one in the morning and one
in the afternoon,

The premises for this evaluation report are scveral foci of major evaluative interest
to the program. Among these were 1) a pre-post training evaluation of what
participants hoped to get out of the program (pre) and what they actually felt they

dirl gel out of the program (post). 2) What they thought was the best way of or-
ganizing and rununing the program (pre) and how they felt about the manner in which
the program was organized and run (post). - 3) What were the special interests of
the participants, i.e. security, rehabilitation, cornmunity participation (pre) and
rhether the program related to the participant's special interest (post).

Tae program manager felt that it was of critical importance to evaluate the partici-
sanls expectations and perception of the program as well as the extent to which they
cxpericnced benefit from their involvement in the program. This aspect of the
evaluation may belabeled primarily process; that is how did participants view the
program, what were the program strengths and weaknesses and what recommenda-
froas for program modification were contained in the review by participants.

The second important focus of the present evaluation related to pre - post evaluation
ot the participants' knowledge in the areas covered by the seminars. The program
aperators assumed that exposurce to any one of the seminar areas might lead to

raoditication in knowledge regarding the other areas. This was expected since it was

oot inat antrinst. oo the five seminar topics was an approach which might be catego-
nired as creative problem solving, Furthermore, the approach of critical problem
copsideration inany seminar required review of existing knowledge and techniques
Cororelating to current applied problems, In order to get at the issue of change in
browwiodge on the part of participants over the course of the two week seminar.,

Tae Dirst part of tais evaluation report deals with process, namely what did the
participants  expect, how did they feel the program should be organized and run,
ancl did the program relate to their special interests.

The evaluator prepaved a questionnaire which was given immediately prior to the
cwmiinar ipre-itest) and again at the end of seminar (post-test)., The pre-test
questionnaire related to participant expectations, while the post-test questionnaire
r-jaied to the participant's actual experience with the seminar or seminars. (See
materials appended for notes 9 through 12.)

The first question asked participants what they hoped to get out of the program. At
‘1o end of the seminar they were again asked what they actually got out of the
«sperience, Table 3 shows the results for this question by seminars attended for
pre (1) and post (2) seminar responses,

As may be seen in Table 3, the majority of participants came to the seminars with
Lie expectation of gaining more knowledge of the subject, gaining more general
browlerge in the criminal justice field.or learning new techniques, methods, or
app.ications with which they could return to their agencies. Almost without ex-
crption participanis perceived the seminar as providing them with this knowledge.
A sccundary gain iadicated by participants was the personal contact with members
ot ather criminal justice agencies. Only one participant in all of the seminars
perceivad the program as belng a disappointment and of little value,

Cabie 4 shows proe aud post seminar responses to the questions: what is the best
cay 1o organize and run the course (pre) and how do you feel about the manner in

v hich the seminar was ovgavnized and run (post), On the whole, participant reaction
wita respect Lo the manner in which the program was organized and run was quite
favorab’e A very small percentage of participants were critical of some aspect of
vrosenuvar proaram. This included such statements as; the course failed to pre-

ent eanerets (new) solutions o problems and was too theoretical, instruclors went off

i targent ansiruction was inadequate, the course was too short, and the course was
Torstructu-cd Recommendations by participants included involving personnel who
astlasiy rua programs, police, probation persouns cte,, allow more time {or each
soainar and unproved reading assignmoenls.  Again as may be noted in Table 4 the
Gning ma)ovity of participants werce quite positive in their reactions to the
meme v in which the seminars were organized and run, It is also worth noting that

troogeminar which appeared to elicit the most positive responses was that on Re-

I A Y

caren Utthzation. This came as a surprise to the seminar operatlors since they
sack itially asswmed that the participants would be most interested in arcas of
ive=et applicd concern such as those covered in the seminars on Commuanity
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celation Lo their arcas of interest, This response was given by three members of the EIE o g 50 o 9RE LD
seminar on manpower who represented 18% of the course participants, A small é - e & o g g 5 o & H
percentage of parlicipants indicated that the seminars had only partial relevance to : 2 e % £ o ;‘i 5 ST g E
their specific areas of interest. In all other instances, seminar participants g Z o % g w0 o B, 3 ®
indicated that the program effectively related to their areas of interest. Finally, S g o Gc% ‘E. 23 %‘ F,; g =4 = w
tegardless of which seminar was attended, individual participants felt that the g‘ 8 g S 0& *?; i g 0§‘ %
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The second aspect of the current evaluation was concerned with change in knowledge 1’% % 5 g ;O S N E
over the course of the two week program. This was assessed through pre-post g‘,g B - S s g *rm:‘
seminsr administration of a test designed to tap those subject areas considered in e é &z S ® TR
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of the seminar leaders and submitted to the program director and to the program ' w e o .
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(wenty-five considered to be representative of the areas covered in the seminars,
The peneval findings regarding change in knowledge are shown in Table 6. In e e e —_— .
soven of the twelve seminars, a larger percentage of participants improved, than
c1ther showed no change or a decrease in knowledge. In three other seminars, - W S
a larger percentage of individuals showed some decrease in knowledge than c e W e
snoved no change or improvement. Finally, there were two seminars in which
approximately equal percentages of participants demonstrated an improvement and .
4 decrease 1n overall knowledge. In general, a larger percentage of participants in S
the tnajority of seminars demonstrated improvement than showed either no change e o b o
ar a decrease in knowledge. It was difficult to assess the overall impact upon
sapocific arcas of knowledge and no systematic differences were found among the
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The participants generally respounded favorably to the program, perceiving it as
having improved their skills and having been pertinent to their specific and
peneral aveas of interest.  While the test results were inconclusive in determining - o N
Jhange in knowledge, they nevertheless suggested an overall improvement in R
ruowtodge for the majority of participants.
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subjects
d combination and length of course were

Group size an

perfect

15

>
It
L >
-5 bt
3
° §
5 g
(oW I q}r—‘
o | T
N ~ K
O'ﬂ &'N
« ]
g o [ UR -
L5 v £
d-\.o 30
g o =
Noa Q o
(52 £2
~) gy
[ 5¢ s Q
7
/
1]
; L]
42 7 50 28 80
4 4
8
10 i6

problems. Too theoretical.

~——

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.
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Table 4

nswers Relevant to Question 2:

Course was excellent

Course 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

Include various involved people in presentation (people

who run programs, community police coordinators, etc.)

Instruction was inadequate/ineffective/insufficient

[
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38

12

14

43

20

20
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Tablei

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

IMP (Improve); NC (No Change); DEC (Decrcase)

i

| Community { Organiza-
Research | Relations tional Manpower | Total
%o % %o %o %
Utilization of Research Findings
September 1971 IMP 50 50 50 100
NC 100 50 50
DEC 50
Utilization of Research and
Training Programs IMP 56 38 38 25 69
September 1971 NC 44 56 44 44 25
DEC 6 19 31 6
Manpower Projection and l
Utilization (only) IMP 50 100 50
June 1971 NC 50
DEC 50 50 100 50
Organizational Model
(Only) IMP 20 20
June 1971 NC 60 80 20 40 20
DEC 20 80 60 80
Manpower Utilization and
Organizational Model IMP 26 26 30 26 48
June 1971 NC 48 60 43 35 17
DEC i 26 13 26 39 35
Community Relations (only)
July 1971 IMP 33 33 33 33 33
NC 33 67 67 33
DEC 33 67 33
Training Program (only)
July 1971 IMP 50 25 25
NC 100 75 50 25
DEC 25 50 25 50

( continued next page)
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‘g Community

Organiza-

' ! Y
/ ]
. Research ! Relatious | tional Manpower ! Total
! % : %o N % %o " %
L : !
Crarving Program and : { ; i ‘
Community Relations MP 33 39 i 11 56 : 61
oy 1971 NC 50 56 72 17 l 17
' DEC 17 6 | 17 28 .22
1 Il
‘- l — }
anpawer Training ' I l '
arvary 1972 IMP 50 22 : fg 23 g 67
NC 50 ' Z
i .
DEC 8 P33 25 | 33
] ¢ h
. . l | : .
fiitiszalion of Research Findings , i | i
aruary 1972 iMP I } ‘ .
MC : 100 i 100 | 80 80 3
DEC | ; {20 20 1 40
Ail scored 100% on both tests ‘ i 3 !
.- i
Aanpower Projection ! lf |
‘uuary 1972 IMP 3? 33 l 67
NC : 100 ; 67 ! 67 67
DEC | ‘ 33 L 33
; ! l
rommunily Relations ' i !
wruary 1972 IMP i 32 47 37 63 62
NC 42 47 | 37 21 2
DEC i 26 5 26 16 11
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7]_-I\{IPI.;EMENTATION AND CONTINUATION

No management training program can be deemed successful unless top admini-
strators arc committed to it. As part of the evaluative and follow-through
process, it was therefore thought necessary to elicit comments on the program's
effectiveness from agency administrators who had sent participants to the
management training seminars.

After due consideration, it was decided that a joint evaluation meeting of these
agency administrators would be most practical and would certainly cost less than
extensive interviewing in the field, The primary purpose of this meeting would

be to secure participant agency evaluations. This occasion would also afford the
project staff the opportunity of fulfilling its obligation to give the agencies a progress
report,

In addition, it was felt that an appropriate way to encourage agency administrators in
demonstrating their commitment 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 'Future Shock''. 41 Videotape cassettes of this training expericnce are
available at the College,

Letters were sent to the heads of the 22 participating agencies inviting them to
attend the evaluation meeting and luncheon scheduled for March 16, 1972. 42 1
accordance with the dual purpose of this meetling, invitations were also sent to heads
of 27 agencies, who had not sent participants to the program. 43 All were asked to
bring with them their Director of Training as well as other associates.

More than 100 persons attended the evaluation meeting,. 44 Of these, the vast majority
were administrators and some of their training men. The participant agencies all
took part in the meeting with more than 50% completing evaluation 45 ana projection
forms. The response from non-participant agencies was exceptionally good;

more than 80% of those persons contacted came to the meeting and of these more

than 65% sent in projection forms,

Five of these respondents were officials Irom corrcctions agencies which had not
participated in the seminars. They showed a strong interest in management train-
ing and internship programs. Many of the non-participant agencies also sent in
evaluation forms on the luncheon meeting which they considered a "one day seminaxr'.
They viewed this meeting not only as a training session, but also as an opportunity

" to establish a close working relationship with the College staff and with othex

members of the criminal justice system,

Those agency heads who had sent participants concurred with this viewpoint. They
had the advantage, however, of assessing the value of these training sessions within
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their own agencies. In onc instance, there was immediate feedback from the pro-
gram. Since the New York State Parole has become part of the State's Division of
Correctional Services, those 21 persons who attended the seminar from State

D o 2 a2 2] " " 2 - TR g IR EE] - .q eyt » 8  foaeey s .

I aICil(, hav:c beenlglvcn the responsibiiity for runaing all the training programs in
the State Correctional system. 3

["inally, the overwhelming cpinion of those who completed the evaluation and
projection forms (82%) was that John Jay should continue to develop training pro-
grams for criminal justice personnel. Some suggestions made were regional
seminars, in-service and intership programs. They saw the College as a valuable
resource for improving the training techniques within criminal justice agencies.
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