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ABSTRACT
IN-SERVICE LEGAL TRAINING FOR LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICERS:
AN EVALUATION OF VIDEOTAPED CRIMINAL LAW LECTURE~WORKSHOPS
by
Kenneth E, Christian

Purpose

Budget and manpower limitations, inadequate physical
facilities, and a lack of competent available instructors
are some qg the training problems facing police adminis-
tration,. Even when some of these obstacles are overcome,
our decentralized form of local police organization makes
it difficult to bring law enforcement officers together
for any type of in-service training,

Criminal law is one of the many subjects .t which
police officers desire further training, The Institute
for Community Development and the School of Police Adminis-
tration at Michigan State University brought locally and

nationally known speakers to the campus to videotape

‘criminél law lectures, The videotapes were presented to

law enforcement officers in ten two-day workshops through-
out the state of Michigan by Frank D, Day, Professor of
Police Administration with the assistance of Kenneth E,

Christian, Police Training Specialist,
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Kenneth E, Christian

Methodology

The research design was a test-retest of experi-
mental and comparison groups, The workshop participants
were asked to com@lete a pretest of cognitive and atti-
tude questions prior to and immediately following the
two~day workshops,.

Group changes on the attitude test were tested
for §ignificance with Wilcoxon's T, Group changes on
the cognitive test were tested for significance by using
the difference-~of-means test involving the t distribﬁtion.
The data was analyzed by department size, job function,

job level, years of service and amount of training.

Results
Results of the cognitive test demonstrated that,
at the conclusion of the program, participants did
possess more accurate information than they had possessed
prior to the program, Officers did not gain knowledge
when exposed to training material which they felt was
irrelevant, The amount of information gained varied with
the topics covered and their relevance to the participants.
In general, pre-existing attitudes were strengthened
after exposure to the workshops. Those concepts which were

viewed in a favorable light at the beginning of the program,

S

Kenneth E, Christian

gained in a positive direction., Those concepts which
were seen as unfavorable prior to the workshop, and
which were emphasized during the workshop, gained in a
negative direction, Those concepts which were only
lightly touched upon or ignored showed almost random
shifts in direction and, for the most part, were non-

significant in magnitude.
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(HAPTER I
THE PROBLEM OF IN-SERVICE POLICE TRAINING
I. NATIONWIDE CONCERN

Books, periodicals, and newspapers abound with
statements deploring the lack of intensive in-service
training for police officers, A recent, exhaustive

and authoritative study conducted by the President's

Crime Commission exemplifies the current concern,

Deficiencies in current police training are
not limited to recrult programs. New laws
are enacted and old ones amended; the en-
forcement needs of a community change, and
new concepts of police technology and
department policy emerge., These fgcts
dictate Ehat training be a continuing
process,

Advanced training and education is an important
requirement if the law officer is to achigve the com-
petence now demanded., "This recognized need is receiv-
ing increased attention from the educational institutions,
the police and othér organizations, and at all levels of

government.“z

1The Pregident's Commission on Law Enforiemegg
and Administration of Justice, Task Force Re-or : e
Police (Washington: Government Printing Olfice, 1967),
De 170,

2T9id., p. 75

T A et b,

The National League of Cities, recognizing the
significance of police training, stated that:

The enforcement of laws and the regulation
of human behavior in our complex urban
society requires .... providing veteran
officers with regular refresher training

as well as specialiged training in selected
areas of knowledge.,

IT. POLICE CONCERN

Police administrators throughout the country are

conscious of the present deficiencies of police training.
Inevitably, when they praise a program, it is an extensive
training session for recruits, ignoring the problem of
in-service training. When asked, "What is the number

one problem in police training as you see it?" admini-

strators replied:

How can the police be trained o handle
society's changing concepts? How can
higher education and the police mutually
engage in research which will result in
much needed answers to on-the-scene police
action?

We must improve in~service police training
to serve as a stop-gap measure while we
work to attract more highly educated
policemen and until we can provide oppor-
tunities for present officers to involve
themselves in higher education,

3Ipid.
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see we must look to those established
disciplines, to business and industry,
to education, in order to determine better
methods of presenting thése training
materials presently provided to police
recruits and veteran officers, Many de-
velopments in these and other fields of
endeavor nmight adequately serve to update
presentation methodology of training and
educational materials for police
practitioners.4
From this expression of concern, it is apparent that
police administrators, though aware of the insufficient
programg for veteran policemen, lack the proven training
tools which would help correct the situation.

A recent study reported that while policemen
believed recruit training had been invaluable to them,
they experienced a mounting anxiety over the years
because of their inability to keep pace with the legis-
lative changes and judicial interpretations of criminal
1aw.5 This anxiety was also expressed in questionnaires
completed by the police officers attending the telephonic=-
lecture series, "Arrest, Search, and Seizure", sponsored

by Michigan State University in 1967,

4"The Number One Problem in Police Education and
Training As Seen by Six Police Administrators,"™ Police
Chief, 37:8, August, 1970, p. 16,

Richard A, Wild, "An Evaluation of the Law
Enforcement Training Program Basic Police Course at

- Michigan State University" (unpublished Masters +thesis,

Michigan State University, East Lansing, 1965), p. 98.

1k ETeam
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Some prdblems of police draining in any state are
budget and manpower limitations, inadequate physical
facilities, and a lack of competent available instruc-
tors, In addition, our decentralized form of local police
organization makes it difficult to bring law enforcement
officers together for any type of in~service training,

A few isolated departments are known for their in-~service
training programs, but not so much for their program

quality, as for the simple fact of their existence,
IIT. CRIMINAL LAW TRAINING

Criminal law is one of the many subjects in which
police officers desire further training, Criminal law
is unique as a training subject for several reasons. In
the first place, it changes with each session of the leg-
islature and each term of the Supreme Court, Secondly,
no local attorney or prosecﬁtor has enough time to study
and research all of these changes adequately, Thirdly,
even if a local prosecutor is able +o stay abreast of
these changes, he does not have time to travel the state
to lecture and assist 15,000 officers,

When the officers are exposed to a criminal law
training session, they are not satisfied with a super-

ficial treatment of those things they should lmow.

T N -
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They need and want in-depth instruction from those
persons whose expertise they respect. The problem, then,
is how can all police officers in a state be brought up
to date and kept informed on technical and specific
subjects such as "Criminal Law" and "Recent Court Deci-
gions," In this study, videotaped criminal law lecture-

workshops are evaluated s a solution to this problem,

CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
I, TBELEVISION AND TRAINING

How relieving it is for a training officer to

turn on a television set or movie projector and see a

program which he could never have produced in his class-

room, Many training officers use this 'relief' as the
sole criterion to measure the effectiveness of redia,
They believe that videotape and films are merely sub-
stitute training officers. But, media can only be
effective when students are prepared, when direct or
indirect feedback is provided for, and when an instruc-
tor is available to the student as g resource person.
The efficient uée of videotape and films in a
training classroom can be compared to an operating
amphitheater. In the amphitheater, the task of the
nurse is to prepare and condition the patient so that
he will be receptive to the operation. When the opera-
tion is over, the nurse steps in for the post-operative
care., The success or failure of thé operation depends
to a large degree on the competence and concern of the

nurse. In the training classroom, the task of the
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training officer is similar to that of the nurse. He
must fully prepare the student for the TV instructor.
Moreover, at the end of the program, he must assume the

responsibility for the follow-up care., He must see to

it that the objectives of the videotaped lesson have

been accoﬁplished. Depending upon the feedback from
the students, he may need to reinforce the lesson oxr
even re-teach it.6

A training officer who does little more than turn
the videotape recorder or projector on and off is not
fulfilling his responsibility. There are several ques-

tions with which he should be concerned.

Do Students Learn by Television?

This mey be an unnecessary question, since the
answer by now is obvious, Belson (1956) found that
after exposure to two 10 minute programs, 70% of his

sample of 250 subjects showed "sufficient grasp of the

full major main poin'b."7 Rock, Duva and Murray (no date)

6Betty Gray, "Evaluating the Television Program,"
Audiovisual Instruction, 14:38, May, 1969.

7W; A, Belsou, "Learning and Attitude Changes

Resulting from Viewing a Television Series 'Bon Voyage',"
- British Journal of Educational Psychology, 26:38, 1956.

e
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reported that sruy officers and enlisted menfméde.signi-

ficantly higher scores after exposuve:to a series. of

eight one-~hour telecasts than they made on a pretest.8
Trainees who believe that the material to which

they are being exposed will have an early use or will

be subject to testing at an early date tend to learn

more than others who do not have these attitudes.

Thus, pointing out the personal relevance of instruc-

tional material to trainees may have an important effect

on the degree to which the material is 1earned.9

How Do Students Taught by Videotape Compare with Those

Taught by Other Media?

Tannenbaum (1956) found there was no significant
difference between students exposed to live TV instruc-
tion and those exposed to the same lessons through a
telephone hookup (telelecture). A group which viewed
videotapes, however, did significantly better than the

telelecture group. Both the live TV and videoﬁapev

8R. T. Rock Jr., J. 3. Duva, and J. E. Murray,

Training By Television: A Study In Learning and Reten-
tion, Z%ort Washington, L. I., N. Y.: Special Devices
Center, SDC Report 476~02-3, no date).

o1. P. Greenhill, Research in Imnstructional Tele~
vision and Film (Washington D.C.: U, S. Department of
Health, Bducabtion, and Welfare, 1967) p. 13.

s e S
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groups did significantly better than a group which read
the material only. There was no significant difference
between those who read the material and those who lis-
tened via the telelecture.lo

In a study of Air Force recruits, Jackson (no
date) found that when a film or videotape was announced
as such, students did significantly better 6n test
scores than when a film or videotape was announced as
a "training film". ILater tests proved that newness of
the medium explained the differences. Repetition of
the study five years later challenged its validity.ll

Two studies, one by Berger (1962) and the other by
Bickel (1965), found that live presentations of content
were as effective as videotaped content presenta‘bions.12

On the basis of a study by Taylor (1969), it would

appear that videotaped interaction is as effective as

1OP. H. Tannenbaum, "Instruction Through Television:
A Comparative Study" (Urbana: Institute of Communication
Research, University of Illinois, June, 1956), (Duplicated.)

113. Jackson, Learning From Videotapes and Films,:
(Port Washington, L.I., N.Y.: oSpecial Devices Center,
Technical Report SDC-20-TV-1l), (no date).

12E. J. Berger, "An Investigation of the Effective-
ness of Televised Presentation," Dissertation Abstracts,
1962, 23, 1552; and R, F. Bickel, "A Comparative Analysis
of the Effect of Television Instruction on Achievement in
a College Mathematics Course For Elementary Teaching
Majors," Dissertation Abstracts, 1965, 25, 5777.

LR
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live interaction and that s combination of videotaped
interaction and live interadtion is the most effective

organization.13

A review of 114 experimental studies of college
and military investigations comparing television and
classroom ingtruction noted that while nine studies
yielded results favoring television, and seventeen
studies yielded results favoring classroom instruction,
eighty-eight studies produced no significant differen-

14

ces. Therefore, it can safely be assumed that there

18 no real difference in a student's learning or reten-

tion in regard to whether or not a lecture or demonstra-

tion is presented in berson or by television,

What Musgst Training Officers Consider Before Using Pilms

and Videotapes?

Films and videotapes will be effective if they do
not try to cover too much ground too rapidly - that is,
if they concentrate on s limited amount of material.

They will be most effective 1f they are structured to

13 s a
David R, Taylor, Edra Lipscomb, and Rob
) . ert
Rosgmleﬁ, "Live Ve;sus Videotaped Studént Teacher Inter-
action," AV Communication Review, 17:51, Spring, 1969,

14
‘ W, Schramm, "Mass Communication, " .
Of Psychology, 13:251-284, 1962, " Annual Review

TR
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accommodate the trainee's viewpoint by considering his
current level of readiness to learn, his interest in
learning, and the difficulties he is likely to encounter

15

in the process.

How Are Learning Processes Affected When Film or Videotape

is Supplemented by Discussion?

Instruction by film (or videotape) can be pro-
fitably supplemented by holding discussions or lectures

. 16
before or after the film or videotape presentation.

How Effective Are Training Lectures As & Means of

Changing Attitudes?

Much of today's police training has to do with
policy formation which includes the shaping of attitudes
toward a policy. A training officer must be cognizant
of the effects of media and of combinations of training
methods on shaping attitudes,

A gkillful lecturer may be fairly successful in

transmitting conceptual knowledge to a group of trainees

15M. May and A, A, Lunsdaine, Learning From Films
(Wew Haven, Connecticut: Yale University Press, 1958).

160. R. Carpenter and L., P. Greenhill, "Ag Inves-
tigation Of Closed Circuit Television For Tgachlng_
University Courses," Report No. 2, Instructlonal‘bllm
Research Program, (University Park: Pennsylvania State

University, 1955).

I et e
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who are ready to receive it; however, all the evidence
avallable indicates that the nature of the lecture
situation makes it of minimal value in promoting atti-

tudinal or behavioral change.l7

Are Videotape Lectures As Effective In Changing Attitudes

As Live Lectures?

Perception can be defined as an information extrac-
tion process, Information is galned from various cues in
a given situation. If more cues are available, more in-
formation can be gained. Information is defined as more
than facts; it includes undefined impressions, attitudes,
etec., In two similar settings, then, the one with more
available cues will provide a richer amount of informa-
tion, A video presentation has fewer cues availlable than
a live presentation, including such cues as distinguish-
able facial features, color, two dimensionality, quality
of voice, etc,

If cues can be broadly defined, the credibility of

the presenter can also be included as a cue, Hovland

and Weiss (1952) demonstrated that the credibility of the

T, McGehee and P. W, Thayer, Trainin In Business
And Industry (New York: McGraw=-Hill, 1961).

ot e e oy
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presenter is a significant variable in determining atfi-
tude change.18 A presenter who is standing before his
%1ass or group lis potentially capable of being challenged
or questioned concerﬁing the material, Therefore, he is
more likely to be considered a cfeditable source, one

who 1s committed to his message, than the individual who
makes his presentation by videotape, leaving no opportunity
to be challenged.

The results of a study (Croft et al.,1969) strongly
support the hypothesis that the presentation of propaganda
via videotape would be less effective in producing attitude
change than a live, in-person presentation of the same

material.l9

How Can A Training Officer Use A Videotape Or Film To

shape Or Change Attitudes?

Numerous comparisons between lectures and discussions

as a means of affecting behavioral change in supervisors

18, I. Hoveland and W. Weiss, "The Influence Of
Source Credibility On Communication Effectiveness," Public
Opinion Quarterly, 15:635-650, 1952. :

l9Roger G. Croft et al., "Comparison of Attitude
Changes Elicited by Live and Videotape Classroom Pre-
sentations," AV Communication Review, 17:3:315~-321,
Fall, 1969,

=
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and>managers indicate that discussion of material in
small groups will be more effective than lectures,
particularly if a change in behavior is incumbent first
upon a change in attitude. ILevine and Butler (1952)
found that discussion brought about a change in atti-
tude and behavior while a lecture did not.zo

Trainees who spent half an hour discussing a film
on prejudice later retained most of the change the film
had made in their attitudes., Those who did not discuss
the film tended to shift back to their original posi-

tions.21

IT. SUMMARY

Trainees can learn from videétape, film, or tele=-
vision lectures as well as from a live lecture. TLearn-
ing through any media is almost always enhanced when
the preparation encompasses the trainee, the media, and

the instructor, and makes provisions for feedback and

follow~up through discussion.

2OJ. Levine and J. Butler, "Lecture Versus Group

Decigion In Changing Behavior," Journal of Applied
Psychology, 36:29-33, 1952,

2lp, 1, Staudohar and R. G. Smith Jr., "The Con-
tribution of Lecture Supplements to the Effectiveness
of an Attitude Film," Journal of Applied Psychology, .
40:109-111, 1956,
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Lectures by themselves are of little value in pro-
moting attitudinal or behavioral change., When a lecture
ig videotaped or filmed, many of the perceptual cues whicﬁ
are obvious at the live presentation are not later avail-
able to the trainee’watching the videotape or film., The
credibility of the lecturer is one of these cués fhat
cannot be fully transmitted on videotape due to the lack
of opportunity for challengé. The ways in which trainees
perceive the role and prestige of the lecturer appear %o
be important factors iﬁ the communication process.

Though videotape has proved itself as an efficient
means of transmitting knowledge, there is almost no evi-
dence to support its value in promoting attitudinal or
behavioral change. Discussion, however, has proven to
be a means of affecting attitudinal and behavioral
change. The next step is to use the two techniques in
a complementary method to produce both a gain in know-
ledge and a change in attitude and behavior.

The possibility of combining the two techniques
leads to some interesting questions regarding the police
training program: Can videotaped criminal law lectures
followed by discussion have a significant effect on law
enforcement officers? Will this training result in the v

understanding of recent court decisions? If learning

T e v " "
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does take place, do officers feel this training is appli-
cable to their jobs? Who benefits most from this type
of training? Will an expected gain in knowledge be ac-

companied by a change in attitude?
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CHAPTER III
HYPOTHESES

As a means of answering some of the questions
which have been posed in the "Review of the Literature,"
a series of hypotheses were developed for testing.

Program Content §12

Cognitive change (a). The workshop will produce

an overall cognitive gain for participants.

Rationale ~ On the face of it, the hypothesis
that there will be cognitive gain from attending the
two=day workshop appears valid. Since the workshop
covers topics of both limited and general interest, it
is hypothesized that the amount of gain will be directly
related to the job function of the officer. Since the
subject matter is basically for the crime investigators,
they will make the greatest cognitive gains, followed
by those in patrol, administration, and traffic in a
descending order.

Attitude change (b). There will be significant

change in attitudes in a positive direction on those
concepts which the police feel assist them in their

work, e.g. line-up, right to counsel, interrogation

e A G Sty
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techniques., There will be significant change in atti-

-tudes in a negative direction on those concepts which

the police feel make their work more difficult, e.g.
non=-violent disobedience, exclusionary rule, Miranda
warnings,

Rationale - Officers come to a workshop looking

- for tools to solve practical problems, They will sift

the material presented and will relate to those things
which most affect their daily procedures., Officers
will react favorably to recent court rulings which
assist them in their everyday problems, Likewise, they
will react just as much, but in a negative manner,
towards perceived restrictions piaced,on their conduct.
Job Function (2)

Cognitive and attitude change (a) and (b).

Investigators, patrol officers, command personnel and
traffic specialists will rank in descending order on
both cognitive gain and attitude change,

Rationale ~ The closer the officer's function is
to the content of the training session, the more know-

ledge he will gain, and the.more his attitude will be

affected,

S —
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Job Level (3)
Cognitive change (a). Knowledge gain will be (1)

more significant in a positive direction for supervisors,
than for patrol level officers, and (2) more significant
in a positive direction for patrol officers than for
command officers,

Rationale - Supervisors are the men most directly
charged with implementing policy, responding to questions,
and enforcing correct procedures., Therefore, they will
be most responsive, either positively or negatively, to
change, ZPatrolmen, too, are influenced by the experts
and eager to make their job more rewarding and less con-

flicting., Because they are also instant decision makers,

- they are sensitive to workshops such as these,

Attitude change (b). Depending on the direction
of the hypothesis, this shift will be (1) more signifi-
cant for supervisors than for patrol level officers, and
(2) more significant for patrol level officers than for
command officers,

Rationale - As in the proceeding Rationale, patrol-
men on the street are responding to citizen or’situation
aemands. They will respond more negatively or positively

to law changes which they feel make their work easier or

20

more difficult, Commanders, who are somewhat removed
from working within the guidelines called for by recent
court decisions, will show léss attitude change,

Years of Experience (4)
Cognitive change (a). Cognitive change will be

most significant in officers with 5 to 20 years service,

less significant in those with under 5 years service,

and least significant in those with over 20 years service,
Rationale ~ This program is aimed at experienced

officers, detectives, supervisors, and command personnel.

The less experienced officer may find this material quite

advanced, Officers approaching or beyond retirement age

may not accept change.

Attitude change (b), Attitude change will be

strongest in those officers with the shortest lengths of

service (1-5 years) and weakest in those officers with

the longest lengths of police service (over 20 years),
Rationale - Younger officers will be less dogmatic

and more receptive to new court rulings than older

officers,

In-Service Training (5)

Cognitive change -~ This will be most significant

in those officers with some in-service training (48-100

hours) during the past two years. The change will be
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less for those officers with much training (over 100
hours) and with little training (less than 48 hours)
in the past two years.

Rationale - As previously stated, this workshop
presumes a good basic criminal law foundation., Those
officers with some in-service training (48-100 hours)
will have had enough recent training to respond to the
law concepts, but possibly will not have had enough
opportunity to question and fully understand then,
These officers may bring both an interest and a founda-
tion on which learning may take place., This workshop

is designed to clarify these nebulous concepts, Those

- o

é; officers with little training will not be equipped to
respond to the conceﬁts. Those with much recent train-
'ing may approach the workshop with a comprehensive back-
ground in these areas, Although their understanding
of the concepts may be improved, the new knowledge gain
will be limited.

- ';b.
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CHAPTER IV

METHODOLOGY

1. WORKSHOP PROCEDURE

General Format

On June 17, 18, and 19 the Institute for Community
Development brought locally ana nationally known speakers
to Michigan State University to videotape criminal law
lecture~discussion sessions. Each of the three days was

devoted to a specific topic: (1) Civil Disturbance and

"Riot Legislation; (2) Interrogation and Confession; and

(3) Recen? U.S. Supreme Court Decisions, particularly con-
cefning confessions, line-ups, arrest,( search and seizureﬂ>
After each topic was presented, participants were able to
ask questions.

- ' The videotaping was done by Michigan State University
Closed Circui% TV on studio production two-inch tape.
Later, in order to use 1ighter, moré mobile equipment in
theIWOrkshops, the original two-inch tapes were reduced
to one~inch tapes. At the same time, it was decided to

delete the question and answer sessilons so that more digs-

cussion time would be available for the area workshops.
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A total of eight hours of videotape lecture was prepared,
for presentation in the two-day workshops.

Ten workshop locations were selected by the Insti-
tute for Community Development (see Workshop Announce-
ment, Appendix B), The Michigan State University Regional
Continuing Bducation Directors arranged for the physical
facilities and notified local law enforcement agencies
in their areas about the workshops. Announcements also
were sent to every law enforcement agency and prosecutor's
office in the state. Iach workshop was limited to forty
participants, and preregistration was requested.

The schedule and format for each workshop were basi=-
cally the same (see Schedule, Appendix F). Each workshop
began at nine o'clock on the first day with a brief self-
introduction by the discussion leader, Franmk D. Day,
Professor of'Criminal Law, School of Police Administration,
Michigan State University. Professor Day then introduced
Kenneth Christian, a Department of Justice Research Fellow
doing graduate work in Police Administration at Michigan
State University and research assistant for these work-
shops, IMr., Christian briefed the workshop participants
of the following points:

1. That the workshop was sponsored by the Institute

for Community Developument and the School of ‘
Police Administration at Michigan State University;

R R e et B o
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2. That this was a pilot project;

‘3. That because it was a pilot project an evalua-

tion was being carried out and the participants
were asked to cooperate;

4. That the effectiveness of this type of workshop

would.be evaluated, in part, from the results
of this evaluation; and

5. Ehaﬁ the evaluation could only be completed
satisfactorily if the prarticipants completed
the forms both at the beginning of the first
day and at the end of the second day.

Booklets for Form A (see Appendix A) of the Infor-
mation Survey (pretest) were then distributed and partici-
pants were asked to place the last five digits of their
home phone number on the cover sheet (to be used as a

§3 code number in matching pretest, posttest, and evaluation
form) and on the answer sheet. (The answer sheet was

used only for the cognitive test. Opinion answers were

recorded in the booklet, )

The research assistant then gave the following

instructions:

It is important that you do not skip any
questions. Decide guickly how you feel

and put down your first lmpressions, There
are no "right®" or "wrong" answers to any. of
the questions other %han the first section
which has True or Palyve and Multiple Choice
questions. Work fast and glve an honest re-
sponse. Do not consult with anyone else,

If you have a question, raise your hand

and T will try to clarify things for you.
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After the pretest was completed and collected, the
videotape lecture was started. Two twenty inch television
monitors were placed in the front of the room. One of
the monitors and the videotape recorder at the rear of
the room provided the sound.

The original plan had been to run, without interrup-
tion, the videotape materials from fifteen to sixty
minutes per complete lecture, followed by thirty to sixty
minute discussions, with morning and afternoon coffee
breaks and a lunch hour. Original plans also called for
poéttesting after the last discussion period of the second
day, followed by completion of the participant—evaluation
form; However, during the first workshop, it became

apparent that changes in the original rigid schedule were

necessary.

liost of the alterations were instituted to make the
schedule more flexible and the videotape presentations

more meaningful to the participants. Rather than waiting

until the end of a complete lecture, the videotape was

stopped at the conclusion of points of interest in each
presentation, and Professor Day answered questions and
summarized points when appropriate., Either a break or
more videotape followed each discussion period. Some

topics evoked much more discussion than others, This was

Ruiae
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noted on the first day of the first workshop at Detroit,
Because it was then anticipated that the videotape on
recent court decisions might provoke a great deal of
discussion and thus squeeze the time for completing the
posttest and evaluation forms, this topic was switched
to the morning of the second day, the posttest and eval-
uation forms switched to the middle of the second after-
noon, and the lecture "Criminal Interrogations Within the
Legal Rules" was scheduled for the latter part of the
afternoon., As a result of this change, the posttest,
Form B, (see Appendix B) was completed and collected be-
fore participants had heard the last lecture; the Parti-
cipant Lvaluation Form (see Appendix C) was not collected

until the final lecture was over,

Limitations Due to Test Construction and Data €ollection

The videotapes, which served as the subject matter
content for the semantic differential and cognitive test
items, were not available until two weeks before the first
workshop was held. It was not possible, therefore, to
run a trial of the items before incorporating them into
the instrument.

The instrument was designed to specifically test for

the material presented in the videotaped lectures. The

!
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pre-testing of the concepts and the elimination ofrsdme
to which there was no response made it more relevant.
The cognitive material was taken from the live lectures
themselves, and it served as a primer for the thinking
process. As such, it could not help but act somewhat
as a teaching device.

Time constraints also ruled out a "dry-run" of
the instruments in conjunction with the final videotape
program,

Differences due to mechanical factors were kept to
a minimum by checking individual booklets for poor print-
ing, duplicate pages, missing pages, and improper stap-
ling, and by providing extrz pencils. Uniform instruc-
tions were given by the research assistant to all
participants at each workshop and to the comparison
groups.,

One question, number seventeen on the cognitive
test of Form B (see Appendix B), had two possible correct
answers. This was discovered at the first location and
corrected by printing new options, four and five, to
that question and pasting them over the existing options.
A few of the questionnaires had duplicate pages, but the
subjects just ignored this. None of the completed tests

had any pages missing.
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There was surprisingly little grumbling from the
officers about having to complete the unannounced Informa~
tion Survey. The personnel who coded the Information
Surveys commented several times on the accuracy and
thoroughness of the officers in completing these forms.,

In general, the officers were enthusiastic, and many asked
how they could obtain the results of the study.

There were some isolated comments made about the

method of identification on the Information Survey by some

of the officers from the larger cities. Those who questioned

the anonymity of the last five digits of their home phone
number were told that they could use any five numbers,
such as part of their military serial number or social se-
curity number. One subject used "123%45." Two others used
one set of numbers on the pretest and only séme of the
same numbers on the posttest. These tests were matched

by the similar numbers used and the handwriting. This
method of anonymity was provided to encourage the subjects
to give honest responses., Webb, however, notes that even

the device of anonymity itself may lead to validity
threats.22

22Bugene J. Webb et al. Unobtrustive Measures
(Chicago: Rand McNally and Company, 1966), p. 15.
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The same setting could not be provided for all the
workshops., Various differences in comfort and distractions
were experienced,

Both the discussion leader and the research
assistant felt that their law enforcement backgrounds and
experience assisted them in establishing good rapport with
the workshop participants. Subtle biases unintentionally
provided by the investigator, the subjects'! awareness of
being tested, and other factors may always provide poten-
tial sources of error.23 _

The workshops were affected by a number of unforseen
happenings. Participation ranged from sixteen to fifty-
two officers., ©Poor response in a few locations was blamed
on lack of communication, poor facilities, politics, and
the Governor's declaration of a holiday to celebrate the
moon landing.

The facilities definitely affected attendance,

Those sites which were familiar to the officers, i.e.

police department classrooms such as those in Detroit and

Ann Arbor, or continuing education centers such as those

23Dona1d T, Campbell and Julian C. Stanley, Experi-
mental and Quasi-Experimental Designs for Research l%hicago:
Rand McFNally and Company, 1968), p. 20.
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in Benton Harbor, had above average attendance., Remote
high school and college caﬁpuses were not attractive loca-
tions.

Classroom sizes ranged from a 30! X 30' room to
ean auditorium; ventilation varied from none to air con-
ditioning; outside distractions escalated from none in
the auditorium to opera auditions across the hall from
the unventilated crowded room,

Equipment failure was not a serious problem, In
two different locations, due %o machine difficulties, the
picture was distorted. The participants accepted this,
closed their eyes and listened. Discussions were as
spirited as when the picture was clear,

Although the design called for the testing of a
control group at each of the four locations where work-
shops were being held, in actual practice, it was not pos-
sible to secure any control groups in this way.

During the first workshop, it became apparent that,
in order to collect posttest data from participants before
they started to leave, it would be necessary to administer
the posttest after the lunch break on the second day,
rather than at the close of the program. Thus, the video-
tape presentation on interrogation techniques, the live

discussion of this topic, and any summary and review that
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occurred came after the testing was completed, In order to determine if the independent variable,
| o the videotaped criminal law lecture workshop, was respon-
' II. DESIGN .
’ sible for any changes, the research design was a test-
The 1967 police-training Telephonic Lecture Series retest of experimental and comparison groups.
had been evaluated by the participants on the basi f
B d P : P ® e III. MEASUREMENT
| their satisfaction with the experience. For this TV-
‘ . . . -
| Workshop Lecture Series, it was,decided by the staff to A Participant Evaluation Form (Appendix C) was
| _ , . .. -
’ attempt to measure, in addition to participant satisfac- used to collect participant opinions and comments.
tiou, cognitive gain and opinion change resulting from Form A, the pretest (Appendix A), and Form B, the
" the two-day experience, posttest (Appendix B) were almost identical instruments.
Measurement of the long~-range goal--better informed They include:
> law enforcement officers performing more effectively--is, 1. A Cognitive Test - Containing true and false

unfortunately, beyond the scope of this evaluation design. and multiple choice questions taken from the

g

However, an estimate of the success of these workshops. videotaped criminal law lectures.

may be made from an analysis of the short-term changes 2. A Semantic Differential Test - Consisting of

S

in opinion and gain in knowledge, as well as by a study twelve concepts, each with eight scales.

of the participants general satisfaction with format, These were also taken from the videotaped

schedule, speakers and subject matter. criminal law lectures., Attitude toward these

Such an evaluation ought to reveal whether or not concepts was measured on a Likert-type scale,

the participants shared the goals and the expectations 5. Statement of Opinion - Twenty statements

of the planning committee; it may also give some indi- requiring an "Agree-Disagree" response,
cation of how well the long-range goal of better law 4. Paired Comparison - Fifteen statements forc-

enforcement was met. ing the subjects to choose between "protection

of individual rights" and "law and order" concepts.
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5. A Face Sheet - This contained identification
numbér, Job function, job level, size of
department, years of service, and hours of
in-service training within the past two years.

The instruments Form A and Form B were pretested
by administering them to two separate groups of police
officers from throughout the state who were attending in-
service Law Enforcemenﬁ training sessions at Michigan
State University. One group was attending the two—week
Criminal Investigation Course, and the other was attend-
ing thebJuvenile Officer's Course, Several unclear or
unanswerable concepts and questions were eliminated.
Another alteration was that the Semantic Differential
Test was reduced from ten to eight scales and from twelve
to ten concepts.

Bach instrument, Form A and Form B, took about
thirty minutes to administer,

As the Information Survey booklets were turned in
at each workshop, they were checked for completeness by
the research assistant. After each workshop, the booklets
were taken to Michigan State University where they were
coded by omne clerk, checked by another clerk, and spot

checked by the research assistant.
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Analysis of the Semantic Differential

Group changes on the evaluative scale of the

semantic differential were tested for significance with

Wilcoxon's T, This is a two sample test of the hypothesis

that two samples were drawn from identical populations.

It can be used with ordinal scales, and results are

directly comparable to tests involving differences of means

and proportions.24 This nonparametric test takes account
of the sign of the difference between each pair (in this
study the pretest and posttest) and also the size of the
difference. In this study, a pretest (Appendix A) was
given to a group of subjects; later (after the workshop),
& parallel test (Appendix B) was given to +the Same sub-
Jects., This was to determine the probability that the
answers given the first time and those given the second
time were from samples of the séme population., A low
probability (.05 level of significance) would allow re-
jection of +the null hypothesis (that there is no dif-
ference between the samples), A higher probability would
demend acceptance of +the null hypothesis. Since the

Wilcoxon is a nonparametric text, it can be used when an

“Hubert M. Blalock, Social Statistics (New York:
MeGraw Hill, 1960), p. 167.
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interval scale cannot be employed, or when a normal
population cannot be assumed, but when an ordering of
scores is justified.25 The Wilcoxon was used in this

study for the above reasons.

Analysis of the Cognitive Test

Mark sensing answer sheets were used for the
cognitive section of the Information Survey. Raw scores
were obtained from the Michigan State University Testing
sService, “

Group changes on the cognitive test (nineteen items)
were tested for significance by using the difference
- of - means test involving the t distribution. The
cognitive test satisfied the assumption of an interval
scale, but two other assumptions were violated, Formally,
the two assumptions, first, that the populations sampled
are normal and second, that the population variances are
homogeneous, are essential if the + scores given by the
bable are to be exact. In practical situations, these
assumptions are sometimes violated with rather small

effect on the colrlcll,u%ions.'i6

25,

bid., p. 188.
26William L. Hays, Statisvics (New York: Holt,
Rinehart and Winston, 1963), p. 322.

>
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The departure from normality makes less difference
when a two-tailed test is used and when the sample size
is not extremely small.27 Ho sample in this study was
smaller than Tive subjects, and a two~tailed test was
used,

The second assumption, homogeneity of variance,
is more important than normality. For samples of equal
size, relatively big differences in the population vari-
ance seem to have relatively small consequences for the
conclusions derived from a t-test, Hays states, "When
in doubt use samples of the same size."28 In this study
all means which were tested with a t-test were from

samples of equal size,

IV. SAMPLING

Procedure

The number of partioipants‘at each of the workshops
varied (see Table 1 page 37,) but the gsample used in this
study included all workshop registrants who were present
both at the morning session of the first day and on the
afternoon of the second day of each workshop., It was

expected that all registrants would attend both days;

2T1p14,

281154,
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| Table I
Workshop Locations and Aftendance
' Organizations Represented
Workshop Location Participants New Cumulative
Taping East Lansing 96 18 18

1

O o 3 o o W

-
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Detroit
Jacomb County
Wayne County
Ann Arbor
Fling

Pontiac

Grand Rapids
Benton Harbor
Traverse City

Marquette

Average workshop attendance: 30

52
37
30
34
16
16

@ v o O
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18
24
29
37
40
44
52
55
58
61

Total attendance at workshop:

308

W
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workshop program-~about 100 at the videotaping in East
however, several were unable to do this. Potentially Lansing and 300 at the ten workshops.
there were four hundred subjects. As was stated pre- Fifty-four local units were represented by 273
viously, there were no prerequisites; theoretically, any law enforcement personnel, The 131 other participants
officers in the State of Michigan could hgve attended. represented 7 different state and federal agencies and
Admittedly, the sample is s?lf-selected and may universities. The Michigan State Police were counted as
or may not be a representative sample of the police one unit. If the 42 different posté named by them had
officers in Michigan. It may or may not Qiffer from also been included, the number of different communities
other police groups in terms of education, experience, being served by the participants would have been 102,
maturity, etc, Much effort was made to determine the Included in Table I are the workshop locations and atten-
characteristics of the police population, but the data dance figures as compiled from attendance cards signed
evidently is not available, An attempt has been made

by those who came to at least part of one filming or

. sati sample by carefully
to compensate for a representative P workshop session.

: ibing 1 1sti f this sample. ,
N describing the characteristics o o Attendance figures varied from 52 at Detroit to 16

Subiects each at Flint and Pontiac. Several factors influenced

There are approximately 600 local governmental the attendance:
units (Olson, 1969) and several state, federal and uni- 1. Advance publicity;
versity organizations in the State of Michigan which 2., Tacility used;
maintain some form of police service.29 Ovef 400 men 3. Cooperation by local departments; and
and women from 61 different units participated in the 4. Assignment of officers, pay for attending, eto.

Small attendance at some sites may have been the result

29g, T, Olson, An Introduction to the Michigan
Law Enforcement Inventory (Zast Lans@ng: ‘Contlnulng
Education Service, Michigan State University, 1969).

of poor communications, politics, unfamiliar locations,

and scheduling problems. At Plint there was an unexpected

holiday for the moon landing,

N
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Of the 308 workshop participants, 237 completed .all
three instruments: pretest, posttest, and evaluation,
Three completed only the pretest and the posttest but
not an evaluation form; and three, whose pretest and post-
test were invalidated because of omissions, did complete
the evaluation form and are included in the report of
that instrument. Thus, there are 240 subjects in the
pretest-posttest group and also 240 in the participant
evaluation form group.

The description of these subjects in thé following
pages pertains to the 237 in common and also the % in
the evaluation form group. They are all men, Although
several women did attend several of the workshop sessions,
none of them, apparently, completed all three evaluation
instruments.

The characteristics of these men may be described
in several ways--by department size, by function and
level, by years of service, and by the amount of in-

gservice training received within the past two years.

Department size. The department sizes, as re-

ported by the participants, range from under 10 men to
4800, The figures shown in Table IL, page 41, equal the

total of full-time plus part-time officers., This is not
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Table II

NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS BY DEPARTMENT SIZE

N=240
Group T Group II

- 1
50
o
ho B
- . Group IIT
- k Under 1,000 L
30 e A B
= o4 I 100 - 321 L | 75 or less
20 :: :S%f 30% ' 1zi
-, ”“ :J".
."":u'"
WiV &
o e
\ v B
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ept. k800 17 - L. - = -
Stze:
(No.Men)
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i 43
per cent) camefrom‘one large city police department

the same as full-time equivalent, sometimes used in , ‘
(Detreit), 72 (30 per cent) were State Police, and the

similar reports of manpower.

One city department had about 4800 men and one remaining 107 (45
per cent) were from cit
¥y and county

departments of from 4 to 321 men. Henceforth, these

state department had about 1700 men. All other police

convenient divisionsg shall be referred +o as Group I
’

departments in Michigan had fewer than 1,000 men,
(Michigan Local Law Enforcement Directory, 1968)-30 14800, - o rose T, (1700, % 2)
| ’ JN = ; and Group II
These participants reported no departments of 76 to 99 (4-321,7 = 107).  Group IIT was furth , d .
A er divided int
men; and there were no one-man departments, the smallest e deparients (100 e ' ) no
‘ more, N. = 33) and small
- departments (75 op fewer, W = 74), o1Dnis information j
is

having two full-time and two part-time officers.
clearly shown in Table IIT,

exact number of different cities or departments from
which these 240 subjects came is unknowh; however,'atten-
Table IIT

dance cards of {the 400 who attended at least some portion
Department Sige Groups

S

of the program indicated that several large Michigan
Group I, one larp i :
: ge city with
Group II, one large state depifggeﬁ%......N= 61 25% of 240
. s
Group III, all other 1700 men ..,..N= 72 3094
. 5] .. o of 2
with Sub-groups:’ from 4 to 321 men. .N=107 45% of 228
Group IITA 7100 4
il 0 321 men, N = o
Group IIIB 4 to 75 men, st 74’3§i%l4ﬁ

cities were sparsely represented and some hot at all.

A rough estimate,; based on figures in An Introduction to

the Michigan Law Inforcement Inventory, indicates that

about half of the large departments (100 men or more)

were represented and about 10 per cent of the smaller

departments sent at least one man.31

. As mentioned above, the department sizes as reported

Fu i o1
netion ang level. Duties and responsibilities

varied wi ici
widely, Participants were asked to check Present

by the participants fell into three main groups: 61 (25 function:
1. Patrol
2. 'I'I'affic

5OMichigan State University, Continuing Education

Service, Institute for Community Development, Michigan Law
Enforcement Directory, 1968 (Bast Lansing: Michigan State
ﬁﬁfﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ'iﬁifffﬁﬁ%). s

31

3. Investigation

Olson, op. cit.
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4., Administration

5., One-man department
and present level within that function:

1. Detective

2, Patrol

5. Supervisory

4. Command
A tally of these answers reveals that in Group I, the
large city department, nearly half of the officers re-
ported their function as administration, and about a
third checked investigation, leaving only one-sixth in
patrol and traffic. In contrast, men from the smaller
departments (Group III) listed over half as patrol and
less than a third in administration.

A somewhat different pattern was observable re-
garding the levels at which they serve. Two-thirds of
Group I were more evenly distributed among levels, with
about half in lower levels. In Table IV, page 45, the
number of men in each group are shown by function and
level.

In Table V, page 46, function and level are com~
bined and redefined to show only three levels--supervisory,
command, and line (at level of execution). The distri-

bution of Groups I, II, ITIA and IIIB among the eleven
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Function

Level

Administration’
Patrol
Administration
Investigation
Investigation
Patrol

Traffic
Investigation
Patrol

T:affic

Praffic

. Supervisory

Line
Command
Line

- Supervisory
Supervisory
Supervisory
Command
Command
Line

Command

Table IV

D R i i il T

FUNCTION AND LEVEL

yGrouE I
13

0
15
0
19

2 o 0 w & o

Group II
32
3
6

25

R
NIOOI—‘ONO\N

Group III

11
41
17
12

1
13

Il—‘ N O O

107

Total
56
44
38
37»
23
19

240

Per Cent -

23

18

16
15

100
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categories show considerable concentration of supervisory
and command-level personnel in the administrative func-~
tion., Sixty-six per cent of those attending these work-
shops were men with authority over others; 34 per cent
were at the level of execution.

Group I consisted entirely of supervisory and com-
mand personnel; Group II had about half supervisors,
slightly more than a third line officers and the rest
were at the command level, Of those participants who re-
garded themselves as line officers, two-thirds were in

Group III.

Years experience as full-time officer. The reported

years of service shows a pattern consistent with that of
function and level. Of the 52 men with more than twenty
years experience, 35 were from Group I and reported posi-~
tions of authority. DMost of those with less than ten
years experience were serving with the smaller departments.
The average number of years experience for these 240 par-~
ticipants was 14 years. Because all Detroit inspectors
and training sergeants were required to attend, the aver-
age per man in Group I was more than 20 years, while 12
years is the average for all the rest. In Table VI, page
48, the years from each group are shown in five-year

periods.
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Table VI

YEARS OF EXPERIENCE

N  Under lyr. 1-5yr. 6-10yr. 1ll-15yr,

P i

Group I 61
Group II 72
Group III 107

Total 240
Per Cent 100%

The average

16-20yr. 21-25yr. 26-30yr. 3l+yzr.
0 1 0 3 15 35 3 4

0 5 7 35 18 7 0 0

[ 32 22 20 i1 10 2 9}

6 38 32 58 44 52 6 4
3, 16% 13% 24% 18% 22% 3% 2%

number of years experience as a full-time officer was 14 years.,

1214
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In-service training in past two years. Partici-

pants were asked to say how many hours of department-
sponsored training they had had within the past two years.
This time period was significant because so much of the
new laws and court actions affecting policemen have come ’
within that period.
About 87 per cent had some training in the past two
years, with an average of about 50 hours per man. Only
half of the participants, however, actually had that much
and the majority of these were in Groups I and II. Only
one~fifth of Group IIIB reported as much as 48 hours or

more training, Furthermore, of the 13 per cent who repor-
ted no training in the past two years, most were from
Group IIIB, Details are in Table VII, page 50,

The larger the department, the more likely it is
that the men get some training, Among those reporting
120 hours or more, however, the proportion from all
department size groups was much the same: 16 per cent of
Group I, 13 ber cent of Group II, 15 ber cent of Group
ITTIA and 11 per cent of Group IIIB,

o il T T¥ L b 770 05 1, e o o s SR

Little connection existed between previous training g

and assignment to attend. OF 153 assigned to attend, 18

had no recent previous training, and of the 87 not
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assigned, 14 were without recent training--10 of these
from Group ITIB, where there may not have been anyone

higher in command to do the assigning., From Group I,

92 per cent were assigned to attend; from the other

large cities 42 per cent were assigned.

Summary of Characteristics of Participants

These officers represented a wide range of experi-
ence and responsibilities: from administrétive duties
in large departments to line officer serving very small
towns; from thirty years on the job to less than sixi
nonths; and from several weeks training to none at all.
They were very different; but, they shared a desire to
learn and en interest in the subjects to be discussed

at the workshop.

f 3

CHAPTER V

ANATYSIS OF RESULTS

I. THE COGNITIVE TEST

Total Group Results

The Information Survey, Form A'(pretest) and Form
B [bosttest(Appendix A& BI], measured cognitivé gain
as well as opinion and attitude changes, The cognitive
instrument contained a total of nineteen test items;
twelve of the pretest items were repeated on the post-~
test, and seven parallel items were used on each Form
of the test.32

Participants were categorized by Jjob function,
Job level, years of police experience, and hours of in-
service training within the department during the last
two years. Separate analyses were run on each category.,
Table VIII, page 53, contains prefest and posttest mean
scores for each group, as well as results of t-tests of

the differences betweén means.,

32Due to a.typographical error on the posttest, the

first workshop group forty-two men and women) had to omit

one item. These forty-two scores are treated separately

in the analysis. The error was corrected before the start

of the second workshop.
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Table VIII
MEAN SCORES AND SIGNIFICANCE LEVELS ON COGNITIVE TEST:
BY JOB FUNCTION, JOB LEVEL, YEARS OF EXPERIENCE,
AND HOURS OF IN-SERVICE TRAINING
8 TEST IT 19 TEST ITEMS
PARTICIPANT i ean X ean RN A
CLASSIFICATIONS [ Tretest Posttest | Pretest Posttest
0 ction T42 ' 198
Patrol 10.50 12,00 1.12 6 1i,02 12,19 2,95%% 62
Traffic 10,80 11,00 .18 5 12,83 12,00 }=.52 6
Investigation 11,18  12.73 1.61 11 12,04 13,30 F,14%% 54
Administration 10,15 12,25 2,63%% 20 11.75 12,61 2,49%%  7¢
Job TLevel 42 198
Detective 0 12,15 13.62 3.06%% 34
Patrol 0 11.19 12,38 2,52%% 53
Supervisory 10,71 12,23 2,52%% 33 11.85 12.35 1.57 72
Command 10.09 12,09 2,08% 11 11,38  12.72 2,4 1%% 39
Years of
Experience 198
0~5 years b 11,19 12,67 2,99%% 43
6~10 years b 11.78 13,06 2,17% 32
11-15 years b 12,05 12,66 1,60 56
16~20 years 11,09 12,27 l.23 11 11,29 12,03 1.38 31
21 years & more 10.00 12,04 3.34%% 27 11.67 12.75 2,08% 36
Department
In-Service Train-
ing
None b 1l.25 11,81 l.12 32
2-18 hours 10.71 12,86 1.57 7 11,39 12,39 L1.74% 28
20-42 hours 11,44 12,00 «58 9 12,02 12,78 1.42 41
48=75 hours 9.90 12,00 1.87% 10 11.80 13,07 2.44% 30
80-100 hours 9,75 11,50 ‘1447 8 11,64 12,83 2,39#% 42
120 hours or
more 11.33 12,50 «90 6 11,52 12,96 2.78% 25
All Participants 10.55 12,19 3.25%% 42 11,6% 12,65 3,10%*% 198
Comparison
Group I 11,45 10.14 -2, 79%% 5]
Comparison
Group II 9.79 10,29 1,08 28
a d4f=2N-2 ‘
b subgroups of less thaen 5 people were not included in the analysis
**% = gignificant at or below .01l level
* =

significant between ,05 and .02 level

e .
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As can be seen in Table VIII, there was a signifi-
cant positive gain in knowledge at the end of the work-
shop program for the total group of participants. In
all subgroups but one (Traffic Function, nineteen items),
there was cognitive gain, and in most cases, the gain was
of a magnitude to be significant at the .05 level, Some
of the subgroups had appreciably higher prefest scores.
This can be seen in a comparison of the Traffic Func—
tidns, nineteen items. Similar differences among sub-
groups occurred on posttest scores which is demonstrated
by a comparison of the Traffic and Investigation Functions,
nineteen items,

Two comparisons groups were tested during the sum-
mer. One was an experienced group of officers engaged in
a one~week in-service training management program, and the
other was an inexperienced group of recruits, one week
into a four-week basic training program, Comparison
Group I was tested on each of two successive days during
the middle of the week; the latter group was tested on
Friday afternoon and the following Monday morning. As
Shown in Table VIII, neither group scored significantly
higher on the posttest. In fact, the first control group
had a significant cognitive loss on the posttest. This
may be explained by the fact that the posttest was more
difficult than the pretest, (see Table IX, page 60)
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Program content. The workshop participants as a

group showed a coguitive gain significant at the .01
level, This was hypothesized in this study and is sup-
ported by voluminous studies from many disciplines., This
is unique, however, in that no other study of videotaped
in-service training dealing either with law as a subject
or with law enforcement officers as the participants
could be found.

The rationale presented in thé Introduction for
using recent supreme court decisions as the program con-
tent will not diminish., It is encouraging that technology
can be used to overcome criminal law training obstacles
such as: the continuous stream of legal decisions pro-
duced By each segsion of the legislature and'each term of
the Supreme Court; the workloads on local prosecutors
which prohibit them from adequately researching all of
these changes; and the amount of time and money that would

be required for lecturers to assist over 15,000 law enforce-

ment officers in Michigan,

Job function. Officers could be easily ranked from

high to low cognitive gain by their job function. The order
was as hypothesized: Investigation, Patrol and Administra-

tion, with all showing a cognitive gain at the .01 level

56

of significance. Traffic officers, six men, stood alone
with a cognitive loss. Further checking disclosed that
some of these officers were extremely negative on their
Participant Evaluation Forms and were responsible for
many of the negative comments on the entire program. One
particular ﬁrafficlofficer cbmplained about the lack of
traffic related material in the workshop, about the un-
reasonable restrictions on. automobile searches and about
the problems Miranda has caused in the investigation of
accidents involving drinking drivers. The other five
officers in his unit may have had the same attitude, but
they were less verbal.

These results indicate that students who can see
the personal relevance of instructional material and who
believe that the material will have early use, tend to
learn more than students who see less relevance and prac-
tical use in the material presented, as exemplified by
the traffic officer. Training officers should note these

results in their planning sessions.

Job level. Detectives showed the most significant

—isimpa—

cognitive gain, and because of the subject matter of the
workshop, this was appropriate. Supervisors were the only

group who did not experience a cognitive gain significant

e e S S B R e AP et T




Y

.

57

at the .0l level., It is possible that supervisors believe

this material to be of greatest concern to patrolmen and
investigators, and of limited utility to themselves.
Patrolmen are very critical of their supervisors. Their

criticism may be warranted. Police supervisors may be
only higher paid patrolmen as some management people

believe,

Years of experience. Hypothesis 4a was almost with-

out support. Contrary to predictions, officers with 0-5

ears of service made cognitive gains significant at the
v gn

.01l level, Also contrary to predictions, officers with

more than twenty years service showed cognitive'gain
significant at the .05 level.

It may have been that the officers with 0-5 years
service attended good recruit schools and have a more com-
plete background than was hypothesized. Thus, they were
best able to handle new, complex, legal police problems,
The significance level attained by officers with more than
twenty years service may have been a result of the sampl-
ing; many of them may have attended because they were
interested and wanted to learn. Some may be the top men

in their departments or divisions; others may be function-

ing at a lower level but are dedicated to learning.

Lors
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In-service training,

Officers with 48-100 hours of
in=-service training did show the mosgt cognitive gain, Sig=
nificant at the ,05 level, Eixcept for twenty-eight offi-
cers with 2-18 hours training, who showed g significant
(.05 level) gain, knowledge gain was directly proportional
to the amount of recent in-service training, reaching a

maximum for those officers with 80-100 hours in-service

training, and then leveling off, There it no way of know-

ing what type of tralning those twenty-eight'officers with
2=18 hours training had experienced., Tf it had been legal
training, the gquestion would be answered and the unexpected

gain would be explained,

It is somewhat surprising to find that officers with
120 or more hours of recent in-service training made g
significant gain. Possible explanations may be that these
officers are the most trainable, attend the most schools,
or are functioning in their departments as.training

officers.

Qualification of Resulits

m . .
The difference in mean Scores on the pretest angd

posttest is not as great as might be expected. This small

difference in scores led to a comparison of the cognitive

sections of Form A and Form B, What were meant to be

[
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parallel questions, on c¢loser analysis, were proven to
be parallel in content only. Form A and Form B contained
eleven identical questions., The indexes of difficulty
of these questions were quite similar, with a range of
differ .aces from zero to thirteen, The eight questions
which were not identical had wide differences in their
indexes of difficulty with the range of differences from
four to fifty-one and a mean difference of twenty-two,
The indexes of difficulty computed.from the results
of the Information Survey, Form A and Form B, given to
the Comparison Groups, are compared in Table IX, pages 60-
61. This comparison would indicate that Form B was much
more difficult than Form A, Some of the guestions were
changed from true-false on Form A to multiple choice on
Form B, Other questions forced the subjects to make
finer distinctions on Form B than on Form A, These fac-
tors reduced the levels of significance for the cognitive

test results,
IT, THE ATTITUDE TEST

To measure opinion change, three types of items were
used: (1) twenty declarative statements requiring an

"Agree-Disagree" response, (2) fifteen paired comparisons,

60
Table IX
INDEX OF DIFFICULTY DIFFERENCES:
COMPARISON GROUP RESULTS

= =)

o @]

- o

£ FORM A + FORM B

5 5

& Type of Index of <&@ Index of Type of Index
# Question Difficulty # Difficulty Question Difference

‘ B Minus =A

1 F 29 11 58 MC 19
2 TF 18 4 25 TF 7
3 TF 6 7 31 TF 25
4 TF 35 2 31 TF - 4
5 TF 22 10 63 MC 41
6 TF 45 3 55 TF 10
7 Same 29 5 31 Same 2
8 Same 92 6 94 Same 2
9 Same 16 1 18 Same 2
10 MC 18 8 69 MC 51
11 MC 41 9 18 MC -23
12 Same 70 12 57 Same -13
13 Same 24 18 14 Same -10
14 Same 83 1% 83 Same 0]
15 Same 18 19 14 Same -4

P b e T e it

P




e

vy

T e T ——

61

Table IX (continued)

g 5
o o
I TORM A ‘gi) FORM B
[0}
<§ Type of Index of <§ Index of Type of .Index
# Question Difficulty # Difficulty Question Difference
: ‘B Minus -A
16 Same 49 15 52 seme 3
17 same 75 17 75 Same 0
18 Same 61 14 63 Same 2
1 Same 40 16 44 Same 4
> 1T}
Key:
TF - True and False question, but not identical on Forms
A and B. )
MC - Multiple Choice gquestion, but not identical on Forms
A and B,

Same - Identical question used on pretest and posttest.

Index of difficulty -~ the proportion of the total group who
got the item wrong or omitted it or marked more than
one option. A high index indicates a difficult item
and a low index indicates an easy item.

62
and (3) an eight-scale, ten-concept semantic differential.

Opinion Statements

On both the pretest and the posttest, respondents
were in general agreement'on twelvevof the twenty state-
ments. That is, 64 per cent or more of the group held the

same opinion. There were eight statements on which opinion

was fairly evenly split (50 to 61 per cent of the group
held the same opinion). Only two statements showed a
major shift of opinion after the worlishop. On the pretest,
92 per cent disagreed with the idea that, "Policemen have
to cut a few corners if they are goihg to proteét the com-
munity," but on the posttest only 56 per cent disagreed
with the statement.

The statement, "I would not trust any person or
group to decide what opinions can be freely expressed and
what must be silenced," initially drew 60 per cent agree-
ment; following the workshop, 82 per cent of the group
expressed agreement., Tables X, page 63, XI, page 64, and
XII, page 65, show the percentage of agreement (or dis-
agreement) and rank for each of the twenty statements both

before and after the workshop.

Paired Comparisons

Fifteen pairs of situations were presented to re-

spondents with instructions to select the one in each pair




Statement of Opinion

Table X
AGREEMENT

63

Per _cent Of gggg%ment

I~ Per cent  Rank |

Pretest

osttest

People in the minority ]
siogld be free to try to win
majority support for their
opinions ..0'...0..00."0.0

t
matter what a person S
gglitical beliefs are, he 1is
still entitled to the same
legal rights and protections
as anyone else .0'..0.0.'...

matter what crime a per-
ign is accused of, he shou%d
never be convicted upless e
has been given the ;1ght to
face and question his
aCf‘userS 0.......00..‘0.'..0

ould not trust any person
irwgroup to decide what
opinions can be freely ex-
pressed and what must be
silenced‘ DQOQOUOOCOOOOOOOOOO

i de-
court has a rlght to
ggde for an individual what

he should and should not

rea‘d .‘...O...'.’O....’.."O

92% 2
96 1
90 5

Split Opinion

72 4

Ter cent xank

96% 1

94 2

92 3
82 4
64 5

e

. Statement of Opinion

i rights, they would never succeed in

: threat to the well-being of the country

Table XI
SPLIT OPINI

ON

64

Recent Supreme Court decisions, like

Miranda and McNabb-Mallory, have actu~
ally worked to reduce the freedom and
safety of citizens in the local commu-

nitiesooocoooooocooocooo'-oooannoo-oooca

The average citizen doesn't need the
kind of protection provided by the
Miranda decision and similar Supreme
Colu‘t pronomcements.....0...00..‘....0.

Policemen have to cut a few corners if
they are going to protect the community.

If a person is convicted of a crime by
illegal evidence, he should be set free
and the evidence thrown out of course...

It wili always be necessary to have a fe
strong, able people actually running
everything‘l.....J..Q..l)l‘......l.l....'

If someone is suspected of treason or
other serious crimes, he shouldn't be
entitled to be let out on bailieeeeccses

If congressional committees stuck strictly

to the rules and gave every witness his

exposing the many dangerous subversives
they have turned UP.sssessccoccovssonses

Releasing suspects who have been
arrested or convicted on the basis of
illegal evidence is a far more serious

than the violation of constitutional
rights by law enforcement officialS.....

When the country is in great danger we
may have to force people to testify
against themselves even if it violates
their rights’..lo..‘..0‘.00...‘..'......

‘ Pretesg . Eosttest B
Per cent Henk | Per cent Rank
56% 4 54% 1
49 1.5 55 2
92% .
Disagreemen 44 3
52 3 57 4
51 1.5 58 6
59 5 58 6
33 8 42 6
40 6 %9 8.5
39 7 39 8.5
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Table XII
DISAGREEMENT
Per cent of D;sggggemegt
E"e etest osttest |
Statement of Opinion ’ Per cent Renk | Per cent Rank
'f dealing with dangerous enemies of
igcigty, 5e can't afford to depend on
the courts and their slow and unreliablg 3 95% 1
methods.‘c....Q.0....60......!.....0... 89%
y an individual with a ecriminal
zgggrd is arrested for another crime,
he doesn't deserve the added protecs
tion afforded by recent Supreme Court 92 L5 90 ”
deCiBioNBesesvessosscasasssssecssssscces
i f
I don't mind a pollticign's methods i
he manages to get the right things 84 4 89 5
done....'l.'...l"..a‘.0."0.'..'.l...l‘
Arx erson who hides behind the laws
wﬁznphe is questioned about h1§ activi- 5 78 4
ties doesn't deserve much consideration, T3
It is all right to get around the law 5
if you don't actually break ifeeceseccses 72 6 75
The true American way of life is dis-
appearing so fast that we may have to 70 . 3 .
ugse force to save it..-oooooaoooo'-ooacﬂ
i have to cut a few corners @f son
Egi;c:g:ngoing to protect the community 92 1.5' Split Opin onf

3
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which was "more important for Protecting and maintaining
the safety and well~being of the community." In some
cases, a pair required a choice between greater protec-
tion of individual rights and stronger methods of law
enforcement (see Table XITI, page 67, Items 2, 4, 10, and
15). A few pairs required a choice between two situations
of the same type (see Table XITI, Items' 7, 9, and 11).

"Maintaining Control of the Situation" appeared in
two pairs, 1 and 13. On both the pretest and +the posttest,
over 75 per cent of the group selected it as more important
than "Protecting Individual Civil Rights" and "Nonviolent
Demonstrations," "Stop and Frisk Laws" were seen as more
important to community safety and well-being than "Laws
Protecting Individual Rights of Suspects" but less impor-
tant.than "Good Police~Community Relations." "The Miranda
Warnings" were used in three pairs, A majority selected
adherence to Miranda as more important than "Getting a
Confession" and "Using Illegally Obtained Evidence". On
the pretest, only 7 per cent believed that "Strict Adher-
ence to the Miranda Requirements" was more important than
"Interrogating a Suspect Before Legal Counsel Arrives;" on
the posttest, 51 per cent chose strict adherence to Miranda
as more important. This change was quite dramatic and,

viewed by itself, suggested an encouraging change in a

= e e o
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Table XIII
PATRED COMPARISONS:
NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE SELECTING EACH OPTION
rretest Pogttest
Pairs N Pet, _ Fet,
1 Maintaining control of the situation 190 181
1 Protecting individual civil rights 50 21% 59 25%
2. Stop and frisk laws 137 57 148 62
2 Protecting individual rights of suspects{ 1063 92
3 Giving the Miranda warning 149 147
3 Getting a confession 91 38 93 39
4 Opportunity to interrogate without legal
counsel present 125 123
4 Right to presence of legal counsel during :
interrogation 115 48 117 49
5 Exclusion of illegally obtained evidence| 93 39 100 42
5 Convictlon of criminal suspects 147 140
6 Apprehension of criminal suspects 150 145
Vs 6 Guaranteeing rights of criminal suspects| 90 38 95 40
\ ! 7 Protecting nonviolent demonstrators 36 15 38 16
’ 7 Preserving peace and tranquility 204 202
8 Good police~-community relations 209 196
8 Stop and frisk laws 31 13 44 18
9 Apprehension of criminal suspects
9 Conviction of criminal suspects
10 Protection from self-incrimination 134 56 161 67
10 Waiver of right to remain silent 106 79
11 Right to avoid self-incrimination
11 Right to counsel during interrogation,
line-up, etc,
12 TUse of illegally obtained evidence 68 28 79 33
12 Meeting the Miranda requirements 172 161
) 13 Nonviolent demonstrations 33 14 38 16
15 Maintaining control of the situation | 207 202
14 Protection of individual civil rights 15 6 111 46
14 Apprehension of criminal suspects 225 129
15 Interrogating before legal counsel arrives
224 100
15 Strict adherence to Miranda requirements 16 7 140 51
~
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hoped—for.direction. However, Pair 4, which pitted "Right
to Presence of Legal Counsel During Interrogation" against
"Opportunity to Interrogate Without Legal Counsel Present"
showed no such change. TForty-eight pér cent selected the
former on the pretest and 49 per cent selected it on the
posttest, Comparison of results on Pairs 4 and 15 does
show a more consistent response on the posttest than on
fhe pretest.

¥Apprehension of Criminal Suspects" was chosen as
more important than "Guaranteeing the Rights of Criminal
Suspect," "Conviction of Criminal Suspects," and "Protec-
tion of Individual Civil Rights", although it was selected
by a smaller majority on the posttest than on the pretest
(especially Pair 14).

In this section, nonviolent demonstrations and
demonstrations were viewed with disfavor. That is, the r
great majority of respondents felt it was more important
to preserve peace and tranquility or maintain control of
the situation than to protect demonstrators or allow non-

violent demonstrations.

Semantic Differential

O

Six of the eight scales included in this section

were evaluative scales., The sum of gcores on the six
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scales provided an evaluative~factor score. A high factor
score (27.10 or higher) indicates a favorable opinion to-
ward the concept being measured; a low factor score (21.00
or less) indicates an unfavorable opinion toward the con-
cept being measured., Factor scores between 21,10 and
27.00 indicate a neutral opinion or no opinion associated
with the concept being measured., Group changes on the
evaluative factor were testéd for significance with Wil-
coxon's T; mean score differences were tested with a t-test.
Table XIV, pages 70, 71, and T2.conbains the results
of the Wilcoxon T for the ten concepts included in the
test, Participants were categorized according to job func-

tion, job level, and years of experience as a policeman.,

Program content. Hypothesis 1lb, was supported.

There was a significant attitude change in a positive direc-
tion on those concepts which the participants feel assist
them in their work., Similarly there were changes in a
negative direction on those concepts which participants
felt hindered them in their work.

At the close of the workshop, Concept 1, Line-Up
Identification, was evaluated more favorably by the parti-
cipants, regardless of how they were categorized. Con-

versely, Concept 2, Mirands Warnings, was viewed less
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Table XIV
DIRECTION OF CHANGE AND LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE FOR TEN CONCEPTS

INCLUDED IN THE SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL: -

BY JOB FUNCTION, JOB LEVEL, AND YEARS OF EXPERIENCE

L

N
Job Function
Patrol 68
Traffic 11
Investigation 65
Administration 96
Job Level
Detective 34
Patrol 53
Mupervisory 103
‘Bommand 50
Iears of Experience
0-5 Years 44
6~10 Years 32
11-15 Years 59
16~20 Years 42
21 Years or more{ 63

e=U

T :
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Direction & Level

2

-
-
-
¥

-
=
-
¥

-
-t

-
-
-3

Direction & Level

Direction & Level

4%
+.07

+.08
4%

+.32

EE 23
=¥
+%

¥

+%

Y 3

-

“013
-017
-.06

-
-
-

+.43

¥

-007
-014
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-030
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Table XIV (continued)
2 . [ Wi 8
_Indiv,Rights Crim,Susp, } Right to Counsel U.3s Supreme Court] Interrogation Tech
. N} Direction & Level Direction & Level Direction & Level | Direction & Level
Job_runction
Patrol 68 =% -.14 +.08 +.46
Traffic 11 -.,10 : +,38 +,31 -.20
Investigation |65 -.06 % -.31 -.25
Administration |96 +,07 -.29 +.,06 +.39
Job TLevel
Detective 34 -2l ~.07 -el2 +.46
Patrol 53 ~%¥% -,06 +* -7
Supervisory 103 -o47 ~-.42 +¢30 -.19
Command 50 -.49 - -.15 +.07 +.21
Years of Experience
0-5 Years 44 % -.07 -.43 +.21
6=10 Yemrs 32 ~% -.16 +* -.49
11-15 Years 59 +.19 ~o44 +* -.26
16=-20 Years 42 +,40 ~* -.15 -ol7
21 Years/more {63 -e37 -, 46 +,09 +449
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Table XIV (continued)

e e i s e g

9 10
I Civil Rights Nonviolent Civil Disobedience
N;QADirection & Level Uirection & lLevel :
Job Function
Patrol 68 - 412 - 46
Traffic 11 + o16 + +45
Investigation| 65 -, 46 - .12
Administration 96
Job Level
Petective 34 + .28 - .11
Patrol 53 - .09 - .44
Supervisory |103 + .41 - .47
Command 50 + 23 + ¥
Years of Experience
0-5 Years 44 - .20 - 46 4
6-10 Years 32 - ¥ + o111 :
11-15 Years 59 + 10 - o35
16-20 Years 42 - o 54 + .30
21 Years/more| 63 + o114 + 42 )

* Significant
*¥* Significant

at the .05 level
at or below the .01 level
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favorably by the participants. Concept 3, Stop and Frisk,

~showed a significant positive gain in opinion when the

subjects! scores were broken into experience subgroups.
By job-level, all but the detectives showed a significant
positive change in opinion.

Concepts 4, 5, and 6 were generally viewed, more
negatively at the conclusion of the workshop than at the
beginning, Although mgst of these changes were not signi-
ficant at the .05 level, the trend is overwhelmingly in
that direction. Concept 7, U.S. Supreme Court, tended to
be viewed more favorably as a result of the workshop ex-
perience, in spite of the fact that several of the Court's
decisions were not popular with the particiﬁants. Concept
&, Interrogation Techniques, received mixed reactions from
the éioup, none of which approached significance. The
Concept was treated in detail during the workshop--after
the posttest was completed and thus, the impact of the
presentation, whatever it was, was not felt in the test
results.

The remaining two concepts, Civil Rights and Non-
violent Civil Disobedience, were not treated specifically
during the two days, but were discussed peripherially
or by implication. No consistent response pattern is dis-

cernable in the test results.

i RS TR
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In addition to knowing the direction of opinion
change, it is important to know whether the opinions held
were generally favorable or unfavorable. Table XV, pages
75, 764 & 77, contains the mean scores for each subgroup
on _the ten concepts. Significance levels are noted,

Mean scores on Concept 1, Line-Up Identification,
started high and became higher at the conclusion of the
workshop, as did the scores for Stop and Frisk, In con-
trast, participants were slightly;favorable toward the
Miranda Warnings prior to the tréining program; afterwards,
mean scores tended to fall in the neutral range,

- Of the ten concepts measured, Nonviolent Civil
Disobedience had the lowest mean scores., The workshop
had very little effect on the participants' attitudes
toward this form of protest. There was nothing in the
program that was intended to deal specifically with the
concept, although the section on Civil Disturbance and
Riot Control might ﬂave been expected to "rub off" on the
Participants' views about nonviolent protest., The test
results suggest this did not happen.

There is an interesting paradox in the difference

between the participants' opinions toward Individual Rights

cof Criminal Suspects, a broad, generalized concept, and

their opinions toward specific individual rights such as
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Table XV

PRETEST MEAN SCORES, POSTTEST MEAN SCORES, AND SIGNIFICANCE LEVELS

FOR TEN CONCEPTS INCLUDED IN THE SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL:

BY JOB FUNCTION, JOB LEVEL, AND YEARS OF EXPERIENCE

. lo » . : —20 -' . i.- :

: ‘ﬁean Score . 1Sign, i ﬁean gcore gl'gn. ﬁean gcore ] !&gﬂ.a

; N | Pre, ] Post, Pre, | Post, Pre, | Post,

3 Jop _runcthion

: Patrol 68| 36.15 38.15 * 30,26 26,84  * § 34,71 36,91  * | 30,10 27.63 ¥

< Traffic 11| 36.18 38.91 30,18 24,27 37.73 3%9.91 32,82 30.36

Investigation 651 36.0%3 37.40 * 25,06 21.57 * 136,29 36,98 26,28 26,31

- Administration 96] 36.60 37.49 31,90 29,01 % §34.68 37.44 % | 30.81 29.84

» . Job Level b
- Detective 34| 34,23 36,38  * 25,00 22,03 35,88 35,82 27.26 25,18 i
4 Patrol 53} 36,04 38,06 * 29,08 26.42 34,68 36.74 * } 28,70 25,92 ¥

i Supervisory hoz] 36.48 37.52 * 30.46 25,91  * } 35,03 38,02 ¥ 29,91 29,31

i Command 50} 37.62 38,66 31l.44 29.22 35.94 37.32 30.90 30.78

[ i

'}j Years of @erienc# i

i} 0=5 441 36,18 38.44 * 32,07 27.87 * | 35.29 36.87 29,17 25.9%3  *

h 6-10 32| 34,88 37,19 * 26,72 24,44 34,47 36,44 25,88 24.16 ‘
s 11-15 59} 36,12 37.41 29.31 25,98  * | 34.29 36.07 29,59 29,19 :
;o 16-20 42§ 37,38 38.45 27.81 24.31 37,02 38,88 30,40 29.10 :
ﬁ 5 21 or more 631 36,56 37.25 30.70 27.22 * | 35,37 38,05 * |30.79 30.68
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Table XV (continued)
5 | 5 T 5 J
Indiv.Rights Crim,Susp, | Right to Counsel U,S, Supreme Court j Interrogation Tech
Mean Score Sign. Tean ocore S1cn.| Nean score 1zn.| Mean ocore 1e0 4
, NJ) :%_TFE.__ Tre, | Post, Tre, | Tost, Pre, | Post,
Job_Tunction ‘ :
Patrol 681 32,59 30,88 38,46 37.78 28.38 28,54 37,46 37.50
Traffic 11} 36,09 33,55 39,55 40,36 28,36 29,91 38,82 37.73
Investigation {65) 33.86 32,52 57.49 36,55 27.49 27,09 38,38 38,38
Administration| 96} 35.58 36,33 39.45 39.41 30,55 31.42 37,88 38,12
Job Level i
Detective 34 | 34,44 33,06 37,44 36,44 27.82 26,35 38,71 38,85 l
Patrol 531 31,49 29,53 37,70 36,55 27.15 29,40 37.17_  37.00 i
Supervisory 103} 34,50 34.58 38,84 38,86 29.72 29,83 - 37.80° 37,81 i
Command 50 36,74 36,40 . 140,04 39.88 30,32 31.76 38,52 38,88 % :
Years of erienc i‘f
%
0~ 8 30,8 * 8.76 . 29.00 29,18 6.82 37.2 5
6-30 15122:28 36:41 3638 3643 57:12 1.8 9:5% 3.8 4
11-15 59 } 34.34 35,24 38,83 38,59 29,41 3029 38,05 37.62 k4
16=20 . 142 | 34.55 34,55 39.36 38,52 28,86 27.86 39.69 39,19
21 or more 63 § 35.41 35,13 39.06 39,17 29,70 30,76 37.65 38,08
| -3
o
O
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% Table XV (continued)
- Civil Rights Nonviolent Civil Disob.
! Mean Score OLEN, Mean Score ,'::1Sign.
i N | Pre, T Post, Pre, T YosT,
f Job Functiqp
B Patrol 63] 31.49 30,81 21,46 20,90
| Traffic 11} 35.91 36,91 16,91 18.45
; Investigation | 65] 33,37 33,34 22431 21,28
g Administratiod 96) 34,96 35,68 22,21 23,16
vj: Job Level
- Detective 34| 32,79 33,35 . 23,21 21,82
, i Supervisory {103| 34,60 34,97 22,87 22,65

§ Command 50 35,38 35,78 20,88 23,06
'i Years of Experience
0-5 44| 31,53 30,87 19.62 19,51

| L ;| 11-15 59{ 33,19 34,57 23,50 22,53

| v il 16-20 421 34,21 33,74 21.48 21,69
i 21 or more 63 35.67 36,37 23,05 23,03

. o - ? *¥Significant at the .05 level
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the Miranda Warnings and the exclusionary rule. While the

participants were favorable toward the general idea of

suspects' rights, they were considerably less favorable

to specific guarantees of those rights.

Job function. The direction and amount of change

on particular concepts was associated with Jjob. function.
The Rationale of the hypothesis was supported. TFor
example, patrol officers showed a significant change at
the .01 level in a negative direction on Concept 5,
"Individual Rights of Criminal Suspects." Traffic and
Investigation personnel also showed a negative change
almost significant, while Administration showed a positive
change almost significant. Basically, the following types
of changes took place: the closer the officer's job
function was to the concept, the more impact, either
positive or negative, it made on his attitude. Training
officers, noting this, may wish to segregate officers by
job function when they are handling topics which may cause

much anxiety among some groups of officers.

Job level., Curiosity about the possible relationships
of years of experience and job level with opinions held,
led to the analysis of the semantic differential data

using this cross-classification, Table XVI, page 79,

it g




\

Table XVI

PRETEST MEAN SCORES AND POSTTEST MEAN SCORES

FOR THE FIVE SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL CONCEPTS

SHOWING THE GREATEST CHANGE:
JOB LEVEL BY YEARS OF EXPERIENCE

TIne-Up Wiranda ~ 9top and Y Exclusion, Indiv. Rights
Identif Warnigg . Prigk — ﬁg}g
Wob Level by Years Mean Score 1 __Fean Gcore "Mean Score ean sScor
of erience N re, ogt. e, ost, | tre, | Yes}, | Tre, | gosi, e K]
Detective Level: 6-10 | 6 | 31.33 36,33 | 17.85 16,33 | 34.33 34,00 | 24.17 20.50 | 37,17 35,33
11-15 {16 { 34.50 35.44 } 29,81 27,50 | 35,38 34,06 } 28,38 27,50 | 35.06 34,19
16-=20 | 5 | 32.80 34,20 | 17.40 17.40 | 39.40 37.80 | 24,00 ' 24.40 | 32.40 34,20
Patrol Level: O- 5 }34 | 35,88 38,32 | 31.09 27,85 | 34,65 36,00 | 29,32 25,53 | 33.03 30,26
: 6=10 |13 | 35.62 36,62 | 26,63 25,15 | 35,46 37.92 ] 25.46 24,38 | 29,62 27,15
11-15 | 6 | 37.83 39,67 | 22,83 21,00 | 33,17 38,33 | 32,17 31.50 | 26,83 30.50
Supervisory
Level: 6-10 | 6 | 35.67 38,00 | 30,17 28,00 | 30,67 35.83 | 26,67 26,50 | 34.50 32,50
11-15 |32°'] 36,88 38.16 | 29.94 26,00 | 34.75 37.75| 29,75 29.00 | 35.47 76.88
16~20 129 | 37.41 38,83 | 29.41 24,28 | 35.97 39.17 ] %0.24 29.28 | 33.24 33,76
21+ 34 | 35.44 35,91 | 31.24 26,32 | 35,35 37,82 | 30,24 30.24 | 34.35 33.35
Command Level: O~ 5] 5 | 37.60 39,00 | 40.60 36,40 | 37,80 39,20 | 26,40 34,20 | 37.40 38,80
6-10 | 7 | 35.86 38,29 | 31.43 27,00 | 36,00 3%6.29 | 27.43 24,86 | 31.14 30,57
16-20 | 8 | 40,12 39,75 | 28,50 28,75 | 39,38 38.50 1 35.00 331.38 | 40,62 37.62
21+ 26 | 37.88 38.77 | 30.50 28,88 | 35,73 38.42 | 31,69 31,04 | 37.38 37.58
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contains the results of the analysis for those concepts
which showed the greatest changes. Subgroups with fewer
than five members were not included in the analysis,

The differences amecang cell frequencies and the
sm&all frequencies in some cells precludes any comparative
inferential use of the results, but there are some inter-
eéting trends that can be noted., Detectives generally
tended to be less positive in their assessment of the
concepté, with the exception of Individual Rights of
Criminal Suspects. The detectives with 11-15 years of
experience were more positive than those with either more
or less experience, Patrol level officers generally were
somewhat more positive than the detective group. The most
experienced patrol officers showed a higher posiﬁive gain
on Line-Up Identification, Stop énd Frisk, and Individual
Rights of Criminal Suspects and a higher negative loss on
Miranda than the 0-5 year and 6-10 year patrols.

Command officers with 6-10 years experience had the
lowest posttest mean scores within the command level. In
fact, their scores resembled the patrol-level mean scores
more than command-level mean scores.

The least experienced command-level officers ahd
those with 16 years or more experience generally had

higher scores (that is, more favorable opinions) than any
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of the other subgroups.‘ Supervisory personnel, on the
other hand, scored between patrol-level persomnnel (at the
low end of the scale) and command-level personnel (at the
high end). Of the four experience levels, supervisors
with 16-20 years scored highest on Line-Up Identification
and Stop and Frisk, and lowest on the Miranda Warnings.
It is probably more than coincidence that men in
positions which provide the closest and most continuous
contacts with criminal suspects and illegal activities
(that is, policemen at the detective and patrol levels)

are less positive about these particular concepts than

police in positions which are primarily of a supervisory

or command nature.

Years of experience. Hypothesis 2b was partially

supported. Attitude change was much mox'e significant in
officers with 1-5 years of service than in officers with
over 20 years of service (see Table XV, pages 74-76).
This was not surprising. It was revealing that officers
with 6-10 years of service were more similar to the offi-
cers with 1-5 yearé of service, than they were to those
with over 20 years of service., Officers with 11-20 years
of experience showed the least change. This should be

considered by police administrators when they are selecting
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people to send to new training programs. Instead of send-
ing more experiéhced men for extensive training, depart-
ments may more wisely train men at earlier points in
their careers., These men are most susceptible to change
and the departmént can benefit from this change for a

longer period of time.,
IITI. SUMMARY OF RESULTS FROM THE INFORMATION SURVEY

Cognitive Gain

Results of the cognitive teét indicated that work-
shop participants did pick up new information during the
two-day experience. Overall cognitive gain was signi-
ficant at the .01 level for the total group and for most
of the subgroups analyzed. Only ome subgroup (Traffic
Function) showed a score drop on the posttest, and this
difference was not significant. In contrast, of the two
comparison groups tested, one showed a significant cogni-~
tive loss, and the other showed a non-significant gain.

Results also showed that the farticipants began
the workshops with differing amounts of accurate and rele-
vant information on the topics and that these differences

were present at the conclusion of the workshops.
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Opinion Change

The twenty statements of opinion showed 1little
change from pretest to posttest. One noticeable and in-
teresting change was the group's opinion about the neces-
sity for policemen to "cut a few corners" to protect the
community., This idea was rejected intitially--only 8
per cent agreed that it was necessary to cut a few corners.
After the workshop, 44 per cent said it was necessary.

There was strong agreement (both before and after
the workshop) with general statements of the »agic rights
of individuals under the Constitution, including the right
to equal protection under the law, to face your accusers,
to freedom of expression, and to a free press. Opinions
were split on some of the statements Which suggested

specific implementation of these rights,

Paired comparisons. The paired comparisons showed

few changes in pretest/posttesf results, although some
items related to individual rights gained in group favor.
In general, percentage changes were small, with the ex-
ception of two pairs., Pair 14 (Protection of Individual
Rights versus'Apprehension of Criminal Suspects) produced
an overall switch of 40 per cent in favor of "Protection

-++" and Pair 15 (Interrogating Suspect Before Legal
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Counsel Arrives versus Strict Adherence to the Miranda

Requirements) produced an overall change of 44 per cent

in favor of "Strict Adherence ceeo" Both of these changes

were in hoped-for directions. Nevertheless, the concepts

of "Maintaining Control of the Situation" and "Apprehen-
sion of Criminal Suspects" were selected as more important
than whatever they were paired with, which is not Surpris-
ing in view of the importance of these two activities in

the role of the law enforcement officers.

Semantic Differential

The semantic differential was apparently a more
sensitive measure of opinion change than the twenty state-
ments, for the semantic differential produced a number of
significant changes. Participaﬁts came to the workshops
with very favorable attitudes toward Line-Up Identifica~
tion, Stop and Frisk Laws, Right to Counsel, and Interro-
gation Techniques. After the workshop experience, parti-
cipants showed a significant positive change (became more
favorable) on Line-Up Identification and Stop and Frisk,
a negative change toward Right to Counsel, and mixed re-
actions to Interrogation Techniques. There was a signi-
ficant negative change toward Miranda Warnings, a concept

held in low favor to begin with., 1In general, it appeared
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that the participants became more favorable to the concepts
related to the apprehension and control of criminal suspects
and became less favorable to concepts related to protec-
tion of the individual rights of criminal suspects~-a

trend already apparent before the workshop. Again, in the
semantic differential (as in thé twenty opinion statements),
these law enforceﬁ@nt officers expressed favorable opinions
toward the general idea of individual rights but less
favorable -opinions toward specific guarantees of those
rights.

Responses to the ten concepts included in the seman-
tic differential differed by Jjob level and years of police
experience, Detectives, on the whole, tended to be less
positive than pétrolmen, supervisors or command level
personnel, Within the detective group, those with eleven
to fifteen years of experience were more positive than the
men with either more or less experience, Supervisory
personnel generélly fell between patrol level and command
level groups. Patrolmen were somewhat more negative, and

commanders were somewhat more positive than the supervisors.
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CHAPTER VI
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
I. CONCLUSIONS

It is difficult to identify from the Workshop
Announcement specific learning outcomes expected'by
the workshop planmners; therefore, it is difficult
to evaluate the effectiveness of the workshop experi-
ence in terms of objectives met or not met, It can
be assumed that one of the purposes of the workshop

was to increase the amount of correct information

possessed by law enforcement officials on the workshop

topics. Results of the cognitive test demonstrated

that, at the conclusion of the two-day program, par-
ticipants did possess more accurate information than
they had possessed prior to the program.

The aaaunt of information gained varied with the
topics covered and their relevance to the participants.
A general training session covering a series of topics
and presented to a cross-section of officers does not
result in either equal cognitive gain or equal attitude

change for all officers, A short videotape workshop
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must be tailored to the needs and interests of its

audience, The Program which attempts o be "all things

to all men" has shot-gun~-type results, For example, the

test scores of traffic officers reflected their lack of

interest in much of the subject matter, Their comments

on the-Participant Evaluation Survey contained requests

for more traffic oriented material, This should not

necessarily be construed a8 a criticism of the workshop;
however, it may be a criticism of some departments'\

selection processes, Officers should be sent to those

training brograms from which they will most benefit,
The effects of recent in-service training on the

officers in thisg study were encouraging. It appears

that there is g direct relationship between recent

training and learning, Those officers who were exposed

to recent training of any type learned more from this

workshop than others whose training was minimal or non-

existent,

The above baragraphs indicate that officers do not
gain knowledge when exposed to training material which
they feel is irrelevant; but, officers who,have been
involved recently ih a training brogram maeke significant

cognitive gains, Without kmowing the content of the

S g v e
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recent training or whether or not the officers were the
type who seek all training and could gain from any Program,
the question of the source of the effect of recent train-
ing must be answered by future investigation,

It can be assumed that a second Purpose was to'change
barticipantst opinions toward the workshop topics, when

opinions were negative, and to increase favorable opin-

ions which already existed, The opinion measures uti-

lized demonstrated certain consistent opinion changegm-
but, not all in a more positive direction., In general,
those concepts which were viewed in a favorable light at
the beginning of the Program, gained in a positive
direction, Those concepts which were seen as unfavorable
brior to the workshop, and which were emphasiged during
the workshop, gained in g negative direction, Those
concepts which were only lightly touched upon or ignored.
showed almost random shifts in direction and, for the
most part, were non-significant in magnitude,

Three subject matter areas, Line-Up Identification,
Miranda Warnings, and Stop and Frisk, were rated highly
by participants as areas in which they learned useful

information and techniques, Moreover, these were the

three concepts in which significant change was shown on

89

the semantic differential; however, all of these changes
were not in hoped-for directions, In fact, the signifi-
cant changes were in directions established prior to the

workshop: positive opinions became more posgitive, and

negative opinions became more negative,

Finally, it can be assumed that behavior change was
a hoped~for result of the workshoep program, The study
design included no measure of behavior,

The workshop was structured to present cognitive
information at a cognitive level., None of the techniques,
materials, or proéedures employed were directed speci-
fically at effective change or behavior change., It would
be unrealistic to think that consistent change would occur
just because the workshop planners hoped it would,

The results of the Information Survey seem to sug-
gest that, in the absence of specific intervention in the
affective domain, increased knowledge tends to increase

affective biag,
ITI. RECOMMENDATIONS

Cbjectives

Specific cognitive and affective outcomes expected

by the educational planners should be stated explicitly.
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In addition, the methodologies selected tc produce the
anticipated outcomes need ito be identified.

There are certain probléms inherent in a "one-ghot"
learning experience that require more careful planning
and preparation to overcome than would be necessary in
the typical multiple-session, time-spaced learning ex-
perience, One of these is related to the diversity in
the backgrounds and experiences of the participants.

Test results suggest that the differences in training,

previous experience, job responsibility, etec., were

related to how much and how well men learned; these dif-

ferences clearly were related to their perceptions of

the relevance and importance of the information,

Background Differences

Effort should be made to reduce the heterogeneity
of the participants-at any oné workshop. One way to
reduce background and experience differences would be
to provide a common base of information on which all
participants could build. This could be done prior to
the workshop by mailing out pre-~workshop materials, In
the workshop itself, the first hour or two could be

devoted to reviewing essential background information.

e
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Another way to reduce initial differences would be
to state clearly in the Workshop Announcements the mini-
mum and maximum training/experience recommended for
attendance,

Another problem of "one-shot" pPrograms has to do
with the necessity for the subjects to aSsimilate a
sizeable quantity of new information in = short time, In
a time-spaced program, the learner has multiple oppor-
tunities over time to review and discuss troﬁblesome
or difficult concepts, In a two-day workshop, this is
not the case, Comments by some of the participants sug-
gested that they felt the need for some follow-up rein-

forcement of new material presented during the workshop.

Post-Workshop Experience

The amount of time in which the learner is exposed
to the new material could be increased without lengthen-
ing the workshop by providing a pre-workshop experience
(as suggested in the previous recommendation) and also
a post=-workshop experience. The post-workshop experience
could take one of many forms: previously prepared printed
materials could be distributed at the close of the work-
shop; copies of the videotaped materials could be sold

to interested departments; local police units could be

&Mww;r1
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assisted in offering a follow-up program involving local
prosecutors and/or judges; the workshop proceedings
could be made available within a short time following

the workshop,

The range of topics for the workshop was quite
broad. Topics such as "Recent Supreme Court Decisions"
had general appeal, while "Interrogation and Confession®

or "Civil Disturbance and Riot Legislation" were of

concern to a limited number of officers,

Workshop Schedules

Future workshops should be designed either for all
law enforcement officers or for specific segments of
officers, Topics of limited interest should not be
presented to all officers in the same workshop. Test
resuits showed that differences in learning were related
to training, experience, function, level, etc, of the
officers.

This study has shown that videotaped criminal law
lectures combined with discussion can be an effective
means of updating criminal law training.

However, it appears that changes must be made if
this type of workshop is going to be effective in chang-~

ing the attitudes of law enforcement officers toward

R e
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legal concepts. Training officers must look at goals,
content, presentation, time and other variables., The
influence of these variables must be studied before pre-

dictions about attitude change can be made,

o < ot R g Sinvin e e -




. C

g

BIBLIOGRAPHY

NSNS XS

BIBLIOGRAPHY
A, BOOKS

Blalock, Hubert M, Social Statistics. New York:
McGraw-Hill, 1960,

Campbell, Donald T, and Julian C, Stanley,
Experimental d Quasi-Experimental Desi s for
esearch, hicago: and McNally and Uompany,
968, '

Campbell, William Ge Form and Style In Thegis Writing.
Boston: Houghton MifTflin Company, 1967,

Cohen, Arthur R, Attitude Change and Social Influence,
ﬁew York: Basic Eooks, Ine., 1964,

Bdwards, Allen I, Statistical Methods For The Behavioral

Sciences, New York: HoIt, Rinehart and Winston,
964,

Hays, William I, Statistics. New York: Holt, Rinehart
and Winston, .

May, M, and 4, A, Lumsdaine, Iearninge From Films,

New Haven, Connecticut: Y3 e University Press,
1958, ‘

McGhehee, W, and P, W, Thayer, Iraining In Business and
Indﬁstrz. New York: McGraw-Rill, 1961,

Oppenheim, A, N, Questionnaire Desi and Attitude
Measﬁrement. ew Yorks asic Books Inc,, 1966,

Osgood, Charles E, The Measurement of Meaning, Urbana:
' Uﬁiversity of ITIinois Press, 1957,

Remmers, H. H. Introduction To Opinion and Attitude
Meésurement. ew York: HaTrper and Brothers, 1954,

Secord, Paul F, and Carl W, Backman, Social Psychology.
New York: McGraw-Hill, 1964,

R —




~
e

F‘,

¥y

96

Siegel, S. Nonparametric Statistics For The Behavioral
Sciences, Wew York: MNcGraw-Hill, 1956,

Thurstone, L. L. and E, J. Chave. The Measurement Of
Attitude. Chicago: University of Ohicago Press,

Webb, Bugene J., Donald T, Campbell, Richard D, Schwartz
and Lee Sechrest. Unobtrusive Measures., Chicago:
Rand McNally and Company, 1966,

B. PUBLICATIONS OF THE GOVERNMENT,
LEARNED SOCIETIES AND
OTHER ORGANIZATIONS

Carpenter, C, R, and L. P, Greenhill, "An Investigation
Of Closed Circuit Television For Teaching University
Courses," Report No, 2, Film Research Program,

University Par ennsylvania State University,
1955,

Chu, G, C, and W, Schramm, "Learning from Television,"
What the Research Says, Stanford, California:
Institute for Communication Research, 1967.

Davis, Robert H, and ¥, Craig Johnson, ZEvaluation of
Regular Classroom Lectures Distributed by | to
Campus and Dormitory Glassrooms, Project Report

0. 202, ZEducational Development Program, East
Lansing; Michigan State University, May, 1966,

Hyman, Herbert H., Charles R, Wright, and Terrence K,
Hopkins. Applications of Methods of Evaluation:

Four Studies of The Encampment 1or Citizenship.
Berkley: University of California rress, 1962.

Jackson, R, DIearning From Videotapes and Films., Dort
Washington, Lel., Nele: opecial Devices Center.
TPechnical Report SDC - 20-TB-1., (n.d.)

Kumata, Hideya. An Inventory of Instructional Television
Research, Ann or: Hducational Radio and Tele-
Vision Genter, December, 1956,

.
S i oA !

97

Michigan State University, Continuing Educat%on.Service,
101l%nstitute for Gommunity nge]_o%nel%’c]!J Michigan Law
Enforcement Directory, 1968. as ansing:
Michigan oState vniversity, July, 1968,

Olson, Bruce T. An Introduction 22 ?he Michigan Law
ﬁnforcement Tﬁﬁentorx. Continuing ducation ]
Tervice, Michigan otate University. Bast Lansing:
Michigan State University, January, 1969,

Rock, R, R. Jr., J. S. Duva, and J. Et Murray. Trainin
o ’B Television: A Stud’ In Learning And Retention,
oy T

T Washinoton, L.L., Ne.Y.: opecial Devices Center,
SDC Report 476-02-3. (n.d,) Audio-Visual Communi-
cation Review 1 (1953), 61. (Abstract).

The President's Commission on Law Enforcement and
Administration of Justice, Task Force Report®:
The Police. Washington D. C.: TU.S. Government
Printing Office, 1967.

C. PERIODICALS

. . . . ting
Belson, W, A. "lLearning And Attitude Changes Resul
° Féom Viewing A Television Series 'Bon Voyage',"
British Journal Of Educational Psychology,
T6:51-38, 1956,

. . . of
®, J. "An Investigation Of The E@fectlveness
Berge@élevised Presentations,"” Dissertation Abstracts,
23, 1552, 1962,

i i t Of
iockel. R. R, VA Comparative Analysis Of The Effec
bie eT:elevision Instruction On Achievement I@ a Co}lege"
. Mathematics Course For Elementary Teaching Majors,
Dissertation Abstracts, 25, 5777, 1965,

r G,, David V., Stimpson, Walter L. Ross.
CrOftﬁo%ggi M. ﬁray, and Vincent J. Brgglio. "Qomparison
Of Attitude Changes Elicited By Live And Videotape
Classroom Presentations," AV Communication Review.
17:3:315-321, Pall, 1969,

A



———c,

=

w

98

Gray, Betty. "Evaluating The Television Program,"
Auvdiovisual Instruction, 14:38-39, May, 1969,

Hoveland, C, I. and W, Weiss, "The Influence Of Source
Credibility On Communication Effectiveness,"
- Public Opinion Quarterly, 15:635-650, 1952,

Levine, J. and J. Butler, "Lecture Versus Group
Discussion In Changing Behavior," Jourmal Of
Applied Psychology, 36:29-33, 1952,

Likert, Rensis A, "Technique For Measurement Of
Attitudes," Archives of Psychology, No. 140, 1932.

Osgood, Charles E, and Percy H. Tannenbaum, "The
Principle Congruity In The Prediction Of Attitude
Change," Psychology Review, 62:42-55, 1955,

Orr, D. B, "The Evaluation of Televised Instruction,"
AV Communication Review, 14:363-370, 1966.

Schramm, W, "Mass Communication," Annual Review Of
Psychology, 13:251-284, 1962,

Staudohar, ¥, T, and R. G. Smith, Jr, "The Contribu-
tion Of Lecture Supplements To The Effectiveness
Of An Attitude Film," Journal Of Applied Psychology,
40:109-111, 1956,

Taylor, David R,, Idra Lipscomb, and Robert Rosemier,
"Live Versus Videotaped Student Teacher Inter- ‘
action," AV Communication Review, 17:47-51, Spring,
1969,

Wade, Serena E, "Effects of Television Utilization
Procedures on Learning," AV Communication Review,
17:%:28%-290, Fall, 1969,

D, UNPUBLISHED MATERIALS

Tannenbaum, P, H, "Instruction Through Television: A
Comparative Study." Urbana: Institute of Communi-

cation Research, University of Illinois, June, 1956,

(Duplicated.)

. e

99

Wild, Richard A, "An Evaluation of the Law Enforcement

Training'Program Bagic Police Course at Michigan
S?ate University." Unpublished Master's thesis,
Michigan State University, East Lansing, 1965.




i

vy

APPENDICES

APPENDIX A

INFORMATION SURVEY - FORM A - PRETEST

SOV ——

b Strer s oo 2o




R nT

" ! . T
5 ' )

H

v Workshop = °

Lecture Series

INFORMATION SURVEY - FORM A

E OFFICER AND THE LAWY

PLEASE

WAIT FOR INSTRUCTIONS BEFORE BEGINNiNG

2E 1N

‘Record the last five digits of your HOME telephone numberp hére:ﬂ;_

Leave Blank

R

+
o
|
s
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FORM A

SECTION T
(15 minutes)

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS

For this section only, you are to mark your answers on the Separate answer

sheet, using the pencil provided. Do not make stray marks on the answer sheet

or in the marsins.
TRUE-FALSE STATEMENTS

If a statement is TRUE, mark the space numbered "1" on the answer sheet,

If a statement is FALSE, mark the space numbered ''2",

1, The Kerner Commission Report has made it clear that passage of strong
riot-contro: legislation is the most important factor in the prevention
and control of future civil disturbances.

2. Experience with recent riots has shown that the practice of setting
unusually high bail requirements to detain arrestees is not a very
effective method of cooling down an ongoing disturbance.

3. As much evidence is needed to convict a looter during a riot as is needed
to convict a burglar in a non-riot situation,

4, Once a suspect has invoked his right to remain silent, a law enforcement
officer may not attempt to talk him out of the decision.

5. After stopping a driver suspected of being under the influence, a police
officer may legally search the driver and the trunk and interior of the car.

6. Reasonable suspicion on the part of an experienced police officer is not an
adequate basis on which to arrest a suspect.

7. Recent experience suggests that, when a rioter has been arrested on a
felony offense but the evidence against him will only support a
misdemeanor conmviction, he should be charged with a misdemeanor.

8. Generally, the U,S. Supreme Court has sustained, as valid, search warrants

which were issued on the strength of evidence provided by knowledgeable
informants,

D

. Where two or more business partners are joint owners of a store, any one
of them may legally give permission for a consent search of the store.

I-1
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MULTIPLE CHOICE STATEMENTS

For each multiple choice question, select the one best answer from those

provided and mark the appropriate space on the IBM answer sheet, SELECT ONLY

ONE ANSWER for each question; ANSWER EVERY QUESTION,

10.

11.

12,

13,

In which of the following situations is it necessary for a law
enforcement officer to give the Miranda warnings?

1. A non-custodial interrogation

2. On the scene questioning during the fact-finding process
3. Threshold or volunteered confessions

4, In-custody interrogation

Which of the following statements would fulfill the Miranda
requirement covering the right to counsel?

1, You have a risht to contact an attorney

2, A lawyer will be appointed for you when you get to court
3. We will get you an attorney if you want us to do so

4, None of the above

Which of the following would NOT be considered a legal "stop and frisk'?

1. Stopping an individual on the street for the purpose
of searching him for a weapon
2. Stopping a known shoplifter on the street for the
purpose of searching him for stolen property
3, Stopping and searching a man running out of a tavern
from which gunfire has been heard
4, Shagging a group of juveniles from a street corner
5, None of the above would be considered a legal 'stop and frisk"

In order to get a photo identification that would be valid in court,
which of the following procedures ought to be followed? -

1. All photographs shown to the victims depict subjects
who are similar in age, sex, and race
2, No subject is included more than once
3. 1f there is more than one victim, each victim views
the photographs in privacy .
4, The officer showing the photographs makes no comment
to the victim which would emphasize one suspact over another
5. All of the above ouzht to be followed

\‘i 1 4 .

15,

16,

-y

17'

Which of the following would invalidate a line-up identification?

1. The suspect was obviously taller than the rest of
the men in the line-up

2. The victim had previously identified the suspect's
picture while looking through a mug book

3, The suspect was the only one wearing a white shirt

4, The victim had to hear the suspect's voice before
making a positive identification

5. None of the above would invalidate a line-up
identification

Which of the following interrogation methods would render a confession

invalid even though the Miranda warnings and waiver requirements
were met?

1, Physical coercion

2. Psychological pressures

3. Promises of leniency or immunity

4, Pressure through circumstances

5. All of the above would render a confession invalid

In which of the following situations has the U. S. Supreme Court held
that a law enforcement officer may be fired for refusing to answer

narrowly-drawn questions related to his official duties?

1, When he has first been compelled to waive his
immunity from prosecution

2, When he is on trial for a felony offense

3. When he is before a grand jury which is investigating
a charge of graft against him

4. When he is before a grand jury which is investigating
alleged graft within his department

5. Both "3" and "4" above

Which of the following is the best way of obtaining evidence of a
valid waiver of rights as stated in Miranda?

1, The fact that the defendant does not contest the pro=-
secution's assertion thai: a valid waiver was obtained

2. A waiver form signed by the defendant

3. A series of events and circumstances suggesting
that the defendant knowingly waived his rights

4. An express statement of waiver by the defendant
supported by written records of his ensuing conduct

5. A voluntary initial statement made by the defendant
corroborated by a signed waiver form

I-3
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19.
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At what point must the Miranda warnings be given if a resulting statement

i8 to be used in court?

1. Vhen a person is in custody or otherwise deprived
of his freedom by authorities
2. When questioning of a witness moves from general
to specific fact-finding .
3. As soon as a person is charged with a specific crime
4. As soon as the suspect and the arresting officer
reach the station
5. As soon as the investigating officer decides he
will detain a suspect

Which of the following interrogation techniques has the U, S. Supreme

Court sustained as permissible for a law enforcement officer to use
in obtaining a valid voluntary confession from a suspect under the
Miranda rule?

1. Suggesting that the suspect is not to blame for
what happened .

2. Leading the suspect to believe that his accomplice
has implicated him, even though this is not true

3, Telling the suspect that he is being charged with
a less serious crime than he actually is

4. Minimizing the moral seriousness of the crime

5. None of the above techniques

FOR THE REMAINING SECTIONS, MARK YOUR ANSWERS IN THE BOOKLET.

GO ON TO SECTION II

" SECTION II

INSTRUCTIONS

20 statements of opinion presented.

You are to indicate whether you agree or disagree with each of the

Please do not omit any.

-8

To indicate agreement with a statement, place a check in the AGREE

Column (Column 1); to indicate disagreement with a statement, place a

check in the DISAGREE Column (Column 2). (Ignore the IBM CODE Column.

It will be used by the IBM key-punch cperator when results are prepared

for data processing.)

want.

Work at a fairly high speed.

your true impression for each statement.

It is your first impression that we

On the other hand, please do not be careless, because we want

STATEMENT OF OPINION

- {AGREE

JDISAGREE
2

IBM
CODE

b

People in the minority should be free to
try to win majority support for their
OPinionS.i.itetietirresransrsrcssscanan

No matter what a person's political
beliefs are, he is still entitled to
the same legal rights and protections
A4S anyone elSe....cscesessanrsceccssnens
No court has a right to decide for an
individual what he should and should
NOt redd.ceieiecesctsensssaratsncssccnns

I would not trust any person or group

to decide what opinions can be freely
expressed and what must be silenced.....

II-1
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STATEMENT OF OPINION

AGREE

DISAGREE
2

IBM
CODE

10.

11.

12,

13.

It will always be necessary to have a few
strong, able people actually running
everything.cocieeseanosecncscennnancannes

When the country is in great danger we
may have to force people to testify
against themselves even if it violates
their rights.cceeccveescecasssncrescecons

No matter what crime a person is accused
of, he should never be convicted unless
he has been given the right to face and
question his accuserS.csescctesscsccccsns

If a person is convicted of a crime by
illegal evidence, he should be set free
and the evidence thrown out of court.....

If someone is suspected of treason or
other serious crimes, he shouldn't be
entitled to be let out on bail.iseessscces

Any person who hides behind the laws
when he is questioned about his activi-
ties doesn't deserve much consideration..

In dealing with dangerous enemies of
society, we can't afford to depend on
the courts and their slow and

unreliable methodS..eececsscescsacnasveans

The true American way of life is dis-
appearing so fast that we may have to
use force to save it.eececosecesseccarsas

Recent Supreme Court decisions, like
Miranda and McNabb-Mallory, have
.actually worked to reduce the freedom
‘and safety of citizens in the local
COMMUNILIeSseeseenssosssrsacsessasacssnnns

I

(8)

{9)

__ o

___Qy

___(12)

(13

_aw

1 as

___(18)

s

R A e e,
s e

STATEMENT OF OPINION AGREE DISAGREE CODE

1 2 3

l4. If congressional committees stuck strictly
to the rules and gave every witness his
rights, they would never succeed in
exposing the many dangerous subversives

(17)
they have turned uUp...ceececescacensacnes

15. I don't mind a politician's methods if

(18)
he manages to get the right things done..

16. Policemen have to cut a few corners if -

(19)
they are going to protect the.community..

17. When an individual with a criminal
record is arrested for another crime,
he doesn't deserve the added protection
afforded by recent Supreme Court
decisionsS.ciireeriersreccennesescansnanns

(20)

s e—————

18. It is all right to get around the law

(21)
if you don't actually break iteescscecens

19, Releasing. suspects who have been
arrested or convicted on the basis of
illegal evidence is a far more serious
threat to the well-being of the coun-
try than the violation of constitu- ”
tional rights by law enforcement

_(22)
officials..l...'I...'....'..'..'.....‘l‘.

20. The average citizen doesn't need the
kind of protection provided by the
Miranda decision and similar Supreme

(23)
Court pronouncementS..scecessescsssscnssss

.;Aﬁ R , . GO ON TO SECTION III
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SECTION III

: ’?" INSTRUCTIONS

The purpose of this section is to measure the meanings of certain

The direction toward which you check, of course, depends upon which of
concepts to various people by having them judge them against a series of

. the two ends of the scale seems most characteristic of the thing you're
descriptive scales. In doing this task, please make your judgments on

judging. If you consider the concept to be neutral on the scale (both sides
the basis of what these things mean to you. On each page of this booklet

‘of the scale equally associated with the concept), or if the scale is com-

you will find a different concept to be judged and beneath it a set of
pletely irrelevant (unrelated to the concept), then you should place your

eight scales. You are to rate the concept on each of these scales.

check-mark in the middle space:
Here is how you are to use these scales:

safe : : : X : : dangerous

If you feel that a concept (for example: "STRICT ENFORCEMENT OF SPEED

Sometimes you may feel as though you've had the same item before on
LIMITS") is very closely related to one end of a scale, you should place

the test. This will not be the case, so do not look back and forth through
your check mark as follows:

the items. Do not try to remember how you checked similar items earlier
fair X : : :

: : 3 unfair . .
in the test. Make each item a separate and independent judgment. Work at
OR s qaos
[ o fairly high speed through this test. Do not worry or puzzle over individual
" fair : : : : : : X unfair . c
R items. It is your first impressions, the immediate "feelings' about the
If you feel that the concept is closely related to one or the other
' ’ items, that we want. On the other hand, please do not be careless, because
end of a scale (but not extremely), you should place your checkmark as )
we want your true impressions.
follows:
strong ¢ X : : t weak IMPORTANT:
OR 1. MARK EVERY SCALE FOR EACH CONCEPT . . . Do not omit any scales or
strong : : : : : X weak concepts. )
If the concept seems only slightly related to one side as opposed to 2. Never put more than one check-mark cn a single scale.
the other side (but is not really neutral) then you should check as follows: 3. Place your check-marks in the middle of spaces, not on the boundaries:
active : : X passive
' THIS NOT THIS
OR / : X : : X
active X : passive
»
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LINE-UP IDENTIFICATION

DO NOT MARK
IN THIS
COLUMN
important : : unimportant (24)
dangerous : safe (25)
wise foolish (26)
wrong : right (27)
useful : useless (28)
negative : : positive (29)
weak : : strong - (30)
stable changeable (31)

I1I-3

» T

Nt

strong

negative

useful

changeable

right

dangerous

unimportant

wise

NONVIOLENT CIVIL DISOBEDIENCE

ITI-4

weak

positive

useless

stable

wrong

safe

important

foolish

DO NOT MARK
IN THIS
COLUMN

__(32)

_ (33)

(3w

. (85)

_(38)

. @an

. (38)

(39
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' RIGHT TO COUNSEL

o stable : . :
|
‘ unimportant .
positive :
wrong : : : H :
?~
W .
wise
dangerous : .
useless : : :
b
’ strong :

III-5

¢y

[ T e

changeable

important

negative

right

foolish

safe

useful

weak

DO NOT MARK
IN THIS
COLUMN

_ (u0)

_(u1)

_(u2)

_(43)

__ (uw)

— (u5)

— (u6)

— (u7)

Pt
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positive
unimportant
safe

weak

gj‘ wise

useless

changeable

right

INTERROGATION TECHNIQUES

: H : : : : negative
: : : : : : important
: : : H : dangerous

: : : : : : strong

: foolish

: : : : useful

: : : : : : stable

: : : : : wrong

I1I-6
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D0 NOT MARK
IN THIS
COLUMN

_(48)

_(u9)

___(50)

_(51)

__(52)

. (83)

(58

__ (55)
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W EXCLUSIONARY RUL CIVIL RIGHTS
B0 NOT WARK £S5 NOT MARK
IN THIS IN THIS
COLUMN - COLUMN
Strong weak (56) useful useless ()
foolish : wise (57) changeable stable (.5)
important : : : : : x unimportarit (58) strong weak ( 6)
useless : : : : : : useful (59) dangerous : : : : : : safe (7
‘;"** m\) - .
gtable : : : : : : changeable (60) iw} positive : : : : : : negative ( 8)
f o . r———
wrong : : : : it right (61) foolish : : wise ( 9)
negative : : : : : : positive (62) unimportant : ‘. : : : : important (10)
safe : : : X : K dangerous (63) right : : : : : : wrong (11)
DO NOT MARK IN THIS BOX
«C )y __C ) ¢ ) ( 79) 1 ( 80) (1-3)
—_ : — . B f
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right

weak

stable

foolish

important

useless

dangerous

positive

THE MIRANDA WARNINGS

wrong

strong

changeable

wise

unimportant

useful

safe

negative

DO NOT MARK
IN THIS
COLUMN

__a2)

13

(W)

___as)

___(16)

. an

___(18)

(19
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e

wise

negative

right

useless

important

dangerous

weak

stable

INDIVIDUAL RIGHTS OF CRIMINAL SUSPECTS

.
.
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.
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.
.
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foolish

positive

wrong

useful

unimportant

safe

strong

changeable
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~DO: NOT MARK
"IN THIS
COLUMN

_ (20)
—(21)
__ (22)
_(23)
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‘_____ (25)
_ (26)
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safe

foolish

right

changeable

important

negative

weak

useful

STOP AND FRISK

III-11

dangerous

wise

wrong

stable

unimportant

positive

strong

useless

DO NOT MARK
IN THIS
COLUMN

(28

__(29)

__(30)

_(a1)

___(32)

_(33)
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__(35)
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stable

useless

safe

weak

ﬂy) positive

féolish

wrong

important

UNITED STATES SUPREME COURT

I1I1-12

changeable

useful

dangerous

strong

negative

wise

right

unimportant

DO NOT MARK |
IN THIS
COLUMN

___ (386)
(37N
__(38)
(39
___ (u0)
____h(ul)
_(u2)

__(43)

GO ON TO SECTION IV




Place an "y

on the line opposite the one in each pair you select

r
> SECTION IV
For each of the following pairs, you are to select the one which you
consider more important for protecting and maintaining the safety and
well-being of the community.
Place an "X" on the line opposite the one in each pair you select.
Pair LEAVE
BLANK
|
} 1 Maintaining control of the situation . . . . . .. - ()
| 1 Protecting individual civil rights . . . . . . —_—
2 Stop and frisk laws. « « + ¢ ¢ 4 4 e e b e e e e e s (45)
2 Laws protecting individual rights of suspects. . . —
’ 3 Giving the Miranda warning . + « « + « & e (46)
3 Getting a confession + « « & ¢« ¢« ¢ ¢ o 0. 0 N
: 4 Opportunity to interrogate without legal counsel
Present. . L2 . L] . . L] . . . . L] L[] . - LY L] . - L] . L] (47)
_ 4 Right to presence of legal counsel during —_—
» interrogation: « « « « o « v 4 e 6 4 e e 4 s
e 5 Exclusion of illegally obtained evidence . . . . . (48)
5 Conviction of criminal suspects. . . « . . . . | —
6 Apprehension of criminal suspects. . . . . . . . . (149)
6 Guaranteeing the rights of criminal suspects . —_—
7 Protecting nonviolent demonstrators. . .+ « . . . . (50)
7 Preserving peace and tranquility . . . . . —
8 Good police-community relations. . « « + « ¢« o« o o & (51)
8 Stop and frisk 1awS. + « « o « + o o 0 o 0 0 0 0 . —
: 9 Apprehension of criminal suspects. « . « . « ¢ . . . (52)
9 Conviction of criminal suspects. . . + « « « + . & —
10 Protection from self-incrimination . . .« . . . « . . (53)
v 10 Waiver of right to remain silent.. . . . . . —_—
. Iv-1
-
L

. [ LEAVE |
BLANK
ii g%ght to avoid self-incrimination . ..
ight to counsel during interrogation, line-up, ét;.: (5%
ig Use ?f illegally obtained evidence. . .‘.
Meeting the Miranda requirements. , ., , . .. . (58)
13 No?violent demonstrations . . , . .
13 Maintaining control of the situation. . : : : ) . (56)
14 Protection of individ ivi
; val civil rights . . ,
14  Apprehension of criminal suspectsg. .« v ) ) —57)
15 Interrogatin
2 g Suspect before legal counsel i
15 Strict adherence to the Miranda requirement:?rfvfs. ) (58)
DO NOT MARK IN THIS BOX
) (
) ( ) C ) ( ) : ) ( ) _2 ( 80)
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SECTION V

DO NOT MARK
: IN THI5 COLUMN
Check the ONE job function listed below which best
describes your primary responsibility as a sworn
officen. ( 1-3)
1. Patrol
2. Traffic « %)
8. ___ Investigation
b4, Administration
5. One~-man department
Indicate with a check your job level. (One answer only) ( 5 )
1. Detective
2. Patrol
3. Supervisory
4, Command
Give the total number of full-time sworn officers
in your department. ( 6 )
FULL-TIME OFFICERS (7-9)
Give the total number of part-time sworn officers
in your department. ( 10)
PART-TIME OFFICERS (11-12)
How many years have you served as a full-time law
enforcement officer? (13-14)
‘ YEARS
Have you ever attended a recruit police-training course? ( 15)
1. Yes
2. No
How many hours of police training have YOU received in
the last two (2) years? (16-18)
HOURS RECEIVED WITHIN MY DEPARTMENT (19-20)
HOURS RECEIVED FROM EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS
OUTSIDE MY DEPARTMENT
DO NOT MARK IN THIS BOX
«C ) ¢ ) « ) ¢ ) « ) ¢ )
¢ ) ¢ ) ¢ )y __(e0-61) _ _(70-71) ___ ( 79)
¢ ¢ ) «( ) (63-64) __ (73-78) 5 ( 80)
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FORM B

SECTION T
(15 minutes)

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS

sheet, using the pencil provided.

For this section only, you are to mark your answers on the separate answer

or in the margins,

TRUE-FALSE STATEMENTS

If a statement is TRUE, mark the space numbered 1" on the answer sheet.

If a statement is FALSE, mark the space numbered "27,

1.

Where two or more business partners are joint owners of a store, any ocune
of them may legally give permission for a consent search of the store,

A juvenile's parents or legal guardians can waive his right to counsel
regardless of the juvenile's wishes in the situation,

If a law enforcement officer has cause to stop a subject because of

the subject's unusual and suspicious conduct, the officer also has
the right to frisk him,

During a riot it has been shown that charging all looters with a felony

and then setting a high bail has been of significant help in quelling
the riot,

Recent experience suggests that, when a rioter has been arrested on a
felony offense but the evidence against him will only support a mis-
demeanor conviction, he should be charged with a misdemeanor,

Generally, the U, S, Supreme Court has sustained, as valid, search
warrants which were issued on the strength of evidence provided by
knowledzeable informants.

Recently passed riot-control lezislation has made it easier for the

state to convict a suspect of a felony committed during a riot than
to convict a suspect of the same felony committed at any other time.

I-1

Do not make stray marks on the answer sheet
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MULTIPLE CHOICE STATEMENTS

For each multiple choice question, select the one best answer from those

provided and mark the appropriate space on the IBM answer sheet, SELECT ONLY

ONE ANSWER for each question; ANSWER EVERY QUESTION,

8.

10,

11.

In which

of the following situations is it UNNECESSARY to give the

Miranda warnings?

Which of

Which of

An insurance company investigator is questioning
an arson suspect

A city fire inspector is questioning an arson suspect

A law professor, assisting the local police on a special
case, 1s questioning a rape suspect

An off-duty policeman is questioning a man he saw
leaving a liquor store through the alley window

Both ''1" and "2" above

the following is NOT a required part of the Miranda warnings?

Right to remain silent

Anything person says can and will be used against him in court
Right to have an attorney present during questioning

Right to an appointed counsel before questioning comgences
Right to prompt arraignment

the following will support a search incident to a lawful arrest?

To protect the officer from injury

To find evidence to support the arrest

To prevent an escape

To find evidence of the offense for which the arrest was made
All of the above will support a seaich

The following five recommendations were sugzgested by the Kerner Commission
as steps to be taken to reduce the incidence of civil disturbance and

to assist in the control of civil disturbance if it starts. Which one

of the five was seen by the Commission as of LEAST importance?

1,
2,
3.
4,

S

More riot control training for law enforcement agencies

Passage of special riot control legislation

Improved communications systems for riot control areas

More effective methods of collecting and disseminating
intelligence information

Operation of rumor control centers

I-2
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12. Which of the following would NOT be considered a legal "stop and frisk'?

1, Stopping an individual on the street for the purpose
of searching him for a weapon
2. Stopping a known shoplifter on the street for the
purpose of searching him for stolen property
3. Stopping and searching a man running out of a tavern
from which gunfire has been heard
4. Shagging a group of juveniles from a street corner
5. None of the above would be considered a legal "stop and frisk'

-

13. Which of the following would invalidate a line-up identification?

1. The suspect was obviously taller than the rest of the
men in the line-up
2. The victim had previously identified the suspect's
picture while looking through a mug book
3. The suspect was the only one wearing a white shirt
4, The victim had to hear the suspect's voice before
making a positive identification
5. None of the above would invalidate a line-up identification

%ﬁ} 14, At what point must the Miranda warnings be given if a resulting statement
- is to be used in court?

1. When a person is in custody or otherwise deprived
of his freedom by authorities
2, When questioning of a witness moves from general
to specific fact-finding
3. As soon as a person is charged with a specific crime
4. As soon as the suspect and the arresting officer
reach the station V
5. As soon as the investigating officer decides he
will detain a suspect

15, In which of the following situations has the U.S. Supreme Court held
that a law enforcement officer may be fired for refusing to answer
narrowly-drawn questions related to his official duties?

1. When he has first been compelled to waive his
immunity from prosecution
y 2, When he is on trial for a felony offense
3. When he is before a grand jury which is
investigating a charge of graft against him
4. When he is before a grand jury which is

¥ - investigating alleged graft within his department
hs; 5. Both "3" and "'4" above
-
I-3
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16. Which of the following interro
Court sustained as permissible

in obtaining a valid voluntary
Miranda rule?

gation techniques has the U.S, Supreme
for a law enforcement officer to use
confession from a suspect under the

1. Suggesting that the suspect is not to blame for
what happened

2. Leading the suspect to believe that his accomplice
has implicated him, even though this is not true

3. Tellinz the suspect that he is being charged with
a less serious crime than he actually is

4, Minimizing the moral seriousness of the crime

5. None of the above techniques

17. Which of the following is the best way of obtaining evidence of a
valid waiver of rights as stated in Miranda?

1. The fact that the defendant does not contest the pro-
secution's assertion that a valid waiver was obtained

2. A waiver form signed by the defendant

3. A series of events and circumstances suggesting
that the defendant knowingly waived his rights

4. An'express statement of waiver by the:
supported .by written records of his e

5. A voluntary initial statement made by
corroborated by a signed waiver form

defendant
nsuing conduct
the defendant

i

18, In order to get a photo identification that would be valid in court
which of the follo

3
wing procedures ought to be followed?

1, Al1 photographs shown to the victims depict subjects
who are similar in age, sex, and race

2. No subject is included more than once )

3. If there is more than one victim, each victim views
the photographs in privacy

4, The officer, showing the photographs makes no comment

to the victim which would emphasize one suspect
over another

5. All of the above ought to be followed

19. Which of the followin

g interrogation methods would render a confession
invalid,

even though the Miranda warnings and waiver requirements were met?

1, Physical coercion
2, Psychological pressures
- 3. Promises of leniency or immunity
4. Pressure through circumstances
5. All of the above would render a confession invalid

FOR THE REMAINING SECTIONS, MARK YOUR ANSWERS IN THE BOOKLET:,

2 _ I-4 GO ON TO SECTION II.
B .
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Colunn (Columh 1) t

on presented. ﬂeafsg do mﬁt

omit any.

C g

P S T \Lk{ :
e whether you agreé or diszgre¢ with each of the
hether you agree or disagree w h of th

L2y

&

 statement, place,a”check in the AGREE
':ﬁeemeﬂt,yithgafStaéement,'place a

 check in the DISASREE Coluan (Columh 2). (Tgnore the IBH CODE Column.

" A R | | ks s wen,
It will be used by thg:IBM keyjpggch‘operatop‘whepiresults‘aﬁe p?epared

‘fdf,datalpfdcessing.)

/
I

Work at a’féirlyfﬁigh SPeedg ‘It is your firstlimpréssion thatﬂwe,:‘ e
 want.“'On the 6tﬁer hand;bpléase do nhot be ¢;ggie5s, because we want
your true impressioh for each statément.
: ‘ e . ;
STATEMENT OF OPINION = . j;AsiEE ,DISAgREEJ ,cog;'-
- i s _ ; m— ‘ — ’} ‘
1.. People in the minority should be f??e te W’
© . try to win majopity support for thelr ¥ _
‘ap‘i'ﬂiQBSOo'o“e‘ X TR l‘.o‘.‘o.p'\n.n0'.0“0’00'.‘0‘1}:;@"l
: : e En ) : : 4
2. No'matter what a person's political
- beliefs are, he’is still entitled to | PN
~the same legal n;ghtsland_protegtlpns ? . (
‘ aS any@neel_se-‘&a [ XN X XY esssasane R o?g{'o LI
3. No coupt haé"é,right to decide for a?{ » i)
iy il what he should and shoul%ﬂ |
. . (n
: i
b R
‘ 0
;&” ;
‘ : ;




et it

77

STATEMENT OF OPINION

‘ TBH
AGREE | DISAGREE! CODE
1 2 3

5. It will always be necessary to have a few
" strong, able people actually running
everythingtitltlll'..0""'...00‘...'.'0".

6. When the country is in great danger we
may have to force people to testify
against themselves even if it violates
thelr rightsS.vciveerienissnosarsnersacnsaes

7. No matter what crime a person is accused
of, he should never be convicted unless
he has been given the right to face and
question his ACCUBEDS.essasvsvsesvencoess

8. If a person is convicted of a crime by
illegal evidence, he should be set free
and the evidence thrown out of court.....

9. If someone is suspected of treason or
4/ . other serious crimes, he shouldn't be
i entitled to be let out on baile.c.icocenese

Any person who hides behind the laws

b when he is questioned about his activi-

ties doesn't deserve much consideration..

11. In dealing with dangerous enemies of
society, we can't afford to depend on
- the courts and their slow and
unreliable methods,.veeeeteocrnnscsarvans

12, The true American way of life is dis-
appearing so fast that we may have to :
use force to save itesvesevsnnaserseanrans

13. Recent Supreme Court decisions, like
Miranda and McNabb-Mallory, have
actually worked ts reduce the freedom
and sadety of citizens in the local

J COmmun‘itieSQo;'l0"o-l-oovo!n-'-t.-tong?cc %

11-2

(8)

-~ (9)

Q)

. an

a2}

. (13)

S )

— (15)

)

"

ks g

g T T T T

' STATEMENT OF OPINION

AGREE:

DISAGREE
2

IBM
CODE

14,

15.

16.

17.

X Y 18 .

19.

20.

If congressional committees stuck strictly
to the rules and gave every witness his
rights, they would never succeed in
exposing the many dangerous subversives
they have turned up...cecevecscarecsscnns

I don't mind a politician}s methods if

he manages to get the right things done..

Policemen have to cut a few corners if
they are going to protect the community..

When an individual with a criminal
record is arrested for another crime,

he doesn't deserve the added protection
afforded by recent Supreme Court
deciSionS.eeisessccrernasesssrnssesesnsoss

It is all right to get around the law
if you don "t actually break it shpeves e

Releasing suspects who have been
arrested or convicted on the basis of
illegal evidence is a far more serious
threat to the well-being of the coun-
try than the violation of constitu-
tional rights by law enforcement
OfficialSeeeerensnssensnnrnnssnannsannnns

The average citizen doesn't need the
kind of protection provided by the
Miranda decision and similar Supreme

Court pronouncementSeecesassscesssessonsse

YD

. (18)

| «ae

— (20)

. (21)

. (22)

_(23)

II-8

GO ON TO SECTION III
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SECTION III
INSTRUCTIONS

The purpose of this section is to measure the meanings of certain
concepts to various people by having them jﬁﬁge them agéinst a series of
descriptive scales. In doing this task, please make your judgments on
the basis of what these things mean Eg.ggz. On each page of this booklet
you will find a different concept to be judged and beneath it a set of
eight scales. You are to rate the concept on each of these scales.

Here is how you are to use these scales:

If you feel that a concept (for example: "STRICT ENFORCEMENT OF SPEED

LIMITS") is very closely related to one end of a scale, you should place

your check mark as follows:

fair X : : : unfair

.
»

fair : : : : : : X unfair

If you feel that the concept is closely related to one or the other

end of a scale (but not extremely), you should place your checkmark as
follows:

strong HER . S : : : : weak

strong : : : : rX weak

If the concept seems only slightly related to one side as opposed to

the other side (but is not really neutral) then you should check as follows:

active : : X H passive

active : : : : X passive

III-1

l‘?li “”f’

The direction toward which'you check, of course, depends upon which of
the two ends of the scale seems most characteristic of the thing you're

judging. If you consider the concept to be neutral on the scale (both sides

of the scale equally associated with the concept), or if the scale is com-

pletely irrelevant (unrelated to the concept), then you should place your

check-mark in the middle space:

safe : : : X : dangerous

Sometimes you may feel as though you've had the same item before on

the test. This will not be the case, so do not look back and forth through

the items. Do not try to remember how you checked similar items earlier

in the test. Make each item a separate and independent judgment. Work at

fairly high speed through this test. Do not worry or puzzle over individual
items. It is your first impressions, the immediate "feelings" about the
items, that we want. On the other hand, please do not be careless, because

we want your true impressions.

IMPORTANT:

1. MARK EVERY SCALE FOR EACH CONCEPT . . . Do not omit any scales or

concepts.
2. Never put more than one check-mark on'a single scale.

3. Place your check-marks in the middle of spaces, not on the boundaries:

THIS NOT THIS
: X : : X

III-2




LINE-UP IDENTIFICATION 2 ol :
, NONVIOLENT CIVIL LISOBEDIENCE
DO NOT MARK
IN THIS DO NOT MARK
) COLUMN IN THIS
COLUMN
fiag : : : : ~ unimportant o (2u) }
lnportant P — strong : : : : : : weak (32)
‘ : : : : : safe (25)
dangerous — negative : : : : : : positive (33)
i : : : : : : foolish (26)
wise ' ' -_ useful : : : : : : useless (34)
: : : : : : right (27) ¢ »
wrong ‘ : — < changeable : : : : i : - stable (35)
(28) “ T
: : . : : : useless 28 Ly
useful - : L right : : : : : : wrong (36)
i : : : : : : ositive (29) ; :
negative . P — | dangerous : : : : X : safe (37)
: : : : : : stron (30) * 3
weak : g — l unimportant : : : R : : important (38)
: : : : : : changeable (31) R
stable = . g - // wise : : : : : : foolish (39)
;|
By
b
-
i
III-3 4 TII-4
i
ey O, AR I, A = 1 oo e SO sti - e -~ e e ENEGNET
) i 4
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RIGHT TO COUNSEL

DO NOT MARK
IN THIS
COLUMN

__(n0)
_(u1)
_(u2)
___; (43)
__(uw)

___(uB)

___(u8)

__wn

R AR e

stable : : changeable
unimpoftant : : : : important .
‘positive hegative
wrong ° : : : : right
wise : N foolish
dangerous safe
useless : useful
strong ﬁeak
III-5

'
5

{
i
i
1
1
i
1
i
P
A T TR RO

i

positive

unimportant

safe

weak

useless .

changeable

right

INTERROGATION TECHNIQUES

: : : : negative
: : : : : important
: : dangerous
: : : : strong
: : : : foolish
: : : : : useful
: : stable
H : : : wrong

III-6

0 NOT MARK
IN THIS
COLUMN

__ (u8)

— (49)

(50

. (51)

__(52)

__ (53)

__ (s4)

_(55)
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EXCLUSIONARY RULE

DO NOT MARK

IN THIS
COLUMN
strong : : weak {56)
foolish : : wise (57)
important : unimportart (58)
useless : useful (59)
stable : changeable (60)
wrong : : right (61)
negative : : : positive (62)
safe : : dangerous (63)
DO NOT MARK IN THIS BOX
« ) ¢ ) « ) ( 79) 1 ( 80) (1-3)
— — ———— L e—— P ) r . : :—--—. - .

III-7

Y Aol Ry

useful

o

CIVIL RIGHTS

changeable

strong

dangerous

positive

foolish"

unimportant

right

III-8

useless

stable

weak

safe

negative

wise

important

wrong

DO“NOT MARK
IN THIS
- COLUMN

——

( 4).
(.5)
( 6)
7
( 8)

( 9)

o)

()
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|
|
B
|
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4

right

weak

stable

foolish

' important

useless
dangerous

positive

THE MIRANDA WARNINGS

III-9

wrong
strong
changeable
wise
unimporfant
useful
safe

negative

DO NOT MARK

IN THIS
COLUMN

a2

__Qa3)

aw

. as)

__(18)

. Qan

___as

__ 9

&

s

A

$jjf

S § — -
INDIVIDUAL R;GHTS OF CRiMINAL SUSPECTS

DO NOT MARK
“IN THIS
COLUMN
wise foolish _ (20)
negative | positive (21
right wrong ___(22)
useless useful __(23)
important : : : : unimportant | _ (24)
dangerous safe __ (25)
weak : strong ___(28)
stable changeable __n

I1I-10
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STOP AND FRISK

safe : dangerous
foolish : wise
right : : wrong
changeable : stable
important : : : unimportant
negative : : : positive
weak : strong
useful : : : useless

e e e D T R A
e

?

III-11

DO NOT MARK
IN THIS
COLUMN

__(28)

__(29)

. (3o

__(81)

- (32)

_(83)

N ED)

__(89)

e st

S Ty e e e . g £ o AL e s ens i A i

stable

useless

safe

positive

foolish

wrong

important

UNITED STATES SUPREME COURT

ITI-12

changeable

‘useful

dangerous

strong

negative

wise

right

unimportant

GO ON TO SECTION IV

DO NOT MARK |

IN THIS
COLUMN

. (s6)

N

(38

_(39)

__(s0)

 (81)

_(u2)

_(u3)




SECTION IV

For each of the following pairs, you are to select the
consider more important for protecting and maintaining
well-being of the ¢’ munity.

one which you
the saiuty and

Place an "X" on the line opposite the one in each pair you select.

Pair

1 Maintaining control of the situation . . . . . . .
1 Protecting individual civil rights . . . . « . . .

2 Stop and frisk laws. « « - ¢ ¢ v e 0 8w e s s o
2 Laws protecting individual rights of suspects. . .

3 Giving the Miranda warning . « . « « « ¢ « « « « .
3 Getting a confession « « « v ¢« ¢ ¢ o v e e 0 e e

4 Cpportunity to interrogate'without legal counsel
Present. o ¢ ¢ ¢« o 4 s e s e ¢ ¢ 2 e s 4 v v e s

4 Right to presence of legal counsel during
Interrogation. « » « « & 4 . e v e e e a e w6 .

5 Exclusion of illegally obtained evidence . . . .
5 Conviction of criminal suspectS. « « « « + + « .

6 Apprehension of criminal suspectS. . « « « + ¢ o o
6 Guaranteeing the rights of criminal suspects . .

7 Protecting nonviolent demonstrators. . . . . . . .
7 Preserving peace and tranquility . . . . . . . . .

8 Gocd police-community relations. . . . . . . « . .
8 Stop and frisk laws. « « + « « & o 6 s o« .

9 Apprehension of criminal suspects. . « « « « . . .
9 Conviction of criminal suspects. . . « . « « + o .

10 Protection from self-incrimination . . « . . . . .
10 Waiver of right to remain silent . . . . . . . .

Iv-1
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LEAVE
BLANK

- (un)
(45)

(48)

(47)

__ (u8)
__(u9)
___(s50)
____(51)
__(52)

(53)

.‘7""\( M,/:ti?":,;,:; =
A p

Place an "X" on the line opposite the one in each pair you select.

—— T e T ecee—— T cmmmenge 7 comt—

LEAVE
Pair BLANK
11 Right to avoid self-incrimination . . . . . . . . . . (54)
11 Right to counsel during interrogation, line-up, etc.. | —
12 Use of illegally obtained evidence. . . . . . . . (55)
13 Nonviolent demonstrations . . . . . « « « . . . — (56)
13 Maintaining control of the situation. . . . . —_—
14 Protection of individual civil vights . . . . . . . (57)
14 Apprehension of criminal suspects » « « « « .+ .+ o & _—
15 Interrogating suspect before legal counsel arrives. X (58)
15 Strict adherence to the Miranda requirements. . —_—

- DO NOT MARK IN THIS BOX

« ) ¢ ) « ) ¢ ¢ ) « D ¢ ) _2 (80
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THE OFFICER AND THE LAW
TV-Workshop Lecture Series
Summer 1969

Participant Evaluztion Form

Place the last five (5) digits of your home telephone number on these
lines:

1.

Check which sessions of this TV-Workshop Lecture Series you have
attended: '

First morning

First afternoon

Second morning

Second afternoon

i

Indicate your reasons for coming to this workshop. Check all
that apply to you.

I wanted to learn more about recent laws

I wanted to learn more about recent court decisions
Meetings of this kind are the best way I have

of learning "what's new" in law enforcement

I was assigned by the department to attend

I saw a copy of the program and the topics listed
in it interested me

Other reasons, if any (specify)

I

GO ON TO PAGE 2,

DO NOT WRITE
IN THIS SPACE

(1-3)

N &)
(6)
(7)
(8)

(9)

(10)
(11)
(12)
(13)

(14)

Which one of the three topics covered in this workshop should
have been more thoroughly discussed:
(Check one)

Civil disorder

Interrogation and confession

Arrest, search and seizure

Which one of these topics do you think is most closely related
to improving the relationship of a police department with its
community? : , :

(Check one)
Civil disorder
Interrogation and confession
Arrest, search and seizure

Was adeqﬁate time allowed for discussion periods?

Yes
No

Did you feel at ease asking questions and entering into the
discussions?

Yes
av———, | No

Indicate hew you would re-adjust the time allotted to each topic.
(Check once for each tape session and each workshop session)
More time Same Less time

Civil disorder:
Video tape of panel

toddy?

!

(Israel, Brown, Martin) (19,
Workshop discussion (20)
Interrocation & confession: ‘
Tape (Inbau and George) (21)
Workshop discussion (22)
Recent Court Decisions:
Tape (Thompson) (23}
Workshop discussion (24)
Do you agree that these topics are of major concern to policemen
Yes - Explain: _ (25)
No "(23)
What other aspects of law enforcement should be discussed in
future workshops?
(28

DO NOT WRITE
IN THIS SP/DE

— (13)

(16)

— D)

(18)




10, Thig TV--Worlk

£ Q,

shop Lecture Series is designed to give policemen:

a, Better understanding of the law by analysis of recent
court decisions and the philosophical bases supporting them; and

b. New techniques and

criminal problems.

Check Column I if either the
_session, or both of them,
Leave the line in Column I

Checg Column II if either the vid
Session, or both, provided new te
enforcement (whether or not

your work),

or procedures,

Then, in Column IIT indicate if the informa
ther directly re

they could be adapted

blank if the informati

to your work.

Planning for riot
prevention

Planning for riot contrel
Mass arrest procedures

Handling non-violent
demonstrations

Trial preparation for
mass arrests

Interrogation techniques

Miranda warnings
Line~ups

Stop and frisk

Search of vehicles
Electronic eavesdroppirg

Consent searches

chniques and

with some modification,
on or procedures ziven on

such ne
Leave the line b

procedures for handling current legal

video tape or the workshop discussion
gave you a better unders
blank if neither sessio

tanding of that topic,

n did so,

€o tape or the workshop discussion
procedures for law
W ways are directly related to
lank if neither provided new techniques

tion and/or techniques presented

lated to your work and could be used directly or if

Leave the line in Column III
that topic do not apply

T COLUMN 1

COLUMN II COLUMN IIT
Better New ‘Information and/or Techniques
Understanding Techniques Directly OR Could be
Related __Adapted
—_— (285 S ¢-) B or  ___ (30)
— (31 — (32 — or — (33
— (3% — (35 —_— or — (36)
— 6D | ___ee o — (39)
— (40 — (41) —_— or — (42)
— (43) — (44) —_— or ____ (45)
— (46) —_— e —_— or —_— (48)
— (49 —_ (50 —_— or — (51
—_ (52) —_— (53) _;___ or — (5%)
—_ (55) —_ (56) —_— or © __ (57
— (58) — (59 — or — (60)
— (61) — (62) —_ or — (63)

-3-

FavEE

se DO NOT WRITE !
11. Could you see well enough most of the time? Reasiies
o (6t
12, Could you hear well enough most of the time?
§es (65)
(o}
13, Would short scenes (either using actors or clips ?f news events)
showing riots, arrests, line-ups, etc., have provided theth‘ \
group with a common experience to talk about? Or do you 1§<
zhat policemen have enough experiences in common so that suc
clips are not necessary?
Yes, such ''shorts’ would be helpful 66)
No, they are not necessary
!
14, Vhen these video tapes were made, the panel and the lecturers i
had a live audience., Do you think you would haye gotten more |
out of it if you had been there at the live-taping, or do you |
think the workshop is adequate?
I think I would get more out of the live session
I think this arrangement of tape and discussion o7
is just as good
15. Did you attend any of the Telephonic Lecture Series last year?
Yo (68
o
16. If you did attend at least one of the §essions.1ast year, %
compare the two methods of presenting information,
(Check one)
i s better
The Telephonic Lecture Series was
The TV-Workshop Lecture Series this year was better
Both were about the same, generally good 69
Neither one was very satisfactory
17. Make any comments you wish that will suggest changes to improve
this TV-Workshop Lecture Series.
(70)
4 - 9  (80)
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RESULTS OF PARTICIPANT EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE

A Participant Evalua%ion Form (see Appendix C)
was given to each person on the second aftermnoon of each
workshop., It was designed to engage the participants
in the process of evaluating, and to give them an oppor-
tunity to express their opinions about the content and
format of the program.

Generally, responses were enthusiastic and com-
plete--there were almost no blanks--revealing an intense
interest in this type of learning experience and an
appreciation of the urgent need for such programs,
Expressions of gratitude were accompanied with construc=—

tive, though sometimes severe, criticism,

Two=-hundred and forty Evaluations were matched with

the Information Surveys, The participants were divided
into three main groups:

Group I: A Metropolitan Department

with 4800 officers; N=61 25%
Group II: A State Department with
‘ 1700 officers; and N=72 30%
Group III: Others N=10 45%
A, Departments of 40 100%

100~321 officers N=33

B, Departments of
4=T75 officers N=74
107
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To discover the expectations of the officers on
arrival, they were asked to check their reasons for coming.
N %

166 (69%) I wanted to learn more about recent laws,
174 (73%) I wanted to learn more about recent court

decisions.
138 (58%) ... best way to learn "what's new" in law
enforcement.

15% é64%§ I was assigned by the department to attend.
71 (30%) I saw a copy of the program ...

They added:
2% (10%) Always want to learn, or the like,

3 ( 1%) New on job, '

3 ( 1%) Asked to be assigned,

7 ( 3%) Interest in method, and others.
Of the 153 assigned to sattend, just 37 checked this reason
only. Although only 30% had seen a copy of the program,
practically everyone, in one way or another, indicated an

eagerness to learn about the material planned for the

workshops,

Subject Matter

The workshops were concerned with three areas of
law enforcement: Civil Disorder, Interrogation and
Confession,‘and Arrest, Search and Seizure. Much of the
lecture and discussion material dealt with past police
and court actions in these areas, and it gave particular
attention to recent court decisions which reguire change

or reassessment of law enforcement techniques and procedures.

7

/
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Participants were asked in Question 10 to evaluate
each subject matter area in terms of whether or not they
had: (1) Gained better understanding, (2) Learned new
techniques, and (%) PFound relevance in the subject matter,

Their responses are summarized below,

Participants' Responses Regarding

ew Understanding, Technigues,
and Relevance of Three Main

Subject Vatter Areas

Better Under-
Better Under-  standing and/
standing and/or or New Techniques Nothing:
Subject Matter New Techniques but NOT Related Useful
Area Related to Work to Work or New
1, Civil Disorder 52% 217 2%

2. Interrogation
and Miranda

Warnings 56% 22% ‘ 22%
3, Recent Court ’
Decisions 58% 27% 16%
Overall Average

Responses shown

by per cent 55% 23% 21%

The above figures indicate that there were more positive
responses to the discussions and lectures concerning recent
court decisions than to the work in the other two areas.
The most interesting observation is the per cent of the

participants indicating better understanding of the subject,
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whether or not it seemed applicable t» his job., Better
understanding appeared in 78 per ceni of the responses.
This fact alone indicates a degree of success.

Question 7 asked the participants to indicate
how much time should be allocated to these lecture
topics and to the discussions concerning them, The
wording of the question makes interpretation of the
answers rather difficult., A "more time" response to omne
topilc may be interpreted to indicate a desire to lengthen
the workshop, to reduce discussion of the topic, or to
reduce time spent on another topic,

> ' More liess No
. Time Same Time Answer

Civil Disorder:
Videotape of
panel (Israel :
Brown, Martin) 75 107 42 16
Workshop discussion 47 107 30 56
Interrogation &
Confession:
Tape (Inbau &
George) 69 124 26 21
Workshop discussion 44 119 14 - 63
Recent Court
Decisgions:
Tape (Thompson) 128 91 8 13
Workshop discussion 78 103 7 52
3
oy 4 ' N R

LA A A Do

AN b




=

* 155

In spite of the somewhat ambiguous wording, there emerge

some interesting results:

(1) More participants asked for more t%me fo? Profegsor
Thompson's tape and the workshop discussion of it,
than for the other topics.

(2) Suggestions that the same amount of time be allotted
to either lecture or discussion was about the same
for all three topics.

i thnety (oo oniy s 25, ok 35" soton o
rate lecture time,)

These results seem to suggest that if these men were re-

adjusting time, they probably would give at least the

same amount of time to lecture and discussion periods and

more time to presentations like that o¢f Professor Thompson.

These suggested time re-adjustments are, of course, based

on these lectures and discussions. If suggestions for

changes in future content, emphasis, and personnel at
workshops (given prior in this report) are followed, how-
ever, changes in these time allotments would probably;occur
naturally.

Ninety-nine per cent of the participants agreed
that these topics are of major concern today, and 57 per
cent qualified this concern in terms of the need to keep
up, the need to get convictions, the need to avoid errors,

and the need to continue to be effective in the face of

the growing pressures on law enforcement officers,

156

The officers further substantiated their opinion
on the importance of these topics by meking suggestions
for future workshops, OF the 224 suggestions submitted
by the 152 men who responded to this open—~ended question,
104 preferred continuation of the Same subjects by saying
"same" or by Specifically naming one of them. In addi-
tion to these, there were 30 distinct requests for more
assistance in handling court matters, especially local
court procedures, Other suggested topics included addi-
tional aspects of community relations, handling Juveniles,
administrative problems, civil liabilities of policemen,
narcotics, organized crime, and arson,

Thus, the participants confirmed their concern
about the workshop topics and demonstrated that they
desire to learn how new laws and court decisions affect
their work, and what effective law enforcement procedures
and techniques they can use.

This plea for practical information was repeated
in open-ended Question 17 where they expressed the need
for more positive and practical guidelines regarding what
to do and what not to do, This emphasis on the need for
positive action, coming at the end of a two-day workshop,
indicated that the workshops may not have fully satisfied

the need for practical assistance.
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(5) Expectations for learning how to deal with civil
SUMMARY disorder were not satisfactorily realized.
(6) The tapes should have been more than "just talk"
The subject matter of these workshops was designed ;;i?grﬁéi%lustratlve‘scenes, other visual aids
‘ . .
to meet the needs of today's law officers., They came in (7) Greater ava;labil%ty of this material, or a chance
anticipation of learning new and effective methods of law to go over it again would be very helpful,
enforcement, An analysis of responses to questions con- (8) g?gggdsgggld have been more emphasis on local
cerning subject matter, especially Question 10, reveals (9) There's more to a workshop than subject matter.
that their plea was heeded and in some measure answered. (10) Today's law officer needs specific guidelines for
What each participant learned and how applicable he con- action~-what to do, when, and how,
sidered it to be, however, seemed to be dependent upon The average participant seemed to say: "While all
experience, training, responsibilities, and department of these topics are very importent to today's officer,
size. i other aspects of law enforcement are also important., The
They were eager to learn; however, the answers and :3’ lecture and discussions on recent court decisions were
- suggestions reveal that they were critical of the mammer, best because they offered practical answers to difficult
the depth, the quality, and the emphasis of the videotape problems."
presentations, as well as of the workshop discussions., A ‘ Thus, the analysis of Question 10, together with
summary of the responses indicate that: responses to related questions reveals that the officer's
(1) Every lecture and discussion provided ipc?eased 3 need for practical information and guidelines for positive
wderstanding to a majority of the participants. 'ii action was almost met, As one officer stated, "There is
(2) Suggested time changes appear to be as related to f ;' . .. . . . .
the skill and personality of the speaker as to his 2 so much to learn; this is a step in the right direction,"
topic, VR»
(3) While these topics are of major concern, other ’ﬁ{
aspects of law enforcement are also important, =
such as juveniles, narcotics, organized crime, &
and the civil liabilities of policemen. g
(4) There should have been a stronger emphasis on 3
methodology, - I
» !
. )
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LOCATIONS AND DATES

CONFERENCE — LIVE TV-Taping SEssiONs
) East Lansing

Michigan State University
June 17, 18, 19

Room 102B, Wells Hall
East Lansing, Mich.

REeGioNaL TV-WorksHor Sessions

0 Ann Arhor Ann Arbor Police Dept,
July 17, 18 100 North Fifth Avenue
Ann Arbor, Mich.

MSU Continuing
Education Center
777 Riverview Drive,
Building B.
Benton Harbor, Mich,
O Detroit ‘Police Departraent  Detroit Police Academy
July 7, 8 900 Merrilplaisancs
Detroit, Mich.
0O Detroit-Macomb: County Macomb County
July 10. 11 Community College
' South Campus, Room B210
14500 12 Mile Rd.
Warren, Mich,

University of Michigan
Dearborn Camipus Center
Administration Bldg,
14901 Evergreen Rd.
Dearborn, Mich,

£ Flinmt . The Community Room
July 21, 22 Flint Southwestern
High School
1420 Torrey Rd,
Flint, Mich.

MSU Continuing

3 Benton Harbor
July 31, August 1

O Detroit-Wayne County
July 14, 15

[J Grand Rapids

July 28, 29 Education Center
105 Division Ave., North
Grand Rapids, Mich,
[J Marquette The Cadillac Room
August 7, 8 Don H, Bottom
University Center
Northern Michigan
University
Marquette, Mich.
0 Pontiac MSU Graduaie Center
. July 24, 25 366 South Foundation Hall

Oakland University
Rochester, Mich,

MSU Continuing
Education Center
Northwestern Michigan

College
College Drive
Traverse City, Mich,

{J Traverse City
August 4, 5

FACULTY

John Brown, Major, Michigan State Police. Deputy Direc-
tor For Staff Services for the Michigan State Police.
Secretary Treasurer, Michigan Chiefs of Police Association,

B. James George, Jr., Associate Director, Practicing Law
Institute. Adjunct Professor, New York University School
of Law. President, American Chapter of the Internationat
Penal Law Association. Editor-in-Chief, American Jour-
nal of Comparative Law,

Fred E. Inbav, Prefessor, Northwestern University School
of Law. Editor-in-Chief, Journai of Criminal Law, Crimi-
nology and Police Scienge. Formerly Director, Chicago
Police Scientific Crime Iistection Laboratory.

Jerold H. Israel, Associate Professor, The University of
Michigan Law Schost. Coreporter, Michigan Bar Asso-
ciation C ittee for the Revision of the Criminal Law.
Formerly visiting law professor, Stanford University, and
Law Clerk to Mr, Justice Potter Stewart, U. S, Supreme
Court.

William J. Martin, Assistant Professor, Northwestern Uni-
versity School of Law. Formerly Assistant State’s Attor
ney, Cook County, Iil,, and Chief of Riot Control and
Special Protection Unit.

James R. Thompsom, Chief of The Criminal Justice Divi-
sion, 1llinois Attorney General. Editor, Criminal Law
Newsletter, lllinois State Bar Assodiation. Formerly As.
sociate Professof, Northwestern University School of Law,

STAFF

Frank D. Day, Discussion Leader, TV-Workshop Lecture
Series. Professor, Michigan State University.

Melvin Gutterman, Project Director, TV-Workshop Lecture
Series. Associate Professor, Pennsylvania State Univer-
sity. Book Review Editor, Journal of Criminal Law,
Criminology and Police Science,

THE OFFICER AND THE LAW
TV-Workshop Lecture Series

Institute for Community Development and Services
Continuing Education Service and

School of Police Administration and Public Safety
Michigan State University ’
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INTRODUCTION

The police officer is not satisfied with a superficial treat-
ment of those things he is supposed to know about his pro-
fession. He needs and wants instruction, in depth, from
those persons whom he can look upon as experts.

One of the consequences of our decentralized formi of
local police organization is that it is often difficult to bring
policemen together for the type of training they need and
want. Financed by a grant under Tite I of the Higher
Education Act of 1965, the Institute for Community De-
velopment and Services and the School of Police Adminis-
tration and Public Safety at Michigan State University
have devised a TV-Workshop Lecture Series for law enforce-
ment officials, in an attempt to find a solution to this
problem. t

A series of lectures by nationally known authorities, deal-
ing with current legal criminal problems, held before an
andience of law enforcement officials on the Michigan
State campus, will be video-taped for use in a workshop
s2tting. At various sites located throughout the state, small
conference groups of police officers will be convened for
a two-day workshop. Ten locations have been selected for
this training experience. Invitations have been extended
to police organizations within commuting distance of each
of the 10 sites 10 participate in the programi.

At each workshop, the police officer will view the care.
fully planned lecture tapes by these nationally known
authorities in criminal law. The lectures will deal exclu-
sively with current legal criminal problems concerning the
officer, including civil disorder, interrogation and confes-
sion, arrest, search and seizure. The lectures will be oon-
cerned with finding solutions to the complex problems the
Michigan police officer has regarding the specific chosen
area of criminal law,

The individual officer in each workshop also may actively
participate in a question-and-answer period at the end of
each segment of the workshop. A law professor and a
prosecuting attorney will preside at each workshop and
function as resource persons to answer the many individual
questions raised by the lecture tapes, The primary em-
phasis of the entire program will be on isolating and explor-
ing the many practical problems facing the Michigan law
enforcement officer, as well as in training and educating
the officer in the applicable procedural and substantive
criminal law.

This series is offered 25 a service of Michigan State Uni-
versity, and. all Michigan police departments are invited
and encouraged to particdipate. Through this new and
experimental program, it is anticipated that many of the
troublesome questions that the police officer has regarding
current legal criminal problems will be identified and
resolved.

R4

LECTURES

Topic I~ June 17, 1969

Civil Disturbance and Riot Legislation
Professor Jerold H. Israel, Moderator
Major John Brown

Professor William J. Martin

A panel discussion focusing upon new techniques used
by police departments to prevent and control dvil disturb-
ances and demonstrations. A review and explanation of
court decisions and federal-state legislation as it applies to
civil disorder, unrest and demonstrations. '

Taopic IT ~ June 18, 1969

Interrogation and Confession
Professor B. James George, Jr.
Professor Fred E. Inbau

An exploration into the entire area of when, how and
under what circumstances an accused may be interrogated
and a confession taken. The practical problems involved
in warning an accused of his constitutional rights and the
correct procedure for taking a statement will be discussed.
The lectures also will explore the meaning of recent US.
Supreme Court decisions in the interrogation and confes-
sion area.

Topic Il June 19, 1969

Recent Supreme Court Decisions
Professor James R. Thompson

An in-depth analysis of significant criminal law dedisions
of the last sessions of both the U.S. and Michigan Supreme
Courts. New and improved police practices instituted in
response to these recent decisions will be explored and
discussed.

Each lecture topic at Michigan State University, Room 102B,
Wells Hall, East Lansing, Michigan, will begin taping
promptly at 9:00 a.m, and continue until 1:00 p.m.

At all other locations, each workshop will begin at 9:00 a.m.
and continue until 5:00 p.m.
Each worksbop will run for two days.

p PN
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PLEASE PRINT OR TYPE
ALL INFORMATION

Dear Sir:

Please enroll the following named police officer in the
TV-Workshop Lecture Series, THE OFFICER AND THE
LAW,

NAME

RANK

POLICE DEPARTMENT

ADDRESS

Cixy

SIGNED

(Chief, Director, ctc.)

Attendance at each workshop will be limited to 40 police
officers. Attendance at Michigan State University, Wells
Hall, East Lansing, will be limited to 150 police officers.
Reservations for all sessions will be made as applications
are received.

Please check reverse side for location where officer will
attend.

Mail To:

The Officer and the Law
Institute for Community
Development and Services

27 Kellogg Center

Michigan State University
East Lansing, Michigan 48823
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)  THE OFFICER AND THE LAW %
E; TV-Workshop Lecture Series i
| Michigan State University : !
5 Introduction and Information Survey-- - -9:00 -~ 9:55 §
5 Topic I - CIVIL DISTURBANCE AND RIOT LEGISLATION ;
h Film - "Motor City Madness" -- 9:55 - 10:15 ;
ii Break—-~- : 10:15 - 10:30
! Jerold H. Israel - A Legal Analysis of Riots 10:30 ~ 11:15 ;
V; John X. Brown - HNew Technidues for the Prevention f
i and Control of Riots ~==13:15 - 12:00 ;
. Lunch-- - —=mm=12:00 - 1:00 5
William J. Martin - A Prosecutor's View of Polire :
‘ responsibilities in Gathering and Preserving i
Evidence During Riots, Demonstrations and Other i
Mass Arrest SituationSeeeee—ccemon mow v 1:00 - 1:45 §
APPENDIX F i
. - Workshop=- : - —— ——=1:45 - 2:b5 |
i A
i 7 .
SCHEDULE Breake—mmmmcm o ————— - - 2:45 - 3:00
E 3
v Topic II - INTERROCATION AND CONFESSION
e
B.J. George Jr. - Legal Controls on Interrogation-me—smmeaa 3:00 - 4:15
_ |
Workshop - O - 4:15 - 5:00 |
Topic¢ II - INTERROGATION AND CONFESSION (continued) §
Fred E. Inbau - Criminal Interrogations Within the %
Legal Rules—wew—meea- 9:00 ~ 10:15 !
BY @K mm e o e e e e 10:15 - 10:30 f
- i
: Vorkshop--- ——— : 10:30 - 11:00 ;
] . !
Topie III -~ RECENT SUPREME COURT DECISIONS
Jemes R. Thompson - Recent Decisions of the Supreme . !
Court of the United States—mem——meemeoo 11:00 - 12:00 “h
Lunch , ——- ~12:00 -~ 1:00
James R. Thompson ~ Recent Decisions (continued)—mee—ee——— 1:0C - 2:45
B f
. Break —_— 2:45 - 3:00
i
WOrkshope—e—comom e - 3:00 - 4:00 i
o S . | :
; Evaluation-- - L:00 - k4:lbs
W “}; {,\/in' ]
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