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This Phase I report deals with the state-of-the-art of training of 
correctional personnel. On the basis of the knowledge gained by way 
of visits to 17 correction agencies across the nation, a questionnaire 
mailed to a national sample of corrections agencies, plus review of 
literature dealing with the field of program evaluation, evaluation models 
appropriate to correctional personnel training have been generated and 
documented. The models are intended to be general techniques that an 
agency may apply to its own training programs without the aid of addition­
al evaluation experts. The Phase II plan for demonstrating the models is 
outlined. 

The report is organized as 12 chapters and published in 4 volumes: 

Volume Cha~ters Title 

1 I Executive Summary 

2 II - IX Correctional Personnel Training--
Conceptual and Empirical Issues 

3 X - XII Evaluation Issues and Strategies 

4 Appendixes 
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PROBLEM 

CHAPTER I 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Training of correctional personnel occurs in the context of wide 
divergences of views on key philosophic issues plus differences regarding 
the nature and significance of correctional agency tasks and personnel 
roles. A host of valuative, policy, and practice issues must be taken 
into account. The capacity to use training to meet this complex demand 
situation is limited by shortages of funds, by mixed administrative and 
political support, and by many other factors that contribute to low staff 
morale and resistance to change. 

Uniform training standards for corrections, however desirable, may 
prove unworkable, simply because they cannot accommodate to the diversity 
found in the field. Additionally, correctional training is significantly 
affected by the orientation of the correctional agency to its larger en­
vironment, in particular, by the agency's capacity to manage environ­
mentally induced stress. The interactions between t:,e correctional agency 
and its larger environment, and its response--in terms of training--are 
the subject of this project. In particular, how mayan agency evaluate 
the success of its training in such a milieu? 

OBJECTIVES OF THE PROJECT 

The National Evaluation Program of the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration has as one of its objectives the assessment of the effec­
tiveness and comprehensiveness of training programs for correctional 
personnel. The assessment is intended to describe the kinds of training 
being offered and the state-of-the-art being demonstrated by agencies 
in evaluating the usefulness of correctional personnel training. Out of 
the assessments and evaluation literature will come stylized models of 
the evaluation process. The project is organized in two phases. 
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Phase I Objectives 

Through the use of existing studies (including the National Manpower 
Survey, the work of the National Institute for Corrections, and related 
efforts), select from a variety of correctional units or agencies up to 
20 agencies to visit, and (making use of site visit information) prepare 
a survey questionnaire for distribution to some 1,000 correctional facili­
ties across the nation. Drawing from these sources of information: 

• Describe the types of training programs offered by state 
and local governments for different types of correc­
tional personnel. 

• Examine the nature of these programs in terms of length, 
curricula, selection of trainees, instructional techni­
ques, and training objectives. 

• Identify gaps and opportunities in preprofessional, 
pre-service, in-service, midlevel management, and 
specialized training. 

• Develop preliminary conceptual models of the training 
and evaluation processes. 

• Identify and review pertinent training evaluation 
efforts. 

Phase II Objectives 

Phase I has produced information to influence the ultimate forms of 
the models. The Phase II demonstration of the models should show how 
evaluation practices and procedures developed as part of the models can 
locate, define, and indicate corrective action for differences between 
expected job performance and actual job performance. 

The objectives of Phase II of the project are to: 

• Adapt the assessment and evaluation models, with ap­
propriate evaluative criteria, so that they can be ap­
plied across a wide range of correctional personnel 
training programs in a wide range of training environ­
ments. 
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• Demonstrate the utility of the models by applying 
them to three training programs selected especially 
to test and illustrate the broad applicability of 
the models. 

CONDUCT OF THE PROJECT 

The project began in September 1978. This report concludes Phase Ii 
Phase II is planned to end in April 1980. Work has proceeded in five 
steps: 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

Development of conceptual models of the training and 
evaluation process. 

Site visits, each 2 to 3 days in length, to a variety 
of 17 corrections agencies that were conducting train­
ing or evaluations of training. 

Preparation and mail-out of a detailed correctional 
personnel training questionnaire to administrators of 
more than 1,100 corrections agencies in the United 
States. 

On the basis of site visit and survey information, 
shaping of conceptual modeh to correctional personnel 
training. 

Demonstration of the applicability of the revised models 
to training personnel of three corrections agencies. 

Model Development 

Three models were developed: (a) conceptual, generic, Instructional 
System Operations Model of the training process; (b) an Instructional 
System Evaluation Model of the evaluation ~.'ocess,' for both formative 
evaluation (evaluation of the training process itself), and for summative 
eValuation (evaluation of the outcome of a training program); and (c) a 
Correctional Issues Model that illuminates the valuative, policy, and 
practice issues in correctional personnel training. These models were 
developed both as guides to the research and as models that could be used 
together to give a wide-ranging evaluation of training. 

We have devoted considerable attention to issues and policies in the 
field of corrections that often have an overriding influence on training. 
Early in the research, it became clear that elements of the Correctional 
Issues Mode1--the turbulent nature of the corrections environment; organi­
zational climate; individual worker dissatisfactions with progress, change, 
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and reward in corrections work; changing the attitude of correctional 
job incumbents and correctional organizations from survival in the cor­
rectional environments to innovation and problem solving so as to effect 
change and improvement in the system--are and should be given explicit 
consideration in shaping the other two models. 

Both the Instructional System Operations Model and the Instructional 
System Evaluation t~odel. are deductive logic models of the complete train­
ing and evaluation process. We have used the Operations Model as a 
generally all-inclusive guide to assess the development and completeness 
of training. It is rare that training programs are complete with respect 
to all aspects of the model. This does not diminish the usefulness of 
the model:, a,s it is better able to emphasize those parts of programs 
that appear to suffer in their development or implementation because of 
lapses or inattention to particular aspects of a model. 

Each of the three models requires a different perspective in ap­
plying the model to a specific training program. Each model presents a 
thorough set of requirements that should be addressed and the concerns 
that should be taken into account in examining a training program. 
Questions that should be answered are laid out for each model. The ex-

. tent to which the questions can be answered become the criteria by which 

to judge the thoroughness of an evaluation. 

Site Visits/National Survey 

Teams made up of two or three project members visited 16 correctional 
agencies (one additional agency' was "interviewed" by telephone) of many 
different types during .January to April 1979. The conceptual models 
served as the general format for interview questions. The paper-and­
pencil survey instrument evolved largely from site visit findings. The 
site visits provided case study information of high heuristic value about 
a small number of training programs. The survey employs a more standard 
approach to provide a more panoramic picture of conditions and more 
generalizable set of comparisons and interpretations. 
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The survey instrument consisted of a section that collected information 
about the characteristics of the agency (type, staff size, clients, popula­
tion, training budget), a section dealing with training courses offered, 
and an extensive section requiring the responding agency to contrast many 
characteristics of a livery useful II and "1 ess useful" course attended by cor­
rectional personnel of the agency. 

A total of 1,170 questionnaires were mailed to agency directors of all 
types of corrections agencies in the United States. The sample includes 
prisons, probation and parole agencies, juvenile agencies, halfway houses, 
prerelease and work release centers--most types of nonfederal corrections 
a . 1 Q t' . gencles. ues 10nnalres were mailed 18 September 1979, follow-up reminder 
letters were mailed to nonrespondents on 1 October. A total of 485 re­
sponses received by 26 October were inCluded in the analysis. This was a 
41 pe,rcent response rate. However, on the basis of responses received 
after the keypunching deadline, those returned undelivered, "aggregated" 
responses submitted ~y some state agencies, and information from a follow­
up telephone survey of a subsample of addressees that held not then re­
sponded, it is estimated that the "constructive" response rate was about 
48 percent. 

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

Site visit and survey data have been analyzed in the context of deter­
mining the extent to which they fit and support the original conceptual 
models. The findings of the project center on the following areas: 

• The goals and objectives for correctional personnel train­
lng. 

• The kinds of training offered and how training is developed 
and evaluated. 

• The influence of forces outside the immediate correctional 
envi ronment that often dominate and control 'correctional 
training efforts. 

• The problems in training, especially the financial and 
personnel resource problems that limit training program 
development and effectiveness. 

.1It might hav~ been des~rable to have studied the impact of training from 
the perspectlve of tralners, current and previous trainees supervisors 
as well as administrators. This approach, however, was not feasible. ' 
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Nearly qll agencies (96 percent) of those contacted conduct train­
ing. Across all agencies of all types, two-thirds of the personnel 
received 40 hours of training over the preceding year at a median cost 
Qf $270 per person trained. Agencies that describe themselves as 
temporary care, halfway houses, jails, probation agencies, and residential 
facilities for juveniles train the highest proportions of their personnel, 
while prerelease, parole, and combination probation/parole agencies train 
smql1er proportions of their total staff. 

As could be expected, courses that agencies find to be the most 
useful courses are tailored to the needs of the agency. In addition, 
courses perceived as most useful were developed by the agencies' own 
parsonnel, and conducted by the agencies' own trainers or by coworkers. 
The courses noted most often as useful as well as offered frequently 
are basic orientation training, crisis intervention, supervision and 
1eadership, security procedures, human relations/communication skills, 
and counseling techniques. In general, the courses found to be most 
useful are taught using instructional techniques of role playing/practice 
of skills and group discussion methods. 

Agencies indicate they need additional courses in human relations 
and communication skills, in crisis intervention, decision making, and 
in supervision and leadership. 

These findings are highlighted in Volume 2. They are rich with im­
plications for raising the quality, efficiency, and effectiveness of the 
training offered to those working in the several fields of corrections. 
But, it appears evident that all attempts at constructive application 
and implementation of the findings lie in the shadow of one overwhelming 
obstacle--lack of commitment by our society; hence, low political pri­
ority; hence, inadequate funding. $0 long as the prevailing conditions 
are minimal budgeting for corrections in general t and for training in 
partic~lar, it insures that constraints will be imposed on the release 
of staff to engage in training activities, and on investment in develop­
ment and experimentation with training programs. Evaluation of training 
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will continue to be regarded by those who are its "targets"--participants 
and administrators to whom is assigned the IIblamell __ as an exercise in 
futility. The willingness to do good and the knowledge of how to do 
better will continue to be subj~ct to the frustrations of deficient 
access to the means of remedy. 

The following conclusions are drawn from Phase I of the project: 

1. Lack of Resources. The problem most dominating correctional 
personnel training is lack of resources. 

Problems most often cited were insufficient staff (so that per­
sonnel could be made available for training), and inability to pay Dver­
time for staff being trained. Factor analysis of agency goal questions 
reveals a constellation of concerns closely related to financial resource 
deficiencies, including lack of support by and cooperation of the press, 
the courts, and the public. When there is not public support, there is 
not likely to be legislative and financial support. 

2. Correctional Personnel Training. Nearly all correctional 
agencies (96 percent of those responding to the national survey) main­
tain that they train their personnel. 

While training is accepted as a part of modern staff development 
practice, site visit data suggest that much training offered may be some­
what pro forma and not necessarily directed toward the most pressing 
problems ill corr'ections. Agencies indicate they woulq like to be able 
to offer more training in three general areas: in supervision and 
leadership, in human relations and communication skills, and in crisis 
intervention/emergency procedures, and decision making. 

3. Agency Goals. Goals considered most relevant by agencies 
concern training correctional staff to enforce agency rules and getting 
comp 1 i ance by, offenders to agency regu 1 at ions. 

In terms of relevance, agency goals fall generally into two broad 
categories, maintaining control of offenders, and equipping offenders 
to be able to conform to community and social values. Although there 
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are some absolute differences across types of agencies in the relevance 
assigned these categories, all types of agencies rank these goals in 
the same order. That is, jails and prisons rank the relevancy of their 
goals essentially the same as do probation and parole agencies, as do 
temporary care agencies, and so on. 

4. Useful Courses. Agencies differ in the courses they judge to 
be more useful to them; relevance to agency and trainee needs determine 
the usefulness of the course. 

In general, training courses judged very useful by questionnaire 
respondents were the procedural courses, such as basic orientation and 
security procedures; the communication courses, such as counseling and 
human relations; and the decision making courses, such as crisis inter­
vention and supervision and leadership. 

5. Characteristics of Useful Courses. Very useful courses, as 
compared to less useful courses, are characterized by clear and specific 
goals and the demonstration of clear relevance to the trainees' work. 

Not only is the value of careful course development demonstrated, 
but teaching methods that involve group discussion, demonstration, and 
practice of knowledge and skill gained (as by role playing) contribute 
to the perceived usefulness of courses. 

6. Training Program Development. Conduct of a job analysis, de­
velopment of written standards for work performance, and assessment of 
need, all done prior to training program development, characterize 
courses judged most useful. 

These time-honored techniques associated with more useful cor­
rectional personnel courses are supported by other survey evidence, e.g., 
respondents did not know who had developed the less useful course, or 
how the less useful courses came about; there was less evidence of 
evaluation of the less useful courses; the goals of less useful courses 
were not clear. 
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7. Sense of Powerles~ness. There is a general sense of powerless­
ness of persons responsible for correctional personnel training. 

This feeling of lack of effect seems to stem from a sense of isola­
tion in the cor~ectional organization and lack oT political and adminis­
trative support, inadequate resources to perform the work required, a 
lack of opportunity to be self-correcting in training, and either no 
clear goals, or conflicting goals, for training. 

s. Relating Training to the Correctional Environment. Correctional 
personnel training programs perform both maintenance and adaptive func­
tions for the organizations they serve, the two kinds of functions rarely 

sufficiently integrated. 

As a formal component of correctional organizations, training serves 
as a mechanism for the socialization of personnel, equipping them to 
perform basic work tasks. As an informal co~ponent of correctional, 
organizations, training serves as a '~ehicle for coping with environmental 
demands and pressures. What seems conspicuously qbsent in correctional 
organizations is an explicit linkage of organizational goals to the 
environmental conditions in which the agencies operate. 

9. Need for Evaluation Procedures. The need for evaluation pro­
cedures to be used as training is contemplated, developed, and progress 
is documented by interviews and questionnaire responses. 

All three of the models developed in this project provide effective 
methods for evaluating different aspects of training. Together they 
represent an effective way to evaluate training. 

The Instructional System Operations Model provides an effective 
instrument for use in the development of a training program and for its 
formative evaluation as the program is carried out. The model ha'S 
proven to be easily understood by cOI'rectional training personnel and 
appropriate for application ,to their programs. It is particularly useful 
in that it (a) focu~~s on assessment of training in terms of employee 
performance, and (b) examines the entire training process through step­
by-step investigation of each of its components. 
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The Correctional Issues Model offers a useful conceptual structure 
to guide recognition and understanding of external forces influencing 
the correctional system and training activities. The model addresses 
social, political, and legal forces in corrections from both a theoretical 
and practical viewpoint. It requires that the u~ers identify and con­
front Valuative, Policy and Practice issues impacting upon the correc­
tional system and on training activities in the system. 

The Instructional System Evaluation Model develops strategies for 
evaluation dependent upon when in the training process evaluation is 
to be conducted, and then leads the evaluator through the steps of evalua­
tion, directing attention to the factors that should be observed. 

The usefulness of all the models will be demonstrated in Phase II 
of the project. 

1-10 

o 

~~> 

tJ 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
[J 

0 
[J 

[.1 

fJ 
LJ 
[] 

0 
0 
0 
[1 

REFERENCES TO FULL REPORT 

Adams, W. J., Tabor, L. D., Baker, C. E., & O'Neil, M. Communit
r ' resources training center for corrections--fina1 report. , 0 ympia: 

Training Section, Division of Social Institutions, Department of 
Social and Health Services, November 1970. 

Alden, J. Evaluation in focus. Training & Development Journal, 1978, 
32, 46-50. 

Aldrich, H. & Herker, D. Boundary spanning roles and organization 
structure. Academy of Management Review, April 1977, 217-230. 

American Correctional Association. ~orrection officers' training guide. 
College Park: Committee on Personnel Standards & Training, 1978. 

American Correctional Association. Juvenile and adult correctional de­
partments, institutions, agencies, and paroling authorities, 
Directory, United States and Canada, 1979 Edition. College Park, 
1979. 

Anastasi, A. Psychological testing (4th Ed.). New York: MacMillan, 
1976. 

Anderson, S. B. & Ball, S. The profession and tractice of program 
evaluation. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 978. 

,Anderson, S. B., Ball, S., Murphy, R. T., & Associates. Encyclopedia 
of educational evaluation. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1975. 

Baker, E. L. Lean data strategies for formative evaluation. Paper 
presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Educational Re­
search Association, San Francisco, April 1976. 

Bilek, A. J. America's criminal justice system--A diagnosis and 
prognosis. In Criminal Justice Monograph: The change process 

. in criminal justice. National Institute of Law Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice, U.S. Department of Justice, June 1973. 

Blum, L. N. Evaluation of correctional training programs. Training 
and Development Journal, 1976, 243-350. 

Brown, W. B. Systems, boundaries, and information flow. Academy of 
Management Journal, 1966, !, 318-327. 

R-1 



f. 

f. ·~ ~j 

f.:. 

r~ 

r~ 

f'~ 

r~ 
r~ 

C~ 
[ 

r'~ 

r": 
r~' 

[~~ 

[~ 

[ 

[ 
,< n 

t. _J 

f'( 

Brown, B. S. & Sisson, J. W., Jr. The training program as a correc­
tional change agent. Crim.e and Delinquency, July 1971.,302-309. 

Brutvan, D. R. Final report for the planning-development and first year 
operations phase of the Erie Count staff trainin and inmate re-
habil itation roject. Buffa 0: State University of New 

lV1Slon 0 ontlnulng Education, June 1969. 

Bunker, K. A. & Cohen, S. L. Evaluating organizational training efforts: 
Is ignorance really bliss? Training and Development Journal, 
August 1978,4-11. 

Burkhart, B. R., Beh1es, M. W., & Stump-Hauzer, J. S. Training juvenile 
probation officers in behavior modification: Knowledge, attitude 
change, or behavioral competence? Behavior Therapy, 1976, I, 47-53. 

Campbell, D. T. & Stanley, J. C. Experimental and quasi-experimental 
'designs for research. Chicago: Rand McNally, 1963. 

Campbell, D. T. A study of leadership among submarine officers. Columbus: 
Personnel Research Branch, Ohio State University, 1953. 

Carter, R. M. The diversion of offenders. Federal Probation, March 
1972, 31-36. 

Catalane110, R. F. & Kirkpatrick, D. L. Evaluating training programs-­
The state of the art. Training and Development Journal, May 1968, 
2-9. 

Clemmer, D. The prison community. New York: Rhinehart, 1958. 

Cochran, W. G. & Cox, G. M. Experimental designs. New York: Wiley, 1957. 

Commission on Accreditation for Corrections, American Correctional 
Association. Manual of standards for adult parole authorities. 
Rockville: July 1976. 

Commission on Accreditation for Corrections, American Correctional 
Association. Manual of standards for adult communit residential 
services. Rockvi e: pri 977a. 

Commission on Accreditation for Corrections, American Correctional 
Association. Manual of standards for adult robation and arole 
field services. Roc Vl e: Ju Y 1977b. 

Commission on Accreditation for Corrections, American Correctional 
Association. Manual of standards for adult correctjonal jn­
stitutions. Rockville: August 1977c. 

R-2 

--~-~~-

C,'.i 

LJ 
[] 
[] 

o 
[] 
[] 

[] 

-u 
[] 

11 [] 

In 
i 
j 
Ill] 

Ian 
I[!J 

rn 
[D 

[] 

n 
Fl 

Commission.on.Accreditation for Corrections, American Correctional 
Ass~c~a~lon. Manu~l of standards for adult local detention 
facl1ltles. Rockvl11e: December 1977d. 

Commission.on.Accreditation for Corrections, American Correctional 
Asso~,atl0n. Ma~ual of standards for juvenile community residential 
serVlces. Rockvl11e: April 1978a. -

Commission.on.Accreditation for Corrections, American Correctional 
Assoclatlon. Manual of standards for juvenile probation and 
aftercare services. Rockville: July 1978b. 

Commission.on.Accreditation for Corrections, American Correctional 
Assoclat~on. Manual ,of standards for juvenile detention facilities 
and serVlces. Rockvl11e: February 1979a. 

Commission.on.Accreditation for Corrections, American Correctional 
Assoclat~on. Manual ,of standards for juvenile training schools 
and serVlces. Rockvl11e: March 1979b. -

Cook, T. D. & Campbell, D. T. The design and conduct of quasi-ex eri­
ments and true expe~iments.in field settings. In M. D. Dunn~tt 
(E~.), Handbook of lndustrla1 and organizational psychology 
Chlcago: Rand McNally, 1976. - --' 

Darling, L.. Still Liddy after all these years. Stranger than fiction· 
The ~rlson exploits of G. Gordon Liddy, and other eerie tales . 
Washlngton Post, October 27, 1979. . 

Dewey, J. The public and its problems. Denver': A. Swallow, 1927. 

Dill, ~ .. R
t
. tE~Virosnment as an influence on managerial autonomy Ad-

mlnlS ra lve cience Quarterly, 1958, ~, 409-443. . 

Dinitz, S. & Beran! N. Community mental health as a boundaryless and 
boundary-bustlng system. Journal of Health and Social Behavior 
1971,1£,99-108. ' 

Dorin, D. & Johnson, R. The premature dragon: George Jackson as a 
~~~:1l~~r the new militant inmate. Contemporary Crises, 1979, l, 

Duffee, D .. Correctional manaaement: Change and control in correctional 
organlzatl0ns. Englewoo Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall, 1980. -

Dunnette, M. D. Personnel selection and placement. Cole, 1966. - Monterey: Brooks/ 

Edwards, W., Guttentag M & Snapper K Ad'· to ev 1 t' ,. ,. eClsl0n-theoretic approach 
a ua 10n research. In E. L. Streuning and M Guttentao 

(Eds.), Handbook of evaluation research. Sage Publications; 1975. 

R-3 

\ 

\ 



.. 

i)~ 

IT ;.\1., 

[ 

r ... 

rl 
r-

;, 

[i 
r-~ 

r'" 
,I 
'I 

~~ 
J 

r+: " 
:.i 
I 

["-' 

, [I 

fl 
rl I .I 

f-~ 

[~ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

Evan, W. M. The organization-set: Toward a theory of interorganizationa1 
relations. In J. D. Thompson (Ed.), Approaches to organizational 
design. Pittsburgh: University of pittsburgh Press, 1966. 

Farmer, R. E. Cynicism: A factor in corrections work. .Journa1 of ,- . 
Criminal Justice, 1977, ~, 237-246. 

Fine, S. A. Personal communication, October 1979. 

Fine, S. A. & Wiley, W. W. An introduction to functional job_analysis: 
A scaling of selected tasks from the social welfare field. 
Washington, D. C.: W. E. Upjohn Institute for Employment Research, 
1971. 

Fogel, D. The politics of corrections. Federal Probation, 1977, 1l, 
27-31. 

Frank, B. The emerging professionalism of the correctional officer. 
Crime and De1inguency, 1966, ~, 272-276. 

Gilman, M. Probl ems and progress in staff training. Crime and Del inguency, 
1966, 1.£, 254-260. 

Gilson, J. W., Hagedorn, J. D., & Crosby, R. F. Regionalized personnel 
development for criminal justice employees. Journal of Criminal 
Justice, 1974, g, 243-248. 

Glaser, D. The new correctional era: Implications for manpower and 
training. Crime and Delinguency, 1966, 1£, 209-216 

Glaser, D. Politization of prisoners: A new challenge to American 
penology. American Journal of Corrections, 1971, 1I, 6-9. 

Glickman, A. S. Effects of negatively skewed ratings on motivation of 
the rated. Personnel Psychology, 1955, ~, 39-47. 

Goldstein, I. L. Training: Program development and evaluation. Belmont: 
Wadsworth, 1974. 

Greenberg, D. F. Problems in community corrections. Issues in Criminology, 
1975, lQ., 1-29. 

Grenfell, J. Training for corrections: Rationale and technigues. 
Carbondale: Southern Illinois University, Center for the Study of 
Crime, Delinquency, and Corrections, 1967. 

Grzegorek, A. E. & Kagan, N. A study of the meaning of self-awareness in 
correctional counselor training. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 
1974, 1, 99-122. 

R-4 

Hamblin, A. C. Evaluation and control of training. London: McGraw­
Hill, 1974. 

Hanford, S.,& Moone-Jochums, S. Evaluation model for training programs. 
Training Resource Center, Illinois Corrections Training Academy, 
1978. 

f 

Harris, P. R. ,& Harris, D. L. Increasing organizational effectiveness 
of military human resources: Action research in correctional 
training. La Jolla: Management & Organization Development, Inc., 
1972. 

Hasenfeld, Y. People processing organizations: An exchange approach. 
American Sociological Review, 1972, lL, 256-263. 

Herzog, F., Trenholm, S., & Whiteneck, G. Crisis intervention training: 
An ex erimenta1 evaluation ro ram in immediate action decision 
making. LEAA project #72-C3- 2 -C , February 1974. 

Horne, A. N., & Passmore, J. L. Inservice training in a correctional 
setting: Facilitating change. Federal Probation, June, 1977. 

Hosford, R. E., George, G. 0., Moss, C. S., & Urban, V. E. The effects 
of behavioral counseling training on correctional staff. Teach­
ing of Psychology, 1975, £, 124-127. 

Jacobs, J. B. What prison guards think: A profile of the Illinois 
force. Crime and Delinguency, 1978, 24, 185-196. 

Jansyn, L. R., Jr. Correctional officer training in American correc­
tional institutions. In lraining the correctional officer, pro­
ceedings of two workshops. Carbondale: Southern Illinois Univer­
sity, Center for the Study of Crime, Delinquency, and Corrections, 
1965. 

Jensen, D. R., Schwartz, I. H., & Rowan, J. R. Evaluation of staff 
training programs. Wisconsin Division of Corrections, Depart­
ment of Health and Social Services, John Howard Association, 1975. 

Jesness, C. F., Allison, T. S., McCormick, P. M., Wedge, R. F., & 
Young, M. l. The cooperative behavior demonstration project. 
Final Report. California Youth Authority, April 1975. 

Johnson, R. Culture and crisis in confinement. Lexington, Mass.: 
D. C. Heath & Co., 1975. 

Johnson, R. Informal helping networds in prison: The shape of grass 
roots correctional intervention. Journal of Criminal Justice, 
1979, I, 53070. 

R-5 

., 



[ 

l
'"--:· I, 

I 

,~ 

f.: 
r~ 

r~ 

r~ 
[ 

f~ 

r~ 

C~ 
, r~ 
r~ .. 

[j 

[~ 

r;, 
Ol 

.~ 

rJ 
fl 

Johnson, R., & Dorin, D. Dysfunctional ideology: The black revolutionary 
in prison. In Szabo, 0., & Katzenelson, S. (Eds.) Offenders 
and corrections, New York: Praeger, 1978, 31-52. -

Johnson, R., & Price, S. The correctional officer in today's pri~on: 
Human service, human community, and the human environment of 
prison. Paper presented at the 109th Congress, American Correc­
tional Association, August 1979. 

Johnson, R., & Price, S. The care and feeding of the correctional 
officer. Correctional Training, October, 1979, 3-5. 

Joint Commission on Correctional Manpower and Training. Targets for 
inservice training. Washington, D. C.: Correctional Briefings #7, 1967. 

Joint Conmission on Correctional Manpower and Training. A time to act. 
Washington, D. C.: October, 1969. 

Joint Commis~ion on Correctional Manpower and Training. Perspectives 
on correctional manpower and training. Washington, D. C.: 
January, 1970. 

Katrin, S. E. The effects on women inmates of facilitation training 
provided correctional officers. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 
1974,1,5-12. 

Kentucky Mental Health Manpower Commission. Community resource train­
ing for Kentucky probation and p~role officers. Repoft of a 
Pilot Demonstration Project, 1974. 

Kirk, R. E. Experimental design: procedures for the behavioral 
sciences. Belmont: Brooks/Cole, 1969 . 

Kirkpatrick, D. l. Evaluating training programs: Evidence vs. proof. 
Training and Development Journal, November, 1977, 9-12. 

law Enforcement Assistance Reform Act of 1979. S. 241, 96th Congress, 
1st session May 21 (legislative day, April 9), 1979. 

lott, D. C. Evaluating to reduce training costs. Training and 
Development Journal, January, 1967, 38-41. 

Mager, R. F. Goal analysis. Belmont: Fearon Publishers, 1972. 

Mager, R. F. Preparing instructional objectives (2nd ed.). Belmont: 
Fearon Publishers, 1975. 

Maloney, D. '·1., Phillips, E. L., Fixsen, D. L., & Wolf, M. M. 
Training techniques for staff in group homes for juvenile 
offenders: An analysis. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 1975, £" 195-215. 

R-6 

[J 

[J 

[] 
f] 

[] 
[] 

o 
[] 
[] 

o 
[J 

rl .... 

[] 

[j 

[] 

I] 

[] 

o 
f] 

Mandel, N. Making corrections a community agency. Crime and Delinquency, 
"1973, 1I, 281-288. 

Martinson, R. M. What works?: Questions and answers about prison 
reform. Public Interest, 1974, 1i, 22-55. 

Mar land Correctional Training Commission. Third Annual ~eport to ~he 
Y Governor, the Secretary of Public Safety and Correctl0na1 Servlces, 

and Members of the General Assembly, July 1973-July 1974. 

Maryland Governor's Commission on law Enforcement an~ ~dministr~tion 
of Justice. Comprehensive plan for ~1ary~a~d crlmln~l Justlce 
training programs. State of Maryland Crlmlnal Justlce Report, 
June, 1976. 

Mathieson, T. Across the boundary of organizations. California: 
Glendessary Press, 1972. 

Matthews, C. v. Final report to the Connec~i~ut Department of Correc: 
tions: An evaluation of the joint tralnlng academy. Ca~bondale. 
Southern Illinois University, Center for the Study of Crlme, 
Delinquency, and Corrections, November, 1973. 

Maxim, P. Treatment-custody staff conflicts in cor~e~tional institu­
tions: Are-analysis. Canadian Journal of Crlmlnology and 
Corrections, 1976, ~, 379-386. 

McConkie, M. l. The role of interpersona~ trust in ~orrectional 
administration. University of Georgla, Correctl0ns Division, 
Institute of Government, September, 1975. 

. kEG Job and task analysis. In M. D. Dunnette (Ed.), McCormlc, . . h 1 Chl'cago' Handbook of industrial and organizational.psyc oogy. . 
Rand McNally, 1976. 

Milgram, S. Obedience to authority, New York: Harper, 1975. 

Miller, W. B. Inter-institutional confli~t a~ a major imped!m:~j to 
delinquency prevention. Human Organlzatl0n, 1958, 1I, ~O . 

Miller, W. B. Ideology and criminal justice pol~c~: Some cl~;;en~4 
issues. The Journal of Criminal law and Crlmlno10gy, , __ , 
141-162. 

Moos, R. F. Correctional Institution~ Environment ScaleQManual. 
Palo Alto: Consulting PsychologlSts Press, Inc., 1.74. 

Morton J B Southeastern Correctional Mana ement Trainin Council. 
Finai R~port. Discretionary Grant #74-ED-04-0009 , December, 
1975. 

R-7 



f": 

r~ 
r--

r~ 
r-
r­
[ 

[ 

r~ 

L 
[~ 

{~ 

r~ 

r 
[:' 

[ 

l~\ 
r~l 

, r ! 

Myers, J. Y. Fundamentals of experimental design. Boston: Allyn and 
Bacon, 1972. 

National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals. 
Corrections. Washington, D. C.: January, 1973. 

National Advisory Network on Correctional Manpower, Training" and 
Development. Centre for Social Welfare Studies, Carleton 
University. National Corrections Task Bank (Correctional Manpower 
Development Project). Ottowa, Ontario, 1976. 

National Council on Crime and Delinquency. Probation and Parole 
Directory, United States and Canada (17th ed.). Hackensack, 1976. 

National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration, U.S. Department of 
Justice. The National Manpower Survey of the Criminal 
Justice System, Volume Three, Corrections. Washington, 
D.C.: September, 1978. 

Nelson, E. K. Strategies for action in meeting correctional manpower 
and program needs. Crime and Delinquency, 1966, }£, 221-226. 

Newstrom, J. W. 
training. 
22-24. 

Catch-22: The problems of incomplete evaluation of 
Training and Development Journal, November, 1978, 

Nosin, J. A. Pre-service and in-service training of Georgia correctional 
personnel: An interim evaluation. Atlanta: Planning and Evalua­
tion Section, Research and Development Division, Department of 
Corrections/Offender Rehabilitation, January, 1975. 

Nuehring, E. M. The character of interorganization task environments 
community mental health centers and their linkages. Administra­
tion and Society, 1978, ~, 425-442. 

O'Leary, V., & Duffee, D. Correctional policy: A classification of 
goals designed for change. Crime and Delinguency, 1971, 17, 
373-386. --

Osborn, R. N., & Hunt, J. G. Environment and organizational effective­
ness. Administrative Science Quarterly, 1974, ]i, 231-245. 

Paddock, A. L., & McMillin, J. D. Vienna staff training project. 
Final Report. Carbondale: Southern Illinois University. Center 
for the Study of Crime, Delinquency, and Corrections. June, 1972. 

Parsons, T. Suggestions to a sociological approach to a theory of 
organizations. Administrative Science Quarterly, 1956, 1, 63-69. 

R-8 

I _ ~ ____ ~ __ ~ ___ ~ _____ ~ _______ -- - -

[] 

[] 
[] 
[] 

[] 

[ll 

[] 

- [~ 

[] 

[] 

o 
[] 

<> 

[] 

[] 

I [11 

[D 

[] 

[~ 

o 

Patton, M. Q. Utilization focused evaluation. Beverly Hills: Sage 
Publications, Inc., 1978. 

Peretti, P.O., & Hooker, M. Social role self-perceptions of state 
prison guards. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 1976,"1, 187-196. 

Quay, H. C., & Johnson, V. S. Trainin in correctional treatment 
techniques. Final Report.- Grant #73-Ed-99-0011 . Coral 
Gables: University of Miami, Program in Applied Social 
Sci enc~s, 1976. 

Robinson, P. Delaware--Division of Adult Corrections--Staff develop~ 
ment and in-service training--Project evaluation, August, 1975. 

Rossi, P. H., Freeman, H. E., & Wright, S. R. Evaluation: A systema­
tic approach. Beverly Hills: Sage, 1979. 

Schon, D. Beyond the stable state. London: Temple Smith, 1971. 

Scott, R. J., Cienek, R. P., & Evans, R. Correctional officer train­
in in Vir inia: A final re ort. (Report #2, Correctional 
Training Evaluation Project. Virginia Commonwealth University, 
Department of Administration of Justice and Public Safety, 
August, 1977. 

Scriven, M. An introduction to meta-evaluation.' In P. D. Taylor, & 
D. M. Conley (Eds.) Readings in curriculum evaluation. Dubuque: 
William C. Brown, 1972. 

Scriven, M. Evaluation perspectives and procedures. 
Evaluation in education: Current applications. 
McCutchan, 1974. 

In W. J. Popham (Ed.) 
Berkeley: 

trainin on counse1in 
Doctoral dissertation, 

Shover, N. Experts and diagnosis in correctional agencies. Crime and 
De1inguency, 1974, 20, 347-358. 

Shover, N. A sociology of Amer'ican corrections. Homewood: The .corsey 
Press, 1979. 

Smith, R. R., Milan, M. A., Wood, L. F., & McKee, J. M. The correc­
tional officer as a behavior technician. Criminal Justice and 
Behavior, 1976, I, 345-360. 

Solomon, P., & Gardiner, J. Political obstacles to change in criminal 
justice agencies: An interorganizational perspective. In 
Criminal Justice Monograph: The change process in criminal 
~ustice. National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal 
Justice, U. S. Department of Justice, June, 1973. 

R-9 

- > e-""","_.","_~,,~~r,_,,~-. ... ..,._ ~~·~"'''''z",·,·,~",,*,,,_·.,,,-- ,",,"·-""_"""'''''~'''''''''-<'>':r-·''''r.'-;-'''''''='''·''~-''_-':~'<''''~~:-':'''~_''''YX_~''''''''=-'''",~_,""=,".",,,,-,,",-:-~.:~~~r . 



[~ 

[ 

r~ 

f~ 
[ 

r. 
[ 

r 
r~ 

l~<-

r'~ 

[~ 

r-
[

*-

J ~,_ 

[ 

C 
r"! 

Sparks, C. P. Job anal sis under the new.uniform uidelines. 
Technical Report 9-6. Houston, Personnel Research, August, 1979. 

Starbuck, W. H. Organizations and their environments. In'M. D. Dunnette 
(Ed.) Handbook of industrial and organizational psychology. Chicago: 
Rand McNally, 1976. . 

Terryberry, S. The evaluation of organizational environments. 
Administrative Science Quarterly, 1968, }£, 590-614. 

The Be11ringer. A periodic review of criminal justice. Washington, D.C.: 
National Criminal Justice Association, Ji» August, 1979. 

Thomas, J. E., & Williams, T. A. Change and conflict in the ~vo1ution 
of prison systems: Old dilemmas, emergent problems, and future 
strategies. International Journal of Criminology and Penology, 
1977, i, 349-365. . 

Thompson, J. D. Organizations in action. New York: McGraw Hill, 1967. 

Thompson, J. D., & McEwen, W. J. Organizational goals and environment. 
American Sociological Review, 1958, 23, 23-31. 

Toch, H. Is a "correctional officer," by any other name, "screw?" 
Criminal Justice Review, 1978, 1, 19-35. 

Toch, H. Living in prison. New York: The Free Press, 1977. 

Tools for Trainers .. Carbon~ale: Southern Illinois University, Center 
for Study of Crlme Dellnquency and Corrections, Correctional 
Staff Training Officer Institutes (OLEA Grant No. 241), 1978. 

Treger) H. The reluctance of the socia) agency to work with the 
offender. Federal Probation, 1965, 29, 23-27. 

U. S. Commission on Civil Rights. Civil and human rights in Oregon 
state prisons. Oregon Advisory Committee, 1976. 

U. S. Department of Justice. Draft federal standards for corrections. 
Washington, D. C.: June, 1978. 

U. S. Department of Labor. Handbook for analyzing jobs. Washington, 
D. C.: U. S. Government Printing Office, 1972. 

Weiner, R. I. Some organizational and systemic constraints to change: 
A case study of the D. C. Department of Corrections: Washington, 
D. C.: Center for the Administration of Justice, r~e American 
University, 1973. 

R-10 

u 
[j 

[] 

[] 

[] 

U] 

[] 

IT] 

[fl 

[fl 

[fl 

IT] 

[1] 

rn 
[] 

I] 
f] 

fJ 
o 

weine~~ :~ f~ra~~~iO~~~~iCo~n~ly~es of ~nterorganizationa1 relations: 
ticn betwe ,ac ors WhlCh enhance or hinder coopera-

~~~~~~~;t!r~~:~~!:!r~~~r.~~dM~~;r~~~~~s~~~~lC~fO~&~~~fa~~~~S~nd 
West Virginia-comprehensive traini ' 

Fin~l Report. West Virginia D~iS~~~~~;,f~~~~~~ectl0nal ,personnel. 
Dellnquency, and Law Enforcement. November, 196~:M~~,cr~~~: 

White, M. F., & Dean C W Probl' . 
ideas in corr '." ems ln operatl0nalizing theoretical 
1969~ 6, 87_9~~tl0n. Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, 

Withersp?o~, A. D. A behavioral observation 
tral~1n of correctional officers in a 
theslS, Auburn University, August, 1971 

R-l1 

to evaluate 
Masters 



r 

... ~. 




