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During its second year', the Aqademy has continued the programs 
initiat~d during the first year and again, tha project goals 
related to nuinbers of,indi viduals trained and hours provided 
have been exceeded. New classes hav~ been adde\d as ,training 
needs have arisen and the training contin~es t6 receive high 
marks from participants. " Addit1.onally, the number of par
ticipa.nts from outside the agency has been increased and the 
training seems to be reaching a wider range of Indi vidu'als. 

On the negative side, the STAR training during the s,econd 
half of the year. did not appeal' to make as great an impact 
as in earlier classes. Many scores for some classes'actually 
went down and it has been tentatively determined that this 
was 'related to the educational -and work backgrounds of the 
participants. Further analysirf is necessary' but it is clear 
that there will be implica,tionis for the Academy staft • 

. 
It ·is therefore recoinmendedthat the Academy consider 
altering itfs approach and/or course content when classes 
contain a large number of new and inexperienced employees, 
or that participants be screened to select those most 
likely to benefit. 

The Moos Correctional Institutions Environment Scale wasre
administered as a post test measure for the first time in two 
Adult Institutions. There was a small decrease in staff scores 
for both institutions indicating no change in the environment. 
However, the pattern for other scores was quite different between 
the two and it is believed that changes within one institution 
g~eatly influenced the score~. It is suspected that an 
institutional environment is most influenced by its internal 
affairs such as staffing and administrative changes and that 
the CIES is most likely to reflect these influences rather than 
the effects of training on individual employees. Even though 
the CIES is a usef~l tool, it should be used for other purposes. 

It 1s therefore recommended that the Moos CIES no longer 
be used as a measure of STAR training impact. 

'. 
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., 0 INTRODUCTION 

o 
~\.' 

Evaluation of the Correctional Training Academy by the Program 
E~aluation Unit began as limited statistical assistance in May, 
1916. (Prior to·that the Evaluation Unit Project Director was 
invol ved in an advisory capac! ty during.' formulation of the 
Academy's goals, objectives and evaluation design.) 

During August, 1976, the Evaluation Unit's responsibilities for 
tlhe Academy evaluation were expanded to include all phases 
except the administrative statistics kept by the Academy 
Director. . 

This report covers in detail. all Academy Programmlng since the 
end of the last reporting period (July ,10, 1977) and also sum-

'I· 

. marizes pertinent data for the entire second year, March 1, 1977 
to February 28, 1978. 

For a program description and the evaluation design, please 
refer to the first annual report dated February, 1977, pages 
3 and 8, respectivel~~ 
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RESULTS '\. 

Data has been collected and analyzed for STAR groups 16 through 
• 20 as well as all other training programs through February, 1978. 

!' 

STAR TRAINING 

. STAR Role Concept Test 

The STAR Role Concept test is exce~pted from the Project STAR 
master t.est. Training is offered in Modules 2, 7, 8, 9 and 13, 
and ten questions per module comprise the bulk of the test. 
Questions from Modules 5, 10 and 12 (ten per module) were added 
for comparison purposes making up an 80 question test. 

It should be noted that some test questions were modified begin
ning with Group 9. However, results indicated that the modifica
tions may have made,the test too easy and, therefore, no longer 
valid as a pre-post measure. As a consequence~ there was a 
return to the original test beginning with Group 16. The following 
Table indicates the subject matter for each Module. 

Module 

2 

5* 

7 

8 

9 

10* 

l2~'; 

13 

*Comparison modules 

TABLE I 

Topic 

Building respect for law and criminal 
justice system. 

Collecting, analyzing and communicating 
information. 

Assisting personal and social 
development. 

Displaying objectivity and professional 
ethics. 

Protecting rights and dignity of 
individuals. 

Providing humane treatment. 

Enforcing law situationally. 

Maintaining order. 
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.Again, 'paired T-tes,ts were used on pre,,:,ifust scores 
level of significance set at f! <. 05. " The results 
16-20 combined are given in Table II. 

TABLE II 
STA~ ROLE CONCEPT TEST 

GRO:UPS 16-20 COMBINED 
N=71 

"'} Pre-test . Post-test 
Module Mean Mean 

2 6.25 6.65 

5'* 7.01 6.99 

7 6.01 6.14 

8 7.76 7.97 

9 7.39 7.37 

10* 6.10 6.30 

12* 6.'37 6.44 

13 6.17 6.38 

Total " 
(All Modules) 52.97 54.20 

. , 

Total-Real !? 
(2,7,8,9,13; 33.51 ·34.51 

If U 

/), 

with the 
for Groups 

Significant 
Increase 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

*1 ,',"" --Modules not taught used for comparison purposes only 

Table III examines Groups 16 to 20 individually in terms of 
whether the means, went up signirica~t1y, remained the same, or 
went down. 



_ .... 
TABLE III 

STAR ROLE CONCEPT TEST 
DIRECTION OF CHANGE 

#16 #17 #18 #19 #20 
Group N=ll N=16 N=15 N=12 N=14 

Mod 2 S 

Mod 5* ~ t 
I ~ .Mod 7 ... S 

Mod 8 - .+ + s 

Mod 9 - + .. 

Mod 10* t -
Mod 12* + t 
Mod 13 ~ + + S 

;Tota1-Pre 48.2 5~. 4 5·3.3 
S. 

52.7 53.9 
-Post t 51.0 54.8 51.3 56.0 56.8 

Rea1-prel • ~ S 
Total 31.3 35.1 33.6 33.2 33.7 

-Posit; 33.5 34.7 32.6 35.7 35.9 
Blank Square = post score increased but not significantly 

S = post score increased significantly 
- = no change '+ = post score decreased 

Examination of these two Tables makes it evident that the test 
results are vast1y,different from those of earlier groups. 
Table IV compares the total score means for the first and 
second year groups. 

, . 
. ~ .. "' 

•• ~> :-. ( ,,~.: ..... " 

".' .... : 
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TAtrLE IV 
STAR ROLE CONCEPT TEST 

COMPARISON OF FIRST AND SECOND YEAR MEANS 

Class II " 1-9 ('" 10-15 16-20 10-20 1-20 
1st Year 2nd Year Total 

N=135 N=9l N=7l N=162 N=297 

Total Pre X 55.6 59.1 53.0 56.3, 56.0 

Increase 2.2 .4 1.2 1.0 1.5 

Total Post X 57.8 59'.5 54.2 57.3 57.5 

' , 

*Real Pre X 35.2 38.9 33.5 36.5 35.9 
, 

Increase 1.5 .5 1.0 .7 1.1 

*Real Post X 36.7 39.4 34.0 37.2 37.0 
-

*Modules taught" (2 7 ,8 9 1 , , , , 3 ) 

Table IV shows that there have been some differences between 
groups of classes. While the second year means are slightly 
higher than the first year, this can be accounted for by Groups 
10-15.' (These groups ha;.~ the modified, easier test). Comparing 
only groups 16-20 to the first year, it can be seen that they 
had lower pre means and smaller increases. These later groups 
were, therefore, less knowledgeable going into the training 
and more, importantly, they learned less while there, at least 
as measured by this test. Table III shows that many scores 
actually .went -down,_ part'icularly in Groups 17 and 18. 

An analy~is is being conducted to determine what factors, if 
any, are related to test results. Preliminary findings indicate 
that results may be affected by age, educational backgrounq, ethnic 
background, and time employed, although it is not yet known which 

rn,n of these factors is truly operating. While further analysis is 
r necessary to determine just how these factors are related, it is 

known that classes 17 arid 18 had a higher proportion. of new 
Correctional Services Officers than other classes. ,As a group, 

, these Gindi viduals are young, new to the agency, have less educa
tion·than Probation Officers and have a greater number of minority 
individuals. If these preliminary findings are borne out by 
further analysis, the implications for training staff are many. 
It has been said that STAR training is ideally geared for indivi
duals with'a few years experience. If this is tpue, some decisions 
will have to be made about either modifying the approach and/9r 
subject matter with certain groups or limiting participation to 

'? .:r .lJ cpnly those individuals likel:y to benefit. 

6 



Stazt Attendance 
\.. 

Tables V and VI provide attendance information for Groups 16-20. 

- TABLE V 
STAR CLASS SIZE 

GROUPS 16-20 

#16 #17 #18 #19 620 Total 

~1rst Day 
14 J!:nro11ment 1'1 20 20 17 88 

rrotal With 
16 14 IPre & Post Test 11 15 15 71 

TABLE VI 
STAR CLASS 

, 

HOURS ATTENDED 
GROUPS 16-20 

Hours Attended Number of Percent 
(40 p_ossib1e) PeQp_1e of Total 

1--8 3 3.4 

9-16 1 1.1 

17-24 6 6.8 

25-32 16 18.2 

33-40 62 70.5 

TOTAL 88 100% 

Table V indicates that class size has still been somewhat below. 
the optimum number of 2~. 
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I~pactQuestionnaire 
(:' 

'\.. 
·This one-page, ten-item questionnaire is administered one 
month after line staff complete the 80 hours of Academy core 
training. The questionnaire quantifies the assessments of 

.. both line st"aff and their supervisors of the impact of the 
training program on job performances. The following table 
presents a summary of Impact Questionnaires recetved during 
this reporting period •.. 

Question, 

1. Believe that the training had a 
positive impact on this staff ;) 
when·ne returned to this in
stitution. 

2. After completing the training 
he gained a more~realistic 
way of dealing with external 
expectations of his perf.or
mance. 

3. The training helped increase 
his understanding of role 
expectations in his job. 

4. The program helped improve 
his ability to identify, 
formulate and solve insti
.tutional'problems. 

5. He was able to utilize the 
cqurse material on the job. 

6. He shared training materials 
and/or learning with other 
starf members. 

7. After completing th,e training 
he is mo~e confident in per
forming his job tasks. 

8. I felt more confident about 
this man's performance after 
he completed the training. 

9. This man performs his job 
tasks wJth more knowledge/ 
expere:fse a,rter completing 
the training. 

fa. I would .re commend this program 
for' all institutional staff • 

Ratin.g Scale: =strongly Agree NOTE: 
3=Agree 
2=Disagree 
l=Strongly Disagree 

8 

2.9 

2.9 

2.8 

2.8 

3.0 

3.1 

2.8 

2.9 

2.9 

3.4 

N=13 
Supervisors 

Mean 

3.1 

3.0 

2.4 

2.9 

2.9 

2.8 

2.8 

3.2 

Questions have been 
shortened for the sake of' 
space. On the actual 

'questionnaire, for instance, 
"he" is written "he/she",etc. 



The ratings given on the impact questionnaires are favorable 
overall with not a 'great deal of diffe,.rence between line staff 
and their supervisors. Both groups reserved their highest 
ratings for item 10, a statement that they recommend the 
training for all institutional staff. 

Demographic I~formation on STAR participants 

Basic demographic data has been collected on all STAR training 
participarits and is summarized for the second year in the 
tables that follow. 

Table VII indicates where participants are coming from, and as 
can be seen, 22% are from outside the department. This is double 
the gercentage of outside participants for the first yiar. 

TABLE VII 
WORK ASSIGNMENTS OF STAR TRAINING PARTICIPANTS 

Agency Number 'Percent 

S.D. County Probation 124 78.0 

Other Probation Department 1 .6 

Education 8 5.0 

Community ,Agency 19 11.9 

Law Enforcement 2 '1.3 

Other (DPW) 5 3.1 

Table VIII shows the, work locations forthos·e participants from 
within the department. Over 81% of those from within the 
department are from the institutions with the. remainder from 

,.casework serv:tce,s. This 1s in keeping with th~ program goal 
to' concentrate on institutional .sta.ff 'during the first two 
years. 
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.fI ~;1f:g;f" TABLE VI II" "-
If , WORK'I'ASSIGNMENTS OF 

" PROBATION DEPARTMENT PARTfeIPANTS 
II' . ' STAR TRAINING ' ' 

'/I," ' ,11/1 '" 
. Ju~enl1e Ins1:H tutions: . 
'~~Jll\venile 'lla'll 

i!Ranc,ho.de~ Campo 
;IRanchO'"de 1 Rayo , 
;.Girls Rehi~b. cFacil:0ty 
;Hlilcresti 

" ' • I' , -' 

A~ultIn.titutlons~ 
Barrett' i 
,Descanso'; 

,La. C 1ma I 
Morena .-
Viejas 
West Fork 
Work Furlough Center 

Juvenile Field Seri~ices 

Adult Services' 

I, 

A.~inlnistratlon/Evaluatlon' 

\";:'1 

, " 

'-' 

N,umtler 

55 (44.7%) 
31 
6 
2 
6 

10 

45 (36.6%) 
7 
9 

- ,2 . 
3 

10 
6 

'8 

6 (4.9%) 
((--

15' (13.0%) 

1 (.8%) 

Major "descrip,tl vecharacteristics of:, the STAR participants' 
arepresented,( in Table lX. As can be seen f~9m the, table:., 

0'> STARparticip'kmts 'co~~p:rlse af~lrlyyoung group:\,of staff. ;' .' 
Wltha median a,geof 'J33, a large majority.(63%) are 35 
years of age or younger, "with 35 years be1'ng the average al~e. 

~_~t2Most par'ticip'atlngJ st'affare maie and a large majority are "i 
. _'Lti" '.' ,ca\1casian.F~males andethnlc minorities represent 32 %:\ 

and16%-of th~group';respectively. ~.' :\ 
'\ If 

II 
i' 
!i. 

Close to 15% of the participants hold at least ai'our-year \\ 
college. degree ; with a sizeable n.umber, (13%) having ;achiev~~.d 
a'master's degree. or staff having ,attended college , more :1 , 

" ',' than half ( 57%i> reported amaj or in the field of human b.ehaVior· 
(psychology, s?qtolog~~and related f1\ields):. with an additional ' 

... - 11,% .repor.ting ,9;concerRtrationin, criminal justice. 
, ',:\ \l '" . ii

j 

L {,) 
, 'I} "lii"', 

'. \ 

t 
Ii -
\1 ;.' 
'{ 

)\\ " 
\! 
'Ii , I 

o 
o 

10 '. 

,: ' 

" :1 

' .. , 

. ,-' 
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TABLE IX 
CHARACTERISTICS OF STAR PARTICIPANTS 

Characteristic' 

Age (Range:i:20-69) 
20-25 
26:"30 
31"'35 
36-40 
41-45 
46-50 
50+ 

Sex 
Male 
Female 

Ethnic 
Caucasian 
Mexican 
Black 
Oriental 
Other 

Education 
High SC.hoel 
Some College 
AA Degree 
Bachelor's Degree 
Master's Degree 
Ph.D. ' 

.~ 

~. 

Number 

11 
,,38 

44 
25 . 

9 
8 

11 

108 
51 

131 
13 

9 
2 

.1 

13 
16 
11 
95 
21 

,: 3 

• l) 

1-) 

Percent 

" 
11 
24 
28 
16 

6 
5 

11 

68 
32 

84 
::8 
6 
1 
1 

8 C1 

10 
1 

60 
13 

2 

STAR participant~s=t:rom within the department are qui teexperienced'o 
" as a group. The avenq,g~<,,,t,ime of employment in the department 

. was almost six years among~.,tlllis· group, while average time at 
indi vidual 'work locations ~!as in excess of two years ( 31 months). 
With few exceptisms, STAR L-,artlcipants came from line level ,~c~. • 

. positions :in the)' department. Of departmental staff attending 
, these STAR groups; fewer than 5% (eight ,staff) work 'in supervisory 
or administrative positions. ' 

Moos Correctional Institutions ,Environment Scale /I 

In· January and February of 1916 th~Mobs Correctional Institutions . 
. Environment Scale ( CIES) ,was administered to ·thestaff and a sample 
of residents in all Adult and J~veni1ec::::'Instl(tutlons. . The intent 

11 
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~as to lise the scale as an instrument {'ortneasuring change. in 
the. institutional environment after a majo~'i,~'W or the staff had 
b.een. thrqugh the Sr;rAR training. As. of' October, .1977, only, two 

"inst+ tutions., Camp West Fork' and Camp Viej as haQ, more than 
'·80% of their'staffstrained and,the'CIE& was re~dministered. in 

those 1nstitutlons at that, time. Table X lists the nine ··s1.lb
scales of the CIES- and gives a brief description of each. 

.. 
" , 
·:l. 

ll. - Involvement 

2. Support 

3. Expressiveness 

4. AutQ~omy 
" 

5. Practical 
Orientation 

, 6. Personal 
Problem 
Or.ientatlon 

7. Order and 
'Organi z\~t 1. ort 

TABLE X 

CIES SUBSCALE,DESCRIPTIONS' 

Relationship Dimensions 

,measures how active and energetic residents 
are in the day-to-day functioning of the 
program, i.e., interacting socially with 
other residents, doing things ort their 

. own initiative, and developing pride and 
group spirit in the program. 

measures the extent to which residents 
are encouraged to be helpful and supportive 
towards other residents, and how supportive 
the staff is towards residents. 

measures the extent to which the program 
encourages the open expressi~n of feelings 
(including angry feeiings) by residents and 
staff. 

Treatment Program Dimensions 

assesses the extent to which residents are 
encouraged to take initiative in planning 
activities and take leadership in the unit. 

assesses the extent to which the resident's 
environment orients him towards preparing 
himself for release from the program. Such 
things as tralnin~ for new kinds of jobs, 
looking to the 'fl.lture, and setting and 

'workingtowarqs goals are considered. 

measures the extent 'to which residents are 
encouraged to, be' concerned wi th their per-', 
sonal problems and feelings and to seek to . 
understand them. .. 

System Maintenance Dimensions 

measures how important 0r'der and organization. 
is in the program, in terms of residents (how 
they look), staff (wh~t they do, to, encourage 
order) and the 'facility itself· (hoW' well it 
is kept). ' , , 

12 
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8. Clarity 

9. Staff Control 

measures the eXtent to which the resident' 
knows what to expect in the day .... to-day 
routine of his.program and how explicit 
the program ruies and procedures are. , 

assesses the extent to·which the staff 
use measures to keep residents under 
necessary controls, i.e., in the formulation 
of rUles, the scheduling of .activities J-.~and 
in the relationships between residents and 
staff. 

Results for Camp West Eorlt .' 

Graph I plots the pre- and post scores for staff (on staff norms) 
and indicates that scores on almost all scales went down somewhat. 
It further shows that while there was initially a slight emphasis 
on the Relationship Dimensions that no longer seems to be true. 
Concern with the Treatment Dimensions has also declined and only 
the System Maintenance Dimensions have remained about the same. 

Graph II shows pre scores f.or staff and residents using resident 
norms. This graph indicates the difference in perceptions between 
staff and residents on each of the items prior to any training. 
Clearly, the staff saw a much greater emphas-is on relationship and 
tr~atment dimensions than did the residents and only on staff . 
control did the residents register a higher score than staff. 

On Graph III, the post ~cores of staff and residents are somewhat 
closer together but staff scores are still higher. Only in the 
area of system maintenance is there fairly close agreement. 

It would appear that very little environmental change (as measured 
by the CIES) o.c.curred at Camp West Fork as the result of training. 
Scores tended to go down. However, there was closer agreement 
between staff and resident perceptions after training. ~t 1s of 
little value for staff to believe, for instance,cthat they are 
running a treatment program when that view is not shared by the 
resj.dents' and perhaps it can be said that staff gained a·more 
realistic view of their institution •. 

13 
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Like those .of camp West Fork, the staff scores for Camp \\Viej as 
went down slightly as "illustrated tn Graph IV. Gontrary~ to 
the results from West Fork,!, staff and resident perceptions on 
pre· scores (Graph V) were vj~rY; close and moved apart on post· 
scores. (Graph VI). Both st!~H'f and residents perceived a drop 
in emphasis in the Relationship Dimensioqs but residents 
registered a greater decrease particularly on the support scale. 

Conclusions 

It is impossible to interpret these results strictly in terms of 
training because of the other factors that have been operating. 
Of the two, West Fork has been the more stable of the two camps 
in terms of general purpose, staffing and operating procedures. 
Viejas, on the other hand, has undergone a great deal of change 
including a recent influx of staff from other institutioris. So 
while it is true that 80% of the staff has been trained, they 
were most probably not in that environment when training occurred. 
The camp has also undergone some change in program emphasis in 
that it has. attempted to become more "treatment" oriented.· It 
may be that staff scores are reflecting this change and resident 
scores simply haven't "caught up" yet. In any case, results are 
not conclusive and should be interpreted in the light of all 
the possible contributing factors. 
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ACADEMY CLASSES OFFERED SINCE 7/1/77 

The following,classes have been offered by the Academy 'turing 
the current reporting period. 

Number of ,Number of 
Class Hours Time-s Offered 

STAR 40 5 
Narcotics 8 1 
Security 8 6 
Safety 8 5 
Defensive Tactics 8 5 
CPR/First Aid 16 5 
Advanced First Aid 32 1 
AI Tour 8 3 
Assertiveness Training 16 2 
Basic Family Counseling 16 1 
Family Counseling Practicum 28 1 
Child Abuse 8 1 
Communications and 

Problem Solving 24 1 
Community Resources 8 1 
CSO Training 48 1 
Crafts Progra~ming 8 1 
Crew Safety and, 

R Supervision 2 
Crew Safety Follow-up 2 
Defensive Driving 8 1 
Emergency Procedures 8 1 
Seminar on Gangs 8 1 
Group Control 8 1 
Minimum Jail Standards 8 .2 
Rrobation Overview for 

Community Agencies 7 2 
Treatment Modalities 16 1 
Recreation Skills 8 2 
Reality Therapy 24 1 
Report Writing 2 1 
Symptomatology and 
DDetection of Drugs 8 4' 
Working with Alcoholics 8 1 
Sexual Exp~oitation of 
-Children 8 1 
Consent Dec'ree Training 

6 2 for Supervisors 
Stress Reduction 8 

, 
0, 

i) • 

~ .. 
- . 
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Class Evaluation Form 
. . .' ....... 

Th~ class evaluation fo·rm .:l.s given to training participants 
upon completion of every class. Table XI summarizes the 
ratings for each class on those items which Academy staff 
feel provide the most useful feedback. 

I: 

The figures show that often times ratings on the value of the 
training (Item 2) exceeded expectations (Item I) by more than 
a full point. Almost all classes were thought by the participants 
to have significcantly increased job performance, particularly 
those classes teaching specific skills. Additional comments. 
made on rating forms were generally favorable about course 
content. What criticisms there were centered on hard chairs, 
short breaks, etc. 

22 
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Class 
Number of Respondents 

1. Level of expectations 
. before training. 

., 

2. Rate entire training 
in terms of time spent. 

3. More cooperative at-
titude toward criminal 

, justice system. 

4. Job performance improved 
significantly after 
.training. 

5. Value of training on 
the job. 

6. Benefit of exploring 
role in criminal justice. 

7. Extent training helped 
or improved job skills. 

8. Amount of information 
learned or reviewed. 

'. 
9. Probability of recom-

mending training to' 
other starf. 

-Rating Scale l-Low 
6=High 

.. 

'TABLE -XI 
CLASS EVALUATIONS BY PARTICIPANTS 

STAR Narcotics ' Secu1.;'ity Safety Self Defense 
N=75 N=3l' . N=16 . N=56 N=~q 

3.0 3.7 3.6 3.2 ·4.3 

4,.5 4.0 4.5 4.2 5~5 

Yes=86% Yes=i3% Yes=90% Yes=87%' 
No=14% No=27% No=lO% No=13%. 

.. 

Yes=51% Yes=88% ' Yes=7l% Yes=40% Ye's=8l% :! 
,No=49% N)=12% No=29% No=60% No=19%· \1 

.' 
'.' .. ' . . 

3.9 4.9 4.5' 4.1 5.0 
( 

I' 

4.4 3.9 4.3 3.2 5.0 " 

3.7 4.1 4.0 3.3 5.2 

4.2 4.6 4.3 3 .. 5· 5.4 
. 

4.6 4.8 4.7 3.7 5.6 

, ~. 
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Class, 
Number of Respondents 

'-.:c' 

1. Level of expectat:1,ons 
, be,fore training. 

2. Rate entire training 
·in .terms of' time spent. 

. -

3. More cooperati~e at
titude, toward criminal 
justice system~ 

4. Job performance Improved 
significantly after 
training • 

5. Value of training on 
the job •. , 

6. Benefit of exploring 
- role in criminal justlce~ 

7.'Extent trairiinghelped 
or improved job skills. 

8 •. ,Amount or information 
learned or reviewed. 

9. Prdbabll1ty of recom
mending training to 
other staff. 

Rating Scale I=Low 
, 6=High 

TABLE XI (Cont:) 
CLASS EVALUATIONS BY PARTICIPANTS 

CPR Adv. First :Aid AI Tou~ 
N=84 N=11 N=8 

4.0 

. 5.4 

.Yes=73% 
~'No::l27%, 

Yes=72% 
No=28% ' 

5.0 

5.2 

5.4 

4.1 

5.0 

Yes=63% 
No=37% 

Yes=88% 
No=12% 

3.4 

5.4 

5.4 

3.4, 

5.3 

Yes=100% 
No=O% 

Yes=86% 
No=14% 

5.0 

4.6 ' 

4.1 

5.3 

5.5 

',' 

Assertive Training 
N=25 

5.4 

4.8 

Yes=77% 
No=33% 

4.6 

2.5 . 

4.6 

4.8 

5.1 
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Class 
Number of Res ondents 

1. Level or. expectations 
before training. 

2. Rate entire training 
in terms of time spent. 

3. More cooperative at
titude toward criminal 
justice system. 

4. Job performance improved 
significantly after 

'I\) training. 
0\ 

5. Value of training on 
the job. 

6. Benefit of exploring 
role in criminal justice. 

7. 'Extent training helped 
or improved job skills. 

8. Amount ,of information 
learned or rev:tewed. 

9. Probability of recom
mending training to 
other staff. 

Rating Scale ' l:Low 
',' " 6=High 

on . 
CLASS EVALUATIONS BY PARTICIPANTS 

Comm. Res. eso Train. Crafts Prog. ' 
N=19 ·N=4 N=l2 

3.8 

4.4 

Yes=93% 
No= 7% 

Yes=70%' 
No=30% 

4.0 

4.4 

3.8 

4.8 

4.5 3.2 

5.8 5.2 

Yes=lOO% Yes=lOO% 

5.0 4~6 

5.0 2.3 

5.0 

5.2 4.8 

5.3 5.4 

3.9 

4.9 

Yes=77% 
No=23% 

4.8 

4.8 

4.6 

4.9 

5.2 

~up. 
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Class 
Number of Respondents 

1. Level of expectations 
before training. 

2. Rat~ entire training 
in terms of time spent. 

3. More cooperative at
titude toward criminal 
justice 'system. 

4. Job, performance improved 
significantly after 
training. 

5. Value of training on 
t·he job. 

6. Benefit of exploring 
role "in criminal justice. 

7. Extent training helped 
or improved jOQ skills. 

8" Amount of iJ;lformation 
learned or reviewed. 

9. Probabllity of recom
mendihi training to 
otherstat'f ~ . 

RatingScale l-Low 
6=Hlgh 

'l·A.l:SL~ XJ. ~ (.;on1;. ) 
CLASS EVALUATIONS BY PARTICIPANTS 

Crew Safe FoIl-up Def~ Driv. Emerg. Procedures 
.N=8 N=8 N=20 

3.0 

5.9 

Yes=88% 
No=12% 

5.0 

5.3 

4.5 

4.'4 

5.4 

3.9 

4.2 

Yes=57% 
No=43% 

4.5 

2.9 

4.0 

3.9 

4.2 

.r, 

3.8 

4.0 

'Yes=44% 
No=56% 

4.0 

2.8 

3.3 

3.8 

3.9 . ~". 

,-:' .~ ~ 

: 0- " • 

:'f"~: . 
' .... .... .. 

" 
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TABLE XI (Cont.) .. CLASS EVALUATIONS BY PARTICIPANTS 
Class Gangs Group Control Jail Stand. Prob,! Overview 

,Number of Respondents N=52 N='l~ N=23 Comm., Ag~ncies N=6 

1. Level of expectations . 
Qefore training. 4.3 3.9 3.3 3.3 . 

2. Rate entire training 
in terms of time spent. 5·2 4.3 4.0 4.7 

3. More cooperative at-
titude toward criminal Yes=98% Yes=86% Yes=lOO% 
justice system. No= 2% No=14% 

4. Job performance improved 
significantly after Yes=88% Yes=64% Yes=56% Y~s=83~ 

:.~ 

I\J training. No=12% No=36% ' No=44% ' No=17% 'r , 
Q) 

5. Value of training on . 
" the job. . lL 7 3.9 " 3.7 4.7 

6. Benefit,of explor'ing 
4.6 4.5 

/ 

role in criminal justice. 5.0 3.9 

1. Extent training helped 
3.6 4 . .0 o~ improved Job s,kills. 4.5 3.7 

8. Amount of information 
4 • .0 3.8 . 4.8 learned or reviewed. 5.0 

. 
9. Probability of recom-

mending training to 
5.6 3.9 3.3 5.3 other staff. . . 

Ratin g Scale l=Low 
6=Hlgh 
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Class 
Number of Respondents 

1. Lev,el of expectations 
before training. 

2. Rate entire training 
in terms of time spent. 

, , 

3. More cooperative at-
titude toward criminal 
justice system. 

4. Job performance improved 
Significantly after 
training. 

5. Value of training on 
the job. 

6. Benefit of exploring 
role in criminal justice. 

7. Extent training helped 
or improved job skills. 

8. Amount of information' 
learned or reviewed. 

9. Probabillt~ of, recom-
, mending training to 

D other starr. 

Rat1n g Scale l=Low 
o=High 

TABLE XI (cont;) 
CLASS EVALUATIONS BY PARTICIPANTS 

, . ( 

Treat. Mod. Rec. Skills Reality Ther. Report Writing' 
N=2l N=l6 N=20 N=9 

. 4.3 3.6 4.0 3.0 

.4.7 4.7 5.4 4.2 

Yes=62% Yes=60% 
No=38% No=40% 

Yes=44% Yes=93% Yes=90% Yes=7l% 
No=56% No= 7% No=-=lO% No=29% 

. 
3.9 5.3 5.4 4.9 

3.2 4.1 3.9 4.2 t' 

',' 

. 
3.6 4.5 5.0 . 4.6 

4.5 4.9. 4.8 4.2 
" . 

4.7 4·5 6.0 4.0 
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Class 
Number of Respondents 

1. L,evel of expectations 
b~fore training. 

2. Rate entire training 
in terms of time spent. 

3. fotore cooperative at
titude toward criminal 
justice system. 

4. Job performance imp.roved 
sigriifican~ly after 

~ training. 

5. Value of training on 
the job. 

6. Benefit; of exploring 
role.in criminal just1ce. 

7. Extent training helped 
or improved job skills. 

8. Amount of information 
learn~d or reviewed. 

9. Probabil1ty ofrecom
mendihg training to 
o1;her staff. 

Rating Scale, l=Low 
6=Hi.gh 

- ".':'. 

• , II 

, TABLE XI'TCont.) . 
CLASS EVALUATIONS BY PARTICIPANTS , 

Symptomology & Drugs Working with A+coholics 
N=35 ' N=33 

4.3 4.2 ' 

4.9 4.8 

Yes=86% Yes=78% 
No==14% No=22% 

Yes=84% ,I Yes=8l% 
No=l6% No=l9% 

'. 

4.5 4.7 

4.0 4.2 
t' 

4.3 4~4 

4.H 4.6 . 
. 

4.9 4.8 
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c ADMINISTRATIVE STATISTICS 

.. ,,-
Thef.oll.o.wing secti.ons summarize' infermatien ab.out the heurs 

. .of training and relief time ... that have ~been pr.ovided during 
. the sec.ond year. 

<=> 

. Re1iefTime 

In .fulfillment .of their grant prepesal, the Academy has been 
providing relief cever~ge t.o theseinstltutiens sending training 

::; participants. The relief is usually .one Academy staff member 
for every tw.o institutional staf'f members whe are invelved in 
training. Ceverage is'previded Menday threugh Friday maihly 
during regular institutienal shift heurs (excluding t'ravel 
time) .' Relief h.ours previded are as fellews: 

During thisreperting period (7-11-78 te 2-28-78): 
During Eecend year (3-1-77 te 2-28-78): 
T.otal (5-10-76 te ,2-28-78):. 

1,936 heurs 
4,083 heurs 
8,792 heurs 

Staff and Outside Cere/Follew-up'Training 

The amc,unt .of "cere training" (STAR, task, and fellew-up) 
. previded during the secend year is reflected below: 

Ntimberef individuals trained (2nd year): 
Number .of training hours (2nd year): 
Average number .of heurs per individual: 

T.otal individuals trained (2 years): 
T.otal training heurs (2 years): 
Average per individual: . 

588 
20,259 

34.5 

1,178 
35,359 

30.2 

Table XII prevides a breakdewn .of individuals by theameunt .of 
training they received for the entire twe year peried. 
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TABLE XII "-
SUMMARY OF CORE TRAINING 

. Number of' Number of Number of Percent of 
Tra1nine; HOurs .. Dals Individuals Total Trained 

1-15 2- 636 54 
16-31 4 142 12 
32-41 6 124 11 
48-63 8 83 7 
64-79 10 55 5 
80-95 12 39 3 
96-111 14 35 3 

112-127 16 14 1 
128-143 18 16 1 
144-159 20 :8 1 
J.60-l75 22 8 1 
176--191 24 '4 0 
192-207 26 2 0 
208-223 28 0 0 
224-239 30 2 0 
240-255 32 1 0 
256-271 34 1 0 

Special Training 

The Academy also conducted special conference~ and seminars 
during the year in addition to the core trainihg. rhe totals 
are as follows: .. ri 

Number of individuals trained (2nd year): 
Number of training hours (2nd year): 
Average number of hours per individ~al: 

115 
327 

2.8 

Total individuals trained (2 years): 
Total training hours (2 years): 
Average per individual: . 

758 
3,528~ 

4.6 

Resident Training 

While during the first year some training of institutional 
residentswasconducted~ none was conducted during the second 
year. 

Total residents trained (1st year,): 
.Total number of training hours (1st year): 
Average per individual.: 

Management Training 
, 

The Academy also provided a consultant-taught management 
training course dUring the second year. (None was provided 
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~uI'ing the fi·rst year".) 

"Total number of individuals trained;' 
Total number of trainiIig hours: 
.Average humber. of hours per individua-l: 

G 

Overall Totals 

Number of· individuals trained (2nd year):" 
Number of training hours (2nd. year) : 
Average number 0,1' hours per individual: 

Total individuals trained (2 years): 
. Total training houts (2 years): . 
Average per individual: 

33 I, , . 
, 

23 
1,t!24 

53.2 

726 
·21,810 

30.0 

1,977 
40,208~ 

20.3 
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